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Introduction

The collection presented in this volume is a selection of articles that I wrote 
over the last almost twenty years up to now. The selection has been guided 
by the idea of designing an internally coherent volume, containing some of 
the most representative steps in the research conducted on the following two 
closely related domains:

	 i.	The establishment of the functional structure of the clause, with special 
reference to Verb Syntax, in the tradition initiated by Pollock’s (1989) 
seminal article, in the spirit of the cartographic projects (Cinque 2002; 
Rizzi 2004b; Belletti 2004b).

	 ii.	The identification of discourse-related positions in the low portion of 
the clause structure and the properties of the clausal phase edge, a 
privileged position in minimalism (Chomsky 2005).

In my personal recollection, ii. is a natural, direct development of the 
research undertaken under i.

This is reflected in the title given to the volume, which synthesizes the 
essential guidelines of the research program illustrated by the assembled 
chapters, according to which the basic formal ingredients of grammar, the 
structures, are taken to directly condition the computation of both morpho-
syntactic processes and the strategies of discourse operations.

As for the specific contents of the book, Chapter 10—‘Answering Strate-
gies: New Information Subjects and the Nature of Clefts’—and Chapter 
11—‘Pronouns and the Edge of the Clause’—are two new articles, especially 
written for this volume; Chapter 7—‘Inversion as Focalization and Related 
Matters’—presents the last two sections of an article previously published 
with the same title in the reference indicated in the acknowledgments, deal-
ing with word order issues directly related to those addressed in Chapter 6, 
but not discussed there. The remaining eight chapters correspond to articles 
that appeared in different volumes, journals, and proceedings, indicated in 
the acknowledgments, some of which are fairly difficult to access by now. 
They are republished here with no change, apart from minor formal read-
justments. The different chapters are ordered in terms of both their thematic 
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coherence and their chronological history. The volume is divided into Part 
I and Part II, accordingly. Part I: Clause Structure and Verb Related Syntax. 
Part II: The Syntax of (Some) Discourse Related Strategies.

Throughout the chapters of the volume, Italian is the language most 
closely investigated. However, all chapters adopt a comparative perspective, 
in particular with other Romance (e.g., French, Spanish, Brazilian Portu-
guese [BP]) and Germanic languages (e.g., English, German). The volume 
can thus be situated in the tradition of studies sometimes referred to as ‘The 
New Comparative Syntax’ (Haegeman 1997). I take this style of research 
to be one of the most innovative features of formal studies on natural lan-
guage, often a source of major discoveries, that has been first undertaken 
within the Principle and Parameters model (Chomsky 1981, 2002), and that 
is best illustrated by R. Kayne’s contributions (e.g., Kayne 2000c; the articles 
recently collected in Cinque and Kayne 2005, and Kayne’s introduction), a 
constant source of inspiration over the years.

I want to devote these introductory pages to an outline and brief discus-
sion of some of the themes addressed in the two parts of this volume; I will 
select those that I think are of particular relevance and that identify aspects 
that, also in retrospect (especially in connection to Part I), qualify as core 
topics and issues, both on the theoretical and on the empirical side.

Part I: Clause Structure and Verb Related Syntax

1	 Functional Structure and Verb Movement

A central issue that accompanies all chapters of Part I is the lexical-func-
tional distinction and its role in determining the overall clausal architecture. 
The lexical-functional distinction has played a crucial role in the theoreti-
cal debate during the late eighties and nineties of the last century, leading 
to a conception of clause structure that is at the same time abstract and 
rich, detailed and simple: The functional architecture of the clause explicitly 
contains positions (heads) expressing all relevant morphosyntactic features 
directly conditioning the syntactic computation; it is built through the recur-
sive application of the same operation merging two such heads (or their pro-
jection, Chomsky 1994); it contains and dominates the lexical information 
expressed in the projection of the verb and its arguments.

The Pollockian conception—and its ancestor in Emonds (1978)—of 
clause structure as consisting of a split IP is at the base of all the chapters in 
Part I, but most specifically of Chapter 1—‘Generalized Verb Movement’—
where the generalized application of the Verb (head) movement operation 
is argued to occur in Italian tensed and infinitival clauses in a uniform way. 
The respective order of the two inflectional heads assumed, Agr and T, has 
reversed the order originally proposed by Pollock (1989), on both morpho-
logical and conceptual grounds. In more current terms, influenced by mini-
malist assumptions, the label chosen for the highest head would probably not 
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be Agr, but a more specific head or set of DP-related heads (along the lines of 
the pioneering article by Shlonsky 1989; and also of the more recent work 
by Cardinaletti 2004; Sportiche 2007; see also Belletti 2001a for relevant 
discussion on Agr nodes). The essence of the arguments, however, remains 
unchanged. In particular, the comparison between Italian and French would 
still be captured in terms of the different scope of verb movement in the two 
languages in non-finite contexts, which Chapter 1 discusses in detail. The 
main comparative distinction between the two languages is also corrobo-
rated by the analysis of the nonfinite past participial morphology, discussed 
in Chapter 3—‘Verb Positions: Evidence from Italian’—where an aspectual 
head as well as a specific past participial agreement-type head are introduced. 
Verb movement to a non-finite inflectional head is shorter and optional in 
French, as opposed to Italian, with the aspectual head of the past participial 
morphology corresponding to the non-finite tense head of full clauses (to be 
combined with the low infinitival head also assumed in Chapter 5—‘Italian/
Romance Clitics: Structure and Derivation’). A word of caution is in order 
here. As the writing of the different chapters took place at different times, 
slight changes in some analytical hypotheses across the different chapters 
typically reflect the constant development of the research ideas. The refine-
ment of the analysis of the past participial structure throughout the different 
chapters is one case in point.

The conception of verbal morphological checking adopted in most of the 
chapters of Part I has left some crucial issues open, which are still not settled 
at present. One such issue is quite central: What is the ultimate triggering 
factor inducing verb movement? To put it in comparative terms: What is the 
head and the featural specification responsible for the parametric variation 
found across languages on the verb movement process? Some progresses, 
also in terms of the empirical coverage, have been made in this domain, but 
the deep question is still rather open. Partly different conceptions of the pro-
cess have been proposed over the years, up to the reductionist idea that there 
is no real verb-head movement process at all, but just movement of chunks 
of the verb phrase; some of these movements mimic movement of a head 
since the moved phrase only contains the head V. Koopman and Szabolcsi 
(2000) is probably the most thoroughly developed version of this different 
conception, which is directly inspired by Kayne’s work making extensive 
use of remnant movement derivations, so that processes previously ana-
lyzed in terms of head movement are reinterpreted as phrasal movements, 
both in the domain of verb syntax and in the domain of nominal syntax 
(Cinque 2005; Shlonsky 2004). The crucial question about the featural trig-
ger remains though, however the head versus phrasal movement issue is set-
tled. The different scope of verb movement in non-finite contexts in Italian 
and French, discussed in Chapter 1, is particularly relevant for this question: 
The longer movement of Italian cannot be simply justified on the basis of a 
strong/overt verbal morphology, since the overt morphological shape of the 
infinitive is the same in both Italian and French. So, the overt shape of the 
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verbal morphology cannot be the relevant triggering feature. A particular 
proposal is developed in Chapter 1 that tries to formally characterize the 
different nature of the Agr affix in the two languages. A technical solution 
along those lines may be worth pursuing further. However, no such develop-
ment has been attempted in this chapter or in later work. From the empirical 
point of view the scene is richer now, though, than it was at the time the 
article was written. Interesting work by Bobaljik (2002) based on variations 
in the scope and (at least apparent) admitted optionality of verb movement 
in Faroese and Kronoby, a Swedish dialect, suggests that verb movement can 
be considered driven by richness of morphology only as far as the agreement 
morphology is concerned; the richness of other verbal morphology (e.g., the 
tense morphology) may or may not be a relevant factor. There is a one-way 
implication holding: If rich agreement morphology > V moves (Holmberg 
and Platzack 1995; Roberts 1993b; Vikner 1997); the other direction of the 
implication does not hold, as Bobaljik’s data and the Italian versus French 
infinitive data clearly indicate. It remains to be understood what the trigger-
ing factor in these cases might be exactly, why this factor correlates with the 
optional character of the movement, and to what extent the optionality is 
real. The research project is still pretty much open on this point and alive.

2	 Case and Agreement

The relation between Case and agreement has come to the foreground 
within the minimalist program, both in its first formulations (Chomsky 
1993, 1995) and also in the more recent developments, where Case is imple-
mented in terms of the relation Agree, between a probe and a goal. The Case-
agreement relation is central to the discussion of Chapters 2—‘Agreement 
and Case in Past Participial Clauses in Italian’—and 5—‘Italian/Romance 
Clitics: Structure and Derivation’—in particular, on the morphosyntax of 
past participial small clauses and clitic constructions respectively. The mani-
festation of agreement in φ-features of number and gender is also central to 
the discussion of Chapter 4—‘(Past) Participle Agreement’—dealing with 
past participle agreement in Italian and French. The core idea is that agree-
ment in φ-features is the overt morphological manifestation of a Spec-head 
relation between a phrase in the Spec position of a head carrying the agree-
ing feature (Kayne 1989a; Sportiche 1998). There are however cases where 
the agreement relation is established between a head and its complement, 
either its head (e.g., in the D-N relation), or its specifier at the edge. The 
idea developed in Chapter 2 capitalizes on the hypothesis that the second 
relation is established in past participial small clauses in Italian and that the 
agreement in φ-features between the past participle and its complement is 
also Case agreement. The proposed relation, which possibly corresponds in 
part to the one assumed for other related structures previously studied in 
the literature, the inflected infinitive of Portuguese studied in Raposo (1987) 
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and Aux-to-COMP structures of Italian studied in Rizzi (1982), could be 
implemented in more current terms as the establishment of the minimalist 
relation Agree (Chomsky 2004), occurring in a local configuration. Thus, 
the participial small clauses studied in Chapter 2 remain a relevant empiri-
cal domain to verify the formal conditions governing the Case-agreement 
system. A further relevant empirical domain in this connection is presented 
in Chapter 5 where the morphosyntax of Italian/Romance clitic pronouns 
is addressed in detail and where it is claimed that Romance-type clitic pro-
nouns are a privileged, fairly complex area, which allows one to see the 
Case-agreement system at work in close relation with verb syntax. A special 
status is attributed in this chapter to the negative head for which the relation 
with Case agreement is only indirect, mediated through subject clitics of the 
northern Italian dialects type.

3	 Verb Movement and Adverb Placement

The correlation between the verb movement process and the position of 
adverbs of different classes is a classical research topic that Chapters 1, 3, 
and, partly, 2 address in detail. Variations in this domain are interpreted as 
following from the interplay of two factors: the position of the adverb in the 
clause structure; and the presence and scope of verb movement. The adverb 
classes considered in Chapters 1–3 are basically three: negative adverbs, 
sentence adverbs, and so-called low adverbs. The classification of adverbs 
assumed is not particularly fine-grained, but it reflects currently assumed 
classifications of the time. The status of adverbs and their location in the 
clause structure is assumed to somehow be the reflex of their semantics, 
but how exactly this aspect should be expressed in structural terms is not 
developed at all and is implicitly left open for future research. It is assumed 
in various points in the chapters that adverbs are generally adjoined to the 
phrase they modify (adopting the ‘modification’ relation of Sportiche 1988): 
Sentence adverbs are adjoined to the root of the sentence, low adverbs are 
adjoined to the verb phrase; negative adverbs are either adjoined to some 
low functional head in the area of the verb phrase or fill the specifier of a 
higher negative phrase (cf. also Zanuttini 1997 for further development). 
Many word order variations within the same language (Italian) and among 
the different languages considered (French and English, in particular) fol-
low from these assumptions. However, this was clearly an area where fur-
ther knowledge and understanding were called for. And, indeed, a major 
progress in terms of both empirical coverage and overall explanation of 
adverb syntax was made some years after these chapters had been published 
with the appearance of Cinque’s (1999) monograph, a real landmark in 
this domain. Cinque’s influential hypothesis, supported by an impressive 
mass of data from numerous and diverse languages, is that adverbs fill the 
specifier of functional heads that enter the constitution of the functional 
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architecture of the clause, viewed as the verb extended projection. The mod-
ification expressed by different adverbs depends on the feature content of 
the different heads of which different adverbs are the specifiers. The assump-
tion is that specifier and head automatically share the same feature content. 
There is a certain analogy here with the agreement in φ-features that holds 
between a given affixal head and its specifier, or, more generally, with the 
agreement occurring with respect to various types of interpretable features 
when ‘criterial’ conditions are at stake (Rizzi 2006). Cinque’s hierarchy of 
interpretable heads (Belletti 2004b, introduction) is rigid across languages; 
it is a property of UG rooted in semantics as a specific kind of semantic 
selection that the child does not have to learn. Depending on the language 
type, the same content can be realized as the head or as the specifer of the 
same functional projection. This fundamental new insight was still missing 
at the time Chapters 1–3 had been written. Thus, although the style of the 
argumentation is essentially the same from Pollock (1989), passing through 
these chapters up to Cinque (1999) and the work generated from it (e.g., 
Laezlinger 1997), the descriptive conclusions reached in Chapters 1–3 are 
not as fine-grained as they could have been a few years later.

Various other themes are addressed in the chapters of Part I, some of 
which are also central to Part II, such as the computation of clitic doubling 
structures, the shape of small clauses, the nature of topicalization/focaliza-
tion processes (on which see the qualification following). Other themes 
identify specific issues such as the distinction between a negative sentence 
and a sentence that is interpreted as negated because in the scope of a higher 
negation, as in the case of the low adverbial clauses discussed in Chapter 3, 
the special status of auxiliaries as always higher in the clause structure than 
lexical verbs—their behavior in various northern Italian dialects strongly 
supports this proposal (Poletto 2000)—an idea that naturally leads to the 
further proposal that the high part of the IP/AgrP is rich and articulated, as 
advocated in more recent work by Cardinaletti (1997, 2004).

Before moving on to some comments on the themes central to the second 
part of this volume, let me indicate one last terminological note relative to 
Part I. Throughout most of the chapters in Part I, following current prac-
tice at the time, the term ‘topicalization’ is used to refer to the process that 
in the most recent chapters of Part II is labeled ‘focalization.’ This reflects 
a terminological shift that occurred in the late nineties with the split-CP 
cartographic analysis presented in Rizzi’s (1997) work on the left periphery. 
As it is clear from the articles in Part II where the distinction is explicitly 
assumed, in the most recent cartographic works the term ‘topicalization’ 
is reserved to processes involving a topic/given constituent while the term 
‘focalization’ is reserved to those processes where the constituent is focused/
new. Since both processes may involve preposing into the left periphery, this 
may explain the opaque terminology at the time. A clear distinction between 
the two processes has been made explicit within the cartographic approach, 
which has reserved for them different positions in the split CP.
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Part II: The Syntax of (Some) 
Discourse Related Strategies

4	 The vP-Periphery

The chapters constituting the second part of this book all reflect recent, up 
to current research. They revolve around a set of coherent themes among 
which the central one is the cartographic analysis of postverbal subjects 
(and of some complement reordering operations). Special attention is 
devoted to postverbal subjects that are the focus of new information. Chap-
ter 6—‘Aspects of the Low IP Area’—develops the analysis in full detail. The 
basic proposal there is that, following cartographic guidelines, the low part 
of the clause should be enriched with an area of discourse-related positions 
of focus and topic, sometimes labeled a vP-periphery. One of the main aims 
of the cartographic projects is the design of a detailed and fine-grained map 
of the clause where not only (head) positions hosting morphosyntactic fea-
tures are represented in the clausal architecture, but also positions related 
to discourse. The fundamental insight is that to the extent that a given dis-
course interpretation strictly correlates with a particular word order, then 
there must be a dedicated position in the clausal map for that interpretation. 
As I have also discussed in Belletti (2004b, introduction), this is the way 
in which one of the core minimalist questions is addressed in cartographic 
terms: The computational system directly connects to the interfaces through 
an explicit readability of syntactic structures. Thus, a crucial part of the 
interpretation related to new versus given information in discourse comes as 
a consequence of word order variability, since the different positions where 
a given constituent can appear correlate with different contents in informa-
tion. The syntax of postverbal subjects in a null-subject language like Italian 
qualifies as a particularly clear domain where the tight relation between 
structural position and informational content manifests itself. It is advo-
cated, in Chapters 7—‘Inversion as Focalization and Related Matters’—and 
8—‘Extended Doubling and the vP-Periphery’—that the same low portion 
of the clause is also involved in other clause-internal word order phenom-
ena that have a direct impact on discourse, such as the reordering of ver-
bal complements (building on the approach first developed in Belletti and 
Shlonsky 1995) and in structures where a lexical subject is ‘doubled’ by a 
strong pronoun. It is claimed that the reordered complements in the former 
case and the strong doubling pronoun in the latter illustrate different ways 
in which the discourse-related vP-periphery can be exploited in different 
computations. It is proposed in Chapter 10—‘Answering Strategies: New 
Information Subjects and the Nature of Clefts’—that the same vP-periph-
ery is exploited in the presence of the copula, in instances of subject cleft 
sentences in those cases where the clefted subject expresses new informa-
tion. One representative instance of subject clefts of this kind is claimed 
to be illustrated by French—and other languages manifesting analogous 
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behaviors—in the context of answering strategies, a domain thoroughly dis-
cussed across languages in Chapter 10, and also touched upon in Chapter 
9—‘Kinds of Evidence for Linguistic Theory’—see the discussion in section 
5. Subsequent work has shown further domains where the low vP-periphery 
of the clause is activated, such as, for example, wh-in situ structures (Kato 
2003, on BP). This area of the clause has also been shown to be active both 
in related languages (Poletto 2006; see also German in Grewendorf 2005) 
and in languages that are very far apart from Italian or other Romance/Ger-
manic languages, such as Chinese (Tsai 2007; Badan 2007), in a way that 
is remarkably analogous to the one discussed here for Italian (especially in 
doubling-type structures of the kind discussed in Chapter 8).

5	 Kinds of Data

The content of this book mainly reflects work on syntactic theory and lan-
guage description that adopts a fairly standard research practice whereby 
the fundamental empirical source of data comes from grammaticality judg-
ments given by native speakers. However, this is by no means the only pos-
sible source of empirical data on which analyses and the explicative value 
of theoretical hypotheses can be tested and supported. Data from acqui-
sition and pathology can be a very rich source of evidence for linguistic 
theory. This has been clearly shown by the theoretically oriented work on 
acquisition and pathology over the last twenty years or so (Hyams 1986; 
Rizzi 2005; Wexler 1994; Friedmann and Grodzinsky 2000), to cite just 
some representative works of a by now vast research domain. Over the last 
ten years or so, I have personally conducted some experimental work, in 
particular on L2 acquisition, and have analyzed data from acquisition in 
different modalities (L1, L2, bilingual, SLI), and have also directed much 
research in these domains conducted by graduate students. This has been 
one of the most exciting intellectual experiences over the last years that gave 
me the real sense of a discovery of an immense domain, which is by now an 
essential source of inspiration. This kind of work is not directly reflected in 
this volume, but it appears in a more or less indirect way in various places 
throughout, especially in Chapter 10 on answering strategies. Indeed, as is 
discussed in the chapter, the research track pursued there has been directly 
suggested in origin by some experimental work on adult L2 acquisition of 
the appropriate use of new information postverbal subjects in Italian, at a 
non-advanced level of attainment (then reconsidered in a wider perspective 
in Belletti, Bennati, and Sorace 2007 with near-native speakers of Italian). 
As it is also discussed in Chapter 10, the experimental setting of elicited pro-
duction is directly usable in language description as well since it provides a 
controlled source of data, especially important in domains where discourse 
conditions are directly relevant. Reliable grammaticality judgments are 
particularly hard to obtain from native speakers in these domains as they 
require an often heavy imaginative effort on the part of the interviewed 
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speaker who must figure out the relevant context, which in turn must match 
the one assumed by the linguist. Indeed, the existence of different answering 
strategies across languages emerges in a very neat way in the experimental 
conditions of elicited production adopted, as the results from both Italian 
and BP discussed in Chapter 10 illustrate (from Guesser’s 2007 adaptation 
of the experiment originally conceived of for Italian). Whereas the elicited 
answer on the identification of the subject provided by Italian speakers has 
the subject in the postverbal position (as is also the case in other null-subject 
languages, e.g., European Portuguese; see also Costa 2004), in BP it has the 
subject in either the preverbal position, associated with a special prosody 
(as is also the case in other non-null-subject languages, e.g., English), or in 
the post-copular position in a variety of subject clefts (as is also the case in 
other non-null-subject languages, e.g., French), or in a pseudocleft structure. 
The examples in (1) and (2) illustrate the different strategies revealed by 
the elicitation procedure in Italian and BP (VS, the variety of clefts/pseudo-
cleft, SV).

(1) Q: Who spoke/has spoken?
IT: A.

Ha parlato un ragazzzo
—has spoken a boy

BP: A.
a. Foi um rapaz que falou

it was a boy who spoke
b. Foi um rapaz

it was a boy
c. Um rapaz que falou

a boy who/that spoke
d. Quem falou foi um rapaz

who spoke was a boy

(2) Q Who has screamed/cough?
IT: A Ha urlato la ragazza

Has screamed the girl
BP: A Uma senhora tossiu

A lady coughed

The answers provided in the L2 Italian of L1 English or French speakers 
in the very same experimental conditions characteristically had the subject in 
the preverbal position associated with a special prosody in the former case, 
and the subject in the post-copular position of a cleft structure in the latter. 
Thus, the elicited production reflected the transferring of the L1 prevalent 
strategy into the L2. The reader is referred to Chapter 10 for detailed analy-
ses and the full development of these ideas. The point I want to stress here 
is the general conclusion that data from acquisition deserve close attention 
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in developing linguistic analyses and that often more reliable results can 
be obtained by incorporating this kind of data into the picture. Moreover, 
the advantage that can be gained by non-neglecting experimental results in 
language description should also be kept in mind as a particularly fruitful 
research guideline, as Chapter 10 discusses in connection with examples 
such as those in (1) and (2).

Chapter 9 of this volume—‘Kinds of Evidence for Linguistic Theory’—
briefly presents three case studies that show the peculiar contribution that 
data from acquisition (in different modes, as discussed in Hamann and Bel-
letti 2006 and references cited there) can provide to guide and shape lin-
guistic hypotheses. The proposal put forth there is that properties that have 
been tightly related to the positive or negative setting of the null-subject 
parameter are actually related in ways partly different from what is cur-
rently assumed and to different extents. The possibility of so-called ‘free 
inversion’—which is, in fact, discourse-related inversion as discussed in 
Chapters 6 and 10—should be regarded as a weak-type of correlation as the 
null-subject nature of the language is a necessary but not sufficient condi-
tion to allow for it (see also Nicolis 2005), while the que/qui alternation of 
French is interpreted as a strong-type correlation in that the shape of the 
complementizer appears to be directly dependent on the negative setting of 
the parameter. Data from different modes of acquisition reveal the different 
status of the two standardly assumed correlations. Finally, on a different 
domain, it is claimed that the special computations involved in cliticization, 
also discussed in Chapter 5, combined with the tripartite classification of 
personal pronouns in the terms proposed in Cardinaletti and Starke (1999) 
may also be the source of subtle differences in the acquisition of clitic pro-
nouns in two closely related grammatical systems such as French and Ital-
ian, which different modes of acquisition appear to manifest.

6	 Doubling and the CP Edge.  
The Status of CPs: Full and Small Clauses

Doubling-type phenomena are a prominent topic throughout this book, 
both in Part I and in Part II, with emphasis on different aspects. The analy-
sis presented in Chapter 5 for clitic doubling is reconsidered and refined in 
the more recent Chapter 8—‘Extended Doubling and the vP-Periphery’—in 
the context of a wider discussion of doubling phenomena, also taking into 
account quantifiers as in Sportiche’s (1988) influential analysis of quanti-
fier floating, and in the phenomena of subject doubling with a strong pro-
noun of Italian, already mentioned in section 4. In Chapter 11—‘Pronouns 
and the Edge of the Clause’—it is assumed that the doubling computation 
is also at play to yield the phenomenon of Clitic Left Dislocation (CLLD; 
see the proposal in Cecchetto 2000), and also, in different terms, structures 
containing a Hanging Topic (HT). The reader is referred to this chapter for 
an overview of the two phenomena and for the implementation of partly 
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distinct analyses for them. Here I want to just concentrate on three aspects 
addressed in this chapter: the proposal that CLLD and HT are more closely 
related structures than often assumed (Cinque 1977, 1990b), both target-
ing the left periphery of the clause in partly similar ways crucially involving 
a doubling computation; the proposal that doubling can be implemented 
through an iterated DP to the effect that a pronominal portion of the DP 
comes to fill the edge of the CP, and in this position it remains silent (Kayne 
2005a; Rizzi 2005); and the idea that the HT constitutes a phase (Chom-
sky 2005) on its own. These ideas are current research topics, so they are 
certainly bound to be in need of further refinements and adjustments in the 
future, possibly even major ones. The hope, however, is that some real inter-
pretive mechanism has been uncovered by the proposed analyses, which 
may be ultimately at play when a personal pronoun is present in the clause. 
It is essentially suggested that CLLD, HT, and doubling computations may 
be more widespread than meets the eye and that they are possibly at work 
whenever a sentence contains a personal pronoun, since a silent doubled 
pronoun is present at the CP edge in these cases. It is submitted that the fun-
damental requirements of classical principle B could be a direct consequence 
of this approach. A systematic investigation of this consequence is left open 
to future detailed research.

The analysis of the CP left periphery of the clause is directly inspired by 
cartographic studies throughout this book (Rizzi 1997; Benincà and Poletto 
2004; Haegeman 2006; and references cited in Chapters 10 and 11 in par-
ticular). Beside the domains mentioned where this portion of the clause is 
directly implicated, it is proposed in Chapter 10 that the CP can also have 
a special nature in some cases, and qualifies as a small clause in an updated 
version of Stowell’s (1983) original proposal in terms of ‘subjects across cat-
egories.’ The proposal is that a CP small clause is a CP with an EPP feature. 
One instance of a CP with this property is the CP complement of the copula 
in cleft structures (and the complement of perception verbs in the same sense 
of Guasti 1993). Although small clauses and their possible analysis is a fairly 
constant research theme of this book throughout both parts (Chapter 2 and 
Chapter 10, in particular), its discussion in the context of the analysis of 
cleft sentences conducted in Chapter 10 opens up a new research front that 
remains prominent in the agenda of future further work.
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1	 Generalized Verb Movement

1	 Introduction

Recent work in syntactic theory has developed two far-reaching ideas: the 
extension of the X′-schema to the projection of functional heads (Chomsky 
1986a) and a more articulated and abstract conception of sentence struc-
ture (Pollock 1989; Chomsky 1989). These two ideas have been shown to 
interact in a very productive way once they are combined with the general 
principles of UG. The proposals that head movement processes are Structure 
Preserving in Emonds’ (1976) sense and that they are constrained by the 
general ECP (Baker 1988) play a crucial role in this connection. Pollock’s 
(1989) article has convincingly shown that, once this set of assumptions 
is adopted and put into work, previously mysterious phenomena related 
to word order variations and adverb placement can be given a rational 
account.

The present chapter is a contribution in the same direction. The syntax 
of verbs in Italian will be analyzed both in tensed and infinitival clauses. As 
in Pollock’s article, the relative position of the inflected verb and adverbs 
of different sorts, negation, and floated quantifiers will be interpreted as 
explicit evidence illustrating the occurrence or nonoccurrence of a verb 
movement operation, under the fundamental assumption that no special 
process of adverb movement is at work in the syntax. In order to do that, 
special attention will be devoted to the empirical issue concerning the deter-
mination of the base position of different classes of adverbs. This is indeed a 
fairly central issue once instances of word order variation involving adverbs 
and verbs provide arguments revealing the various different scopes of appli-
cation of V-movement. This investigation will lead us to a fairly articulated 
typology of different classes of adverbs.

It will be shown that the verbal head systematically moves, in Italian, to 
the highest inflectional head position assumed, with no difference between 
tensed and infinitival environments. This generalized application of verb 
movement gives rise to significant differences with a closely related language 
like French, which will be discussed throughout the chapter. The proposed 
analysis also has a direct bearing on different independent issues such as the 
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proper analysis of certain kinds of small clauses as complements of percep-
tion verbs and related structures and the existence in Italian of absolute 
past participial clauses with peculiar properties. We will address these topics 
toward the end. Finally, in the last section, we will present a possible formal-
ization of the V-movement operation in a language like Italian.

2	On  Sentence Structure

In Chomsky (1986a) it has been proposed that the clausal system is not 
exceptional with respect to the X′-schema but conforms to it. Heads can 
be attributed to the traditional S′ and S, the functional categories C(OMP) 
and I(NFL) respectively. S′ and S are analyzed as the CP projection of C° 
taking the IP projection of I° as complement, in the sense of X′-theory, as 
illustrated in (1):

(1) CP
2

Spec C′
2

C° IP
2

NP I′
g

I°

with the Spec of CP position to be filled only through movement and the 
Spec of IP position identified with the NP subject position. Since this pro-
posal has been put forth, various authors1 have pointed out that, despite its 
being an important step toward a constrained conception of sentence struc-
ture, it still suffers from some conceptual deficiencies. The major conceptual 
problem has been recognized in the fact that if I° is a head in the sense of 
X′-theory, it should not simultaneously contain all the material commonly 
associated to it, that is to say both agreement features (AGR) and tense fea-
tures (T), two independent sets of features often distinguished in the verbal 
morphology of different languages. AGR and T should rather be seen as two 
independent functional heads. If this is the case, they should give rise to their 
own projections in terms of the X′-theory:

(2) AGRP TP
2 2

AGR′ T′
g g

AGR° T°
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The most important contribution of Pollock’s work has consisted in 
showing that this conceptual argument has a very explicit empirical cor-
relate. The idea of the existence of two functional head positions contain-
ing verbal morphology provides two possible landing sites for the verbal 
root. This is so under the assumption advocated in Baker (1988) and Chom-
sky (1986a) that the association of the verbal root with its morphology is 
obtained through movement of the verbal head into the inflectional head 
position(s) with a head-to-head type of movement, submitted to the gen-
eral ECP. A further possibility remains: The verb can be associated with its 
morphology through Affix Hopping (Chomsky 1957). This gives a fairly 
articulated range of combinations that turn out to be all attested either 
within a given language depending on the different structures in which a 
verb is inserted or across different languages: (a) the association can be 
done through Affix Hopping, with the affixes lowering to the verbal root; 
(b) the association can be done in part through Affix Hopping and in part 
through V-movement, with the verb moving to the first functional head and 
the remaining affix lowering to the same position; (c) the association can be 
entirely done through V-movement, with the verb moving to the first func-
tional head position and subsequently to the second. Following the argu-
ment originally attributed to Emonds (1978), Pollock has argued that the 
different scope of V-movement can account for the interlinguistic difference 
between French and English manifested by contrasts like those in (3) arising 
in negative sentences:

(3)	 a.	 Jean n’aime pas Marie
	 b.	 *Jean ne pas aime Marie
	 c.	 *John likes not Mary

If the negative adverbs pas and not occur between an inflectional head 
and the VP at D-structure, the contrast in (3) overtly shows that the lexi-
cal verb moves to the inflectional head in French, while it does not do so 
in English, where the association is obtained through Affix Hopping.2 Verb 
movement in French seems to follow the same pattern if other adverbs and 
Floated Quantifiers (FQ) are taken into account:

(4)	 a.	 Jean embrasse souvent Marie
	 b.	 Les enfants pleuraient tous en même temps
	 c.	 *Jean souvent embrasse Marie
	 d.	 *Les enfants tous pleuraient en même temps

Adverbs like souvent and FQs arguably fill a VP-initial position. A dif-
ference relative to the respective position of the verb and the adverbial ele-
ment or FQ shows up if infinitivals are taken into account. Pollock has 
pointed out that although the lexical verb does not seem to move across the 
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negative adverb pas it seems to be able to move across adverbs like souvent 
and FQs:

(5)	 a.	� Ne pas sembler heureux est une condition pour écrire des 
romans

	 b.	 *Ne sembler pas heureux est une condition . . .
	 c.	� Souvent paraître triste pendant son voyage de noce c’est  

rare
	 d.	 Paraître souvent triste pendant son voyage de noce . . .
		  (Pollock (1989): (16)a,b; (24)b, (27)b)

These otherwise fairly mysterious facts find a simple and rational account 
if the assumption is made that the inflectional features to be associated with 
the verb do not constitute a single functional head but two, AGR and T, 
respectively. Suppose that the negative adverb pas, on the one hand, and 
adverbs of the souvent type and FQs on the other, hang from different levels 
in the sentence structure, with the former in a position immediately lower 
than the highest functional head and the latter in an immediately pre-VP 
position. The contrast internal to French between paradigms (3) and (4), on 
the one hand, and (5) on the other is accounted for in the following terms: 
In tensed clauses the verb always moves to the highest functional head posi-
tion, while in infinitivals it is only allowed to move to the lowest functional 
head position, the first head that it meets.3 Long movement to the highest 
functional head gives the order V pas, while in order to obtain the order V 
Adv/FQ the shorter movement to the lower functional head is sufficient. 
These contrasts provide direct empirical support in favor of the idea that the 
clause should contain (at least) two functional head positions.4

2.1	 The Respective Position of AGR and T

The idea that the combination of the verbal root with its inflectional mor-
phology can occur through the syntactic process of V-movement has the 
non-trivial theoretical consequence of situating (part of the) morphology 
within the syntactic component of the grammar. This is in fact one signifi-
cant result of Baker’s (1988) work and his study of incorporation processes, 
of which V-movement can be seen as a particular instance. This is also the 
idea advocated in Chomsky (1989). Of course, morphology has a concrete 
manifestation in the real words of the language. Consequently, it must be 
the case that the words that result from a syntactic movement process are 
morphologically well-formed words. V-movement can be no exception to 
this general requirement.

A central constraint that guides the interplay of syntax and morphology 
is the principle that Baker (1985) called the ‘Mirror Principle,’ according 
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to which in a given word the respective order of affixes that may be pres-
ent reflects the syntactic derivation of the word, i.e., the order in which the 
affixation has taken place through syntactic head movement.5 Hence, the 
affix that is closer to the root must be the one that has attached first and so 
on. Furthermore, given that the affixation is done through head movement 
that is in turn constrained by the ECP like any other movement process, it 
must be the case that the first affix in the word is also the one that is closer to 
the root in the hierarchical tree structure. These considerations immediately 
open the question of the respective order of the AGRP and TP projection in 
the clause structure. They also indicate how to interpret the answer coming 
from the observation of the relevant data: The order of affixes in the result-
ing inflected verb will reveal their respective order of attachment in the tree. 
Let us then take an inflected verb in Italian and observe its form. For the 
clarity of the argument, let us take two forms where the respective order of 
the affixes is overtly visible through simple observation; this is the case in 
the imperfect and the future tenses:

(6)	 a.	 Legg-eva-no
		�  they read (order of affixes: T, imperfect; AGR, 3 person 

plural)
	 b.	 Parl-er-ò
		�  I will speak (order of affixes: T, future; AGR, 1 person 

singular)

As is clear from (6), the respective order of tense and agreement features 
in the verbal morphology of Italian is the order T . . . AGR. We now have a 
simple but straightforward answer to the question concerning the respective 
order of T and AGR in the hierarchical tree structure of the clause: T must 
be lower than AGR.6 We then come to the conclusion that, putting aside the 
possible existence of other (intervening) functional heads, the structure of 
the sentence in Italian as well as in related languages is as in (7):

(7) AGRP
2

NP AGR′
2

AGR° TP
2

T VP
. . .

According to (7) the traditional S/IP is viewed as an AGRP with AGR tak-
ing a TP complement, in the sense of the X′-theory, and where the subject 
NP fills the position of Specifier of AGR.
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3	 Negation, Adverbs, Floated Quantifiers 
and V-movement in Tensed Clauses

Let’s now check what the shape of Italian tensed clauses is with respect to 
the occurrence of V-movement. We will examine it by taking into consid-
eration different sorts of items. In particular: negation, ‘sentence’ adverbs, 
‘lower’ (VP) adverbs, and floated quantifiers.

3.1	 Negation

Consider the sentences in (8):

(8)	 a.	 Gianni non parla più
		  Gianni does not speak anymore
	 b.	 Maria non rideva ancora
		  Maria did not laugh yet
	 c.	 Lui non diceva mai la verità
		  he never told the truth

In (8) two negative elements are present: the negation proper non and 
various negative (polarity) adverbs like più, ancora, and mai. Notice that 
the negative adverbs need not be present to express simple sentential nega-
tion in Italian. From this point of view, they are not the exact correspon-
dent of French pas, whose presence is obligatory in French negative clauses 
if no other negative adverb is present, as is well known. We can, never-
theless, maintain that their distribution corresponds to the distribution of 
pas.7 If we compare (8) with the French sentences in (3), we remark a 
complete parallelism: the linear order of constituents is: ‘. . . non/(ne) V 
più, ancora, mai (pas) . . .’ In commenting on (3), we interpreted those 
sentences as overt evidence of the occurrence of V to I° movement, fol-
lowing the Emonds-Pollock argument. More precisely, adopting Pollock’s 
analysis, negative sentences of this sort can be taken as evidence of the 
occurrence of movement of V to the structurally highest inflectional posi-
tion, i.e., AGR, in our system. According to (our reinterpretation of) this 
analysis, the negative adverbs fill a position to the right of the highest 
inflectional head AGR at D-Structure. Hence, once the crucial assumption 
is also made that there is no specific process of adverb movement, the order 
‘inflected Verb . . . negative adverb’ can only be arrived at through V to 
AGR movement.8

The following questions arise: Where exactly are the negative adverbs 
located in the tree structure? What position does the negation non fill? Pol-
lock (1989) and other subsequent works have proposed that between the 
two inflectional heads AGR and T a Negative Phrase may be present in 
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negative clauses. Parallel to French ne, Italian non can be viewed as the head 
of this phrase. The negative adverbs in turn can be dealt with as possible 
specifiers of it. The proposal is synthesized by the tree in (9):

(9) AGRP
2

NP AGR′
2

AGR° NegP
2

Adv Neg′
g 2

più Neg TP
mai g 2

ancora non T′∙ ∙
2

T VP
g

. . . V . . .

This proposal includes the further hypothesis that the negation non is a 
clitic.9 Suppose that, due to its clitic nature, it must move to the AGR posi-
tion, with a head-to-head type of movement. Assume, for concreteness that 
this instance of head-movement is left-adjunction to AGR.10 The derivation 
of the sentences in (8) then includes the following processes: Neg to AGR; V 
to T to AGR. Suppose that the movements of V are cases of substitution, in 
the sense discussed by Rizzi and Roberts (1989). According to this proposal, 
incorporation of the inflectional morphology within the verb is obtained by 
substituting the verbal root for a particular slot for which the morphology 
subcategorizes. Thus, the Tense morphology subcategorizes for the verbal 
root (V___/T), and the AGR morphology subcategorizes for a V + T (V + 
T___/AGR).11 Given the combination of the processes just described, the 
order ‘non inflected V negative adverb’ is thus obtained. Notice that the 
same analysis holds for French negative sentences like those in (3). Accord-
ing to this proposal, the difference between Italian and French consists in 
the fact that the Specifier position of the NegP is obligatorily filled (by pas) 
in French and optionally filled by negative adverbs like più . . . in Italian. 
Thus, when the Spec position of NegP is empty in Italian the result is a 
clause involving simple sentential negation. The diagram in (10) a. illus-
trates the proposed derivation for a sentence like (8) a. When the adverb 
più is not present, a possibility indicated by the parenthesis, the result is 
sentence (l0) b.:
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(10) a. AGRP
3

NP AGR′
g r  u

Gianni AGR NegP
t  y 2

AGR AGR Adv Neg′
g g g 2

noni parlaj (più) Neg TP
g g

ei T′
2

T VP
g g

ej V
g

ej

b. Gianni non parla (più)
Gianni does not speak

Before turning to the study of more complex structures, a potentially 
serious objection to the proposal just presented should be discussed. The 
representation (10) a., although empirically adequate, seems to involve a 
violation of the head movement constraint, that is to say of the ECP: On 
its way to the AGR position the verb passes over the intervening Neg head, 
a seemingly unavailable option. Can the derivation be maintained and rec-
onciled with the general principles of syntactic theory or should it be dis-
missed? The solution to this problem that I am going to adopt is the one 
presented in Moritz (1989) for French.12 Moritz’s hypothesis consists in 
claiming that, although derivationally incompatible with the head move-
ment constraint, the described derivation still gives a well-formed represen-
tation. The head movement constraint/ECP being an LF principle, it is the 
representation resulting from the application of ‘Move a’ that needs to con-
form to it. Let me propose the following implementation of Moritz’s sugges-
tion. As is clear from (10) a., the negation-chain and the verb-chain share the 
same head: AGR. Let us represent this by attributing to the resulting AGR 
the pair of indices (i, j), i.e., both the index of the negation and of the verb, 
as indicated in (11). This sharing of the same head by the two chains is the 
key to the well-formedness of the representation (11).The proposal can be 
made explicit through the assumption that the antecedent-government rela-
tion that is required to hold between any two members of a chain is defined 
in terms of non-distinctness from the indexation of the head of the chain. 
So, the relation of antecedent-government holds between ei and ej in (11) 
because both empty categories have an index non-distinct from the index of 
the AGR head:
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(11) AGRP
3

NP AGR′
g r  u

Gianni AGR(i,j) NegP
t  y 2

AGR AGR Adv Neg′
g g g 2

noni parlaj (più) Neg TP
g g

ei T′
2

T VP
g g

ej V
g

ej

3.1.1	N egation and Complex Tenses

Let us now consider the distribution of negation in tensed clauses contain-
ing complex tenses formed by an aspectual auxiliary and a past participle. 
When simple negation is involved, the distribution completely parallels that 
of tensed clauses containing simple tenses, which we just discussed. Here as 
well the negation proper non immediately precedes the inflected verb carry-
ing the tense and agreement feature, in this case the aspectual auxiliary:

(12)	 a.	 Gianni non ha parlato
		  Gianni has not talked (lit: Gianni not has talked)
	 b.	 Maria non è uscita
		  Maria has not left (lit: Maria not is left)
	 c.	 I ragazzi non hanno incontrato i loro amici
		�  the children have not met their friends (lit: the children not 

have met their friends)

When negative adverbs are involved as well, two possibilities are avail-
able. The negative adverb can intervene between the auxiliary and the past 
participle:

(13)	 a.	 Gianni non ha più parlato
		�  Gianni has not talked anymore (lit: Gianni not has anymore 

talked)
	 b.	 Maria non è mai uscita
		  Maria has never left (lit: Maria not is ever left)
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	 c.	 I ragazzi non hanno ancora incontrato i loro amici
		�  the children have not yet met their friends (lit: the children 

not have yet met their friends)

Alternatively, the negative adverb can occupy a position immediately fol-
lowing the past participle:13

(14)	 a.	 Gianni non ha parlato più
		  (lit: Gianni not has anymore talked)
	 b.	 Maria non è uscita mai
		  (lit: Maria not is left ever)
	 c.	 I ragazzi non hanno incontrato ancora i loro amici
		  (lit: the children not have met yet their friends)

Before examining (12), (13), and (14) in turn, let us first address the ques-
tion of what category the past participle is. As discussed also in Chapter 2 
(and Chapter 4), and as is independently proposed by Pollock (1989) and 
Chomsky (1989), a past participle can be viewed as an AGRP, the ‘Object 
Agreement projection’ of Chomsky (1989). In order to be accurate from a 
morphological point of view, I will assume that the past participial AGR 
takes a further functional projection as complement, call it ASPP (‘Aspectual 
Phrase’). The ASP head contains the past participial inflection proper, –t in 
Italian, and the AGR head contains the typical agreement features of gender 
and number, which can be either overtly expressed (e.g., parti–t–i/ masc, pl, 
‘left’) or realized with the unmarked masculine singular ending (parla–t–o/ 
‘spoken’), depending on different syntactic structures. The ASP head takes 
the VP as complement. According to this analysis the structure of a past 
participle corresponds to (15):

(15) AGRP
3

AGR′
t  u

AGR ASPP
g 2

gen ASP′∙ nb ∙ 2
ASP VP

g g
–t . . . V . . .

where V moves to ASP and then to AGR to form the past participle.14

Besides the (few) cases where the presence of both the AGR and the ASP 
projections could be empirically relevant, in order to simplify the represen-
tations I will make use of the simplified structure in (16), keeping in mind 
that the full representation rather corresponds to (15):
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(16) AGRP
2

AGR′
2

AGR VP
g g

–t– features . . . V . . .

Consider now (12). These sentences can be attributed the same structure 
as those in (8) and (10) b., modulo the absence of an overt specifier in the 
Spec position of the NegP and the presence of a past participial AGRP as 
complement of Aux, as illustrated by (17) for (12) a.:

(17) AGRP
2

NP AGR′
g 2

Gianni AGR NegP
g 2

3 pers Neg′∙  sing  ∙ 2
Neg TP

g 2
non T′

2
T AuxP
g 2

pres Aux AGRP
g 2

avere AGR′
2

AGR VP
g 2

–t(o) V′
g

V
g

parla-15

In (17) non must cliticize to AGR through left adjunction, Aux must move 
to T and then to AGR, V must move to the AGR past participle head.

As for (13), its D-structure corresponds to (17) with the Spec of NegP 
realized as one of the negative adverbs più, mai, ancora, as indicated by (18) 
for (13) a.:
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(18) AGRP
2

NP AGR′
g 2

Gianni AGR NegP
g 2

3 pers più Neg′∙  sing  ∙ 2
Neg TP

g 2
non T′

2
T AuxP
g 2

pres Aux AGRP
g 2

avere AGR′
2

AGR VP
g 2

–t(o) V′
g

V
g

parla-

The same movement processes discussed in connection with (12) a. and 
(17) take place by giving an S-structure displaying the order ‘NP non Aux 
più, mai, ancora Pst Prt.’

Consider now (14), whose constituents display the S-structure word 
order ‘NP non Aux Pst Prt più, mai, ancora.’ The question is how to derive 
the immediate adjacency of Aux and Pst Prt. It seems that if the negative 
adverbs can only fill the Spec of NegP position, we are left with only one 
possible analysis: The past participle must incorporate within the Aux. If 
this is the case, it would then be the complex word ‘Aux + Pst Prt’ that 
would move to the highest AGR position generating the desired word order. 
Of course, this analysis requires non-trivial qualifications in order to ensure 
that the inflectional endings of Tense and Agreement end up on the auxiliary 
in the final structure. Alternatively, we could suggest that negative adverbs 
are also allowed to fill a different position in the clause structure. A possible 
candidate would be the VP-initial position, which is a possible adverb posi-
tion, filled by adverbs like spesso (often). If this is the case there is no need 
to assume the occurrence of the incorporation process in order to obtain the 
desired word order. We could assume that the NegP has no overt realized 
Spec and that the negation regularly moves to the AGR position and the 
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Aux as well, and the V moves to the past participial AGR position past the 
VP-initial negative adverb. The preposed structure is given in (19) for (14) 
a. and the associated derivation is indicated by the arrows:16

(19) AGRP
2

NP AGR′
g 2

Gianni AGR NegP
g 2

3 pers Neg′∙  sing  ∙ 2
Neg TP

g 2
non T′

2
T AuxP
g 2

pres Aux AGRP
g 2

avere AGR′
2

AGR VP
g 2

–t(o) più V′
g

V
g

parla-

The question whether the analysis in (19) is more adequate than the anal-
ysis assuming the Aux + Pst Prt incorporation is an empirical question that 
cannot be answered unless further data are considered. Notice that the two 
analyses make two very different general predictions: Given a sequence ‘NP 
Aux Adv Pst Prt,’ with Adv equal to an adverb of different kinds, the incor-
poration hypothesis predicts that the order ‘NP Aux Pst Prt Adv’ will always 
be available as well, no matter which base position the adverb fills, provided 
that it is a position lower than the AGR head. On the other hand, if no 
process of ‘Aux + Pst Prt’ incorporation is assumed to be available, the pre-
diction is that the order ‘NP Aux Pst Prt Adv’ can only be obtained in case 
the adverb in question fills the VP-initial position (as we assumed for più . . . 
etc.). If it fills any position higher than VP, the final order of constituents will 
always be ‘NP Aux Adv Pst Prt.’ We will verify these two predictions shortly. 
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Notice that, should we end up concluding that no process of Aux + Pst Prt 
incorporation is available in general, an analysis along the lines of (19) will 
have to be adopted in order to account for the sentences in (14) displaying 
the word order ‘NP non AUX Pst Prt più, mai, ancora.’ Hence, the choice 
between the two possible analyses of (14) depends upon the study of the 
syntax of different sorts of adverbs.

Before closing this discussion, we might notice that independent crosslin-
guistic evidence that negative adverbs of the type discussed may also fill a 
VP-initial lower position is provided by French data like (20), presented by 
Pollock (1989):

(20)	 (?)	Pierre dit ne manger plus/point (=(125b))
		  Pierre says not to eat anymore/ at all

which, French internally, contrast with infinitival sentences involving simple 
negation where pas can never follow the infinitive, as in (21) b.:

(21)	 a.	 Pierre dit ne pas manger
		  Pierre says not to eat (lit: Pierre says ne pas to eat )
	 b.	 *Pierre dit ne manger pas
		  lit: Pierre says ne to eat pas

Of course, next to (20), (22) is also possible (and in fact more natural):

(22)	 Pierre dit ne plus/point manger
	 lit: Pierre says not anymore/at all to eat

What is directly relevant to our discussion is the contrast between the rel-
ative well-formedness of (20) and the complete impossibility of (21) b. This 
contrast seems to indicate rather neatly that negative adverbs like plus . . . 
have the possibility of filling a relatively low position in the clause structure, 
a position lower than the one occupied by the (obligatory) negative adverb 
pas and that could be identified with the VP-initial position.17

3.1.2	 Positive Adverbs in Assertive Clauses

A distribution significantly parallel to the one identified for the negative 
adverbs is manifested by a number of adverbs that have the semantic function 
of reinforcing the assertive value of the sentence, which have been recently 
discussed by Lonzi (1989).18 These are adverbs like già, sempre, ben:

(23)	 a.	 Maria parlava pur/ben/già/sempre di lui19

		  Maria spoke indeed/already/always . . . of him
	 b.	 Maria ha pur/ben/già/sempre parlato di lui
		  Maria has indeed/already/always . . . spoken of him
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The natural hypothesis to account for their distribution consists in claim-
ing that these adverbs are the ‘positive’ counterpart of the negative adverbs 
discussed in the preceding paragraph. This naturally leads us to assume that 
in ‘positive/assertive’ clauses a Positive Phrase (PosP) is present whose Spec 
is filled by one of the adverbs listed above.20 Given this hypothesis, their 
distribution is predicted through the same set of assumptions introduced in 
connection with the discussion of the NegP. A crucial property of the PosP, 
which distinguishes it from the NegP, is the fact that its head is not phono-
logically realized. It is thus a phrase with an empty head. This should be true 
of Italian and other familiar languages as well. Notice furthermore a certain 
similarity between a PosP with an empty head and a lexical Spec and the 
NegP of English, which also has an empty head and a lexical Spec (i.e., not) 
(see Moritz 1989 and Rizzi 1990b for discussion).21

The parallelism between the NegP and the PosP is in fact quite tight. 
Consider in particular the behavior of an adverb like ben(e) illustrated by 
the contrast in (24):

(24)	 a.	 Gianni avrà ben risposto
		  Gianni will have indeed answered
	 b.	 *Gianni avrà risposto ben(e)
		  Gianni will have answered indeed

(24) a. is a well-formed sentence, while (24) b. is not, if the adverb is 
to be interpreted as a positive adverb. (24) b. is irrelevantly well-formed 
with bene interpreted differently, as a manner adverb equivalent to English 
well. But the positive adverb reading is not available. The contrast in (24) 
can be directly accounted for through the PosP idea assuming that ben(e) 
can only fill the Spec of PosP position. Indeed, the contrast in (24) strongly 
recalls the well-known contrast manifested by French negative clauses as 
those in (25):

(25)	 a.	 Jean n’aura pas repondu
		  Jean will have not answered
	 b.	 *Jean n’aura repondu pas
		  Jean will have answered not

The contrast in (25) is accounted for by the fairly uncontroversial assump-
tion that pas can only be in the Spec of NegP position. See also the discus-
sion in 3.1.1. Thus, Italian seems to have an exact positive correspondent of 
the French negative pas.22

Consider now a sentence like (26) and compare it with (24) b.:

(26)	 Gianni avrà parlato ben di lui
	 Gianni will have talked indeed about him
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In order for the contrast between (24) b. and (26) to receive a coherent 
account we have to assume that ben is here directly adjoined to the fol-
lowing PP, instantiating the familiar modification relation. This analysis is 
confirmed by the possibility of preposing the whole sequence ‘ben + PP,’ 
illustrated by a sentence like the following:

(27)	 E’ ben di lui che Gianni avrà parlato
	 It is indeed of him that Gianni will have talked

A PosP and a NegP should, of course, be in complementary distribution 
in the clause. This accounts for the impossibility of the following sentences 
(respective order of the adverb irrelevant):

(28)	 a.	 *Maria non parlava più pur/ben/già di lui23

		  Maria not talked anymore indeed . . . of him

We might finally also point out that già and sempre, contrary to ben(e) 
and pur(e), can also fill the Spec of NegP position thus acquiring a negative 
interpretation (on the mechanism that insures this interpretation see section 
3.3). The following contrasts are accounted for by this hypothesis:

(29)	 a.	 Maria non parlava già/sempre di lui
		  lit: Maria not talked already/always of him
	 b.	 Maria non ha già/sempre parlato di lui
		  lit: Maria not has already/always talked of him
	 c.	 *Maria non parlava pur/ben di lui
		  lit: Maria not talked indeed . . . of him
	 d.	 *Maria non ha pur/ben parlato di lui
		  lit: Maria not has indeed . . . talked of him

3.2	 Sentence Adverbs

Adverbs like probabilmente are classified as sentence adverbs by Jackendoff 
(1972). Distributionally, they typically fill a position at the very beginning of 
the sentence, over which they have scope:

(30)	 a.	 Probabilmente Gianni telefonerà alle 5
		  probably Gianni will call at 5
	 b.	 Evidentemente Gianni partirà
		  evidently Gianni will leave

This can be paraphrased with sentences like: ‘It is probable that . . .’, ‘It is 
evident that . . .’ Sentences like (30) can be attributed the structure in (31), 
with the adverb adjoined to the highest functional projection of the clause 
over which it has scope:
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(31) AGRP
q  u

Adv AGRP
g 2

probabilmente NP AGR′∙ evidentemente ∙ 2
AGR TP

2
T′

2
T VP

Although the clause initial position of (30) can be considered their typical 
location, these adverbs may also fill other positions in the clause. Abstract-
ing away from clauses containing a complex tense formed by an aspectual 
auxiliary and a past participle, to which we will turn in the following sec-
tion, probabilmente-type adverbs can also fill a position immediately fol-
lowing the preverbal subject, as in (32) a., or a position at the very end of 
the sentence, as in (32) b.:

(32)	 a.	 Gianni probabilmente telefonerà alle 5
		  Gianni probably will call at 5
	 b.	 Gianni telefonerà alle 5, probabilmente
		  Gianni will call at 5, probably

As for (32) b., the comma is meant to indicate that, in this kind of sen-
tence, a quite perceptible pause must occur between the adverb and what 
precedes it.24 This can be taken as an indication that the sentence structure 
is somehow broken in (32) b., with the adverb filling a right peripheral posi-
tion, the same position filled by right dislocated phrases. According to this 
interpretation, sentences like (32) b. are derived structures. The derivation 
should be the same as the one involved in clauses with right dislocation of 
some phrase:

(33)	 L’ho visto ieri, Gianni
	 I saw him yestarday, Gianni

In (33) the right dislocated phrase is the direct object NP and a clitic pro-
noun referring to it appears in the sentence. Lack of any clitic in (32) b. is 
due to the fact that adverbs have no pronominal counterpart.25

Consider now (32) a. I would like to propose that sentences of this type 
are derived structures as well. In this case the adverb occupies its typical 
clause initial position and the subject is in a left peripheral position, left 
dislocated or topicalized; let us identify this position with the TOP position 
of Chomsky (1977):26
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(34) TOPP
2

TOP′
2

TOP CP
g 2

Gianni C′
2

C AGRP
w  y

Adv AGRP
g 2

probabilmente NP AGR′
3

AGR TP
g 2

telefonerà T′
2

T VP
5

. . . 
alle 5

Evidence in favor of this proposal comes from sentences whose subject is 
an indefinite quantifier like, for instance, nessuno. Since an indefinite quanti-
fier cannot be left dislocated (see the following),27 if our analysis of (32) a. is 
correct we predict that in the case of a nessuno subject only the topicaliza-
tion structure should be available. In Cinque (1990b) it is shown that topi-
calization is always focal in Italian. On the use of the term “topicalization” 
see the remark in the Introduction. With this in mind, consider now (35) 
where a clear contrastive stress is necessary on the nessuno subject:

(35) a. NESSUNO probabilmente telefonerà alle 528

nobody probably will call at 5
b. Dicono che NESSUNO probabilmente telefonerà alle 5

they say that nobody probably will call at 5

If the subject were simply in the canonical Spec of AGRP subject position, 
it would not be so easily understood why this peculiar intonation should be 
required. But this is exactly what is expected if these structures require left 
dislocation or topicalization of the subject, hence just topicalization in case 
the subject is an indefinite quantifier.

Notice that, given the proposed analyses for the examples in (32), we are 
left with the interesting conclusion that adverbs of the probabilmente type 
have one base position in the sentence structure: the clause initial position.29 
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No special process of adverb movement is advocated to account for the dif-
ferent surface orders, which are obtained through the application of general 
syntactic processes, such as topicalization, or left and right dislocation. In 
the former cases it is the subject NP that is involved, in the latter it is the 
adverb itself. Lack of special rules only concerning adverbs is of course a 
welcome result, in the spirit of a principled approach to phenomena of word 
order variations. Finally, it should be pointed out that, according to the 
proposed analyses, the distribution of sentence adverbs turns out to play a 
neutral role with respect to the issue of determining the scope of application 
of the verb movement process. The different possible orders are not a func-
tion of verb movement.

3.2.1	 Comparative Remarks

Some comparative remarks are appropriate at this point. As has been pointed 
out in Pollock (1989) and as has been discussed in Kayne (1989b), sentences 
word-for-word identical to the Italian (32) a. are possible in English and 
impossible in French:

(36)	 a.	 John probably likes linguistics
	 b.	 *Jean probablement aime la linguistique

Kayne assumes that this contrast is a consequence of the fact that, as in 
the original Emonds-Pollock analysis of negation, V does not raise out of VP 
in English as it does in French. Hence, the ungrammaticality of (36) b. is due 
to the fact that V has not raised out of VP, to the highest functional head, 
contrary to what it must do in a language like French. However, Kayne 
points out that, as also noticed in Pollock (1989), the situation is more com-
plicated in that the same contrast is preserved with complex tenses contain-
ing an auxiliary and a past participle:

(37)	 a.	 John probably has made several mistakes
	 b.	 *Jean probablement a fait plusieurs erreures

But it is well known that auxiliaries raise out of VP in English as they 
do in French. Hence the contrast in (37) is not expected, in that (37) a. 
should also be impossible, but it is not. In order to account for this unex-
pected asymmetry Kayne proposes a system that includes the following two 
assumptions: a) probably/probablement are base generated between the first 
and the second functional head in the clause structure, b) auxiliaries (as lexi-
cal verbs) raise to the highest functional head position in French but they 
stop at the lowest one in English. This makes the right predictions on para-
digms like (36) and (37).30 Then, according to Kayne’s interpretation, the 
different word orders in French and English are a function of the different 
scope of the V-movement process in the two languages. Besides its attractive 
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simplicity (but see note 30), this hypothesis leaves the Italian facts that we 
just discussed unexpected. If the order ‘Subject probably/probablemente/
probabilmente V’ is a function of V-movement, we would expect Italian to 
pattern with French rather than with English. Both in Italian and French the 
verb uniformly raises out of VP in general, contrary to English. But, as we 
saw in (32) a., in these structures Italian patterns with English and not with 
French. If, on the other hand, the relevant order is not interpreted as a func-
tion of verb movement but of topicalization of the subject in a sentence with 
a clause initial sentence adverb, the fact becomes much less mysterious. It is 
well known (although the reason is not understood) that no topicalization 
process is available in French. However, it is also well known that such a 
process is available in English and Italian (although with different charac-
teristics). Hence, if topicalization is involved in these structures, it comes as 
no surprise that, in this case, Italian and English cluster together, leaving out 
French.31 This contrast between French and English may in fact constitute 
supplementary indirect evidence in favor of the topicalization analysis of 
these structures.

3.2.2	S entence Adverbs and Complex Tenses

Let us now examine the distribution of sentence adverbs in clauses where 
an auxiliary and a past participle are present to form a complex tense. Of 
course, the clause initial position is always available, as we expect, it being 
the base position of this class of adverbs according to the analysis just 
developed:

(38)	 a.	 Probabilmente Gianni ha sbagliato
		  probably Gianni has mistaken
	 b.	 Evidentemente Maria ha rivelato il segreto
		  evidently Maria has told the secret

As we also expect given the preceding discussion, the immediate post-
subject position and the clause final position are available as well:

(39)	 a.	 Gianni probablmente ha sbagliato
		  Gianni probably has mistaken
	 b.	 Maria ha rivelato il segreto, evidentemente
		  Maria has told the secret, evidently

The sentences in (39) display the same pattern as those in (32); hence they 
naturally undergo the same analysis.

The range of distributional possibilities is wider in sentences containing 
a complex tense: The adverb can also appear between the auxiliary and the 
past participle, as illustrated in (40):
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(40)	 a.	 Lui ha probabilmente sbagliato
		  He has probably mistaken
	 b.	 Maria ha evidentemente rivelato il segreto
		  Maria has evidently told the secret

A number of options come to mind to account for this word order. I will 
first discuss two, which do not involve any construction-specific statement. 
Let us call them analyses A and B. After presenting A and B we will con-
sider some comparative data involving English and French. They will lead 
us to propose a further alternative analysis, call it C, which will prove more 
adequate crosslinguistically.

3.2.2.1. Analysis A  According to this hypothesis, the following definition of 
sentence adverb could be assumed: A sentence adverb is an AGRP modifier. 
This definition immediately provides us with a further position for probabil-
mente-type adverbs in sentences containing a complex tense. Recall in fact 
that we analyzed the past participle as an AGRP. Hence, the past participle 
qualifies as a phrase that can be modified by an adverb of this class. Let us 
consider what the structure would be for a sentence like (40) a. (D-structure 
positions indicated; derivation illustrated by the arrows):

(41) AGRP
2

NP AGR′
g 2

Lui AGR TP
g 2

3 pers T′∙  sing  ∙ 2
T TP
g 2

pres AuxP
2

Aux AGRP
g 2

avere Adv AGRP
g 2

probabilmente AGR′
2

AGR VP
g 2

–t(o) V′
g

sbaglia-
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(40) a. is directly obtained through familiar application of the movement 
of Aux to the highest AGR and of V to the past participial AGR.

Despite its simplicity, analysis A appears to be empirically inadequate. 
Consider sentences where both a negative adverb like più and a sentence 
adverb like probabilmente appear. Only one reciprocal order of the two 
adverbs is available, the one where probabilmente precedes più:

(42)	 a.	 Gianni non ha probabilmente più sbagliato
		  Gianni has not anymore probably miistaken
	 b.	 *Gianni non ha più probabilmente sbagliato
		  Gianni has not anymore probably mistaken

Given A, probabilmente can modify the past participle AGRP. This means 
that it ought to be lower than più in the tree structure. This would in turn 
predict that più should precede probabilmente in the linear string; hence the 
grammaticality judgments should be reversed in (42). Let us now consider 
the alternative analysis B.

3.2.2.2. Analysis B  This second line of inquiry assumes that only the clause 
initial position is available to sentence adverbs. If we put this hypothesis 
together with the background assumption that no special adverb movement 
rule is available in general, we have to reach the conclusion that the word 
order displayed by (40) is obtained through the application of some syntac-
tic processes affecting both the subject NP and the auxiliary. Where might 
the subject and the Aux be? Let us address these two questions separately 
starting from the one concerning the auxiliary. A natural site for the aux-
iliary to move to is the C° position, of which AGRP can be taken to be the 
complement also in root clauses.32 Movement of Aux to C° also conforms to 
the head movement constraint/ECP. It will yield the representation in (41). 
Here the subject is in the Spec of AGRP subject position, as indicated in (43) 
(see next page).

(43) corresponds to the ill-formed sentence (44):

(44)	 *Ha probabilmente lui sbagliato
	 has probably he mistaken

The impossibility of (44) can be taken to be at the source of the neces-
sity for the subject to fill a position different from the canonical subject 
position. What could the reason for the impossibility (44) be? Assume the 
inability of the auxiliary in C° to Case-mark the subject in Spec of AGRP. 
Some observations are in order to support this proposal. Notice first of all 
that an auxiliary in C° can in some circumstances mark for nominative Case 
a subject filling the subject position. This is what we see in the so-called 
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(43) CP
2

C′
2

C AGRP
g 2

hai Adv AGRP
g 2

probabilmente NP AGR′
g 2

Lui AGR TP
g 2

ei T′
2

T AuxP
2

Aux AGRP
g 2

ei AGR′
2

AGR VP
g g

-t(o) V′
g

sbaglia-

AUX-to-COMP construction (Rizzi 1982), involving gerund or infinitival 
auxiliaries, illustrated in (45):

(45)	 a.	 Avendo lui sbagliato troppe volte, fu escluso dalla gara
		�  having he mistaken too many times, he has been eliminated 

from the race
	 b.	 Ritenevano aver lui sbagliato troppe volte
		  they believed to have he mistaken too many times

However, if a sentence adverb like probabilmente intervenes between the 
auxiliary and the subject, the acceptability decreases considerably:

(46)	 a.	 *?Avendo probabilmente lui sbagliato troppe volte . . .
	 b.	 *?Ritenevano aver probabilmente lui sbagliato troppe volte

The reason ruling out (46) can be lack of nominative Case on the sub-
ject NP assuming that some adjacency condition on Case assignment (à 
la Stowell 1981) is operative for Case assignment under government. The 
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intervening adverb breaks the necessary adjacency in (46).33 We might then 
assume that the same lack of adjacency rules out (44). However, although 
this fact might contribute to increase the complete unacceptability of (44), it 
cannot be the only reason for it if we also consider the impossibility of (47), 
which is identical to (44) except for the absence of the adverb:

(47)	 *Ha lui sbagliato troppe volte
	 has he mistaken too many times

This suggests that nominative cannot be assigned under government by 
the finite auxiliary in C° altogether, contrary to the gerundival and infini-
tival auxiliary.34 Lack of nominative Case on lui can then be considered the 
source of the impossibility of (44) and (47).

If the subject cannot occupy the canonical subject position once Aux is 
in C°, which position does it fill? It must fill a left peripheral (e.g., TOP) 
position, where it can be Case-marked in the way left peripheral phrases are 
Case-marked in general. Suppose it is either left dislocated or topicalized. 
Can we decide whether just one option is available or both? In principle, if 
topicalization (Chomsky 1977; Cinque 1990b) involves some kind of oper-
ator-vbl relation at LF, we would expect topicalization not to be available 
because the variable would fill the Spec of AGR subject position that, as we 
saw, is not a Case position, hence not a possible variable position.

On the other hand, left dislocation can be available assuming that a (silent 
clitic-like, expletive) pro originating in subject position can be licenced. How 
could pro be licenced in this non-Case position? An answer to this question 
can come from the system developed by Friedemann (1990) in his study of 
French interrogatives. In Friedemann’s analysis it is assumed that pro can 
satisfy the Case-theoretic requirement it is subject to through incorporation 
within the verb (here the auxiliary) in C°; in so doing the same mechanism 
that Rizzi and Roberts (1989) assume to overtly operate with French subject 
clitics in inversion constructions is utilized. Hence, left dislocation but not 
topicalization of the subject is possible in principle.35 This prediction seems 
to be empirically correct if we consider that next to (40), where the subject 
is a referential NP, (48) is not available, where the subject is the indefinite 
quantifier nessuno:

(48)	 *?Nessuno ha probabilmente sbagliato troppe volte
	 nobody has probably mistaken too many times

Although (48) might not be perceived as ungrammatical as a first reac-
tion, there is a widespread consensus among speakers that it is impossible 
to associate an appropriate intonation (parenthetical aside) to this sentence, 
which in turn entails the impossibility of attributing a felicitous interpreta-
tion to it. It is well known that indefinite quantifiers cannot be left dislocated 
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(see also the discussion earlier). If left dislocation is the only way available 
to obtain the order ‘Subject Aux probabilmente Pst Prt,’ the impossibility of 
(48) and its contrast with the well-formedness of (40) come as no surprise.

Moreover, the unavailability of the topicalization intonation for (48) 
comes as no surprise either given that topicalization is not possible in this 
structure. (48) also almost minimally contrasts with examples like (35), 
repeated here as (49), where topicalization is the only available intonation:

(49)	 NESSUNO probabilmente sbaglierà
	 nobody probably will mistake

The status of sentences containing nessuno as subject and displaying the 
order ‘Subject Aux probabilemente Pst Prt’ allows us to draw some conclu-
sions concerning the evaluation of hypotheses A and B as we have formu-
lated them. Only hypothesis B has something to say on the contrast between 
(40) and (48). Hypothesis A would be silent on it. According to A, there is 
no need to think that what appears to be a subject does not fill the Spec of 
AGRP subject position in these structures. But if this is the case it would not 
be understandable why the nature of the subject, referential NP or indefinite 
quantifier, should make any difference. Also with respect to the facts men-
tioned in (42) concerning the cooccurrence of probabilmente and a negative 
adverb (più), B seems superior to A. According to B, as a sentence adverb, 
probabilmente will always be higher than other clause-internal adverbs; 
hence, (42) could not be generated. At this stage, then, B looks more ade-
quate than A. Let us now consider some comparative data.

The analysis B just presented seems to work fairly neatly for Italian. How-
ever, things look more complicated as soon as we take into consideration 
French and English, which both display a paradigm like the Italian one. 
The order ‘NPsub Aux probably/probablement Pst Prt’ is admitted when the 
subject is a referential NP, but is excluded when it is a negative quantifier:

(50)	 a.	 John has probably left
	 b.	 *?Nobody has probably left
	 c.	 Jean a probablement abordé le problème
	 d.	 *?Personne n’a probablement abordé le problème

It is especially hard to see how the English paradigm could be amenable 
to a left dislocation analysis in the terms discussed for Italian, involving a 
silent pro in subject position. French would not be easily amenable to the 
same analysis either. Moreover, the consideration of a further fact contrib-
utes to complicate the picture. It appears to be the case that if the subject is 
a non-negative indefinite quantifier, the acceptability of sentences equivalent 
to (50) b. and d. improves significantly:
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(51)	 a.	 Everybody has probably left
	 b.	 Chacun a probablement abordé le problème

Indeed, an equivalent judgment is obtained in Italian as well. The accept-
ability of the following (52) contrasts with (48):

(52)	 Ognuno ha probabilmente sbagliato qualcosa

In other words, the relevant structure is problematic only when the indef-
inite subject is a negative quantifier. And this is true across the three lan-
guages considered. This state of affairs suggests that the interpretation that 
we have formulated in terms of the analysis B for the Italian paradigm must 
be revised. B would in fact predict that no difference in status should exist 
between the unacceptable (48) and the well-formed (52) as an indefinite 
quantifier cannot be left dislocated in general, irrespective of its negative or 
non-negative nature.

Suppose that the relevance of the negative versus non-negative nature of 
the quantified subject is accounted for on independent grounds. Still, the 
facts in (50) lead us to conclude that a different hypothesis should be put 
forth to account for the possibility of the word order ‘NPsub Aux prob. Pst 
Prt’ in the three languages considered.

The first option that comes to mind would be to propose a kind of vari-
ant of the preceding hypothesis A, call it A′, and assume that, contrary to 
what was discussed in 3.2, sentence adverbs like probabilmente can either 
be clause initial, as proposed so far, or can also be base generated between 
the two first functional heads of the clause structure. This amounts to a 
proposal along the lines of Kayne’s (1989a), which does not run into the 
empirical problem of our previous hypothesis A concerning cooccurrence 
with negative adverbs and resulting in the contrast in (42). However, A′ is 
not empirically adequate either. If sentence adverbs have this further base 
position, it is hard to see how the generation of impossible sentences like the 
following (53) in Italian and French would be blocked:36

(53)	 a.	 *Gianni partirà probabilmente
		  Gianni will leave probably
	 b.	 *Jean partira probablement

On the basis of the data concerning negation and negative adverbs we 
concluded, following the classical argumentation, that V has to move to the 
highest functional head position. But if this is true with respect to negation, 
it has to be true in general; hence (53) should be possible, contrary to fact. 
How is the relevant word order going to be obtained then? I want to pro-
pose and adopt the analysis C presented in the following subsection.
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3.2.2.3 Analysis C  According to C, sentence adverbs can indeed have a fur-
ther base position in addition to the clause initial one and this further base 
position can be located between the first two functional heads. However, 
this would only be possible when an auxiliary is present in the clause. We 
can claim more precisely that when an auxiliary is present in the sentence, 
one further functional head can be present in the clause structure as well. 
What would this further functional head be? To what extent is its postula-
tion in cooccurrence with an auxiliary plausible? Let us phrase the proposal 
in the following terms.

Suppose that structures containing an auxiliary exploit a possibility left 
open by UG, i.e., free recursion of AGRP. An AGR head, and its projec-
tion, can be recursively generated. However, only one occurrence of AGR 
is filled with morphological agreement–type features. We take this conten-
tive AGR to be the first, i.e., the lowest in the clause structure. All other 
eventually present AGR heads must then be empty. The subject should fill 
the highest Spec of AGRP position, whose AGR is lexicalized (i.e., con-
tains a verb). Using Chomsky’s (1989) terminology, we can see this AGRP 
recursion as a recursion of what he calls AGRP(S). It appears to be the case 
in general that only auxiliaries are allowed to move to an empty AGR.37 
This claim is justified on empirical grounds by familiar English data on 
V-movement and by as familiar French data on V-movement in infinitival 
clauses. Only auxiliaries are allowed to raise out of VP in these two classes 
of cases:

(54)	 a.	 I have not come
	 b.	 *I come not
	 c.	 Jean dit n’avoir pas parlé
		  Jean said to have not talked
	 d.	 *Jean dit ne parler pas
		  Jean said to talk not38

Given the clause structure assumed here, the Aux movement illustrated 
by (54) a. and c. is to be interpreted as movement to an empty AGR.

Now, if free recursion of AGRP is allowed, this has the immediate conse-
quence that only an auxiliary will be able to move to an empty AGR head, 
higher than the contentive AGR. This has a direct impact on the word order 
issue at stake here. It is sufficient to say that a sentence adverb like proba-
bilmente can freely modify any AGRP(S). If it modifies the highest, the final 
word order will only be: ‘probabilmente NPsub Aux Pst Prt.’ If it modifies 
an AGRP(S) lower than the highest, the word order ‘NPsub Aux probabil-
mente Pst Prt’ will become available, with Aux filling the highest and empty 
AGR.39 The following tree summarizes the proposal:
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(55) AGRP
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(probabilmente) AGRP
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(NP) AGR′
2

AGR AGRP
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(probabilmente) AGRP
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(NP) AGR′
2

AGR AuxP
g

Aux

The possibility in standard Italian of ‘Aux-to-COMP’ type structures like 
the following might constitute further evidence in favor of an analysis along 
the lines of C:

(56)	 Avendo lui pobabilmente sbagliato troppe volte . . .40

	 having he probably mistaken too many times . . .

If, given familiar assumptions (Rizzi 1982), the subject lui in (56) receives 
nominative Case from the auxiliary in C°, this implies that it should not fill 
a TOP position. It should rather fill the canonical subject position. Then (56) 
cannot be derived from a base structure involving a clause initial adverb 
and a topicalized subject. Indeed, the fact that probabilmente can follow the 
subject strongly suggests that the sentence is derived by moving Aux to C° 
from a base structure displaying the word order ‘NPsub Aux prob Pst Prt.’ 
But a structure of this kind not involving topicalization of the subject is only 
available when Aux is present, and this is an option under C.

Let us then maintain that an analysis along the lines of C accounts for 
the word order issue.

Before concluding this discussion, we must provide an explanation for 
the further issue raised by the contrast in acceptability judgments between 
sentences like (51) and (52) on one side and (48) and (50) on the other, 
which we left open. Why is a negative quantifier impossible as the subject 
of clauses displaying the word order ‘NPsub Aux prob Pst Prt’? An answer 
to this question, which interacts in an interesting way with the analysis just 
proposed, can come from the consideration of the French data in (57):

(57)	 a.	 *?Probablement Jean lira ces livres
		  Probably Jean will read these books
	 b.	 Probablement que Jean lira ces livres
		  Probably that Jean will read tliese books
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The (quasi) impossibility of (57) a. indicates that in French the sentence 
adverb is not allowed to remain in what we consider its base position, 
i.e., the clause initial position. The fact that only (57) b. is perfectly natu-
ral indicates that the adverb moves in the syntax in French. The natural 
analysis of (57) b. is that it moves to the Spec of CP position, where C° is 
realized as the declarative complementizer que. I will assume that an analy-
sis along these lines accounts for the French paradigm. The most natural 
way of interpreting the nature of this movement is to regard it as a kind 
of ‘scope assignment’ process. It would then seem natural to assume that 
sentence adverbs undergo movement in general. What is peculiar to French 
is that the movement can (must) be syntactic. However, what French can 
perform overtly other languages do at the level of representation where 
scope is generally assigned, i.e., LF. Notice that if this analysis is adopted, 
an immediate explanation suggests itself to account for the contrast at issue 
between (51) and (52) and (40) and (50), repeated here for convenience, in 
(58) and (59):

(58)	 a.	 Everybody has probably left
	 b.	 Chacun a probablement abordé le problème
	 c.	 Ognuno ha probabilmente sbagliato troppe volte

(59)	 a.	 *?Nobody has probably left
	 b.	 *?Personne n’a probablement abordé le problème
	 c.	 *?Nessuno ha probabilmente sbagliato troppe volte

The unacceptability of the set of examples in (59) can be interpreted as 
an instance of ‘inner island’ effect induced by the presence of the negative 
subject. It can be accounted for along the following lines, in terms of a 
Relativized Minimality violation. Suppose, as we just said, that the adverb 
must move to the Spec of CP position at LF; suppose furthermore that 
the negative subject too must move to an A′/Spec-like position at LF, pre-
sumably located within the AGRP projection, due to its negative nature.41 
If this is the case, the presence of the (moved) negative subject would 
interfere with the LF movement of the adverb to the Spec of CP position. 
Of course, no interference effect is expected when a non-negative subject 
is present because it would not undergo the same sort of LF movement 
to an A′/Spec-like position. It should also be noted that no interference 
effect giving rise to a RelMin violation is expected even if a negative sub-
ject is present if the adverb is clause initial (e.g., Probabilmente nessuno 
è partito/ probably nobody left). In this case there exists a well-formed 
derivation where movement of the adverb to the Spec of CP position does 
not interfere with the presence of the (moved) negative subject: First the 
adverb is moved to the Spec of CP position, then the negative subject is 
moved in turn.42
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3.3	 More on Aux + PsrPrt and Negative Adverbs

Let us briefly come back to the issue raised in 3.1.1 concerning the correct 
analysis of the sequences ‘Aux+PstPrt’ found in sentences like (14), repeated 
as (60):

(60)	 a.	 Gianni non ha parlato più
		  Gianni has not talked anymore
	 b.	 Maria non è uscita mai
		  Maria has never talked
	 c.	 I ragazzi non hanno incontrato ancora i loro amici
		  the children have not met their friends yet

We left the following question open: Is the immediate adjacency of Aux 
and PstPrt due to the fact that the past participle is incorporated within the 
auxiliary or is it just an instance of simple adjacency of the two items with 
no incorporation involved? Remember that, if the latter were the case we 
would have to assume that negative adverbs like più, mai, and ancora can 
also fill a lower position as the VP-initial one illustrated in the representa-
tion (18), beside the Spec of NegP position illustrated in (11) and (17). We 
are now in a position to answer this question. The independent empirical 
material that we needed is provided by the class of sentence adverbs like 
probabilmente that we just discussed. As we have seen in the examples in 
(40), sentence adverbs can surface in a position between the aspectual aux-
iliary and the past participle. As was pointed out earlier, if the incorporation 
idea was correct, the general prediction would be that each time the order 
‘Aux Adv PstPrt’ is a possible option, the order ‘Aux PstPrt Adv’ should be 
an option as well, as is indeed the case with the negative adverbs. But this 
is not what happens with sentence adverbs. In fact, next to the examples in 
(40), sentences like (61) are totally impossible:

(61)	 a.	 *Lui ha sbagliato probabilmente
		  he has misteken probably
	 b.	 *Maria ha rivelato evidentemente il segreto
		  Maria has told evidently the secret43

The ungrammaticality of (61) can be interpreted as direct evidence against 
the idea that the sequence Aux+PstPrt can form a unit/word, with the past 
participle incorporated within the auxiliary. We then conclude that there is 
no such process of incorporation operating in Italian.

As for our original question, we should then also conclude that in sen-
tences like (60) the negative adverb does not fill the Spec of NegP position, 
but rather is in a lower position, like a VP adverb, as in the representation 
(19), repeated in (62) for (60) a.:
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This conclusion is also consistent with the crosslinguistic evidence dis-
cussed by Pollock (1989) in the examples reported in (20), repeated in (63):

(63)	 (?) Pierre dit ne manger plus/point
	 Pierre said not to eat anymore/at all

(63) should be interpreted as an instance of V to T, an option available in 
French infinitivals.44

Although empirically adequate, the analysis in (62) opens a new ques-
tion. One interesting property of Moritz’s (1989) implementation of the 
NegP idea and the analysis of negation in French is the fact that the neces-
sary cooccurrence with negation of an element like pas is viewed as a simple 
direct consequence of the fact that within the NegP, of which pas is the 
specifier, the general process of Spec-head agreement takes place: The head 
being the negation ne, the specifier pas acquires its negative character by 
virtue of being in agreement with ne. It would certainly be most welcome if 
indeed the kind of negative polarity nature of certain items could generally 
be reduced to the fact that they are found in Spec of NegP and hence in an 
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agreement relation with the negation. Of course our conclusion concerning 
the possibility of negative adverbs like più being lower/VP adverbs is at odds 
with this desideratum. The question then is: Is it possible to reconcile our 
empirical findings with the conceptually valuable conclusion that necessary 
cooccurrence with negation is contingent upon agreement within NegP? The 
question can be given a positive answer if we assume that agreement within 
NegP is also allowed to take place in LF, and if we furthermore allow nega-
tive adverbs like più to move into Spec of NegP at LF. The proposal can be 
phrased as follows: Negative adverbs can either be S-structure specifiers or 
LF specifiers of NegP. When they are LF specifiers, they are lower/VP adverbs 
at S-structure, as in (62). According to this proposal, at LF all clauses con-
taining a negative adverb will have it in Spec of NegP; they will then all look 
in this regard as the representation in (11) and (18). This analysis has the 
empirical advantage of immediately predicting that cooccurrence of more 
than one negative adverb per negation should be excluded, as is in fact the 
case. Consider in this respect the following examples in (64):

(64)	 a.	 *Maria non ha più parlato mai con Gianni
		  lit: Maria not has anymore talked ever with Gianni
	 b.	 *Maria non ha mai parlato più con Gianni
		  lit: Maria not has ever talked anymore with Gianni

These sentences have a well-formed S-structure with one negative adverb 
in Spec of NegP and the other in the VP-initial position. However, given the 
aforementioned proposal, their LF is not well-formed: Assuming that move-
ment into Spec of NegP is a case of substitution within an empty slot, there is 
no position available where the second negative adverb could move. Hence, 
the second adverb cannot have the negative interpretation.45 This being the 
only interpretation it is eligible for, the sentences are ungrammatical because 
they cannot be associated with a well-formed LF. Interestingly enough, if 
we deal with VP adverbs that are not negative adverbs, sentences displaying 
a word order exactly parallel to the one in (64) are perfectly grammatical. 
Take examples like those in (65) involving the VP adverb spesso, which will 
be discussed in detail in 3.4:

(65)	 a.	 Maria non ha più parlato spesso con Gianni
		  lit: Maria not has anymore talked often with Gianni
	 b.	 Maria non ha mai parlato spesso con Gianni
		  lit: Maria not has ever talked often with Gianni

The sentences in (65) are well-formed because spesso is not a negative 
adverb; as such it does not need to move into Spec of NegP at LF. Hence, no 
incompatibility is expected to arise with the presence, at –S-structure, of a 
negative adverb in this position.46
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3.4	 ‘Lower’ Adverbs

With the term ‘lower’ adverbs I refer to those adverbs that are located lower 
than negation (negative adverbs) in the clause, and that do not typically 
appear clause initially, contrary to sentence adverbs. Subtle distributional 
non-uniform behaviors further differentiate the members of this wide class. 
Without trying to arrive at a detailed typology, I will rather consider more 
closely two cases in point and use them as an illustration. The cases to be 
looked at are those of completely (completely) and spesso (often). See the 
contrast between a. and b. in (66) that shows that spesso is lower than a 
negative adverb in the clause structure:

(66)	 a.	 Non ha mai parlato spesso con te
		  he has never talked often with you
	 b.	 *Non ha spesso parlato mai con te
		  he has not often talked ever with you

Given a sentence containing a transitive verb, they can both appear 
between the verb and the direct object:

(67)	 a.	 Quel medico risolverà completamente i tuoi problemi
		  that doctor will completely solve your problems
	 b.	 Quel medico risolverà spesso i tuoi problemi
		  that doctor will often solve your problems

A direct way of characterizing these data, which follows the Emonds-
Pollock original line of argumentation, consists in claiming that the base 
position of these adverbs is somewhere in front of the VP; we will specify 
the precise location in the following. The order is then obtained through 
movement of the verb out of the VP.

Both adverbs can appear at the very end of the sentence:

(68)	 a.	 Quel medico risolverà i tuoi problemi completamente
		  that doctor will solve your problems completely
	 b.	 Quel medico risolverà i tuoi problemi spesso
		  that doctor will solve your problems often

These facts indicate that the sentence final position is also a possible base 
position for these adverbs. Assume, for concreteness, that they have the 
option of being adjoined to the right of the VP. Two important differences 
exist in the distribution of the two adverbs: spesso, contrary to completa-
mente, can also appear clause initially and in a position immediately follow-
ing the subject. The relevant contrasts are illustrated in (69):
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(69)	 a.	 Spesso Gianni sbaglia
		  often Gianni makes mistakes
	 b.	 Gianni spesso sbaglia
		  Gianni often makes mistakes
	 c.	 *Completamente Gianni sbaglia
		  completely Gianni makes mistakes
	 d.	 *Gianni completamente sbaglia
		  Gianni completely makes mistakes

It seems reasonable to propose that the two differences can be reduced to 
a single one in the sense that the possibility of having a certain distribution 
entails the possibility of having the other and vice versa; if a distribution is 
unavailable the other will be unavailable too. I would like to propose that 
the primitive possibility is the one instantiated by (69) a., where the adverb 
is clause initial. This location is not the basic one, though, for these adverbs 
that, as we saw earlier, occupy a relatively low position in the clause struc-
ture.47 It must then be a derived position. Suppose that sentences of this kind 
involve topicalization of the adverb spesso. On the other hand, an adverb 
like completamente seems unable to topicalize. How should (69) b. be ana-
lyzed then? Let us propose that, besides a topicalized spesso, (69) b. also 
involves a left dislocated subject. Of course, if an adverb like completamente 
cannot be topicalized, a sentence displaying the order in (69) c. cannot be 
obtained.48 Can it be shown that the idea of considering sentences like (69) 
a. as involving topicalization of the adverb spesso is empirically correct? 
The question is important at this point given that the proposed account 
is based on this primitive difference between spesso and completamente. 
We can answer affirmatively. Notice that if spesso is topicalized when it is 
clause initial we expect that no other phrase of the sentence that follows the 
adverb can be topicalized in turn. This is so because topicalization cannot 
affect more than one constituent per sentence. And indeed a sentence like 
the following (70) containing a topicalized direct object and a clause initial 
spesso is unacceptable:

(70)	 *MARIA spesso Gianni incontra in vacanza
	 Maria often Gianni meets on vacation
	� (cfr. Spesso Gianni incontra Maria in vacanza/Often Gianni 

meets Maria on vacation)

It remains unacceptable if the subject ‘Gianni’ immediately precedes 
spesso:

(71)	 *MARIA Gianni spesso incontra in vacanza
	 MARIA Gianni often meets on vacation

If spesso stays in its lower base position the resulting sentence involving 
topicalization of the direct object is perfectly well-formed:
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(72)	 MARIA Gianni incontra spesso in vacanza
	 lit: MARIA Gianni meets often on vacation

The unacceptability of (70) and (71) is thus reduced to the unacceptabil-
ity of sentences like (73) that involve two topicalized phrases:

(73)	 *IL LIBRO A MARIA Gianni ha dato
	 THE BOOK TO MARIA Gianni has given

Notice that if, in order to account for (69) a., we were simply ready to 
claim that spesso could also be a clause initial adverb, besides the implausi-
bility of the proposal, we would be left with no explanation for the ungram-
maticality of (70). As a matter of fact, sentence adverbs can cooccur with 
topicalization of some phrases with no problem. Consider in this respect the 
sentences in (74):

(74)	 a.	 MARIA probabilmente Gianni incontrerà
		  MARIA probably Gianni will meet on vacation
	 b.	 MARIA evidentemente Gianni incontrerà in vacanza
		  MARIA evidently Gianni will meet on vacation

We have claimed that the order ‘S(ubject) spesso VP’ illustrated by (69) 
b. is obtained through left dislocation of the subject in a structure contain-
ing a topicalized spesso. Let us now consider sentences with an indefinite 
quantifier as subject. As was already discussed, indefinite quantifiers cannot 
be left dislocated. Now, if the analysis of (69) b. as involving left dislocation 
of the subject NP is correct, we expect that the order ‘S spesso VP’ should be 
unavailable when the subject is an indefinite quantifier. Indeed, we observe 
the contrast in (75):

(75)	 a.	 Qui spesso nessuno/ognuno parla
		  here often nobody/everybody talks
	 b.	 *Qui nessuno/ognuno spesso parla
		  here nobody/everybody often talks

The contrast between the perfect status of (75) a. and the unacceptability 
of (75) b., which is in fact uninterpretable, is quite sharp. It follows directly 
from the hypothesis that in order to obtain the ill-formed word order the 
negative quantifier should be left dislocated: an unavailable option.

The impossibility of sentences like (75) b. is important for the central 
issue at stake here concerning the location of adverbs like spesso. One might 
have thought, at first sight, that sentences like (69) b. should not be ana-
lyzed as involving any particular derivational process but that they simply 
illustrate the availability of a further (base) position for this class of adverbs 
between the subject and the AGR head. Examples like (71) already showed 
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the inadequacy of this hypothesis: If spesso could simply fill a position 
between the subject and AGR, why should topicalization of the direct object 
be impossible? One would not understand at all why the position of spesso 
should play any role in conditioning the possibilities of topica1ization. As 
we have just seen, the idea that spesso in this kind of sentence is topicalized 
in turn directly accounts for this interplay. The impossibility of (75) b. pro-
vides us with the second logical half of the argument: it clearly shows that 
the order ‘S spesso VP’ necessarily involves left dislocation of the subject.

The reduction of examples like (69) a. to instances of topicalization of 
the adverb that in turn entails the analysis of (69) b. as involving further left 
dislocation of the subject makes the right predictions on the facts just dis-
cussed. It also has a direct bearing on the issue concerning the occurrence of 
verb movement in Italian (tensed) clauses, central to this work. Notice that, 
on the basis of simple considerations of word order, one might have inter-
preted the possibility of examples like (69) b. as direct evidence against the 
idea that verb movement occurs in these structures at all. The simple consid-
eration of the superficial word order would be compatible with an analysis 
where the subject NP is in subject position, the verb is in its D-structure 
position inside the VP, and spesso is in some pre-VP position. If this were 
the case, examples of this kind would clearly show that verb movement is 
not a generalized, obligatory process in Italian (tensed) clauses. Of course, 
the question would remain as to why its application should be suspended in 
exactly these cases. This issue does not arise, though: The facts we discussed 
in this section clearly show that such an analysis cannot be maintained and 
that the derivation of sentences like (69) b. involve more processes than 
meet the eyes. As a matter of fact, the total impossibility of sentences involv-
ing completamente like (69) d., combined with the observation that this 
adverb cannot be topicalized, as in (69) c., can be interpreted as straightfor-
ward evidence for the obligatory occurrence of verb movement to AGR in 
Italian tensed clauses.

3.4.1	 Word Order and Extraction

Consider furthermore the following: An important and yet surprising predic-
tion is made by the analysis that assumes that left dislocation of the subject is 
involved in clauses displaying the superficial word order ‘NPsub spesso VP.’ 
It is a relatively well-established fact that clauses involving left dislocation 
of some constituent are islands with respect to movement processes. This is 
illustrated by the relative ill-formedness of (76) c. and d. derived through 
wh-extraction from the clause containing a left dislocated direct object:

(76)	 a.	 Quel libro, Gianni lo regalerà a sua figlia
		  that book, Gianni will give it to his daughter
	 b.	 Penso che quel libro Gianni lo regalerà a sua figlia
		  I think that that book Gianni will give it to his daughter
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	 c.	 *?A chi quel libro Gianni lo regalerà?
		  to whom that book Gianni will give it
	 d.	 *?A chi pensi che quel libro Gianni lo regalerà?
		  to whom do you think that that book Gianni will give it?
	 c′	 a chi [TOPP quel libro [CP[AGRP Gianni lo regalerà—]]]
	 d′	� a chi pensi [CP che [TOPP quel libro [CP [AGRP Gianni lo 

regalerà—]]]]

A subjacency interpretation of the reason of the impossibility of c. and d. 
is directly suggested by the representations, with the extracted constituent 
crossing at least the CP and TOPP barriers in c′ and TOPP and two CP’s 
barriers in d′. Now, if clauses displaying the word order ‘NPsub spesso VP’ 
involve left dislocation of the subject they should qualify as islands much as 
the sentences in (76) do. Indeed, we find that the facts confirm this predic-
tion.49 Consider the contrasts in well-formedness illustrated by the follow-
ing examples:

(77)	 a.	 Con chi dicevi che Gianni parla spesso?
		  with whom did you say that Gianni talks often
	 b.	 *?Con chi dicevi che Gianni spesso parla?
		  with whom did you say that Gianni often talks
	 c.	 E’ a Maria che Gianni telefona spesso in questo periodo
		  it is to Maria that Gianni telephones often in this period
	 d.	 *?E’ a Maria che Gianni spesso telefona in questo periodo
		  it is to Maria that Gianni often telephones in this period

(77) a. and b. involve wh-extraction to form an interrogative, (77) c. and 
d. involve extraction of an operator to form the cleft sentence. The only 
superficial difference between the well-formed a. and c. and the ill-formed b. 
and d. consists in the position of the adverb spesso: postverbal in the good 
cases, preverbal in the bad cases. The bad cases are those that, according 
to our analysis, would involve left dislocation of the NP subject (beside a 
topicalized spesso):

(78)	 a.	� Con chi dicevi [CP che [TOPP Gianni [CP [TOPP spesso [CP[AGRP 
parla—]]]]]]

	 b.	� E’ a Maria [CP che [TOPP Gianni [CP [TOPP spesso [CP [AGRP 
parla—]]]]]]

A subjacency violation of the kind illustrated by the previous examples 
in (76) takes place here. The analysis of the word order ‘NPsub spesso VP’ 
as involving left dislocation of the subject makes the correct prediction on 
the different extraction possibilities of the sentences in (77), despite their 
superficial close similarity.50
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3.4.2	L ower Adverbs and Complex Tenses

The location of lower adverbs in sentences containing complex tenses makes 
explicit which position they fill in the clause structure. We notice the follow-
ing distribution:

(79)	 a.	 Quel dottore ha risolto spesso i tuoi problerni
		  lit: that doctor has solved often your problems
	 b.	 Quel dottore ha risolto completamente i tuoi problemi
		  lit: that doctor has solved completely your problems
	 c.	 Marla ha parlato spesso con Gianni
		  lit: Maria has talked often with Gianni
	 d.	 Maria ha chiuso completamente con quel lavoro
		  lit: Maria has finished completely with that job

In (79) the adverbs can be analyzed as VP-initial adverbs. The order ‘Aux 
PstPrt Adv’ is directly obtained by moving the verb to the past participial 
(AGR) head. In this movement, the adverb is left behind. This is the same 
derivation we proposed in 3.3 to obtain the same order with negative adverbs 
in cases like (14). The following sentences in (80) are also well-formed: They 
represent cases where the adverb is VP final, as in the examples in (67) 
involving a non-complex tense:

(80)	 a.	� Quel dottore ha risolto i tuoi problemi spesso/
completamente

		  that doctor has solved your problems often/completely
	 b.	 Maria ha parlato con Gianni spesso
		  Maria has talked with Gianni often
	 c.	 Maria ha chiuso con quel lavoro completamente
		  Maria has closed with that job completely

Things are somewhat more complex when we consider the further poten-
tial location of the adverb between the auxiliary and the past participle. We 
expect it to be impossible: If the adverb is a VP adverb, it should not be able 
to precede the past participle given that the past participle morphology is 
located higher than the VP. It seems that this is in fact the case for spesso, 
(but see note 51):

(81)	 a.	 *?(A quella riunione) Gianni ha spesso parlato
		  (at that meeting) Gianni has often talked
	 b.	 *?(In quelle circostanze) Gianni ha spesso sbagliato
		  (in those circumstances) Gianni has often mistaken51

Completamente functions differently, though. Its location between the 
auxiliary and the past participle gives a perfect result. The following (82) 
sharply contrasts with (81) b.:
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(82)	 (In quelle circostanze) Gianni ha completamente sbagliato
	 (in those circumstances) Gianni has completely mistaken

This suggests that an adverb like completamente, although a lower adverb 
in the sense defined earlier, can also fill some higher position than the VP 
(initial) position, contrary to what happens with an adverb like spesso.52 
Different possible locations compatible with the data come to mind: The 
adverb could be adjoined to the past participial AGRP or to the TP projec-
tion. I leave the particular question concerning the choice between different 
alternatives open, assuming for concreteness TP adjunction. To summarize, 
both lower adverbs like spesso and completamente are VP (initial or final) 
adverbs; completamente has the further option of being a TP adverb as well. 
This range of possibilities in combination with the operation of verb move-
ment gives the attested distributions.

3.5	 Floated Quantifiers

The distribution of FQs coincides with that of VP-initial VP adverbs that we 
just discussed. In simple tenses an FQ immediately follows the inflected verb 
and precedes the complements:

(83)	 a.	 Gli invitati salutarono tutti Maria
		  lit: the guests greeted all Maria
	 b.	 Gli invitati parlarono tutti con Maria
		  lit: the guests talked all with Maria

The location of the FQ before the inflected verb gives an ill-formed 
output:

(84)	 a.	 *Gli invitati tutti salutarono Maria
		  the guests all greeted Maria
	 b.	 *Gli invitati tutti parlarono con Maria
		  the guests all talked with Maria.

The contrast between (83) and (84) can be interpreted as directly show-
ing, once again, the obligatory occurrence of verb movement in Italian 
tensed clauses, assuming that: FQs always fill a VP-initial position. We can 
in fact assimilate the distribution of FQ to that of VP-initial VP adverbs in 
a most straightforward way by adopting Sportiche’s (1988) analysis of the 
FQ phenomenon. According to Sportiche’s account, the basic properties of 
FQs, most notably their anaphoric nature, can be derived from the follow-
ing two assumptions: All subjects are generated VP-internally at S-structure 
and a FQ is a modifier of the subject NP. The D-structure of a VP containing 
a subject NP modified by a quantifier has the shape of (85):
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The subject NP fills a VP-adjoined position (V max in Sportiche’s formu-
lation, and in Koopman and Sportiche 1991), and the modifying quantifier 
is adjoined to the NP subject itself.53 In Sportiche’s account, the NP has to 
move to a position where it can be Case-marked. That is why at S-struc-
ture it fills the typical subject position, which we have here identified with 
the Spec of AGRP position. In this movement the modifying quantifier can 
remain in place.54 That is how the quantifier and the NP can be separated 
while still being connected from the point of view of the interpretation. 
If we adopt this analysis, the assimilation of the behavior of FQs to that 
of VP-initial VP adverbs immediately follows from the fact that they have 
the same D-structure location for the relevant respects. Hence, the contrast 
between (83) and (84) is direct evidence of the obligatory occurrence of verb 
movement. (Although, of course, it is neutral evidence with respect to the 
question of which functional head the verb ends up filling.)

3.5.1	F Qs and Complex Tenses

FQs fill the VP-initial position at S-structure. Hence, given the structure that 
we associate with complex tenses, the possibility of sentences like those in 
(86) follows immediately, assuming movement of the verbal root to the past 
participial morphology, as is systematically the case:55

(86)	 a.	 Gli invitati hanno salutato tutti Maria
		  lit: the guests have greeted all Maria
	 b.	 Gli invitati hanno parlato tutti con Maria
		  lit: the guests have talked all with Maria

As we noticed earlier, a VP-initial modifier should not be able to be found 
in a position between the auxiliary and the past participle at S-structure. This 
is so given that the past participial morphology is higher than VP. Although 
this is not the preferred location, an FQ can appear between the auxiliary 
and the past participle. Next to (86), (87) is also admitted:

(87)	 a.	 (?)Gli invitati hanno tutti salutato Maria
		  the guests have all greeted Maria
	 b.	 (?)Gli inivitati hanno tutti parlato con Maria
		  the guests have all talked with Maria
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These examples might still not be very significant to check our point, 
given that they involve a relatively ‘heavy’ VP and could be amenable to 
a different analysis given the discussion of note 51. More significant is the 
following contrast:

(88)	 a.	 *?Loro hanno spesso riso
		  they have often laugh
	 b.	 (?)Loro hanno tutti riso
		  they have all laugh

Although, as we discussed earlier, the location of the adverb spesso 
between the auxiliary and the past participle (of a short VP) does not pro-
duce a well-formed output, as in (88) a., the same location of an FQ gives 
a fairly acceptable result, as in (88) b. How are we going to interpret this 
contrast? Once more, it can be made to follow from the analysis of FQ that 
we are assuming, following Sportiche’s (1988) theory. Suppose that in its 
movement to the highest Spec position in the clause structure the subject NP 
originating in the VP is allowed to pass through the various Spec positions 
that it finds on its way. It is in fact hard to see how to stop this possibility.56 
Suppose furthermore that the modifying quantifier is allowed (more or less 
naturally, subject to individual variation) to stop in any such Spec position 
freely. It then follows that if it stops in the Spec position of any projection 
higher than the past participial head (AGR) where V moves, the output 
S-structure word order will be the one in (81) b., i.e., Aux FQ PstPrt.57

In summary, the data that we discussed in this section concerning the 
interaction between the location of the inflected verb and different classes of 
adverbs, including negation, sentence adverbs, lower/VP adverbs, and FQs 
in tensed clauses, all point to the same conclusion. Besides the individual 
complexities of each class that may sometimes obscure the transparency of 
the relevant facts, the verb can be shown to systematically move out of the 
VP and in particular to the highest inflectional head position of the clause 
structure in Italian, which we have identified with the AGR head.

4	 Infinitival Clauses

Interestingly enough, the study of the interaction between the location of the 
infinitive verb and the adverbial elements of the classes we have seen and 
FQs shows a strict parallelism with the situation we have detected in tensed 
clauses. Let us proceed to a detailed analysis of the data.

4.1	 Negation

Let us take infinitival sentences like those in (89) where both the negation 
proper and the negative adverbs are present. The distribution is identical to 



56  Structures and Strategies

T&F Proofs: Not for Distribution

the one of tensed clauses that we saw in the examples in (8) with the nega-
tion proper preceding the verb (here in the infinitive form) and the negative 
adverbs following it:

(89)	 Gianni ha deciso di non tornare più/mai/ancora
	 lit: Gianni has decided yo not come back anymore/ever

The distribution coincides with that of tensed clauses when the infinitive 
contains a complex tense as well, as illustrated in (90):

(90)	 a.	 Gianni sostiene di non essere uscito
		  lit: Gianni claims to not have gone out
	 b.	 Gianni sostiene di non essere più/mai/ancora uscito
		  lit: Gianni claims to not have anymore/ever gone out
	 c.	 Gianni sostiene di non essere uscito più/mai/ancora
		  lit: Gianni claims to not have gone out anymore/ever

The complete parallelism of the infinitival paradigm and the tensed para-
digm naturally leads to the conclusion that the derivation of the infinitival 
form of the verb proceeds in the same way as that of the finite form with 
the verbal root moving to the highest inflectional head AGR. Particularly 
relevant in this respect is a sentence like (90) b. The fact that the negative 
adverbs più, mai, and ancora are located between the auxiliary and the past 
participle indicate that they cannot be analyzed as lower/VP adverbs, as they 
must be in (90) c.; see the discussion of (14) earlier. In (90) b. they must be 
higher than the past participial AGRP. As we know from previous discus-
sion, the other position that they have available is the specifier position of 
NegP. Then, the fact that the auxiliary precedes the negative adverbs is overt 
evidence that it has moved to the highest AGR head. As in tensed contexts, 
movement of the verb to the highest AGR is mandatory; next to (90) b. we 
cannot have (91):

(91)	 *Gianni sostiene di non/più/mai/ancora essere uscito
	 lit: Gianni claims to not anymore/ever/have gone out

A completely parallel paradigm is found with verbs that do not take any 
overt complementizer,58 as, say, potere, volere, and dovere. Consider (92) 
instantiating potere:

(92)	 a.	 Gianni potrebbe non aver parlato mai
		  lit: Gianni could not (to) have spoken ever
	 b.	 Gianni potrebbe non aver mai parlato
		  lit: Gianni could not (to) heve ever spoken
	 c.	 *Gianni potrebbe non mai aver parlato
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Analogous paradigms are found in subject infinitivals:

(93)	 a.	 Non aver più/mai parlato è stata una scortesia
		  Not to have anymore/ever talked was not kind
	 b.	 *Non più/mai aver parlato è stata una scortesia
		  Not to anymore/ever have talked was not kind

Notice furthermore that those adverbs that in 3.1.2 we dealt with as 
being the Spec of a PosP present in assertive-declaratives give rise to a paral-
lel distribution in infinitival clauses as well. Consider (94), (95), and (96):

(94)	 a.	 Gianni sostiene di aver pur parlato
		  Gianni claims to have indeed talked
	 b.	 *Gianni sostiene di pur aver parlato
		  Gianni claims to indeed have talked

(95)	 a.	 Gianni potrebbe aver pur parlato
		  Gianni could have indeed talked
	 b.	 *Gianni potrebbe pur aver parlato59

		  Gianni could indeed have talked

(96)	 a.	 Aver pur detto la verità non gli è bastato
		  to have indeed told the truth was not enough for him
	 b.	 *Pur aver detto la verità non gli è bastato
		  indeed to have told the through was not enough for him

It should now be pointed out that Italian differs crucially from French 
in this respect. This is immediately evident upon consideration of Pollock’s 
(1989) data concerning negation in infinitivals, which we repeat in (97) 
and that give rise to close to minimal pairs with the Italian examples just 
considered:60

(97)	 a.	 *Jean dit ne parler pas (vs (89))
	 b.	 Jean dit ne pas avoir parlé (vs (91) and (92)c)

Let us now comment on Italian examples like (89) a bit more closely. In 
our discussion concerning the negative adverbs we have been led to assume 
that they can also fill the VP-initial position (or, anyway, a low position in 
the clause structure). Hence it could be argued that examples like (89) sim-
ply show that the infinitive must move out of the VP, but that it does not 
need to reach the highest AGR position: It could stop at the first functional 
head it meets, i.e., T in our proposal. The word order in (89) would be 
obtained also with this derivation. This would have the consequence that, 
in the comparison with French, we should reach the conclusion that the 
two languages differ only on the obligatoriness (Italian) versus optionality 
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(French) of the movement of lexical verbs to T. This interpretation does not 
seem to be correct, though. In fact it appears that we must reach the conclu-
sion that (also) lexical verbs do have to reach the AGR head in infinitivals as 
well, as we saw they do in tensed clauses. Data that point to this conclusion 
is provided by the ungrammaticality of sentences like (98), which minimally 
contrast with (89):

(98)	 a.	 *Gianni ha deciso di non/più/mai/ancora tornare
		  Gianni decided not to anymore/ever/again come back
	 b.	 *Gianni potrebbe non più/mai/ancora tornare
		  Gianni could not anymore/ever/again come back

We have admitted that the negative adverbs also typically fill the Spec of 
NegP position, which directly accounts for their distribution with complex 
tenses, in particular for their occurrence in the position between the auxil-
iary and the past participle. Hence, if the lexical verb were allowed to stop 
at the T functional head in infinitivals, (98) ought to be derivable with the 
verb in T and the negative adverb in Spec of NegP. The complete impossibil-
ity of (98), which parallels that of (91) and (92) c., containing a complex 
tense indicates that no derivation can yield this word order, which in turn 
implies that lexical verbs necessarily move out of VP up to the highest func-
tional head AGR in Italian. Comparatively, the contrasts that we have seen 
between Italian and French infinitivals are double-edged: They both concern 
the position where the lexical verb moves as well as the obligatory versus 
optional character of this movement. The position is AGR in Italian and T 
in French; the movement is obligatory in Italian and optional in French. The 
data that remind us of the optional character of the movement of V to T in 
French is reproduced in (99); both sentences in (99) are possible in French, 
as Pollock (1989) has pointed out:

(99)	 a.	 Souvent paraître triste . . .
	 b.	 Paraître souvent triste . . .

(99) involves the VP adverb souvent. The order in (99) a. is obtained 
through leaving the V in its D-structure position within the VP, while the 
order in (99) b. is obtained through V to T movement. Notice that if plus, 
contrary to pas but as Italian più, can also be treated as a lower/VP adverb 
besides it (possibly) being the Spec of NegP, the facts pointed out by Pollock 
and reproduced in (20) and here in (100) are amenable to the same analysis 
as (99), with V to T as a general option of French infinitives:

(100)	a.	 Pierre dit ne plus manger
	 b.	 Pierre dit ne manger plus
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4.2	 Lower Adverbs and FQs

Given the discussion of the preceding section, we expect the distribution 
of adverbs that are lower than negation (typically VP adverbs) to mimic in 
infinitival clauses the distribution that they display in tensed clauses. This 
is, in fact, the case with respect to adverbs like spesso and completamente, 
discussed earlier.

Consider (101):

(101)	a.	� Quel medico sostiene di risolvere spesso/completamente i 
problemi dei suoi pazienti

		�  that doctor claims to solve often/completely the problems of 
his patients

	 b.	� Quel medico può risolvere spesso/completamente i problemi 
dei suoi pazienti

		�  that doctor can (to) solve often/completely the problems of 
his patiens

And no other option is available, V-movement being systematically 
obligatory:

(102)	a.	� *Quel medico sostiene di spesso/completamente risolvere i 
problemi dei suoi pazienti

		�  that doctor claims to often/completely solve the problems of 
his patients

	 b.	� *Quel medico può spesso/completamente risolvere i prob-
lemi dei suoi pazienti61

		�  that doctor can (to) often/completely solve the problems of 
his patients

Equivalent paradigms are obtained with FQs, as expected given the VP 
origin of these elements in the terms of the analysis discussed in 3.5:

(103)	a.	� Quei medici pensano di risolvere tutti il difficile problema di 
quel paziente

		�  these doctors think to solve all the hard problem of that 
patient

	 b.	� *Quei medici pensano di tutti risolvere il difficile problema 
di quel paziente

		  . . . to all solve the hard problem . . .

Consider (104), which has the verb potere as matrix verb and that does 
not involve any lexical complementizer:
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(104)	a.	� Quei medici potrebbero risolvere tutti il difficile problema di 
quel paziente

		  these doctors could solve all the hard problem of that patient
	 b.	� *Quei medici potrebbero tutti risolvere il difficile problema 

di quel paziente
		�  these doctors could all solve the hard problem of that 

patient62

Similar facts hold in subjects infinitivals:

(105)	a.	� *Spesso/completamente risolvere i problemi dei propri pazi-
enti è compito di ogni medico

		�  Often/completely solve the problems of his own patients is 
task of any doctor

	 b.	� Risolvere spesso/completamente i problemi dei propri pazi-
enti è compito di ogni medico

		�  To solve often/completely the problems of his own patiens is 
the task of any doctor

4.3	 Infinitives and Sentence Adverbs

Given the analysis we have proposed according to which sentence adverbs 
have the clause initial (AGRP) position as their base location we would 
expect that, with this class of adverbs the superficial word order ‘Adv Infini-
tive’ should be available. Even if, as we argued, the infinitive always moves 
to the highest functional AGR head exactly as the inflected tensed verb does, 
the adverb should nevertheless precede the verb in this case because it pre-
cedes the entire clause. There are structures where the distribution at issue 
can be tested and where it is indeed attested. These are infinitival relative 
clauses.63 Consider the examples in (106) a., (Rizzi 1982, [73] a., p.103), and 
(106) b. containing the adverbs that we used in the preceding discussions:

(106)	a.	� Cerco un uomo al quale possibilmente/forse/domani presen-
tare Maria

		�  I look for a man to whom possibly/perhaps/tomorrow to 
introduce Maria

	 b.	� Ho trovato qualcuno a cui probabilmente/evidentemente af-
fidare questo tipo di incarico

		�  I found somebody to whom probably/evidently to assign this 
kind of duty

Much as in the discussion of the equivalent word order in tensed clauses, 
the fact that the adverb precedes the verb here is a neutral fact with respect 
to the issue concerning the V-movement process: Irrespective of how the 
verb syntax works, the adverb should precede the verb. It should now be 
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pointed out that a sentence like (106) b. minimally contrasts with (107) a. 
where the VP adverb spesso occurs. Here the respective word order of the 
adverb and the infinitive is necessarily ‘Infinitive Adverb,’ as is revealed by 
the contrast with (107) b., whose ill-formedness, in turn, minimally con-
trasts with the acceptability of (106) b. This is, of course, expected given 
that VP adverbs are clause-internal, contrary to sentence adverbs:

(107)	a.	� Ho trovato qualcuno a cui affidare spesso questo tipo di 
incarico

		  I found somebody to whom to assign often this kind of duty
	 b.	� *? Ho trovato qualcuno a cui spesso affidare questo tipo di 

incarico64

		  . . . to whom often to assign . . .

The discussion can then be concluded by pointing out that the possibility 
of (107) a. also minimally contrasts with the unacceptability of (108), which 
displays the order ‘Infinitive Sentence Adverb’:

(108)	�*? Ho trovato qualcuno a cui affidare probabilmente questo 
tipo di incarico65

	 I found someone to whom to assign this kind of duty

5	 Rien/Niente, Tout/tutto.  
Some Comparative Speculations

It is a well-known fact that in complex tenses Italian and French display a 
major distributional contrast with respect to the location of the quantifiers 
rien/niente, tout/tutto. The first systematic discussion of the French facts 
is found in Kayne (1975), where the following basic contrasts are pointed 
out:

(109)	a.	 Il n’a rien compris
		  he has nothing understood
	 b.	 Il a tout compris
		  he has everything understood
	 c.	 *Il n’a compris rien
		  he has understood nothing
	 d.	 *Il a compris tout
		  he has understood everything

The equivalent Italian paradigm has symmetric grammaticality judgments:

(110)	a.	 *Non ha niente capito
		  he has nothing understood
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	 b.	 *Ha tutto capito
		  he has everything understood
	 c.	 Non ha capito niente
		  he has understood nothing
	 d.	 Ha capito tutto
		  he has understood everything

It is tempting to relate this fundamental difference between the two lan-
guages to the different scope of the V-movement rule that is manifested in 
infinitival clauses. The way the correlation could hold is not simple, though. 
I will suggest a possible analysis. After presenting it, I will also point out 
that an alternative account is possible. According to it, the contrast in (109) 
and (110) would not be a necessary consequence of the different scope of 
application of V-movement. I will finally discuss some interesting evidence 
that seems to favor the first approach.

Suppose that the following claim is made about French: A lexical verb 
does not move to AGR if it is not combined with a (morphological) Tense 
inflection. In Italian, on the other hand, the verb always moves to AGR 
(independently of whether there is a morphological realization of tense or 
not). For the time being, let us assume this informal statement. This has 
the consequence that no movement to AGR is ever possible for a lexical 
verb, except in the case of tensed clauses in French.66 In particular, given 
the structural characterization proposed for past participles, this has the 
consequence that the verb does not move to the past participial AGR head 
in French. Notice that we immediately expect a minimal contrast between 
the infinitival examples discussed by Pollock (1989), reproduced in (20) and 
(111), and examples like the following (112), unacceptable according once 
again to Pollock (1989):

(111)	(?) Pierre dit ne manger plus

(112)	*Je n’ai mangé plus

If the past participle does not raise to the past participial AGR, should 
(112) involve a VP adverb plus, it would be underivable anyway. Granted 
that much, let us now go back to rien/tout. In the spirit of a somewhat 
updated version of Kayne’s (1975) original account, it can be assumed that 
rien/tout have the defining property of obligatorily undergoing a QR-type 
movement process in the syntax (presumably to be assigned scope already 
at this level of representation). Suppose that this process adjoins rien/tout to 
VP. Notice now that this hypothesis, combined with the further hypothesis 
just discussed that the verb does not raise to the past participial AGR head, 
immediately gives the French paradigm in (109) where the quantifiers pre-
cede the past participle.67
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Consider now Italian. We have seen that the verb does move to the past 
participial AGR head in this language. Hence, we might assume that niente/
tutto behave exactly as their French equivalents and that the significantly 
different S-structure word order that is displayed in this language is a 
function of the verb moving over the VP-adjoined quantifiers to reach the 
past participial AGR. Movement to AGR is obligatory in Italian infinitival 
clauses, as we saw; it is natural to assume that it should also be obligatory 
with respect to the past participial AGR head. Given this set of hypotheses, 
the Italian paradigm (110) is obtained. Hence, the important difference that 
Italian and French exhibit with respect to these quantifiers, is not to be con-
sidered a function of the different syntax of the quantifiers per se, but it is 
rather a direct function of an independent fundamental difference between 
the two languages, i.e., the different scope of application of the verb move-
ment process.

Let us now discuss the alternative hinted at earlier. It could be proposed 
that the QR-type rule rather than adjoining the quantifiers to VP moves 
them out of the VP. Suppose that it moves them into the Spec position of 
some functional phrase higher than VP. We might take this to be the NegP 
in the case of rien68 and the PosP in the case tout. If this assumption is made, 
the French paradigm (109) is directly obtained, irrespective of whether the 
verb has moved to the past participial AGR head or not. Hence, this hypoth-
esis has the effect of making the data relative to these quantifiers neutral as 
far as verb syntax is concerned. What would a hypothesis of this sort say 
about Italian? Of course if not further qualified it would make the wrong 
prediction that Italian should be exactly like French in admitting a distribu-
tion equivalent to paradigm (109): Even if the past participle moves to its 
AGR head, the moved quantifiers should precede it. The obvious qualifica-
tion that should be provided with this hypothesis consists in assuming that 
the difference between the two languages concerns the syntax of the quanti-
fiers. The rule displacing them in the syntax takes place in French but does 
not take place in Italian so that they are always found to the right of the verb 
in the latter language irrespective of whether the verb is fully inflected or is 
a past participle. Phrased in this way the qualification simply restates the 
observed difference. A more interesting version of it could consist in assum-
ing, for instance, that the process affecting these quantifiers that overtly 
takes place in French is an LF process in Italian.69 Hence no overt effect on 
the word order is expected. Of course, the first alternative remains more 
interesting in that it links this difference to another relatively important dif-
ference between the two languages.

Before concluding these remarks I would like to point out a further fact of 
Italian that seems to constitute interesting evidence in favor of the idea that 
these quantifiers move in the syntax in Italian as well. If this is indeed the 
case (some version of) the first and more interesting alternative seems then 
to better qualify to account for the difference between the two languages, a 
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welcome conclusion. The fact is the following.70 In Italian when the process 
of subject inversion is performed in a clause containing a transitive verb and 
a direct object the result is fully acceptable only under special contextual 
conditions that correlate with a particular intonation.71 With continuous 
intonation the result is not natural, as indicated by the question mark in the 
following examples (113):

(113)	a. ?Ha comprato il regalo Gianni
		  lit: has bought the gift Gianni
	 b.	 ?Ha detto la verità Gianni
		  lit: has told the truth Gianni

As is shown by Calabrese (1982), the result becomes fully acceptable if 
the direct object does not fill the canonical direct object position. The best 
example of this situation is when it is cliticized on the verb. The perfect sta-
tus of (114) contrasts with the marginality of (113):

(114)	a.	 (Il regalo) L’ha comprato Gianni
		  lit: (the gift) itcl has bought Gianni
	 b.	 (la verità) L’ha detta Gianni
		  lit: (the truth) itcl has told Gianni

Now, if the transitive structure contains one of the quantifiers under dis-
cussion as direct object, if subject inversion is performed the result is per-
fectly acceptable. In fact, the status of the obtained sentence rather patterns 
with cases like (114) where cliticization of the direct object has occurred 
than with the marginal (113) where the direct object fills its canonical posi-
tion. The clearest data are provided by sentences containing the quantifier 
tutto:

(115)	a.	 Ha comprato tutto Gianni
		  lit: has bought everything Gianni
	 b.	 Ha detto tutto Gianni72

		  lit: has said everything Gianni

Assuming that the disturbing factor in the marginal (113) is the physical 
presence of a direct object before the (inverted) subject, a way of interpret-
ing the contrast between (113) and (115) could be the idea that only in 
(113) does the direct object fill the direct object position. In (115) the direct 
object-quantifier could have moved away from its canonical position. This 
would produce a kind of intransitive VP, whence the naturalness of subject 
inversion, much as in the cases where the direct object has been displaced 
through cliticization, as in (114).73



Generalized Verb Movement  65

T&F Proofs: Not for Distribution

6	 Further consequences

6.1	 Small Clauses

The precise analysis of small clauses is a long-standing issue. Interestingly, 
verb syntax can furnish some explicit indication about it and also provide 
a fairly simple explanation of some rather surprising distributional asym-
metries that arise in different kinds of small clauses.

Let us first consider the small clause complement of perception verbs in 
Italian. Given the kinds of arguments developed in sections 3 and 4, the con-
clusion can be drawn that the respective position of the verb and adverbs of 
different classes not only tells us whether the verb moves out of the VP, but 
it also neatly indicates that there exists a head position in the clause struc-
ture to which the verb can move. Moreover, given the arguments developed 
in sections 3 and 4, the respective location of the verb and adverbs is also 
in principle capable of revealing to which functional head position the verb 
has moved. Hence, if the respective order is ‘V VP adverb,’ we know that 
the verb has at least raised till the T head. If the further order ‘V negative 
adverb’ is also necessarily manifested, we know that the verb must have 
raised till the AGR head. If we look at the infinitival complement of percep-
tion verbs under this perspective we can reach the conclusion that it should 
be analyzed as a full-fledged AGRP: The respective location of the verb and 
VP adverbs and negative adverbs fully corresponds to that of full infinitival 
clauses, as the control structures analyzed in section 4. Consider the follow-
ing paradigms (116)–(118):

(116)	a.	 Ho sentito [i bambini piangere spesso]
		  I heard the children cry often
	 b.	 *Ho sentito [i bambini spesso piangere]
		  I heard the children often cry

(117)	a.	 Ho sentito [i bambini piangere tutti]
		  I heard the children cry all
	 b.	 *Ho sentito [i bambini tutti piangere]
		  I heard the children all cry

(118)	a.	 Ho sentito [i bambini non piangere più]
		  I heard the children not cry anymore
	 b.	 *Ho sentito [i bambini non più piangere]
		  I heard the children not anymore cry

(116) and (117) can be interpreted as evidence that there must be some 
functional head in the infinitival complement structure where the verb can 
move and that this functional head corresponds to T. The contrast in (118) 
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finds a direct explanation if the assumption is made that the complement of 
a perception verb is in fact an AGRP and that the verb moves to the AGR 
head in this kind of structure, as it always does in both tensed and untensed 
clauses in Italian.74

Let us now take the small clause complement of verbs like ritenere/con-
siderare (consider) that does not contain a verb but rather a predicative 
phrase of different kinds (AP, PP, NP). Let us consider the case of an AP 
predicate. If the small clause contains an FQ, a minimal contrast is produced 
with examples like those in (117):

(119)	a.	 Ritenevo [quei ragazzi tutti intelligenti]
		  I considered those boys all intelligent
	 b.	 *Ritenevo [quei ragazzi intelligenti tutti]
		  I considered those boys intelligent all

The fact that the adjective necessarily follows the FQ while the infini-
tive in (117) was shown to necessarily precede it is directly accounted for. 
We interpreted the word order in (117) as a direct function of V to T/AGR 
movement; now, even if small clauses of the kind in (119) were analyzed as 
AGRPs, still the adjective could not move to a functional head (T or AGR) 
that is reserved for verbal inflections. Hence, assuming that the analysis for 
FQs is the same in both cases, the word order ‘FQ Adjective,’ is expected to 
be the only option in (119).75

Consider now English and the complement of the causative verb make. 
As discussed in Pollock (1989), aspectual auxiliaries and the copula be 
optionally raise out of VP in English infinitives (although somewhat mar-
ginally). An example containing the copula is provided in (120) (Pollock 
1989, [21] a., b.):

(120)	a.	 Not to be happy is a prerequisite for writing novels
	 b.	 To be not happy is a prerequisite for writing novels

The respective position of the infinitive copula to be and the negation not 
indicates that the copula can optionally reach the highest functional head in 
English infinitives. Consider now the contrast in (121) where an FQ is pres-
ent in the small clause complement of causative make:

(121)	a.	 I made [my parents both be happy]
	 b.	 *I made [my parents be both happy]

Contrary to what we just saw in (120), the copula is not allowed to 
raise out of the VP in (121): The only possible order is ‘FQ copula.’ It does 
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not seem plausible to claim that verb syntax changes in precisely these two 
cases. The most natural analysis of the contrast in (120)–(121) consists in 
admitting that the copula is always allowed to move (in infinitives), but 
that it cannot move in the small clause complement of the causative make 
because there is not an inflectional position where it could go. This amounts 
to claiming that the small clause complement of the causative verb does 
not have a ‘clausal’ shape in that it lacks the functional heads (projections) 
of regular clauses, i.e., AGR and T, and that it is just a pure VP, as has 
been already proposed several times. If this is true, the contrast in (121) is 
directly accounted for: (121) b. cannot be derived because there is no func-
tional position where the copula could move; but we know that the word 
order ‘V FQ’ can only be obtained through V-movement. Hence, (121) b. is 
inderivable altogether.76

6.2	 Past Participial Clauses

Under the assumption we have been working with—that V does not raise 
to the AGR past participial head in French while it does in Italian—it seems 
that we can find a direct way of accounting for the fact that French lacks 
past participial clauses of the kind Italian has (see Chapter 2, this volume). 
A class of Italian past participial clauses can be analyzed as having the past 
participle filling the C° position and the subject filling the Spec of (past par-
ticipial) AGRP position. An example of this kind is given in (122), where the 
contrast with French is also illustrated:

(122)	a.	 Arrivata Maria, la festa cominciò,
		  arrived Maria, the party started
	 b.	 *Arrivée Marie, la fête commença

The contrast in (122) can be interpreted as a consequence of the differ-
ent verb syntax in the following way. Given the structure we have adopted 
for past participles, movement of V to the C° position conforms to the head 
movement constraint/ECP only in the Italian case where C° is the head 
immediately higher than the AGR where V moves. In French, on the other 
hand, movement of V to C° would necessarily violate the head movement 
constraint/ECP because V is not in AGR in French past participles. Hence, 
a principled explanation is provided given our previous assumptions. The 
contrast is diagrammed in (123)77:
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(123) CP
2

C′
2
C° AGRP

2
NP AGR′

2
AGR ASPP

2

It
ASP′

2

* ASP VP
2

Fr V′
2
V NP

7	On  Triggering V-Movement

In this chapter the V-movement process in Italian has been characterized in 
a fairly precise way. The contrast with a closely related language like French 
also came out clearly. An important question that we have not addressed 
so far lies behind the proposed account: Why should V-movement pattern 
the way it does in a language like Italian? Why should the scope of the 
V-movement operation significantly vary across languages? An answer to 
these questions is not easy to formulate and I will not try to do it here. In 
what follows, I will sketch out a possible formalization of the observed 
differences.

An influential research trend on this kind of issue is the one repre-
sented by the approach developed by Pollock (1989) and its readaptation 
proposed in Chomsky (1989). The main line of this approach consists in 
claiming that I (i.e., AGR and/or T) attracts V only if it is provided with a 
certain ‘morphological’ strength. In Pollock’s terms, this happens because 
only a morphologically sufficiently rich I allows the verb to assign its 
Th-role(s).78 Let us adopt these leading ideas that have also proved to be 
able to provide a principled account of the contrast that can be detected in 
connection with V-movement between two languages like French and Eng-
lish. French verbal agreement morphology is richer than the (almost non-
existent) English verbal agreement morphology.79 So, it is tempting and 
natural to relate the different verb syntax to the different morphological 
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richness, with V-movement occurring in French tensed clauses, but not in 
English.

The study of Italian verb syntax that we have undertaken here compli-
cates the picture. Given the trend that we just described, the following issue 
arises: From the point of view of morphological richness Italian can be con-
sidered fairly close to French in the tensed paradigm and identical to it in 
the infinitival one. The form of the infinitive is essentially alike in the two 
languages: i.e., parlare and parler (to talk). Still, as we have seen in this 
study, Italian and French contrast in important ways as far as verb syntax 
is concerned. The most important difference from this point of view is pre-
cisely the fact that Italian verb syntax is completely uniform across tensed 
and infinitive paradigms, while French verb syntax is not, with V raising 
to AGR only in the tensed paradigm but not in the infinitive (and in the 
past participle). This suggests that any account that relates occurrence of 
V-movement to morphological richness must be refined enough to capture 
a non-uniform behavior of this kind, displayed by two languages otherwise 
fairly close as far as verbal morphology is concerned, such as Italian and 
French.80 In the following lines I will sketch out a system that sets the differ-
ent status of the verbal inflection at an appropriate level of abstraction with 
respect to ‘visible’ morphology, thus trying to make explicit the triggering 
factor of V-movement.

I will base my account on some recent proposals by Roberts (1990). In his 
study of the historical development of English agreement, Roberts (1990) 
has proposed to adopt the theory put forth in Selkirk (1982). According to 
Selkirk’s approach, below the X° word level an X–1 level is present, to be 
interpreted in the sense of X′-theory as a projection below the lexical level 
in the way schematized in (124):

(124) X′
g

X°
g

X–1

The typical filler of the X–1 position are affixes, i.e., those elements that 
cannot be independent words. Roberts (1990) has proposed that the func-
tional head that we have been labeling AGR can contain an affix either of 
the X° level, hence equal to AGR itself, or of the level X–1; (125) is an illus-
tration of the proposal:

(125) a. AGR′ b. AGR′
g g

AGR° AGR°
g

AGR–1
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According to Roberts, V-movement can be instantiated in one of two 
ways: either as substitution into an empty AGR° or again as substitution 
into a subcategorized position at the AGR–1 level:

(126) a. AGR′ b. AGR′
2 2

AGR° VP AGR° VP
g g 2 g

V° t V° AGR–1 t

Leaving aside the issue of the analysis of the historical development of the 
English verbal agreement system, which obviously raises major questions 
and complications that go well beyond the scope of the present discussion, I 
want now to focus on the following idea. Let us suppose, as Roberts (1990) 
does, that whenever the verbal inflectional morphology is represented as 
in (125) b. the only way to amalgamate the verbal root with the inflec-
tional ending is through V-movement into the subcategorized position at the 
AGR–1 level, along the lines of (126) b. On the other hand, whenever the ver-
bal inflectional morphology is represented as in (125) a. the amalgamation 
cannot obtain through syntactic V-movement; it then takes place through an 
Affix Hopping process.81

I would like to make the following proposal concerning the nature of the 
verbal inflectional morphology of the AGR type in a language like Italian: 
Italian verbal inflectional morphology is uniformly represented as in (125) 
b. Given the system described, this has the consequence that the amalga-
mation of V with the inflectional endings can only be performed through 
V-movement in the way illustrated in (126) b. The situation is different in a 
language like French. According to this proposal, the difference consists in 
the fact that the verbal inflectional morphology is represented as in (125) b. 
only when AGR has features (i.e., person and number features). Otherwise 
it is represented as in (125) a. Consequently, it is only in the first case that 
the amalgamation with the verb can obtain through V-movement in the 
way illustrated by (126) b. In the other cases the process of Affix Hopping 
applies.82

In summary, the difference between two languages like Italian and French 
can be characterized as due to the different nature of the verbal inflectional 
morphology in AGR in the two cases: It is uniformly represented as in (125) 
b. in Italian, it varies from (125) b. to (125) a. in French depending on its 
overt shape. Consequently, it is only in Italian that it uniformly triggers 
V-movement giving rise to a generalized occurrence of the process.83
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2	A greement and Case in Past 
Participial Clauses in Italian

1	 Introduction

Italian past participle clauses display a number of peculiarities that consti-
tute the central empirical concern of this chapter. The fundamental proper-
ties characterizing the construction are exemplified by the sentences in (1), 
where the past participle clause is in boldface:

(1) a. Arrivata Maria, Gianni tirò un sospiro di sollievo.
arrived(FEM-SG) Maria Gianni was relieved
‘Maria [having] arrived, Gianni was relieved.’

b. Conosciuta Maria, Gianni ha subito cambiatoil suo 
known(FEM-SG) Maria Gianni has immediately changed his 
stile di vita
lifestyle
‘Having known Maria, Gianni immediately changed his 
lifestyle.’

c. *Telefonato Gianni, Maria andò 
telephoned(MASC-SG) Gianni Maria went to the 
all’appuntamento.
appointment

d. *Salutata Maria da Gianni, tutti uscirono dalla sala.
greeted(FEM-SG) Maria by Gianni everyone went out of the 
room

Past participle clauses are formed by a past participle followed by a lexi-
cal NP and possibly some other complement of the verb. As is clear from (1), 
the sequence is not always well-formed. Its acceptability varies depending 
on the nature of the verb involved: It is perfectly acceptable with unaccusa-
tive and transitive verbs, but impossible with intransitives and passives.1 
Another fundamental property of the construction is that the unaccusative 
or transitive past participle obligatorily agrees in number and gender fea-
tures with the following NP. Further properties will be investigated as the 
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analysis proceeds. But in order to begin a close investigation, a number of 
background assumptions need to be spelled out.

2	B ackground

The first question to ask is: How does the internal structure of particip-
ial clauses compare to the structure normally associated with full clauses? 
More precisely, are participial clauses full clausal projections, or are they 
somehow ‘partial’ clausal projections? Intuitively, it would seem that the 
second alternative should be more adequate to represent the obvious fact 
that past participial clauses are NOT full clauses. To mention just one fun-
damental difference from full clauses, they lack full temporal specification, 
like small clauses in general.

But let me briefly spell out what my assumptions are concerning the 
internal structure of full clauses. Following recent work inspired by Pollock 
(1989), I will admit that the functional category INFL (inflection), tradition-
ally conceived as constituted of both temporal and agreement features, is in 
fact split into two independent functional heads: T and AGR. In Chomsky 
(1986a), it is assumed that functional categories give rise to their own pro-
jections in terms of the X′-schema and, in particular, that INFL is the head 
of the clause. Once INFL is split into the two functional categories T and 
AGR, we have to admit that each of them gives rise to its own projection. 
For reasons that are not directly relevant to the present discussion, I have 
argued elsewhere that AGR is the head of the sentence, which can then be 
seen as an AGRP, and that AGR takes the projection of T as its complement, 
in the sense of X′-theory.2 This gives us the following representation:3

(2) AGRP
2

AGR′
2

AGR TP
2

T′
2

T VP
5

. . . V . . .

In a language like Italian, in full clauses V moves to T and then to AGR, in 
order to be associated with the inflectional features, via a head-to-head sort 
of movement in Baker’s (1988) sense. Chomsky (1989) assumes that a fur-
ther Agreement-type projection can be present in the clause, which he calls 
Object-Agreement (AGR-O). Incorporating conclusions of Kayne (1985, 
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1989a), Chomsky assumes that it is under the AGR-O position that the past 
participial morphology is contained. I will adopt this proposal. Call –t– the 
past participial ending, to be completed with gender and number features. 
These can be specified, as in usci–t–a ‘gone out, feminine singular,’ or left 
unspecified, as in parla–t–o ‘spoken, masculine singular,’ where the mascu-
line-singular combination represents the nonagreeing or unmarked choice. 
Adapting this hypothesis to (2), we have a structure like (3), where the aspec-
tual auxiliary is represented as a verb taking AGRP-O as its complement. 
The notation AGR(P)-S stands for the Subject-Agreement projection.4

(3) AGRP-S
2

AGR′
2

AGR-S TP
2

T′
2

T AuxP
2

Aux AGRP-O
2

AGR′
2

AGR-O VP
g 5

–t– . . . V . . .

A further background assumption that I adopt here is the proposal devel-
oped in particular by Koopman and Sportiche (1991), according to which 
subjects of transitive and intransitive verbs are not ‘external’ to the VP (Wil-
liams 1981) at D-structure, but rather are VP-internal. They are assigned 
their θ-role in a VP-internal position, higher than the object position. Sup-
pose, for concreteness, that such a position is the SPEC of VP position.5

Integrating this proposal with our previous assumptions, the structure of 
a full clause (containing an aspectual auxiliary) will look, in its essentials, 
like (4) (see next page).

In (4), NP1, is the D-structure position of the subject of a transitive 
or intransitive verb. At S-structure, NP1 fills the NP0 position, where it is 
assigned nominative Case by the finite AGR-S; the auxiliary verb moves to T 
and then to AGR-S to incorporate into the inflectional morphology. V moves 
to the AGR-O position to be associated with the past participial morphol-
ogy. NP2, if present, stays in its D-structure position.6

Adopting these hypotheses concerning the structure of full clauses con-
taining an aspectual auxiliary and a past participle, a proposal to represent 
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the internal structure of past participial clauses along the following lines 
suggests itself. I will assume that they consist of (at least) AGRP, with the 
past participial morphology sitting under the AGR head, and with VP as 
a complement of AGR; they correspond then to the projection that in the 
full clausal structure we called AGRP-O (details aside). With unaccusative 
verbs, for Case-theoretic reasons to be discussed in detail in section 3, I will 
admit that they are CPs taking AGRP as complements. Hence the resulting 
structure will be (5), with the CP projection present if necessary:

(5) (CP)
2

C′
2

C AGRP
2

AGR′
2

AGR VP
g 2

–t– NP1 V′
2
V NP2

(4) AGRP-S
2

NP0 AGR′
2

AGR-S TP
2

T′
2

T AuxP
2

Aux AGRP-O
2

AGR′
2

AGR-O VP
g 2

[ –t + features] NP1 V′
2
V NP2



Agreement and Case in Past Participial Clauses in Italian  75

T&F Proofs: Not for Distribution

In (5), NP1 is the D-structure subject position, a θ-position with transi-
tive and intransitive verbs, and a non-θ-position with unaccusatives. With 
all three verb classes, V moves to the AGR position, to incorporate into the 
participial inflection –t–. In what follows we will see how specific assump-
tions about agreement processes, in interaction with Case requirements and 
a structural representation like (5), can account for the basic properties of 
past participial clauses.7

3	 Past Participle Clauses and Unaccusatives

As shown by (1) a., the status of past participle clauses is perfect with unac-
cusative verbs. The order of the constituents in (1) a. is Past Participle-NPlex, 
and the complete impossibility of (6) shows that this order is mandatory:

(6) *Maria arrivata, Gianni tirò un sospiro di sollievo.
Maria arrived(FEM-SG) Gianni was relieved

Why should it be so? An explanation in terms of Case seems promis-
ing. Suppose, as is quite uncontroversial, that a tensed/finite AGR, i.e., AGR 
combined with T under head-to-head movement, can assign nominative 
Case to the preverbal subject position. This position is the SPEC of AGR-S 
position in (3). Presumably, nominative is assigned here under the SPEC-
head relation (Koopman and Sportiche 1991), which is also the typical rela-
tion triggering agreement of the two items involved. But we have assumed 
that past participle clauses do not have full temporal specification, and they 
do not, in fact, include any T projection at all. ‘Standard’ nominative Case 
assignment cannot, then, obtain in principle.8 Hence (6), with the associated 
representation (7), is ruled out as a Case Filter type of violation:

(7) AGRP
3

NP AGR′
g 3

Mariaj AGR VP
2 2

V AGR V′
g g 2

arrivai –t–a V NP
ei ej

In (7), ej is the trace of Maria, which originates in direct object position 
under the unaccusative hypothesis, and ei is the empty category left by the 
Verb in its movement to AGR.9
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The well-formedness of (1) a., repeated here, indicates that Case must be 
correctly assigned in this type of structure:

(1) a. Arrivata Maria, Gianni tirò un sospiro di sollievo.
arrived(FEM-SG) Maria, Gianni was relieved

The contrast in (8) shows that the Case assigned to the postverbal lexical 
NP is nominative, as is visible in the personal pronouns of first and second 
person singular, where the distinction nominative/non-nominative is mor-
phologically realized:10

(8) a. Arrivata io/tu, Gianni tirò un sospiro di sollievo.
‘I/you [having] arrived, Gianni was relieved’

b. *Arrivata me, Gianni tirò un sospiro di sollievo.
arrived meACC Gianni was relieved

We then want to know (a) how nominative Case is made available in (1) 
a. and (8) a.; (b) why availability of nominative Case correlates with the 
obligatory order Past Participle-NPlex; and (c) where exactly the past partici-
ple and the lexical NP are found in the structural representation assumed.

Let us provide an answer to these questions. It has been argued by Rizzi 
(1982) for Italian, and by Raposo (1987) for Portuguese, that a nominative 
Case assigner can be present in some nonfinite clauses in these languages. 
This nominative Case assigner has at least one property that restricts the 
effects of its presence: It appears in C0.11 It seems to be a general prop-
erty of the process of nominative Case assignment that it obtains under 
agreement.12

It we take this to be in fact an essential property of this process, it has a 
crucial consequence for the non-finite clauses under consideration. Should 
a lexical NP be present in the Spec of AGR (subject) position, it will not 
be able to be marked with nominative Case directly from C0, unless some 
feature agreeing with it is also present in this head position. The features 
that qualify are those under AGR, which, through the SPEC-head relation, 
are always in agreement with the NP in SPEC of AGR. AGR could then 
move to C0 via a head-to-head type of movement, and from there assign 
nominative Case, through agreement, to the lexical NP in Spec of AGR. 
The nature of the AGR head as an affix, however, makes it impossible for it 
to surface standing alone; it needs to be attached to an appropriate lexical 
head, namely, a verb. Hence, AGR can move to C0 with an incorporated V, 
and from there assign nominative Case to a lexical NP in SPEC of AGR in 
the way described. It is precisely by assuming movement of the auxiliary 
verb to COMP that Rizzi (1982) and Raposo (1987) analyze non-finite 
clauses with a (nominative) lexical subject like the Italian gerundival con-
struction and Portuguese inflected infinitive construction in (9) a. and (9) 
b. respectively.
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(9) a. Avendo Gianni chiuso il dibattito, la riunione è finita prima
Having Gianni closed the debate, the meeting ended early
‘Gianni having closed the debate, the meeting ended early.’

b. O Manel pensa terem os omigos levado o livro
Manel thinks have(3PL) the friends taken the book
‘Mane1 thinks the friends have taken the book.’

According to these analyses, movement of the verb to COMP creates the 
appropriate context for nominative Case assignment to the lexical subject 
NP. I will assume that this is due to the nature of the process of nominative 
Case assignment.13 As is overtly manifested by the morphology in the Por-
tuguese example, the preposed verb carries features of person and number; 
nominative can thus be assigned to the lexical NP os amigos through feature 
agreement. The same can be said for the Italian example, with the qualifica-
tion that no overt features of person, number, or gender are manifested in 
this case, due to the nature of the gerundival morphology.

An analysis essentially equivalent to the one just outlined can be pro-
posed for the unaccusative past participial clauses under discussion, which 
can provide an answer to the three questions raised earlier. Suppose that 
the same nominative Case assigner that is found in gerundival clauses in 
Italian (9) a. and in the inflected infinitival constructions of Portuguese (9) 
b. is present in the C0 position of (unaccusative) past participial clauses. 
Nominative is then available in past participial clauses. However, it can only 
be assigned if an AGR head agreeing with the lexical NP in SPEC of AGR 
fills the C0 position. AGR, i.e., the past participial morphology, must then 
move to C0 with the incorporated verb. From there it can assign nomina-
tive Case to the lexical NP in SPEC of AGR under feature agreement, in the 
way discussed earlier. A possible derivation of the well-formed unaccusative 
past participial clauses of the kind in (1) and (8) a. is schematized in (10) 
for (1) a.:

(10) CP
3

C′
3

C AGRP
g 3

[arriva –t–a]i NPj AGR′
g 3

Mariaj AGR VP
g 2

ei V′
2

V NP
ei ej
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In this representation, the preposed lexical NP is assigned nominative 
Case through agreement with the features in C0.

This analysis answers the three questions raised earlier in the following 
way: Nominative is available in the C0 position; it can be assigned to the 
lexical NP through the past participial morphology in C0; hence the well-
formed respective order of the past participle and the lexical NP must be 
past participle-NP. In the final representation of the clause, the past parti-
ciple fills the C0 position, as illustrated in (10).14

Notice now that the order past participle-NPlex, which in the proposed 
analysis results from movement of the past participle into C0, coincides, 
in the unaccusative structures under investigation, with the D-structure 
respective linear order of V and NP, with V in the head of VP and NP in 
direct object position (see Belletti 1981). We have motivated movement of 
the past participle to the C0 position as movement to the only available 
nominative position providing a device to Case-mark the lexical NP. Can 
it be empirically shown that movement of the direct object into SPEC of 
AGR also takes place? This conclusion seems theoretically necessary, in 
that the direct object position is too far for nominative Case to reach it 
from C0. Interestingly, it can be convincingly shown that the lexical NP 
does not fill the D-structure direct object position. Let us review the rel-
evant facts.

It is well known that the Italian partitive clitic ne ‘of it/them’ can only 
be extracted out of an indefinite quantified NP in object position, and never 
from a similar NP in the preverbal subject position. The paradigm in (11) 
shows this contrast.

(11) a. Mario ne ha salutati [molti—].
Mario of themcl has greeted many
‘Mario greeted many of them.’

b. *[Molti—] ne hanno salutato Mario.
many of themcl have greeted Mario
‘Many of them greeted Mario.’

This basic distributional fact of ne has been discussed in the literature, 
in particular by Belletti and Rizzi (1981) and Burzio (1986). Without going 
into the details of the analysis, which would take the discussion too far, we 
could say the following. In terms of Chomsky’s (1986a) Barriers system, 
(11) a. is a standard well-formed output of an extraction process taking 
place from the L-marked direct object NP, a typical extraction site. The ill-
formedness of (11) b. would result, among other things, from the fact that 
extraction has taken place from the non-L-marked preverbal subject NP, 
giving rise to a violation of the Empty Category Principle. Ne cliticization 
from the postverbal subject of unaccusatives gives a well-formed output, 
while the output remains ill-formed if extraction takes place from the pre-
verbal subject position.
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(12) a. Ne arriveranno [molti—].
of-themcl will arrive many
‘Many of them will arrive.’

b. *[Molti—] ne arriveranno
many of-themcl will arrive

Examples (11) and (12) constitute one of the central paradigms in favor 
of the unaccusative hypothesis: ne is extractable from the postverbal sub-
ject of unaccusatives because this NP fills the direct object position, at 
S-structure as well as at D-structure. Taking these facts as a background, we 
now try to determine how ne extraction works in past participial clauses. 
The ill-formedness of the sentences in (13) b. and (13) d. indicates that it 
cannot take place.

(13) a. Arrivati parecchi invitati, la festa cominciò.
arrived many guests, the party began
‘Many guests [having] arrived, the party began.’

b. *Arrivatine [parecchi—], . . .
arrived-of themcl many

c. Appena partite tre lettere di invito, la riunione fu
as soon as left three letters of invitation the meeting was
rinviata
cancelled
‘As soon as the three letters of invitation were mailed, the 
meeting was cancelled’

d. *Appena partitene [tre—], . . .
as soon as left-of themcl three

The ne extraction facts indicate that the lexical NP of past participial 
unaccusative clauses does not fill its D-structure direct object position. 
Rather, it is in a position from which extraction cannot occur, which can be 
identified with the [NP, AGRP] subject position.15

Another typical property of the internal argument of an unaccusative 
verb is not shared by the lexical NP of past participial clauses. As discussed 
in Belletti (1988), the internal argument of an unaccusative verb displays 
the so-called Definiteness Effect (DE) when found in its D-structure direct 
object position. This is shown by Italian examples like (14) b.–d., which 
instantiate the schematic structure in (14) a.

(14) a. [VP V NP PP ]
b. *Sono arrivati tutti gli studenti a lezione.

are arrived all the students to class
c. *E’ tornato ogni studente a casa propria.

is gone every student to home his own
d. *E’ caduto il missile in giardino.

is fallen the missile in garden
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No DE is manifested when the relevant NP fills the preverbal subject 
position.

(15) a. Tutti gli studenti sono arrivati a lezione.
all the students arrived at class

b. Ogni studente è tornato a casa propria.
every student went to home his own

c. Il missile è caduto in giardino.
the missile fell in garden

Once again, the postverbal lexical NP of past participial clauses behaves 
like a preverbal subject NP, rather than like an NP in the unaccusative verb’s 
direct object position.

(16) a. Arrivati tutti gli studenti a lezione, si è potuto cominciare.
arrived all the students to class we could start
‘All the students [having] arrived, we could start.’

b. Tornato ogni studente a casa propria, la scuola chiuse
gone every student to home his own the school closed
i battenti.
the doors
‘Every student [having] gone to his own home, the school 
closed the doors.’

c. Caduto il missile in giardino, la storia ebbe inizio.
fallen the missile in garden the story began
‘The missile [having] fallen in the garden, the story began.’

Summarizing, the facts concerning the phenomena of ne extraction and 
the DE quite directly indicate that the lexical NP of unaccusative past parti-
cipial clauses does not fill the D-structure direct object position. With respect 
to these two classes of facts, its behavior is completely parallel to that of a 
preverbal subject NP in full clauses. Thus, our assumption that this NP fills 
the subject position in past participial clauses receives strong support.

4	 Past Participial Clauses and Transitives

As illustrated in (1) b., repeated next, past participial clauses are possible 
with transitive verbs:

(1)	 b.	� Conosciuta Maria, Gianni ha subito cambiato il suo stile di 
vita.

		�  ‘[Having] known Maria, Gianni immediately changed his 
lifestyle.’
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An obvious question immediately arises. Are participial clauses of this 
sort active or passive constructions? Of course, the term ‘construction’ has 
no theoretical content per se. However, a number of theoretically discrete 
properties can be identified, whose occurrence may or may not be expected 
in what we traditionally call active or passive constructions. Thus, in order 
to answer the question, we should verify the behavior of transitive past par-
ticipial clauses with respect to these properties.

One crucial property is Case. A fundamental aspect of passive is that no 
accusative Case is available for the direct object NP. As argued in particular 
by Roberts (1987) and Baker, Johnson, and Roberts (1989), this follows 
from the fact that accusative is assigned to the ‘argumental’ passive past 
participial morphology that retains it. We can then verify what the situation 
looks like in past participial clauses with respect to the availability of accu-
sative Case. It is easy to see that accusative is available, and that the lexical 
NP is marked with it.

(17) a. Conosciuta me, hai cominciato ad apprezzare il
known me(ACC) you started liking the
mare.
seaside

b. Salutata me, si è accorto che c’era molta altra gente.
greeted me he realized that there were many more people

The lexical NP me of (17) corresponds to the NP in direct object position 
in the parallel full clauses, which receive accusative Case (Ha conosciuto 
me ‘he has known me’; Ha salutato me ‘he has greeted me’). Hence, (17) 
strongly indicates that the lexical NP here too is a structural direct object, 
marked with accusative Case as usual. The ungrammaticality of (18) shows 
that nominative is not a possible Case option for the NP, thus sharply con-
trasting with (8), where the past participle was unaccusative.

(18) a. *Conosciuta io, . . .
known I(N0M)

b. *Salutata io, . . .
greeted I(N0M)

The impossibility of (18) is expected if the NP is the direct object of 
the transitive verb. It would not be so expected if it were in the SPEC of 
AGR subject position, as in the unaccusative examples and as in passive full 
clauses, where it undergoes movement.16 As a matter of fact, the NP in these 
past participial clauses is a well-behaved direct object with respect to the ne 
cliticization phenomenon as well; when it is a quantified NP, its N′ can be 
extracted through ne cliticization.
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(19) a. Conosciutene [molte—], . . .
known-of-themcl many
‘[Having] known many of them, . . .’

b. Salutatene [tre—], . . .
greeted-of-themcl [three—]
‘[Having] greeted three of them. . . .’

Example (19) sharply contrasts with the parallel facts in (13), involving 
an unaccusative past participle. This contrast is particularly interesting in 
that, with a naive conception of the unaccusative hypothesis, one might 
expect a parallel behavior in this regard of both unaccusative and transi-
tive past participial clauses, mimicking the situation in full clauses. But this 
could only obtain if the lexical NP were in the direct object position in both 
structures. This is not the case in unaccusative past participial clauses, as 
we have seen. On the basis of (19), we can conclude that this is the case in 
transitive past participial clauses. With respect to the question whether these 
clauses are ‘passive’ or not, the ne cliticization facts of (19) play a neutral 
role. It is well known that ne is extractable from the postverbal subject of 
passive clauses, as (20) illustrates.

(20) Ne sono state salutate [ molte—].
of-themcl have been greeted many
‘Many of them have been greeted.’

However, once combined with the Case data concerning availability of 
accusative for the lexical NP, the ne cliticization facts of (19) are no excep-
tion to the general conclusion that the clitic is always extractable from the 
direct object NP position of a transitive (active) verb.

The possibility of the direct object NP cliticizing onto the past participle 
constitutes further evidence that transitive past participial clauses are not 
instances of passive.

(21)	 a.	 Conosciutami, . . .
		  known mecl

		  ‘[Having] known me, . . .’
	 b.	 Salutatala, . . .
		  greeted hercl

		  ‘[Having] greeted her, . . .’
	 c.	 Incontratici, . . .
		  met uscl

		  ‘[Having] met us, . . .’

Never in passive constructions can the clitic corresponding to the 
direct object show up. To the extent that this possibility is related to the 
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independent availability of accusative Case, the facts in (21) are consistent 
with those in (17).

The facts reviewed so far lead us to conclude that transitive past parti-
cipial clauses are not instances of passive, as far as Case properties are con-
cerned. Consider now the transitive past participial clauses of (22).

(22) a. Elogiata solo se stessa, Maria restò del tutto isolata.
praised only herself Maria remained completely isolated
‘Having praised only herself, Maria remained completely 
isolated.’

b. Criticata perfino se stessa, Maria decise di abbandonare
criticized even herself Maria decided to abandon
l’impresa.
the enterprise
‘Having criticized even herself, Maria decided to abandon 
the enterprise.’

c. Letti gli uni i libri degli altri, gli autori attribuirono il
lead each other’s books the authors awarded the
premio
prize
‘Having read each other’s books, the authors awarded the 
prize.’

The examples in (22) show that the direct object NP can be a lexical ana-
phor. This fact constitutes further evidence that the transitive past participial 
clauses are not passive. Never in a passive full clause can the D-structure 
object be an anaphor.

(23) a. *Perfino se stessa è stata criticata (da Maria).
even herself was criticized (by Maria).

b. *E’ stata criticata perfino se stessa (da Maria).
was criticized even herself (by Maria)

Different reasons can be at the source of the complete ungrammatical-
ity of (23), which does not vary according to the S-structure position of 
the D-structure direct object (i.e., preverbal versus postverbal subject). One 
possibility might be that (23) simply instantiates the operation of the gen-
eral ban against nominative anaphors, whatever the theoretical explanation 
for that should turn out to be (see Burzio 1992; also Rizzi 1990a). More-
over, the presence of the anaphor in (23) creates a violation of the relevant 
binding condition, under the plausible assumption that no adequate binder 
is present in the structure.17 Whatever the precise factor characterizing the 
impossibility of (23) should turn out to be, no such factor plays any role in 
transitive past participial clauses like (22), which are perfectly grammatical. 
Furthermore, we already know that the lexical NP is an accusative direct 
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object, so no ban against nominative anaphors should be operative in these 
structures. As a matter of fact, the anaphor in examples like (22) can also 
be realized as a reflexive clitic attached to the past participle, as shown 
by (24).

(24)	 a.	 Criticatasi, . . .
		  criticized-herselfcl

	 b.	 Elogiatasi, . . .
		  praised-herselfcl

If we take the reflexive clitic to be the clitic counterpart of the strong ana-
phor, the possibility of (24) comes as no surprise. Examples (22) and (24) 
together parallel the pair of paradigms in (17) and (21), discussed earlier 
with respect to personal pronouns. Furthermore, the perfect acceptability of 
(22) and (24) also directly indicates that the relevant binding condition is 
respected in these structures. This means that a binder must be available to 
bind the anaphor. I propose that the binder is a PRO filling the NP subject 
position of the transitive past participial clause, whose structure then cor-
responds to (25).18

(25) AGRP
3

NP AGR′
g 3

PROi AGR VP
g 3

–t + features (NP) V′
3
V NP

g
anaphori

Given the evidence discussed here, a structure like (25) can be taken to be 
the representation of transitive past participial clauses in general, where the 
direct object position is filled by the lexical NP and the SPEC of AGR posi-
tion is filled by PRO. Consider then (26), the representation of the transitive 
past participial clause (1) b (see next page 85).

A representation like (25)–(26) directly accounts for the data presented. 
Transitive past participial clauses are control structures. This is shown by 
the unacceptability of (27) versus the perfect status of (28).

(27) a. *Salutata Maria, cominciò un terribile temporale.
greeted Maria started a terrible storm

b. *Chiamato il taxi, smise di piovere.
called the taxi, it stopped raining
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(26) AGRP
3

NP AGR′
g 3

PRO AGR VP
g 3

conosciui–t–a (NP) V′
3
V NP
g g

ei Maria

(28) a. Salutata Maria, Gianni se ne andò.
greeted Maria Gianni left
‘[Having] greeted Maria, Gianni left.’

b. Chiamato il taxi, Maria uscì
called the taxi Maria went out
‘[Having] called the taxi, Maria went out.’

The examples in (27) are ungrammatical because no possible control-
ler for PRO is available in the matrix clause following the past participial 
clauses. When a controller is present, as in (28), the sentences are perfect.19 
This property is directly accounted for by the proposed representation (25)–
(26), where the subject is PRO.

4.1	A greement and Accusative Case-Marking

A fundamental property of transitive past participial clauses is the fact that 
the past participle obligatorily agrees with the following NP. The unaccept-
ability of (29), in contrast with the well-formedness of (1) b. and (17), illus-
trates this fact.

(29)	 a.	 *Conosciuto Maria, . . .
		  known (MASC-SG)
	 b.	 *Conosciuto mefem

Why should agreement be possible and obligatory here? The question is 
particularly important in a language like standard Italian, where verb-object 
agreement is never instantiated in full clauses. I propose that agreement here 
is ultimately due to Case-theoretic reasons, i.e., to the necessity of Case-
marking the direct object NP. The proposal assumes, as a crucial step, a 
particular conception of the consequences of the process of incorporation of 
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the verb within the past participial morphology. I want to propose that an 
automatic consequence of this process is that the accusative Case-assigning 
capacity of the verb is blocked, because accusative is taken up by the past 
participial morphology.20 If we assume this, then no (accusative) Case is 
available to Case-mark the direct object NP, once the process of incorpora-
tion has taken place.

I will then assume that a marked agreement strategy obtains: The verb in 
the AGR position agrees with its governed direct object.21 Once agreement 
is established, the direct object becomes itself marked for accusative Case. 
This, then, is another instance of Case-marking through agreement, of the 
same kind that is at work in past participial clauses containing an unaccusa-
tive verb. The only difference between the two cases lies in the way that the 
past participle agreement is obtained: through the SPEC-head relation with 
unaccusative past participles, and through the head-complement relation 
with transitive past participle.22

In fact, we can speculate that these are the only two strategies made 
available by Universal Grammar (UG). More specifically, we can suppose 
that the fundamental relation regulating agreement processes is just gov-
ernment by the head or by a head projection. Within a given XP, the head 
and its first projection govern the complement position and the SPEC posi-
tion respectively. In languages like standard Italian, and in many other 
familiar languages, the SPEC-head relation is ranked as the least marked 
agreement strategy, and the head-complement relation is left (nearly) unex-
ploited. However, the head-complement relation remains a UG option, and 
it is not surprising that it becomes operative if the unmarked option is 
unavailable, for whatever reason, and agreement is necessary. Here, I argue, 
the necessity of agreement comes from the need to Case-mark the direct 
object NP.23

Finally, we should provide an answer to a question left open: What in 
the system rules out the possibility of moving the past participle into the C0 
position (and the object into the subject position), thus making nominative 
Case available for the NP to be Case-marked with? In other words, what 
rules out the possibility of still deriving impossible forms like (18), with 
a derivation parallel to the one proposed for unaccusative past participial 
clauses? My proposal here is that some version of the ban against Case 
conflict is responsible for this; this condition is presumably to be formulated 
in terms of Chomsky’s (1986b) chain condition. Notice that the verb would 
move to the nominative C0 position, together with the incorporated accusa-
tive Case-marked past participial inflection. I assume that such an operation 
would give rise to a Case conflict: (Structurally) Case-marked elements are 
never allowed to move to a Case position. Hence the operation is impos-
sible. Thus, according to this system, the only available derivation for tran-
sitive past participial clauses is the one represented in (26), with agreement 
arising in the way discussed.
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5	 Intransitives and Passives

The interpretation of the agreement facts in the transitive case gives us a 
fundamental clue for understanding why past participial clauses should be 
impossible with intransitive verbs and why passive should not be available 
either, at least when a lexical subject NP is present. The relevant examples 
in (1) are repeated here.

(1) c. *Telefonato Gianni, Maria andò all’ appuntamento.
telephoned Gianni Maria went to the appointment

d. *Salutata Maria da Gianni, tutti uscirono dalla sala.
greeted Maria by Gianni, everybody left the room

Let us discuss the intransitive case first. In order to rule out examples like 
(1) c., we must exclude each of the two possible representations that can in 
principle be associated with them, given in (30).

(30) a. AGRP
3

NP AGR′
g 3

ec AGR VP
g 3

telefonai–t–o (NP) V′
g g

Maria V
g

ei

b. CP
3

C′
3

C AGRP
g 3

telefonai–t–o NPj AGR′
g 3

Mariaj AGR VP
g 3∙

  ec 
∙

ei NP V′
g g

ej V
g∙

Maria
∙

ei



88  Structures and Strategies

T&F Proofs: Not for Distribution

In (30) a., the verb moves to the AGR position and the lexical subject 
remains in its D-structure position inside the VP; in (30) b., the verb moves 
further, to the nominative C0 position, and the lexical subject either moves 
to the [SPEC, AGRP] position or remains in its D-structure position. Several 
factors rule out these representations.

As for (30) b., it is straightforwardly excluded for the same reason that 
V-movement into the C0 position in the transitive case is excluded, namely, 
the fact that Case conflict inevitably obtains in this representation. I crucially 
assume that all intransitive verbs are in fact possible assigners of accusa-
tive Case.24 This entails that, as a consequence of the incorporation process, 
the past participial morphology receives accusative Case with intransitives 
as well; this in turn implies that movement to another Case position is 
excluded, and movement to the nominative C0 position would be exactly 
this sort of movement: Hence, the impossibility of a derivation along these 
lines. Furthermore, whether the lexical NP moves or not does not change 
the situation in any relevant respect: In both cases it would be impossible to 
Case-mark the NP, because the potential Case-marker fills an inappropriate 
position.

As for (30) a., lack of Case-marking of the lexical NP in the VP-internal 
subject position is again the cause of its ill-formedness. Notice that the only 
way in which Maria could be Case-marked in this representation would be 
through agreement with the accusative Case-marked past participial mor-
phology. Such agreement, however, cannot obtain, as witnessed by the total 
impossibility of (31).

(31)	 *Telefonata Maria, . . .
	 telephoned(FEM-SG)
	 ‘Maria having telephoned, . . .’

I assume that this is due to the fact that, contrary to what happens in the 
transitive case, the NP to be Case-marked here is not uniformly a ‘comple-
ment’ for the complex head V+Past Participial morphology. It is a comple-
ment for the past participial morphology, and a specifier for the verb, prior 
to incorporation. This creates an inconsistency that disallows the possibil-
ity of agreement obtaining through the head-complement relation, the only 
available strategy in this case.25

Let us now discuss the impossibility of passive, illustrated by (1) d. Here 
too we have to rule out two possible representations: (32) a., where the lexi-
cal NP remains in its D-structure direct object position; and (32) b., where 
the D-structure direct object moves to the [SPEC, AGRP] position and the 
past participle is in C0:
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(32) a. AGRP
qgp

NP AGR′ PP
g 3 5

ec AGR VP da Gianni
g 3

salutai–t–a NP V′
3
V NP
g g

ei Maria
b. CP

qp
C′

qp
C AGRP
g qgp

salutai–t–a NP AGR′ PP
g 2 5

Mariaj AGR VP da Gianni
g 2

ei NP V′
2

V NP
g g

ei ej

Representation (32) a. corresponds to a transitive, active structure [cf. 
(26)]. Here the lexical NP in object position should receive accusative Case 
through agreement with V+AGR. The visibility condition excludes the pos-
sibility of the past participial morphology being ‘argumental’ under these 
circumstances, as it must be in the passive: One Case, accusative, would have 
to simultaneously make two arguments visible for θ-role assignment—the 
past participial morphology and the direct object NP—a situation excluded 
in principle. The verb should then assign its ‘subject’ θ-role to the SPEC of V 
position. But this prevents this θ-role from being assigned to the NP embed-
ded under the by-phrase. (The latter possibility is available only in passive 
structures containing the ‘argumental’ past participial morphology, which 
forms a chain with the by-phrase.) With this representation, the sentence is 
ultimately ruled out by the same factor that rules out any active clause con-
taining a by-phrase [*Ha salutato Maria da Gianni ‘(he) has greeted Maria 
by Gianni’].
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The representation in (32) b. more closely corresponds to a passive struc-
ture, with the direct object having moved to the SPEC of AGR. The past 
participle has also moved to the C0 position. We know from the discussion 
here that this is a position where nominative Case is assigned. Furthermore, 
we also know from the previous discussion that movement of accusative 
Case-marked past participial morphology into the nominative position is 
ruled out in principle. Given the proposed system, the past participial mor-
phology of the transitive verb salutare is accusative Case-marked. Hence no 
movement of the past participle can take place. The representation in (32) b. 
is thus ruled out for the same reasons that ruled out the parallel representa-
tion in (30) b. containing an intransitive past participle.

A passive past participle clause becomes perfect if no lexical NP subject 
is present.

(33) Salutata da tutti, Maria lasciò la sala.
greeted by everybody Maria left the room
‘[Having been] greeted by everybody, Maria left the room.’

There is no need for the past participle to move to C0, because no Case 
is needed for PRO. Hence, the past participle can remain in the AGR 
position:

(34)	 [AGRP PROj [AGR′ [AGR salutai–t–a] [VP [V′ [V ei [NP e ]]]]] da tutti]

In conclusion, it appears that the paradigm in (1), primarily character-
izing past participial clauses in Italian, is fairly well understood within the 
system developed. To summarize, this system includes as its fundamental 
components (a) a representation of past participial clauses corresponding 
to a subpart of the canonical representation of full clauses containing an 
aspectual auxiliary; (b) the theory of head incorporation; and (c) a particu-
lar conception of the interplay between Case theory and Agreement theory, 
of which I have sketched out some basic properties.
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3	 Verb Positions
Evidence from Italian

1	 Introduction

If we adopt the research strategy initiated by Pollock (1989), inspired in 
turn by the pioneering approaches of Emonds (1978) and Klima (1964), 
some of the phenomena concerning word order variation can be taken 
to be a function, at least in part, of a head movement process that moves 
the verb out of its base position within the VP into some inflectional head 
position.1 Particularly revealing in this regard is the respective position of 
the inflected verb and adverbs of various classes. Variations among lan-
guages as to the position that adverbs appear to fill within the clause can 
be interpreted as being not a primitive and rather mysterious difference 
in adverb syntax proper, but rather a function of a verb syntax working 
differently. Under the assumption that the position that different classes 
of adverbs fill in the clause structure remains invariant across (at least 
typologically close) languages, the observed variation can be made to fol-
low from the different scope of application that the verb movement opera-
tion can have. Whence, for instance, the by now classical approach to the 
observed difference in the position occupied by the negation adverb in 
two languages like French and English that constitutes the starting point 
of Pollock’s analytical approach. As is well known, the basic paradigm in 
(1) can be accounted for by assuming that the French negation pas and the 
English negation not occupy the same position in the clause structure of 
the two languages, and that the different position they appear to fill with 
respect to the inflected verb is epiphenomenal and due to the fact that the 
verb moves out of the VP into a high inflectional head position in French 
but not in English:

(1)	 a.	 Jean n’aime pas Marie
	 b.	 *John likes not Mary

I would like to present a number of case studies concerning the inter-
action of verb and adverb syntax within the perspective just outlined, 



92  Structures and Strategies

T&F Proofs: Not for Distribution

ultimately aiming at determining what the position filled by the inflected 
verb is in a language like Italian. The cases that I will consider in detail 
deal with the study of the position filled by the inflected verb and the fol-
lowing classes of adverbs: negative adverbs, positive adverbs, and sentence 
adverbs.

2	 Negation

Under the view of sentence structure that splits the traditional INFL node 
into different functional heads, in particular AGRs (in Chomsky’s 1991 ter-
minology) and T at least, I assume the following basic structure, where AGR 
and its projection is above T and its projection:2

(2)	 [AGRP(S) NP [AGR′ AGR [TP[T′ T VP]]]]

Negation is expressed in standard Italian by the negative particle non 
that always precedes the (inflected and also the infinitival) verb. Non can 
optionally cooccur with a negative adverb, such as più, mai, and ancora . . .; 
(3) gives an example of both possibilities in a clause containing a simple 
tense:

(3)	 Gianni non parla (più/mai/ancora)

As is clear from (3), the negative adverb follows the inflected verb; and 
this is the only possible order:

(4)	 *Gianni non/più/mai ancora parla

Adapting Pollock’s analysis of the equivalent data in French, I propose 
that the negative adverbs occupy the same position as the negative adverb 
pas in French and the negative particle non occupies the same position as the 
French negative particle ne. More precisely, these positions are to be identi-
fied with the Specifier and the head, respectively, of a further functional pro-
jection: NegP.3 The idea of dealing with Italian in the same terms as French 
is immediately suggested by the parallel distribution displayed by the two 
languages. Compare (3) and (4) with (5) a. and b.:

(5)	 a.	 Jean n’aime pas Marie
	 b.	 *Jean ne pas aime Marie

Distributionally, the major difference between the two languages is to be 
recognized in the fact that the presence of the negative adverb is obligatory 
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in French and optional in Italian. I then propose that the NegP is located 
between the two functional projections AGRP and TP, much as in Pollock’s 
original proposal, with the only difference being AGRP is higher than TP in 
the present account:

(6)	 . . . AGR [NegP pas/più [Neg′ ne/non [TP [T′ T VP]]]]

How is the observed word order derived then? It is derived by leaving the 
negative adverbs in their base position in Spec of NegP and by moving the 
verb into the highest functional head, AGR. Given the ungrammaticality of 
(4) and (5) b., this instance of V-movement is to be considered obligatory.

What about the negative head ne/non? Notice that it intervenes both lin-
early and structurally in (6).Of course, this is not true in the final S-structure 
linear word order, where ne/non precedes the inflected verb that, by the 
argument just given, fills the AGR position. Notice, furthermore that by 
assuming that V moves first to T and then to AGR with a head-to-head type 
of movement, the obvious theoretical question arises of how a violation 
of the Head Movement Constraint/Empty Category Principle (HMC/ECP, 
henceforth) can be avoided with this kind of derivation where the Neg head 
would be skipped. I claim that the answer to the first question opens the 
answer to the second. As was first proposed by Kayne (1989c) and by Pol-
lock for French ne, I want to propose that non can be considered a clitic 
element.4 More precisely, non can be analyzed as a syntactic clitic that 
undergoes a clitic placement operation. The effect of this operation is that 
non left-adjoins to the AGR head, much as object pronominal clitics do. 
It then turns out that non and the verb fill the same AGR head at the end 
of the derivation. This is going to be the key for the answer to the second 
question just raised. Indeed, although the described derivation does involve 
a violation of the HMC/ECP, the output representation can be claimed not 
to do so. The ‘philosophy’ of this approach is the same as the one put forth 
in Moritz (1989) for the same problem raised by the French data, and by 
Chomsky (1989), according to which HMC/ECP is a condition on repre-
sentations and not on derivations. Hence, what is crucial is that the final 
representation does not involve a violation of the principle, independently 
of whether the derivation does. Suppose that we implement this proposal 
in the following way. Although giving rise to two different chains, the nega-
tion non and the inflected verb share the same head, AGR. We can formally 
represent this by attributing to AGR a pair of indices corresponding to the 
index of the negation and to that of the verb, say i and j, respectively. Hence, 
in the final representation AGR is indexed (i,j). We can then claim that the 
antecedent-government relation is preserved in the resulting representation 
under the assumption that it holds between any two members of a chain 
if they carry an index non-distinct from that of the head of the chain. The 
proposal is illustrated in (7):
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(7) AGRP
3

NP AGR′
g 3

Gianni AGR(i,j) NegP
t  y 2

AGR AGR Adv Neg′
g g g 2

noni parlaj (più) Neg TP
g g

ei T′
2

T VP
g g

ej V
g

ej

2.1	 Clitics and Negation

The proposed analysis assumes a certain parallelism between the negation 
non and pronominal clitics: Both are syntactic clitics and undergo move-
ment in the syntax; both left-adjoin to the head AGR, i.e., the head where 
the inflected verb ends up. This has been argued for pronominal clitics in 
Kayne’s work,5 and for non in the account I have just developed. Zanuttini 
(1991) has questioned this point of view. At least two of her arguments 
deserve discussion here. Zanuttini observes the following: (a) if non is a 
clitic, it should be subject to ordering constraints when it is found in a clus-
ter with other pronominal object clitics, as object clitics usually are (with 
ordering constraints varying from one language to the other: cf. Italian 
glielo darò versus French je le lui donnerais); however, the preverbal nega-
tive element generally precedes pronominal object clitics, and this is quite 
systematic across languages.6 (b) The second observation is provided by the 
possibility of coordinate structures like (8), pointed out by Paola Benincà 
(Zanuttini 1991, 85) and also discussed by Kayne (1991):

(8)	 Non lo prendo adesso e te lo riporto tra due giorni
	 neg it (cl) take now and to you(cl) it(c1) return in two days
	 ‘I am not going to take it now and return it to you in two days’

If the negation non and the object pronominal clitics (as well as the 
inflected verb) fill the same AGR head, it is hard to see how this coordina-
tion should be possible with the intended interpretation where the negation 
has scope over both coordinate constituents, as the glosses make explicit.
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Although sentences like (8) have a certain marginal flavor, still I take their 
possibility to be problematic for the simple idea that non, pronominal object 
clitics, and the inflected verb necessarily fill the same AGR head position.7 
In order to account for facts like (8), one could adopt the following pro-
posal. I assume in the following that the AGRS projection can be recursively 
generated.8 Then, there can be at least two heads of the AGRS type in clause 
structure:

(9)	 [AGRP(1) NP [AGR′ AGR [AGRP(2) [AGR′ AGR . . .]]]]

I assume that the subject NP always fills the Spec position of the highest 
AGR whose head is lexicalized. Suppose now that the negative clitic non 
has the option of adjoining to the highest AGR head, a position not directly 
accessible to object clitics, or to the verb.9 If this possibility is made available 
for the negative clitic, the possibility of coordinate structures like (8) can be 
derived: In this kind of sentence the coordination can occur at the level of 
the AGRP(2) projection, excluding AGRP(1). Since, by hypothesis, AGR(1) 
can be the host of the negation, in this analysis there exists a derivation of 
these clauses where the negation is outside the domain of the coordination. 
On the other hand, since AGR(1) is higher than AGR(2) and in fact c-com-
mands AGRP(2), the negation can have the coordinate structure in its scope. 
(10) gives the schematic representation of (8) under this analysis:

(l0)	� [AGRP(1) . . . [AGR(1) non] . . . [AGRP(2) [AGRP(2) lo prendo oggi] e [AGRP(2) 
te lo riporto domanil]]]

If AGR(1) is the head that typically hosts subject clitics in null-subject 
languages (cf. note 8) but not object clitics, a fairly direct account is pro-
vided for Zanuttini’s first observation: why, in the general case, negation 
precedes object clitics. If movement to AGR(1) is the preferred option for 
non-type negation, it is no surprise that there are not reorderings within the 
clitic cluster between the negative clitic and object clitics since they do not 
form a syntactic cluster but fill different head positions.10 On the other hand, 
one would expect, under this view, that reorderings could in principle be 
available with subject clitics with which the clitic negation in AGR(1) would 
form a syntactic cluster. Indeed, this is what we find. There exist dialectal 
varieties of Italian where the non-type negation reorders with second person 
singular subject clitics. One instance is provided by Toscano (as pointed out 
in Brandi and Cordin 1981) where both (11) a. and (11) b. are possible:

(11)	 a.	 T’ un gliel’ha detto
		  you neg have told him that
	 b.	 Un tu gliel’ ha detto
		  neg you have told him that
		  ‘You have told him that’11
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If the arguments just presented are on the right track, one could continue 
to assume that non is a syntactic clitic, with the qualification that it is more 
akin to a subject clitic than to an object clitic.

A potential problem for the proposed account should be pointed out. If 
the assimilation of the preverbal non-type clitic negation to subject clitics 
were complete, one should expect that non-type negation would behave like 
subject clitics in coordinate structures as well. However, subject clitics must 
always be repeated in both conjuncts of a coordinate structure (Brandi and 
Cordin 1981, Trentino data):

(12)	 a.	 *La canta e bala
		  she(c1) sings and dances
	 b.	 La canta e la bala
		  she(c1) sings and she(c1) dances

Within the spirit of the hypothesis developed earlier, the impossibility of 
(12) a. is not expected: The subject clitic should be able to remain outside 
the coordination, much as we have proposed for non in the analysis of (8). 
Possibly reasons could be found to account for this different behavior of 
negation and subject clitics. However, I would like to take a different tack. 
While the analysis of the preverbal non negation as akin to subject clit-
ics could very well be on the right track, as paradigms like (11) strongly 
suggest, it might still not be responsible for coordinate structures like (8). 
Indeed, the analysis of sentences of this sort deserves further qualification. 
Notice that if a negative adverb is present in coordinate structures like (a), 
it can only appear within the first conjunct; its presence within the second 
conjunct gives rise to sharp ungrammaticality.

(13)	 a.	 Gianni non scrive un lavoro e poi lo pubblica
		  Gianni not writes a work and then it(c1) publish
	 b.	 Gianni non scrive mai un lavoro e poi lo pubblica
		  Gianni not writes ever a work and then it(cl) publish
		  ‘G. doesn’t ever write a work and then publish it’
	 c.	 *Gianni non scrive un lavoro e poi lo pubblica mai
		  Gianni not writes a work and then it(cl) publish ever
		  ‘Gianni doesn’t write a work and then ever publish it’

Consider also (14), whose examples are more closely equivalent to (8):

(14)	 a.	 Non lo prendo piu il martedi e te lo riporto il giovedi
		�  I neg it (cl) take anymore on Tuesday and to you (cl) it (cl) 

take back on Thursday
	 b.	 *Non lo prendo il martedi e te lo riporto più il giovedi
		�  I neg it (cl) take on Tuesday and to you (cl) it (cl) take back 

any more on Thursday
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The sharp impossibility of (13) c. and (14) b. strongly suggests that coor-
dinate structures like (8) or (13) a., b., and (14) a. do not involve the coor-
dination of two negative clauses. If this were the case, a negative adverb 
should be able to appear either in the first or in the second conjunct of 
the coordination (or maybe in both). There is no apparent reason why non 
should be possible just in the first conjunct. I conclude that examples of this 
sort do not involve the coordination of two negative clauses but simply the 
coordination of a negative and a positive clause. I suggest that the second 
conjunct acts as a kind of adjunct to the VP of the first conjunct. I assume 
that it is for this reason that negation has scope over both clauses from an 
interpretive point of view: This is so because negation is high in the struc-
ture and c-commands the adjunct clause introduced by the coordinating 
particle(s) e (poi). The situation is similar to that found in sentences like 
(15), where the clausal adjunct is in the scope of the negation.

(15)	 Gianni non fa mai qualcosa perché ci crede
	 Gianni not does ever something because he believes it
	 ‘Gianni never does something because he believes it’

Given these considerations, the possibility of sentences like (8) turns out 
to be irrelevant to the clitic status of negation. Furthermore, should one 
assimilate non to a subject rather than to an object clitic as suggested, the 
fact that it can be absent in the second conjunct of a coordinate clause 
(contrary to subject clitics) in sentences like (8) does not come as a surprise 
anymore as the second conjunct is not a negative clause in our analysis.

In conclusion, I will continue to assume that non is a clitic, syntacti-
cally adjoined to AGR. Under the AGRS recursion hypothesis, I will continue 
to assume that non adjoins to AGRS1, the highest AGR head in the clause 
structure.

2.2	 More on Negation

Consider now the structure of a clause containing a complex tense formed 
by an auxiliary and a past participle. I assume that the past participle has an 
internal functional structure that parallels that of the clause. In particular, 
much as in Chomsky (1991), the functional structure of a past participle 
projects from an AGR head, call it AGRO,12 and from an aspectual-type 
head, call it ASP. Parallel to the full clause where AGRS is above T, AGRO is 
ordered higher than ASP in the past participle and the VP is the complement 
of ASP. AGR contains features of gender and number.

(16)	 [AGRP [AGR′ AGR [ASPP [ASP′ –t– V]]]]

As is well known, the (object) agreement features are visible in some 
instances of the past participial form, e.g., with ergative verbs (arriva–t–i 
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‘arrived’ (masc,pl)) and when an object clitic is present (l’ ho vis–t–a ‘I have 
seen(fem,sing) her(c1, fem,sing)’); otherwise, they are realized in the unmarked 
masculine singular (parla–t–o ‘spoken’).

In sentences containing a complex tense, the clitic negation non always 
precedes the inflected auxiliary; if a negative adverb is present, the favored 
location is between the auxiliary and the past participle. However, it can 
also follow the past participle, and in some varieties of Italian this is the 
much preferred order:

(17) a. Gianni non ha più parlato
Gianni not has anymore spoken

b. Gianni non ha parlato più
Gianni not has spoken anymore
‘Gianni hasn’t spoken anymore’

Notice that in French, only the equivalent of (17) a. is possible:

(18)	 a.	 Jean n’a pas par1é
	 b.	 *Jean n’a par1é pas

The order in both (17) a. and (18) a. is directly accounted for under 
our previous assumptions: The auxiliary moves to AGRS as well as ne/non. 
The negative adverb fills the Spec of NegP, a position higher than the past 
participial functional structure; hence, it precedes the past participle. The 
ungrammaticality of (18) b. is then completely expected. Given our discus-
sion so far, the possibility of (17) b. is not. Two alternatives are available: 
(a) the past participle incorporates within the auxiliary, and for this reason 
the negative adverb appears to follow the past participle; (b) the negative 
adverb più, contrary to French pas, has another lower location available in 
the clause structure, somewhere within the projections forming the past par-
ticiple. According to the second alternative, the negative adverb follows the 
past participle as a consequence of the verb moving to some head position 
within the past participle functional structure. As I have argued elsewhere 
(Belletti 1990, Chapter 1 of this volume), the first alternative involving incor-
poration is not a viable one for various reasons. Hence we are left with the 
second alternative. This in turn means that the very possibility of the word 
order displayed in (17) b. can be taken as a direct indication that the verb 
moves out of the VP to form the past participle, much as it moves to form 
the inflected finite verb. Notice that there are two possible locations for the 
negative adverb within the past participle structure. Più (mai, ancora . . .) 
could be adjoined to the VP or to ASPP.13 In the first case the desired word 
order would be obtained with a short verb movement to ASP; in the second 
case, it would be obtained with a longer verb movement to AGRO. While it 
is hard to decide on these rather subtle questions, there is at least one indica-
tion that the second approach is more likely to be on the right track. If we 
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take the French equivalent of più, plus, and if we compare its distribution 
with that of a VP adverb like souvent, the following subtle but detectable 
contrast shows up:

(19)	 a.	 ??I1 a lu souvent des romans
	 b.	 *I1 n’a lu plus des romans

While (19) a. is marginally acceptable, (19) b. is ungrammatical for French 
speakers. This contrast could be interpreted by assuming that while souvent 
is a VP-adjoined VP adverb, ‘lower’ plus is an ASPP adverb. The desired 
word order of (19) a. is obtained through short verb movement of the verb 
to the ASP head. Assuming furthermore that the verb does not move higher 
than the first functional head in nonfinite forms in French, the impossibility 
of (19) b. follows: Plus cannot come after the past participle even if it is an 
ASPP adverb because verb movement stops at the ASP head in the past par-
ticiple structure; hence, it stops in a position lower than the position where 
plus is adjoined, i.e., ASPP. Notice that the short verb movement occurring 
in the past participial structure parallels the one that Pollock first detected in 
French infinitivals. According to his analysis, in French infinitivals the verb 
can optionally (although somewhat marginally for some speakers) move to 
the first functional head (T, in our approach), but it cannot go higher than 
that; it is through this assumption that the by now ‘classical’ contrast in (20) 
is interpreted.

(20)	 a.	 *Ne sembler pas heureux . . .
	 b.	 (?)Paraître souvent triste . . .

The word order in (20) a. cannot be obtained because, given the high 
location of pas in the clause structure, it would require a long movement 
of the verb to AGRS, a possibility not available in French infinitivals. This 
is in fact a crucial difference between French and Italian, as I have argued 
in detail in Belletti (1990, Chapter 1 of this volume). But in order to obtain 
(20) b., only short verb movement is necessary since souvent is a lower (VP) 
adverb, and this movement is available in French infinitivals as well. In con-
clusion, the analysis we have presented assimilates the syntax of the verb in 
the past participle to that of another nonfinite form of the verb, the infinitive 
in both French and Italian. We can then make the analytical proposal that in 
Italian the verb moves to the highest AGRO head within the past participial 
structure. This gives the order in (17) b. In French, on the other hand, it 
only moves to an AGR-type head in finite clauses, to AGRS in particular; in 
infinitives and past participles it only moves to the first functional head, i.e., 
T and ASP respectively.14

It should be pointed out that the parallel between past participles and 
infinitives that I have just proposed for French is superficially not preserved 
as far as the distribution of plus is concerned in that plus can follow the 
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infinitive just as souvent can (Jean dit ne manger plus sa soupe), contrary 
to what happens with past participles. I will tentatively suggest that when 
plus (and più as well, presumably) is not in Spec of NegP, it is then a lower 
negative adverb, and fills a position lower than TP. Suppose furthermore 
that the ASPP is present in all clauses.15 As for souvent, I will continue to 
adopt the standard assumption that it is a VP adverb. Now, if V (optionally) 
moves to T in French infinitivals, this has the consequence that both plus 
and souvent can follow the verb in these structures given that T is higher 
than both the ASPP and the VP in the clause structure. In clauses involving 
a past participle, on the other hand, T is not accessible to movement of the 
lexical verb; rather, the auxiliary moves through it to reach the AGRS head. 
V moves within the past participle projection only and it can at most reach 
the ASP head in French, by our hypothesis.16 ASP is higher than VP; hence 
souvent can follow the past participle. Plus, on the other hand, will neces-
sarily precede it since it fills a position higher than the ASP head, i.e., that 
of modifier of ASPP.

I would also like to point out parenthetically that the fact that the verb 
moves to form the past participle in a language like Italian is also indicated 
by the distribution of VP adverbs like spesso and (although less directly; see 
note 17) by FQs:

(21)	 a.	 Loro hanno riso spesso
		  they have laughed often
	 b.	 *?Loro hanno spesso riso
		  they have often laughed
	 c.	 Loro hanno riso tutti17

		  they have laughed all

However, given the reasoning developed here on the basis of the distribu-
tion of più/plus, (21) tells us nothing about the exact final location of the 
verb in the past participle structure.

3	 Positive adverbs and the PosP

Let us now move from negation to assertion. There exists a class of adverbs 
in Italian whose distribution significantly parallels that of negative adverbs 
(see also Lonzi 1989). The class is constituted by adverbs like già, sempre, 
pur, and ben, whose semantic function consists in reinforcing the assertion. 
I want to propose that their distribution follows directly from the idea that 
they fill the specifier position of a Positive Phrase, which is in complementary 
distribution with NegP and occupies the same position between AGRP and 
TP.18 As we shall see, the distribution of at least one member of the class, the 
adverb ben, completely parallels that of a negative adverb like French pas. 
Hence, Italian has an exact correspondent of the French negative adverb, in 
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the positive modality rather than in the negative one. Recall that più is only 
partially parallel to pas in that, contrary to pas, which only fills the Spec of 
NegP position, it can also fill a lower position in the clause structure. PosP 
and NegP differ in one aspect of their internal shape: While the head of 
NegP is systematically filled with the negative marker non, no lexical real-
ization is available for the head of the PosP in Italian. I will assume that the 
head of the PosP is filled with an empty element. This, in turn, makes the 
Italian PosP more akin to the English NegP, which also has an empty head 
and a realized specifier, i.e., the negation not.19

Consider the following examples illustrating the distribution of positive 
adverbs, and the way they contribute to showing the occurrence of verb 
movement to AGR.

(22)	 a.	 Maria parlava pur/ben/già/sempre di lui
		  Maria spoke indeed/already/always . . . of him
	 b.	 Maria ha pur/ben/già/sempre parlato di lui
		  Maria has indeed/already/always . . . spoken of him

Particularly revealing is example (22) b. where positive adverbs precede 
the past participle paralleling French pas. While pur(e), già, and sempre have 
the further (slightly marginal) possibility of following the past participle, 
thus paralleling the distribution of più, ben behaves as the exact correspon-
dent of pas.

(23)	 a.	 Gianni avrà ben risposto
		  Gianni will have indeed answered
	 b.	 *Gianni avrà risposto ben
		  Gianni will have answered indeed
	 c.	 Gianni avrà risposto pure/già/sempre
		  Gianni will have answered indeed/already/always . . .

The adverb ben(e) here should not be confused with the homophonous 
manner adverb that is a VP-final adverb. The contrast between (23) a. and 
(23) b. directly recalls the one between (24) a. and (24) b. involving pas:

(24)	 a.	 Jean n’aura pas répondu
		  John will have not answered
	 b.	 *Jean n’aura répondu pas
		  John will have answered not

The possibility of sentences like (25) a. can be accounted for by analyzing 
the adverb as a modifier of the following PP adjoined to it. The correctness 
of the hypothesis is confirmed by the possibility of preposing the whole 
sequence ben + PP to form a cleft sentence, as illustrated in (25) b.:
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(25)	 a.	 Gianni avrà parlato ben di lui
		  Gianni will have talked indeed about him
	 b.	 E’ ben di lui che Gianni avrà parlato
		  It is indeed of him that Gianni will have talked

The following paradigm illustrates the complementary distribution 
between a PosP and a NegP. They cannot both appear in the same sentence.

(26)	 a.	 *Maria non parlava più pur/ben/già di lui20

		  lit.: Maria not talked anymore indeed . . . of him
	 b.	 *Maria non ha mai pur/ben/già parlato di lui
		  lit.: Maria not has ever already . . . talked of him

4	 Sentence adverbs

The distribution of sentence adverbs is extremely intricate. However, it can 
reveal otherwise somewhat hidden properties of verb syntax. I will take the 
sentence adverb probabilmente as a typical representative of the class.

(27)	 a.	 Probabilmente Gianni arriverà domani
		  probably Gianni will come tomorrow
	 b.	 Gianni probabilmente arriverà domani
		  Gianni probably will arrive tomorrow
	 c.	 Gianni arriverà domani, probabilmente
		  Gianni will arrive tomorrow, probably

The word order in (27) a. is to be considered the basic word order. This 
can be represented by having the adverb adjoined to the highest clausal 
projection, AGRP:

(28)	 [AGRP probabilmente [AGRP NP [AGR′ AGR TP]]]

I want to propose that both (27) b. and (27) c. are derived structures, 
involving left dislocation or topicalization of the subject in the first case, 
and right dislocation of the adverb in the second. In particular, in (27) c. the 
adverb has been right dislocated much as the direct object is in a structure 
like (29), where the clitic preceding the right dislocated direct object obliga-
torily refers to it:

(29)	 Lo conoscerai domani, Gianni
	 him(c1) you will know tomorrow, Gianni

In (27) c. there is no clitic referring to the adverb because (non-argument) 
adverbs do not have a corresponding clitic. As for (27) b., a direct argument 
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can be provided, showing that it really involves left dislocation or topical-
ization of the subject. The argument runs as follows. Since indefinite quanti-
fiers cannot be left dislocated (as discussed in Rizzi 1986b; Belletti and Rizzi 
1988) but can only undergo topicalization, a sentence like (27) b. whose 
subject is an indefinite quantifier should only be possible with the contras-
tive/focal intonation associated with topicalized structures in a language like 
Italian (Cinque 1990b). This is indeed the case. (30) are well-formed sen-
tences only with a contrastive intonation on the indefinite subject.

(30)	 a.	 NESSUNO probabilmente arriverà domani
		  nobody probably will come tomorrow
	 b.	 Penso che NESSUNO probabilmente arriverà domani
		  I think that nobody probably will come tomorrow

Hence, we can conclude that in the word order manifested in (27) b. the 
subject fills a left-peripheral position: It is topicalized if it is an indefinite 
quantifier, and it is either topicalized or left-dislocated when it is a referen-
tial NP.21 Given this analysis, one single base position can be assumed for 
the sentence adverb at the beginning of the clause, and no special adverb 
movement process is advocated. Finally, we can also reach the conclusion 
that the distribution of the sentence adverb in (27) plays a neutral role in 
determining the occurrence and scope of the verb movement process since 
the adverb precedes the whole clause in its base position. A different point 
of view has been put forward by Kayne (1989b) to deal with the French and 
English equivalents of sentences like (27) b. Kayne has suggested that sen-
tence adverbs like probably/probabilmente have their base location between 
the first and second functional projections forming the clause.22 The con-
trast in (27) can then be seen as the manifestation of a familiar difference 
between French and English: A lexical verb moves out of the VP in French 
but not in English.

(31)	 a.	 John probably likes linguistics
	 b.	 *Jean probablement aime la linguistique

However, the contrast remains also in compound tenses, as Kayne notes:

(32)	 a.	 John probably has made several mistakes
	 b.	 *Jean probablement a fait plusieurs erreures

Under standard assumptions (32) a. should be impossible in English as 
well, where auxiliaries move high in the structure. This has led Kayne to 
propose a subtler analysis according to which auxiliaries move higher in 
French than in English. Hence the contrast in (32) could still follow from 
the different verb syntax. (This analysis also implies a significant revision of 
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classical analyses of negation, which I will not discuss here.) Notice that in 
Italian a word order like that of (32) a. is also well-formed:

(33)	 Gianni probabilmente ha sbagliato molte volte

I believe that this casts doubt on Kayne’s proposal. If such word order 
were a function of verb movement, Italian should pattern with French 
rather than with English, given the close similarity of verb syntax in the 
two languages. On the other hand, if we adopt the point of view that I just 
presented, a reason is made available for why Italian behaves like English 
rather than like French. While in both Italian and English a process of topi-
calization exists,23 in French it does not (although for reasons that are not 
understood). If sentences where the subject precedes the sentence adverb 
involve topicalization of the subject, as we are proposing, it comes as no 
surprise that Italian and English pattern together.24

In sentences containing a complex tense formed by an auxiliary and a 
past participle, besides the three positions that we saw in (27), illustrated in 
(34), a sentence adverb can also fill a position between the auxiliary and the 
past participle, (35).

(34)	 a.	 Probabilmente Gianni ha sbagliato molte volte
		  probably Gianni has made mistakes many times
	 b.	 Gianni probabilmente ha sbagliato molte volte
	 c.	 Gianni ha sbagliato molte volte, probabilmente
		  Gianni has made mistakes many times, probably

(35)	 Gianni ha probabilmente sbagliato molte volte
	 Gianni has probably made mistakes many times

I will now concentrate on how the order in (35) can be derived and on 
what it can tell us about verb syntax in particular.

We could suggest the most straightforward analysis and claim that the 
adverb can be dealt with as an AGRP modifier. This would mean that it 
could modify either AGRS or AGRO. In the first case it would be superficially 
clause initial, in the second case it would appear between the auxiliary and 
the past participle, as in (35). Despite its attractive simplicity, this hypoth-
esis makes the wrong empirical prediction in at least one important case. It 
predicts that if a negative adverb is present in the clause as well, it should 
be able to precede the sentence adverb, because the NegP whose specifier 
position it fills (at least as one option) is higher in the clause structure than 
AGROP. But this is not the case; the sentence adverb necessarily precedes the 
negative adverb:

(36)	 a.	 Gianni non ha probabilmente più sbagliato
		  Gianni has not probably anymore made mistakes
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	 b.	 *Gianni non ha più probabilmente sbagliato
		  Gianni has not anymore probably made mistakes

Can it be proposed that sentence adverbs are only clause initial and that 
the order in (35) is a derived one, obtained through movement of the auxil-
iary and of the subject? I have developed this argument in detail in Belletti 
(1990, Chapter 1 of this volume). I will only give here the main lines of the 
arguments.

Starting from a base word order ‘probabilmente Subject Aux Past Prt,’ 
one could propose that the order in (35) is obtained by first moving the 
auxiliary to the only available position higher than AGRS, i.e., C. The sub-
ject should then be left dislocated and fill a clause-peripheral position. This 
could be interpreted as due to Case-theoretic requirements.25

The main reason to rule out this analysis lies in the fact that both French 
and English allow for a word order equivalent to the one in (35):

(37)	 a.	 John has probably understood the problem
	 b.	 Jean a probablement compris le problème

It would be hard to assume a left-dislocation analysis for the subject in 
these cases. The resumptive pronoun should be a silent pro that is not nor-
mally licenced in these languages.26 To obtain the order in (35) we could 
then assume a less rigid view of the distribution of probabilmente and 
claim that the adverb can also have another base position and, much as 
in Kayne’s proposal referred to earlier, it is located between the first two 
functional projections building up the clause (AGRP and TP or AGRP and 
NegP in negative clauses). Once the auxiliary moves to AGR, the adverb 
ends up following it. This conclusion seems, however, a bit too simple in 
that it does not draw any distinction between the situation in clauses con-
taining a simple tense and in those containing an auxiliary and a past 
participle. One would then expect that just as it can follow the auxiliary, 
the adverb could follow the lexical verb as well in sentences containing a 
simple tense. However, this is not the case, as indicated by the impossibil-
ity of (38).

(38)	 *Gianni sbaglierà probabilmente
	 Gianni will make mistakes probably

This leads me to the following proposal. Suppose that the possibility is 
left open by UG of allowing free recursion of AGRSP (see Cardinaletti and 
Roberts 1991 for a version of this proposal). Suppose furthermore that a 
sentence adverb is, as we have assumed so far, an AGRSP modifier. If AGRSP 
is recursively generated twice, this gives us two possible locations for the 
sentence adverb; it can be adjoined to the higher or to the lower AGRSP:
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(39)	� [ AGRSP (probabilmente) [AGRP NP AGR [AGRSP probabilmente [AGRP 
NP AGR . . .]]]]

Suppose now that the subject agreement features are always located on 
the lower AGRS head and that any other AGRS is consequently empty. Fur-
thermore, the subject systematically fills the Spec position of the highest lex-
icalized AGR. I want to propose that only auxiliaries are allowed to move to 
an empty AGR. This is clearly shown by languages like English and French 
(and also Romanian; see Motapanyane 1989) in standard paradigms:27

(40)	 a.	 *I come not
	 b.	 I have not come
	 c.	 *Jean dit ne parler pas
	 d.	 Jean dit n’avoir pas parlé

According to this proposal, the word order displayed in (35) and (37) is a 
further manifestation of the wider distributional possibilities of auxiliaries. 
It is derived by moving the auxiliary to the highest AGRS head and by having 
the sentence adverb modifying the lowest, with the subject filling the highest 
Spec (whose head is lexicalized) as usual. (We can assume that the subject 
moves to this higher Spec position.)

(41)	� [AGRSP Gianni ha [AGRSP probabilmente [AGRP AGR [TP T [AUXP Aux 
AGROP]]]]]

In conclusion, according to this interpretation, the word order in (35) 
and (37) is not a (completely) derived word order but is obtained under 
recursion of AGRSP and the exploitation of a possibility only available for 
auxiliaries, that of moving to an empty AGR.

I would like to conclude by making three relevant empirical 
observations.

	 1.	That sentences containing auxiliaries involve more structure in the 
highest part of the clause than sentences not involving auxiliaries is 
also indicated by data from northern Italian dialects. According to the 
description provided to me by Poletto, in Trentino and northern vari-
eties of Venetian a subject clitic is only present in sentences containing 
an auxiliary (on Valdatain, see also Roberts 1993a):

(42) [Trentino]
a. *Nisun el riva

nobody cl arrives
b. Nisun l’è rivà

nobody cl is arrived
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(43) [Cornuda, North Veneto]
a. Gian el magna a′. Gian magna

Gianni cl eats Gianni eats
b. Gian l’a magnà b′. *Gian a magnà

Gianni cl has eaten Gianni has eaten

			   These facts can be interpreted as indicating that the subject clitic 
fills the highest AGRs head, thus exploiting a position made available 
(although indirectly) by the presence of the auxiliary, i.e., by the fact 
that an auxiliary can occupy an AGRS not filled with verbal subject 
agreement features (and hence available for the subject clitic). Pos-
sibly, these subject clitics must necessarily cliticize onto a V in the syn-
tax, a possibility only available when an auxiliary has moved to that 
position.

	 2.	The idea that auxiliaries can move higher than lexical verbs, under 
the version of the AGRSP recursion developed here, can provide an 
interpretation of a fact often noted but still unexplained: The fact that 
the Aux-to-C construction of Italian only involves auxiliaries. Thus, 
sentences like (44) a. are possible, but not sentences like (44) b.:

(44) a. �Avendo Gianni parlato troppo a lungo la riunione finì con 
molto ritardo
having Gianni spoken too much, the meeting ended very 
late

b. �*?Parlando Gianni troppo a lungo la riunione finì con 
molto ritardo
speaking Gianni too much, the meeting will finish late

			   If we assume that the AGRSP recursion always obtains, the contrast 
in (44) can be interpreted in terms of the HMC/ECP: Movement to C 
would only be available for auxiliaries because they can first move to 
the highest empty AGRS. Since lexical verbs only move to the lowest 
AGR (filled with verbal subject agreement features), movement to C 
would constitute a standard violation of the HMC/ECP because the 
AGRS head would be skipped. Notice that we might interpret the ques-
tion mark on (44) b. as due to a suspension of the AGRSP recursion so 
that C could govern the AGRSP head containing the lexical verb.

	 3.	Consider the following pair:

(45) a. *?Avendo probabilmente lui sbagliato . . .
having probably he made mistakes . . .

b. Avendo lui probabilmente sbagliato . . .
having he probably made mistakes . . .

			   (45) a. is directly excluded as a violation of the adjacency condition 
on Case assignment and is derived by movement of the auxiliary to 
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C starting from the base word order ‘Adv NP Aux Pst Prt.’ In order 
for the auxiliary in C to be able to Case-mark the subject in (45) b., it 
is necessary that the NP fill the subject position and not a peripheral 
topicalized position (which would also presumably be higher than C). 
This means that (45) b. can only be derived from the base word order 
‘NP Aux Adv Pst Prt.’ This in turn implies that this word order must 
be a basic one, as in the proposed account.
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4	 (Past) Participle Agreement

1	 Introduction: past participle 
agreement as Spec/Head agreement 
and clause structure

One of the most influential developments of recent syntactic theory over 
the last decade is the articulated and abstract conception of clause structure 
first inspired by Pollock’s (1989) article. Functional categories constitute the 
skeleton upon which clause structure is built up. Although abstract in a cer-
tain way, this conception can in fact be seen as very ‘concrete’ as it explicitly 
translates into syntactic positions features that can be overtly realized in the 
inflectional morphology (or are indirectly signaled by the (fixed) position 
of different classes of adverbs; Cinque 1999). The Infl node of Chomsky 
(1981) has been internally analyzed in several distinct syntactic (morpho) 
heads. Typical labels for these heads directly mirror their morphological fea-
ture content: Agr(eement), T(ense), Asp(ect), M(ode), Voice, Fin(itness), for 
those related to verbal morphology, and Neg(ation), Foc(us), Top(ic), Force 
for those related to the informational content of the clause (cf. Belletti 1990, 
Chapter 1 of this volume; Zanuttini 1997; Rizzi 1997, among many others 
of a quite extensive literature, according to the different aspects treated). A 
central role is played in the clause structure by Agr nodes and their projec-
tions that constitute a kind of bridge between the purely lexical content of 
verbs and the nominal content of the arguments: They are the reflection of 
nominal features in the verbal morphology (on the role and status of Agree-
ment projections see Belletti 2001a).

Although in the most recent developments of the Minimalist Program 
(MP) the very existence of Agr nodes in the functional (minimal) clause 
structure has been put into question as their feature content is not ‘inter-
pretable’ in the relevant minimalist sense (Chomsky 1995, 2000, 2001), 
positions that (preminimalist) Agr nodes designate, although possibly dif-
ferently labeled, should be preserved in order to account for the morphosyn-
tactic interaction that agreement processes display. With this qualification in 
mind, we can continue to use the label Agr in the traditional way to refer to 
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the syntactic position(s) where agreement relations are established between 
a nominal element projection and heads connected to verbal inflectional 
morphology.1

Between the late 1980s and mid 1990s, especially under the impulse of 
Kayne’s (1989a) article on Romance past participle agreement and Chom-
sky’s first formulations of the MP, the idea has been put forth that clause 
structure should not only contain Agr-type projections related to the prever-
bal (high) subject position, but also other positions of this type in the lower 
part of the clause, closer to the VP area (see Belletti 1994, Chapter 3 of this 
volume, 2001a; Cardinaletti 1997; and Cardinaletti and Roberts 2002, for 
the proposal that the upper part of the clause could contain more than one 
single Agr-type position hosting the preverbal subject in its Spec). One of 
these positions, initially identified with the so-called object Case/agreement 
projection (AgrOP), later distinguished from it and sometimes labeled Agr​
Pst​Prt​P, is the one where past participle agreement obtains (Belletti 2001a; 
Friedemann and Siloni 1997).

Under the view that agreement processes can be taken to be the reflex of 
an established Spec-head relation inside an Agr projection, as revealed by 
(preverbal) subject agreement, Kayne (1989a) has proposed that past par-
ticiple agreement is no exception to this general characterization. As a first 
illustration, take the case of past participle agreement in structures contain-
ing an object clitic in Italian:

(1) L’ ho conosciuta ieri
her (CL) (I) have known (Fem, Sing) yesterday
‘I have known her yesterday’

Here, the past participle agrees with the moved object clitic. This agree-
ment can be assumed to be obtained through the Spec-Head relation in the 
relevant low Agreement projection related to the past participial morphol-
ogy, labeled AgrPstPrtP. The relation is established in the course of move-
ment of the clitic to its final landing site in some (functional) head in the 
upper part of the clause. So, past participle agreement is a reflex of the 
displacement of the nominal projection determining agreement. Note, inci-
dentally, that past participle agreement gives an interesting hint as to the 
way the process of cliticization takes place. The process must involve a first 
part of movement as a maximal projection of the projection containing the 
clitic, passing through the Spec of the relevant agreement projection. It is 
only toward the end of the process, and anyway after the passage through 
the Spec of the projection responsible for past participle agreement that 
the clitic can accomplish its movement as a head, ultimately incorporating 
into the (finite) verb (Kayne 1989a; Rouveret 1989; Sportiche 1996; Belletti 
1999b, Chapter 5 of this volume; Rizzi 2000b; and see section 3.3 for a dis-
cussion of the cases of object agreement that constitute apparent exceptions 
to this general pattern).
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2	 Past participle agreement in Romance:  
basic data

Past participle agreement phenomena are widespread in Romance, with dif-
ferences among the various languages and dialects. Some of these will be 
mentioned in the course of the discussion. The Romance languages that 
have mostly been discussed in the literature in this connection are standard 
Italian and standard French. These two languages will also constitute the 
central focus of the following discussion.

2.1	 Standard Italian

Past participle agreement holds in the following syntactic contexts:2

	 (a)	 With unaccusative verbs:

(2) Maria è partita
Maria is left (Fem, Sing)
‘Mary has left’

	 (b)	 With passive morphology, both on the passive auxiliary and on the 
lexical verb:

(3) Maria è stata assunta
Maria is been (Fem, Sing) hired (Fem, Sing)
‘Mary has been hired’

	 (c)	 Under direct object cliticization:3

	 (i)	 obligatorily for the third person:

(4) a. L’ ho vista/*o
her (CL) (I) have seen (Fem, Sing/*NonAgr4)

b. Le ho viste/*o
them (Fem, Pl) (I) have seen (Fem, Pl/*NonAgr)

c. Li ho visti/*o
them (Fem, Pl) (I) have seen (Masc, Pl/*NonAgr)
‘I have seen her/him/them’

	 (ii)	optionally with the other persons:

(5) a. Mi/ti ha vista/o/o
me/you (CL) (he) has seen (Fem, Sing/Masc Sing/
NonAgr)

b. Ci/vi ha viste/i/o
us/you (he)has seen (Fem Pl/MascPl/NonAgr)
‘He has seen me/you/us/you’

	 (d)	 With reflexive/reciprocal clitics (including the inherent reflexive/erga-
tive si-constructions of Burzio 1986):
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(6) a. Mi sono guardata allo specchio
Me(Refl, CL) (I) am watched to the mirror

b. Ci siamo guardate allo specchio
Us(Refl, CL) are watched to the mirror
‘I/we have watched myself/ourselves in the mirror’

	 (e)	 With impersonal (passive) si:

(7) Ultimamente si sono costruite/*o molte case
lately SI have been built many houses
‘Lately, one many houses have been built up’

2.2	 Standard French

Past participle agreement holds in similar contexts in French, with the fol-
lowing qualifications distinguishing it from the Italian paradigm:

	 (a)	 With unaccusative verbs taking être as aspectual auxiliary (hearable in 
some regional varieties; same constraint as in standard Italian except 
that être is not the only auxiliary taken by unaccusative verbs in 
French, see section 3.4):

(8) Elles sont venues
They (Fem, Pl) are come
‘They have come’

	 (b)	 With passive morphology on the lexical verb only:

(9) Ces sottises ont été faites par les élèves de
these stupid things have been done by the students from
Cinquième
5th grade

	 (c)	 Under direct object movement, via cliticization and wh-movement, 
optionally in both cases:5

(10) Ces sottises, Jean ne les a jamais
These stupid things (Fem,Pl) Jean not them(CL) has ever
faites/-
done (Fem,Pl)
‘These stupid things, John has never done them’

(11) Voilà les sottises que Jean n’aurait
Here are the stupid things (Fem, Pl) that Jean wouldn’t have
jamais faites/-
ever done (Fem, Pl)
‘These are, the stupid things that Jean would not have ever 
done’
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	 (d)	 With reflexive/reciprocal clitics (including the inherent reflexive/erga-
tive si/se-constructions of Burzio 1986, the so-called pronominal verbs 
of normative descriptions, both requiring être as aspectual auxiliary, 
hence falling under case (a)):

(12) Elles se sont reprises
They themselves have recovered
‘They have recovered’

Besides these basic data, there are other domains where past participle 
agreement gives rise to various complications. Let us consider standard Ital-
ian, where the phenomenon is clear as it always has a phonetic correlate. In 
transitive structures containing an overt direct object and a reflexive clitic 
corresponding to an indirect object (benefactive/dative), the past participle 
obligatorily agrees with the indirect reflexive clitic, hence with the subject:

(13) a. Maria si è lavata/* i capelli
Maria (to) herself is washed the hair
‘Maria washed her hair’

b. Gianni e Mario si sono stretti la mano
Gianni and Mario (to) themselves are shaked the hand
‘Gianni and Mario have shaken hands’

However, if the direct object of sentences like (13) is cliticized, past parti-
ciple agreement is with the direct object clitic:

(14) a. Maria se li è lavati
Maria (to) herself them (CL, Masc, Pl) is washed (Masc, Pl)
‘Maria washed it’

b. Gianni e Mario se la sono
Gianni and Mario (to) themselves her (Fem, CL, Sing) are
stretta.
shaken (Fem, Sing)
‘Gianni and Mario have shaken it’

A hierarchy seems operative according to which past participle agree-
ment with the direct object clitic necessarily takes priority over agreement 
with the indirect object (reflexive) clitic. The same paradigm is preserved if 
the reflexive clitic corresponds to a benefactive:

(15) a. Maria/io si/mi è/sono letta questi libri volentieri
Maria/I (to) herself/myself is/are read (Fem, Sing) these
books volentieri.
‘Maria/I has/have read these books gladly for herself/myself’
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b. Maria/io se/me li è/sono
Maria/I (to) herself/myself them (CL, Masc, Pl) is/are
letti volentieri
read (Masc, Pl) gladly
‘Maria/I have read them gladly for herself/myself’

Burzio (1986) states the operation of a hierarchy of this sort leaving the 
reasons for its existence as an open question. See section 5 for further dis-
cussion and a proposal.

Finally, past participle agreement with a direct object clitic is preserved 
and obligatory in standard Italian, also in so-called A(bsolute) S(mall) 
C(lauses):

(16)	 a.	 Conosciutala, . . .
		  known (Fem,Sing) her (CL) . . .
		  ‘Having known her . . .’
	 b.	 Incontratala, . . .
		  met(Fem,Sing) her (CL) . . .
		  ‘Having met her . . .’
	 c.	 *?Conosciutola, . . .
		  known her (CL)
	 d.	 *?Incontratola, . . .
		  met her (CL)

Note that here the clitic is an enclitic on the past participle.6

3	 Past participle agreement  
as Spec-Head agreement

As mentioned earlier, a partial reformulation of Kayne’s influential approach 
to past participle agreement (PPA), originally formulated in terms of the 
relation government, interprets the occurrence of the phenomenon as a 
consequence of passing through the Spec of the past participle projection 
of an element, typically the direct object, moving to some other position 
in the clause: the preverbal subject position in the case of unaccusatives 
and passives,7 the clitic landing site position in the case of cliticization, the 
(left) periphery of the clause in the case of wh-movement. Clearly, the most 
salient and interesting feature of this approach is its unifying character that 
drastically simplifies the understanding of a complex pattern. Let us con-
centrate more closely on the agreement occurring under cliticization and 
wh-movement, leaving for section 3.3 the discussion of some (apparent) 
cases of object agreement. Section 3.4 addresses the issue of the (apparent) 
correlation between auxiliary selection and past participle agreement.
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3.1	 Cliticization

The described approach to past participle agreement requires a movement 
analysis of cliticization.8 The clitic projection in its movement to its final 
landing site in the upper part of the clause, passes through Spec of AgrPstPrt 
and triggers agreement in a way parallel to the one assumed for the case 
of preverbal subject-verb agreement in finite clauses. The only difference 
between the two cases is related to the nature of the past participial mor-
phology, which only manifests ‘gender’ and ‘number’ features and no feature 
‘person.’ Kayne’s original account, as well as the subsequent literature on 
the topic, has typically left unexplained why such an agreement process 
should be obligatory in some cases and optional in other cases that would 
otherwise meet the relevant configuration. Consider the difference in Italian, 
presented in section 2, between third person clitics on the one side, obligato-
rily triggering past participle agreement, and first and second person clitics, 
doing so only optionally on the other. This pattern seems to identify an area 
of genuine optionality, also systematically manifested in the French para-
digm of cliticization with clitics of all persons and numbers.

The question is a complex one. Occurrence versus non-occurrence of past 
participle agreement could in fact be a sign of different types of derivations: 
one involving passage through the Spec of the past participial projection, 
one not involving it (see Sportiche 1998, chap. 3). Alternatively, the differ-
ent agreement pattern could be related to other independent differences, 
internal to Italian and between Italian and French. The system elaborated 
in Guasti and Rizzi (2002) can provide a way of making the relevant dis-
tinction. In that work, the proposal is put forth that overt manifestation of 
agreement should in general be correlated to morphological checking taking 
place in the syntax; in particular, as far as verbal agreement is concerned, to 
syntactic verb movement. Suppose that the hypothesis is made that the inter-
nal structure of the Agr past participial projection is more articulated than 
hypothesized so far in that it could involve different designated positions for 
clitics of different persons, with first and second person higher than third 
person. A way of accounting for the way the optionality is manifested in 
Italian suggests itself. If syntactic V-movement implementing morphological 
checking takes place obligatorily into the first Agr head, but only optionally 
into the others, past participle agreement is expected to be obligatory with 
third person clitics only. The difference internal to Italian could thus find a 
reasonable account.9 As discussed in Guasti and Rizzi (2002), this approach 
can also provide a way of accounting for the difference between Italian and 
French in this connection. As has been known since Pollock (1989) and 
Belletti (1990, Chapter 1 of this volume), the verb only moves optionally 
with nonfinite morphology in French, while verb movement is generalized 
in Italian. The optionality of past participle agreement with object clitics of 
all persons in French could then be reduced to a further manifestation of the 
optionality of nonfinite verb movement in this language.
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3.2	 Wh-Movement

As illustrated in section 2, a similar issue arises in the case of wh-movement. 
Taking into consideration standard French, this language optionally mani-
fests past participle agreement under wh-movement, as in examples (10) 
and (11). As far as standard Italian is concerned, this type of agreement is 
never manifested, as the following contrasts indicate:

(17) a. *I libri che ho letti
the books (Masc, Pl) that (I) have read (Masc, Pl)

b. I libri che ho letto
the books that (I) have read

c. *Quanti libri hai letti?
how many books have you read (Masc, Pl)

d. Quanti libri hai letto?
how many books have you read

The contrast between French and Italian does not go in the usual direc-
tion in this case in that Italian does not manifest agreement in cases where 
French does (can do). French does not seem to make any distinction as to 
the nature of the movement involved, cliticization or wh-movement, past 
participle agreement being optional in both cases. Indeed this could ulti-
mately be viewed as an indirect consequence of the relative ‘poverty’ of 
French (past participial) morphology whose structural correlate could be a 
(relatively) flat projection for the past participle. In the spirit of the discus-
sion in section 3.1, optionality of past participle agreement should then 
be expected across the board in French as a function of the optionality of 
non-finite V-movement, independently of the kind of movement involved.10 
As far as Italian is concerned, the proposal should be that the verb never 
reaches the (by hypothesis) high(est) head in the richly articulated past par-
ticiple projection, whose specifier hosts the passage of the wh-phrase. Lack 
of agreement with wh-movement would then follow in the way discussed 
in section 3.1.

Contrasts arising in standard French in the domain of wh-movement are 
particularly interesting in this connection. As past participle agreement is 
normally optionally admitted in this language, cases where it is impossible 
must reveal the operation of some principle source of their ungrammatical-
ity. The relevant contrasts are those in (18), discussed in Rizzi (1990b) and 
Obenauer (1994):

(18) a. Combien de voitures a–t–il conduites ?
how many of cars has he driven (Fem, Pl)

b. *Combien a–t–il conduites de voitures ?
how many has he driven (Fem, Pl) of cars
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In (18) a. the whole direct object is wh-moved (into CP), while only the 
quantifier is moved in the ungrammatical (18) b. The possibility in French 
of moving only the wh- quantifier, leaving the rest of the phrase containing 
the nominal projection behind, is shown by the grammaticality of sentences 
like (19), which in fact differ from (18) b. only in that they do not display 
past participle agreement:

(19) Combien a–t–il conduit de voitures?
how many has he driven of cars

This is a straightforward indication that the source of the ungrammaticality 
of (18) b. is solely to be found in the illegitimate past participle agreement.

Adapting Rizzi’s discussion, the impossibility of (18) b. can be interpreted 
as a case of improper movement ultimately induced by Relativized Mini-
mality (RM). Assume that, due to RM, the derivation of sentences like (19) 
involves movement of the wh- quantifier to and from the same syntactic 
position in the VP area also available for the adverbial modifier beaucoup, 
illustrated by sentences like (20):

(20) Il a beaucoup consulté ces livres
he has much consulted these books

The same position is also used as a landing site for movement of the QP 
in sentences like (21) b., related to (21) a.:

(21) a. Il a consulté beaucoup de livres
he has consulted many of books

b. Il a beaucoup consulté de livres
he has much consulted of books

c. *Il a beaucoup conduites de voitures
he has much driven (Fem, Pl) of cars

The relevance of the relation between sentences like (21) b. and (20), was 
first pointed out in Obenauer (1994) and has been extensively discussed in 
Rizzi (1990b). This adverbial position is considered an A′-position, as adver-
bial positions in general. The impossibility of (18) b. can then be attributed 
to the fact that, in order for past participle agreement to obtain, passage to 
the Spec of the past participial morphology should be necessary. It seems 
natural to consider this position an A-position, as specifiers of agreement 
projections are in general.11 If the adverbial position is located lower than 
the past participle projection, the resulting derivation would constitute a 
case of improper movement involving the illegitimate step A′ > A, crucial in 
order for past participle agreement to be triggered. Note that past participle 
agreement is excluded also in sentences like (21) c., parallel to (18) b. Note 



118  Structures and Strategies

T&F Proofs: Not for Distribution

furthermore that interaction between combien extraction and the adverb 
beaucoup in the pre-VP position of (20) is confirmed by the following para-
digm, first discussed in Obenauer (1976) and interpreted by Rizzi (1990b) 
as a typical instance of the operation of the RM principle:

(22) a. Combien de livres a–t–il beaucoup consultés?
how many of books has he much consulted

b. *Combien a–t–il beaucoup consulté de livres?
how many has he much consulted of books

If, contrary to the hypothesis just explored, we were to assume that the 
past particle projection is lower in the clause structure than the adverbial 
position (the speculative proposal of section 5 would probably lead to this 
conclusion), agreement could take place and combien could subsequently 
move into the adverbial position with no improper movement step being 
created. The alternative explanation suggested in Rizzi (1990b) could then 
be assumed. According to this interpretation, movement of combien to the 
Spec of the past participial projection should be excluded in principle under 
structure preservation, as this position should be reserved to noun phrases, 
hence excluding QPs.

3.3	O bject Agreement

As seen in the previous sections, past participle agreement is possible/obliga-
tory with direct objects under the particular structural conditions created 
by DP movement, clitic movement, and wh-movement, with the described 
asymmetries. It appears to be the case that past participle agreement can 
sometimes occur with a direct object that, at least apparently, fills the regu-
lar direct object position, linearly following the verb. This is neither true in 
standard Italian nor in standard French. However, it is true in some dialectal 
varieties of (southern) Italian, it is true in some other Romance languages 
(e.g., Occitan), and also in a somewhat more literary Italian.12 The question 
then arises as to how the Kaynean approach can account for these cases, 
which correspond to sentences like (23), using an Italian example (margin-
ally possible at the relevant stylistic level):

(23)	 Maria ha conosciute le ragazze
	 Maria has known (Fem,Pl) the girls (Fem,Pl)

There seem to be two solutions to this pattern. The first is to assume that 
the direct object is only apparently a regular direct object in (23); in these 
cases, it actually fills a position different from the canonical position of direct 
objects (e.g., it could be dislocated, see the following). The second solution is 
to assume that there is more structure defining the past participle area with 
at least one further position higher than the projection of the past participle; 
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the past participle has to move into the head of this higher projection, while 
the direct object moves to and remains in Spec of AgrPstPrt. Under the first 
approach, tentatively adopted in Kayne (1989a), the kind of position the 
direct object fills should be made clear. Kayne suggests that it fills the right 
dislocated position. Presence of a silent clitic is assumed as the real trig-
ger of agreement. A proposal along these lines does not seem adequate to 
account for those varieties where agreement appears to be obligatory: After 
all, why should a direct object systematically be right dislocated? More-
over, how could the presence of the silent clitic be independently justified? 
Under the second approach, one should clarify what kind of further func-
tional projection would dominate the past participle agreement projection 
as well as what would force the verb to move into its head.13 Hence, both 
approaches are tentative and leave a number of open questions. This second 
approach would probably provide a more natural way to account for the 
difference among languages. Presence versus absence or optional presence 
of object agreement could be viewed as a function of object movement and 
syntactic verb movement (both allowing for an amount of optionality that 
may vary along the lines reviewed in section 3.1 for the case of non-finite 
V-movement). Agreement would result from the combination of both object 
movement and syntactic verb movement. The difference among the various 
languages could be phrased in terms of whether movement of the object 
goes further than the VP area, as in the case of DP movement (in passives 
and unaccusatives), cliticization and wh-movement, or not. Some languages 
(standard Italian, French) would allow object movement only in the former 
case; others would extend the process to all cases.14

As discussed in Belletti (1990, 1992, Chapters 1 and 2 of this volume), 
standard Italian has past participial small clauses, referred to as ASC. These 
display a special agreement pattern. The past participle is the first constitu-
ent of the small clause, followed by the subject in the case of unaccusative 
verbs, and by the direct object in the case of transitive verbs.15 In both cases, 
past participle agreement is obligatory:

(24)	 a.	 Arrivata Maria, . . .
		  arrived (fem, sing) Maria, . . .
		  ‘Having Maria arrived, . . .’
	 b.	 Conosciuta Maria, . . .
		  known (fem, sing)	 Maria, . . .
		  ‘Having known Maria, . . .’

If the agreement in (24) a. appears to be a standard case—as the past 
participle always agrees with the postverbal subject in unaccusative struc-
tures—the same is not true for (24) b.; as discussed earlier, transitive past 
participles do not normally agree with the direct object in standard Italian. 
The idea of analyzing (24) b. as a passive past participle, thus reducing this 
kind of agreement to the standard cases of past participle agreement under 



120  Structures and Strategies

T&F Proofs: Not for Distribution

passive morphology, ultimately equivalent to the unaccusative structures, 
does not appear to be empirically correct, as discussed in detail in the ref-
erences cited. The most direct indication is provided by the fact that the 
nominal following the past participle is marked with accusative Case, vis-
ible when it is a (first or second person) personal pronoun (cf. Conosciuta 
me/*io). ASC like (24) b. are better dealt with as transitive structures, with 
a control PRO filling the subject position. Past participle agreement in (24) 
b. is then a genuine case of agreement with the direct object. Various ideas 
come to mind to express this pattern. Notice that the second analysis hinted 
at earlier for cases like (23) can provide a fairly straightforward account: 
The direct object moves to Spec of the past participle agreement projection 
and the past participle moves higher (maybe to C; see the references cited). 
Word order is obtained. The necessity of agreement in this case, contrary to 
regular full transitive clauses of standard Italian, should be due to special 
properties characterizing ASC, possibly crucially related to Case require-
ments. As proposed in the works cited, agreement here provides a device to 
assign Case to the direct object.16

3.4	O n Auxiliaries and Past Participle Agreement

The widespread cooccurrence of past participle agreement and presence of 
auxiliary essere might lead one to think that the two processes are strictly 
dependent on one another. In particular, selection of essere as aspectual 
auxiliary could be taken to be the crucial factor forcing agreement. How-
ever, the simple correlation between auxiliary selection and presence versus 
absence of agreement is empirically incorrect in both directions. There are 
cases where avere is selected, for example, with transitive verbs, and agree-
ment is manifested, see the discussion in connection with (23); furthermore, 
there are Romance varieties where avere is selected with unaccusatives and 
still agreement is manifested.17 On the other hand, there are cases where 
essere is selected in standard Italian and yet agreement is impossible. Com-
pare the impersonal SI construction with intransitives and transitives, also 
pointed out in Burzio (1986) in this connection:

(25) a. Si è telefonato/*i
one is called (*masc, pl)
‘Someone rang’

b. Si è mangiato/*i due castagne
one is eaten (*masc,pl) two chestnuts
‘Two chestnuts were eaten’

It can be suggested that selection of essere is due to the presence of the 
impersonal SI in these cases, but as no movement is involved here from the 
VP-internal/object position, contrary to, for example, the impersonal pas-
sive of examples like (7), no past participle agreement is produced. This 
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indicates that movement from the VP-internal (object) position, and not the 
kind of auxiliary selection, is the crucial step triggering agreement.

Lack of past participle agreement in (25) is also interesting in comparison 
with (26), where the adjective agrees in gender and number with the arbi-
trary plural impersonal SI—third person singular on the verb is often inter-
preted as the unmarked person agreement, the only one compatible with the 
impersonal subject (cf. Belletti 1982a; Burzio 1986):

(26)	 Si è felici/*e
	 one is happy (Masc, Pl/*Sing)

This contrast may indicate that the AP involves a different internal rep-
resentation than the intransitive or transitive past participle. Its representa-
tion is possibly closer to the one of the past participle of unaccusatives that 
systematically manifest agreement (cf. Si è partiti ‘someone left’). See section 
5 for a proposal concerning unaccusatives that could extend to this case.

4	On  some cases of past participle agreement 
in French and the comparison with Italian

4.1	O n the A versus A′ Status of the Specifier 
of the Past Participle Projection

Kayne (1989a) discusses impossible cases of past participle agreement in 
wh- constructions involving an expletive subject:

(27) a. Quelle chaleur atroce il a fait/*e
what heat terrible it has done
‘What terrible heat!’

b. Je me demande combien de chaises il sera
I to me wonder how many of chairs (Fem, Pl) it will be
repeint/*es cette année
repainted (Fem, Pl) this year
‘I wonder how many chairs will be repainted this years’

c. Les chaises qu’il m’aurait fallu/*es
‘The chairs which I would need’

The account proposed by Kayne (1989a) crucially relies on the assump-
tion that the Spec position of the past participle projection is an A′ position. 
Assuming that at LF the expletive must be eliminated through substitution 
from the associate (Chomsky 1986b), the impossibility would follow from 
the fact that the LF movement at work for substituting the expletive would 
imply an illegitimate A′—A step, from Spec of the past participle projection 
to the subject position in Spec of IP. However, the hypothesis that the Spec 
of the past participle projection is an A′ position does not look plausible on 



122  Structures and Strategies

T&F Proofs: Not for Distribution

both theoretical and empirical grounds.18 From the theoretical point of view, 
the specifier of the past participle projection would constitute an isolated 
exception to the general A status of the specifiers of agreement projections. 
An implausible conclusion that is not independently justified. On the empir-
ical side, consider the following pair (presented in Grevisse 1986; Ruwet 
1982; and Kayne 1989a):

(28)	 a.	 *Une femme qu’on aurait dite ne pas être belle
		�  ‘A woman that one would have said (Fem, Sing) not to be 

beautiful’
	 b.	 Une femme qu’on aurait dite belle
		  ‘A woman that one would have said (Fem, Sing) beautiful’

If wh-extraction in (28) a. requires passage through the CP of the sub-
ordinate infinitival clause (Kayne 1983), the impossibility of past participle 
agreement here can directly follow from the assumption that the specifier 
of the past participle projection is an A-position in the following way. The 
derivation would imply an improper movement in one of its steps: the step 
from [Spec CP], an A′-position, to [Spec AgrPstPrt], an A-position. On the 
other hand, if the small clause in (28) b. is not a CP projection, no passage 
through this position is ever at work, hence the wh-phrase can directly move 
to the specifier of the past participle projection and from there into the CP 
position of the relative clause. In no step of the derivation is any improper 
movement created. This is the interpretation proposed for contrasts of this 
type in Belletti and Rizzi (1996), which crucially requires that the specifier 
of the past participle projection be an A-position.

4.2	 Past Participle Agreement and Inherent Case

In the same work the impossibility of past participle agreement in expletive 
constructions like (27) is interpreted as due to the unavailability in French 
of (past participle) agreement with indefinite postverbal subjects, under the 
hypothesis that they be marked with inherent Case in these constructions 
(Belletti 1988; Sportiche 1998). These examples would then fall under the 
often observed lack of agreement triggered by nominal expressions marked 
with inherent Case.19 Indeed, if the assumption is made that agreement with 
inherently Case-marked noun phrases is systematically excluded in French, 
several apparently unrelated cases of impossible agreement, some having 
passed unnoticed in the theoretical literature, are attributed a unified inter-
pretation (cf. Belletti and Rizzi 1996 where it is also pointed out that the 
data on psych verbs are implicitly noted in Grevisse 1986).

	 (a)	 The impossibility of agreement under en cliticization (where en real-
izes partitive Case, possibly assigned by the indefinite quantifier here: 
cf. Cardinaletti and Giusti (1991):20
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(29) Il en a repeint /*es deux
He of them (CL) has repainted /*(fem, pl) two
‘He has repainted two of them’

	 (b)	 The impossibility of agreement with psych verbs of the worry class:21

(30) a. Cela l’ a surpris /*e
this her(cl) a suprised /*Fem,Sing
‘This has surprised her’

b. La fille que ton départ /ce spectacle a profondement
the girl that your departure/this show has deeply
supris/*e
surprised/*Fem,Sing

	 (c)	 The impossibility of agreement with the postverbal subject in subject 
inversion structures:

(31) Il a été repeint /*es trois voitures
it has been repainted /*Fem,Pl three cars

This case of impossible agreement can be seen as the same lack of agree-
ment systematically manifested in this type of structure in French, indepen-
dently of the presence of a past participle:

(32) Il arrivera /*arriveront trois filles
there will arrive/*Pl three girls

Note that lack of agreement in (31) and (32) cannot be related to presence 
of the expletive. The same impossibility is preserved in Stylistic-Inversion 
structures containing a semi-idiomatic expression V+N where the expletive 
can be absent, as first pointed out in Kayne and Pollock (1978):22

(33) a. Le jour où a été mis /*mise fin au conflit
the day where has been put /*Fem, Sing end to the conflict
‘The day when the conlict was ended’

b. J’exige que soit mis /*mise fin au conflit
I pretend that be put /*Fem, Sing end to the conflict
‘I pretend that the conflict has ended’

The comparison with standard Italian is particularly interesting in that 
all the data where a comparison is directly possible have an opposite shape: 
Past participle agreement is possible and obligatory under ne cliticization, 
with psych verbs of the worry class, in subject inversion structures, includ-
ing those containing a semi-idiomatic V+N expression:

(34) a. Ne ho comprate /*comprato molte
of them (CL) have bought (Fem,Pl) /*bought many
‘I have bought many of them’ (cf. (29))
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b. Questo l’ ha sorpresa /*sorpreso
this her (CL, Fem, Sing)has suprised(Fem, Sing) /*suprised
‘This has surprised her’ (vs (30))

c. Sono entrati /*entrato due ladri dalla
are entered (Masc,Pl) /*entered two robbers from the
finestra
window
‘Two robbers have entered through the window’ (cf. (31))

d. Esigo che sia messa/*?messo fine al conflitto
(I) pretend that be put (fem,sing) *?put end to the conflict
‘I pretend that the conflict was ended’ (cf. (32))

(The last example is slightly more acceptable than the other impossible 
cases. The marginal possibility of lack of agreement here could reflect the 
fact that the expression is analyzed as fully non-compositional.) The pro-
posal sketched out in Belletti and Rizzi (1996) to deal with the French-
Italian contrast is that a parametrization is possible as for the availability of 
agreement with inherent Case. Italian admits (and requires) it, French does 
not (cf. also Mahajan 1990 for a similar proposal in the context of a com-
parison between Hindi and closely related languages).

It should be pointed out that (past participle) agreement is systematically 
excluded with dative Case, a general fact in Romance, illustrated here for 
Italian in the context of cliticization:

(35)	 *Le ho parlata
	 to her (I) have spoken (fem,sing)
	 ‘I have spoken to her’

One possibility to capture the difference between dative and inherent 
Case is that, as witnessed by the presence of a preposition, datives imply a 
further level of structure, a PP level. P being incompatible with phi-features, 
agreement is excluded in principle when this level is activated. The hypoth-
esis should then be that inherent Case is not prepositional.23

In those cases where ne corresponds to an adnominal complement, past 
participle agreement is optional (see also Lepschy and Lepschy 1977):

(36) a. Ne ho letta /?letto la metà
of it (CL) (I) have read(Fem, Sing) /?read the half
‘I have read half of it’

b. Ne ho consultata /consultato l’ opera
of it (CL) (I) have consulted (Fem, Sing) consulted the work
‘I have consulted his work’

A possible interpretation here is that ne can be ambiguously analyzed in 
these cases either as inherently Case-marked or as a PP.
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4.3	 Past Participle Agreement and Effects on the Interpretation

As first pointed out in Obenauer (1992, 1994) and discussed in Déprez 
(1998), the optionality of past participle agreement in wh-structures in 
French is not without consequences from the point of view of the interpre-
tation. The distinction is particularly clear in wh-structures involving com-
bien. Consider (37):

(37)	 a.	 Combien de fautes a–t– elle faites ?
	 b.	 Combien de fautes a–t– elle fait ?
		  how many mistakes has she done (Fem, Pl) /–

In the agreeing case a set of specific typical mistakes is presupposed, while 
there is no such presupposition in the non-agreeing case, at least not neces-
sarily. The two interpretations can be linked to different syntactic positions: 
the presuppositional (D-linked) interpretation to a VP-external one, the non-
presuppositional (non-D-linked) interpretation to a VP-internal one.24 In the 
spirit of the discussion in section 4.2, a possible interpretation of the con-
trast could then be the following: Assume that the wh-moved direct object 
is marked with structural accusative in (37) a. and with inherent case in (37) 
b. Assume furthermore that the inherent case, which is available VP-inter-
nally by assumption, is only compatible with weak, non-presuppositional, 
indefinite objects, while no such limitation constrains structural accusative 
case, which is assigned/checked in some functional projection outside the VP 
projection. The contrast in (37) is directly accounted for. In the derivation 
of (37) b. the inherently Case-marked object does not trigger agreement in 
its passage through the Spec of the past participle agreement projection on 
its way to the CP area, as is generally the case with inherently Case-marked 
phrases in French; in (37) a. the direct object does not carry inherent case, 
but structural accusative case, hence in its passage through the same Spec 
position it does trigger agreement.

As discussed in section 2, agreement is usually optional in wh-construc-
tions in French. This also implies that a structurally Case-marked wh-object 
can avoid triggering agreement. Hence, lack of agreement can derive from 
two distinct factors: either from inherent Case-marking or from optional 
agreement with an accusative Case-marked indefinite object. This in turn 
implies that the presuppositional interpretation, only compatible with accu-
sative case, can also be available in the non-agreeing form. Obenauer’s data 
confirm this prediction. As noted earlier, the presuppositional reading is not 
impossible also in the non-agreeing form.

5	 Speculative remarks

Crucial data concerning the phenomenon of past participle agreement in 
Romance is that no variety allows for the past participle to agree with the 
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subject of intransitive/unergative and transitive verbs. This solid fact is illus-
trated in (38) with Italian examples:

(38) a. *Maria ha parlata
Maria has spoken (Fem, Sing)

b. *Maria ha letta un bel romanzo
Maria has read (Fem, Sing) a nice novel

Any treatment of the computation involved in past participle agreement 
must account for this fact. In particular, any account should explain the 
difference between the impossible cases in (38) and all the possible cases 
discussed so far.

Following the fundamental insight of Burzio’s original account, the appro-
priate generalization seems to be that past participle agreement involves 
arguments belonging to the lowest level of the VP projection, typically the 
direct object, on the agreement cases involving indirect object reflexive clit-
ics as in example (13), see the following. It does not involve external argu-
ments (in Williams’s 1981 original terminology that, taken literally, is not 
appropriate once all arguments are projected VP-internally, given the VP-
internal subject hypothesis of Koopman and Sportiche 1991). The external 
argument is in fact the argument that is merged as the highest one within the 
VP (Chomsky 2000, 2001). In what follows a possible line of explanation of 
this fundamental pattern is suggested.

A straightforward way of excluding the highest VP argument (S) of 
intransitive/unergative and transitive verbs from triggering past participle 
agreement consists in assuming that this argument cannot pass through the 
Spec position of the past participle projection (on its way to the preverbal 
subject position). The most direct way of excluding this possibility consists, 
in turn, in assuming that this is so because the relevant agreement projec-
tion is located in a position lower than the base position of S. This amounts 
to claiming that the relevant agreement projection is in fact VP-internal. 
According to this hypothesis, past participles always correspond to unac-
cusative/passive structures: They are VPs with no external argument (not 
including the argument that is merged last). The idea is schematized in (39) 
(where the label O stands for the typical internal argument, i.e., the direct 
object):

(39) AgrPstPrt
2

2
V O

The internal structure of an intransitive/unergative or of a transitive VP 
should correspond to a projection along the lines of (40).
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(40) VP
2

S 2
v AgrPstPrt

2
2

V O

Only O, the argument merged first filling a low position within the VP, 
has access to the specifier of the past participle projection in its movement(s). 
The hypothesis schematized in (40) directly derives the basic data presented 
in section 2 as well as the impossibility of (38), with the supplementary 
assumption that, systematically in standard Italian and less so in other 
Romance languages, the auxiliary essere selects projections like (39), while 
avere selects projections like the one illustrated by (40) (on sentences involv-
ing impersonal SI, see the following).25

Some of the data in section 2 require a closer discussion. Consider struc-
tures involving a reflexive clitic like (6), repeated in (41):

(41) Mi sono guardata allo specchio
myself (Refl, CL) (I) are watched (Fem, Sing) to the mirror
‘I have watched myself into the mirror’

Here, agreement is obligatory. The idea of relating this agreement to move-
ment of the direct object reflexive clitic as in standard clitic constructions 
leaves its obligatoriness unexplained. It contrasts with the general optional-
ity of past participle agreement with first and second person clitics in Italian, 
noted in section 2 and discussed in section 3.2. Hence, past participle agree-
ment in (41) must be due to the reflexive nature of the construction. Follow-
ing the spirit of one of Kayne’s original proposals, it can be assumed that 
reflexive clitics are generated outside the VP projection, possibly as a kind 
of ‘agreement’ marker within the clause functional structure. Structures like 
(41) can then be considered on a par with unaccusative structures: What 
actually moves here is not the clitic, but the internal argument of the unac-
cusative construction (in this case a silent first person singular pronoun with 
feminine reference). The same analysis would be attributed to unaccusative 
structures involving an inherent reflexive.

Now consider structures containing a reflexive (indirect object, benefac-
tive) clitic and a full direct object like those in (13) repeated in (42):

(42) a. Maria si è lavata i capelli
Maria (to) herself is washed (Fem, Sing) the hair
‘Maria has washed her hair’

b. Maria si è letta questo libro
Maria (to) herself is read this book
‘Maria has read this book’
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The VP in (42) is a transitive VP, projected as in (40). The reflexive clitic 
(indirect object, benefactive) is generated outside the VP as in the preceding 
discussion. But suppose that a further Agr projection above the transitive VP 
is selected in these cases.26 Consequently, when the subject Maria moves out 
of the VP to reach the preverbal subject position in the high portion of the 
clause structure, it passes through the specifier of the further, higher (past 
participle) Agr projection and triggers past participle agreement. According 
to this proposal, past participle agreement is triggered here by movement 
of the subject, not of the reflexive clitic (a necessary conclusion given the 
assumed line of analysis for reflexive clitics). The object does not move in 
this case. When the object moves, for example, to cliticize, past participle 
agreement is triggered in the lower agreement projection:27

(43) a. Maria se li è
Maria (to) herself them (Masc, Pl, CL) is (Masc, Pl)
lavati
washed (Masc, Pl)
‘Maria washed them’

b. Maria se lo è letto
Maria (to) herself it (Masc, Sin, CL) is read (Masc, Sing)
‘Maria has read it’

Note that in order to exclude the impossible examples of (25) of section 
3.4, projection of the further past participle agreement projection above VP 
should not be allowed with impersonal (non-passive) SI, even if essere is the 
selected auxiliary. If movement of a null subject (linked to SI) from the high-
est merged VP-internal position to the preverbal subject position is at work, 
as seems natural to assume, if the further higher agreement position were 
made available, past participle agreement should be expected, contrary to 
fact. Consider now that impersonal (non-passive) constructions correspond-
ing to (25) involve the subject clitic on in French, which does not require 
selection of auxiliary être, contrary to the various instances of se (se moyen, 
reflexive). This may be relevant for the Italian paradigm. It suggests that 
essere with impersonal (non-passive) SI in standard Italian is more akin to 
avere than to essere of structures involving true reflexives as those in (41) 
and (42).28 Hence, only in the latter case the further higher past participle 
projection should be activated. On the strict relation between auxiliaries 
avere and essere, see Kayne (1993); see also Cocchi (1995); and Vikner and 
Sprouse (1988).

The (tentative) proposal sketched out in the present section has a feature 
that deserves some closer discussion. In current treatments of past parti-
ciples, the agreement projection related to the past participial morphology 
is generally assumed to be (immediately) outside the VP projection. In the 
proposal sketched out here, the suggestion has been put forward that it may 
be located internally to the lexical projection of V.29 This proposal allows a 
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simple account of a complex pattern. Is the assumption plausible and well 
grounded? At this stage we can only speculate.

Let us assume that the plausibility of such a low location of the past 
participle agreement projection could come from the consideration that the 
past participle typically constitutes part of the periphrastic passive morphol-
ogy in Romance. Keeping the main focus on standard Italian and French, 
passive morphology involves auxiliary essere/être + past participle. It is not 
unreasonable to identify the passive past participle projection with (or at 
least to strictly link it to) the projection of a Voice head (cf. Sportiche 1996 
and Cinque 1999 in particular). Cinque (1999) proposed that the Voice pro-
jection is located in a very low position in the clause structure; it may be 
the lowest functional projection in the functional architecture of the clause, 
possibly VP-internal. Interesting empirical evidence indicating the low loca-
tion of the passive voice/past participle is provided by contrasts like the one 
in (44), presented in Cinque (1999).

(44) a. Hanno accolto bene il suo spettacolo solo loro
(they) have received well (the) his show only they
‘Only they received his show well’

(Cinque (1999, (79a), 102))
b. *Hanno bene accolto il suo spettacolo solo loro

(they) have well received (the) his show only they
(Cinque (1999, (79b), 102))

c. Questo genere di spettacoli è sempre stato bene accolto
this kind of show is always been well received
‘This kind of show has always been well received’

Following Cinque’s insight, the contrast in the relative order of the past 
participle and the low adverb bene in (44) a. (active) and (44) c. (passive), 
indicates that the passive past participle can remain low in the structure, 
lower than the active one.30 The reason for that could be that the passive 
past participle does not (have to) move higher than the low Voice head. The 
proposal outlined in this section identifies the passive voice/past participle 
with the structure in (39). No further landing sites are available for the lexi-
cal verb. Active past participles necessarily involve more structure, at least 
as much as in (40); hence the verb moves higher in an active past participle 
anyway.
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5	 Italian/Romance Clitics
Structure and Derivation

1	 Introduction

The aim of this work is to provide a constrained system from which the 
basic properties of the syntax of Romance pronominal clitics derive, with 
relatively few specific assumptions. It will be proposed that this aim is attain-
able by careful consideration of the interplay between the following fac-
tors: the internal structure attributed to clitic pronouns, the assumed clause 
structure, the general principles concerning movement, and morphological 
checking with the implied derivations.

The most striking property of clitic pronouns is that they appear in desig-
nated positions within the clause, which typically differ from the canonical 
complement positions. Furthermore, still at the observational level, clitics 
have a host: They appear next to a verb, sometimes as proclitics, sometimes 
as enclitics. If we take the classical approach to cliticization that goes back 
to Kayne (1975), the reason why clitics appear in special positions in the 
clause is because they move from the canonical complement position. We 
should then ask the following questions:

	 (a)	 Why do clitics move?
	 (b)	 Why is clitic movement obligatory?
	 (c)	 Where do clitics move exactly in the clause structure?
	 (d)	 Why do clitics sometimes appear as proclitic and sometimes as enclitic 

with respect to the verb?

In this work I will mostly consider data from standard Italian and standard 
French.1 Taking Italian, the following examples illustrate the questions:

(1) a. Conosco Maria
I know Maria

b. La conosco— (clitic moves)
I her(CL) know

c. *Conosco la (clitic moves obligatorily)
I know her(CL)
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d. Conoscerla/ Conoscendola/ Conosciutala
(to) know her(CL) / knowing her(CL) / known her(CL)

e. *La conoscere/ *La conoscendo/ *La conosciuta
(to) her(CL) know / her(CL) knowing / her(CL) known

(clitic must sometimes be enclitic)

The account to be proposed here will be based on a particular imple-
mentation of the theory of morphological checking presented in Chomsky’s 
(1993) MP. Key roles will be played in this account by the procedures of 
Case checking and checking of verbal inflectional morphology. Case check-
ing is considered the fundamental trigger of clitic movement; checking of 
verbal inflectional morphology conditions this movement in various ways, 
thus accounting for the basic different mechanisms yielding either proclisis 
or enclisis. The picture that emerges is such that cliticization is interpreted 
as a fundamentally PF phenomenon. An account of the basic properties of 
clitic doubling structures also emerges rather naturally from the approach 
developed here; leading to the conclusion that cliticization preserves its 
movement nature in doubling constructions.

1.1	B ackground Assumptions

In Chomsky (1993) Case is among the Φ-features with which DPs are 
inserted in the clause structure. As for all Φ-features, Case requires check-
ing. DPs check their Case feature by filling the Spec position of the Agr head 
that carries the appropriate Case feature.2 In nominative/accusative lan-
guages, nominative is checked in Spec/AgrS (combined with T); accusative 
is checked in a lower Spec/Agr position currently labeled AgrO. The system 
is formulated in terms of ‘strength’ of features to the effect that:

	 (a)	 Checking is syntactic if the relevant Agr contains a strong Case 
feature.

	 (b)	 Checking is delayed until LF if the relevant Agr does not contain a 
strong Case feature.

Syntactic checking implies overt movement of the relevant DP; LF check-
ing implies covert movement. In languages like Italian (and French . . .) we 
can make the same assumption currently made for English and claim that:

	 (a)	 Nominative is checked in syntax.
	 (b)	 Accusative is checked in LF.

Thus, subject moves in syntax, object does not; it delays its movement 
until LF.3 The clause structure that will be assumed in this work is given in 
the schema in (2):
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(2) AgrSP
2

Agr′
2

AgrS° TP
2

T′
2

T° AgrOP
2

AgrO′
2

AgrO° AuxP
2

Aux′
2

Aux° AgrPstPrtP
2

Agr′
2

AgrPstPrt° AspP
2

Asp′
2

Asp° VP
2

V′
g

V°

(2) corresponds to clauses containing an auxiliary and a past participle.4 
At least two comments are in order. First, structure (2) assumes with Friede-
mann and Siloni (1997) that the position where accusative Case is checked 
(within the AgrO projection) is to be kept distinct from the Agr and its 
projection containing number and gender Φ-features of past participles as 
in (3).

(3)	 visti/e/a/o
	 seen(MASC PL, FEM PL, FEM SG, MASC SG)

This Agr is labeled AgrPstPrt in (2).5 Second, once (2) is assumed, the 
direct evidence showing that object movement is not syntactic in Italian and 
similar languages is provided by the impossibility of the word order in (4), 
with the direct object filling a position linearly following the auxiliary and 
preceding the past participle:
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(4)	 *Ho Maria vista/o
	 I have Maria seen

This order would be obtained with the direct object in Spec/AgrO and the 
auxiliary in AgrS, the functional head where all verbs move in Italian and 
related languages.

2	 Structure and movement

Within the spirit of much current work on the topic, I will assume that third 
person (accusative) Romance clitics belong to the category D°. They enter 
an impoverished structure that solely contains the clitic itself, as illustrated 
in (5):6

(5) DP
2

D′
r

D
g

cl

The core assumptions of the analysis to be developed are the following:

	 (a)	 Clitics move in syntax because they have a ‘strong’ Case feature to 
check.

	 (b)	 The landing site of this movement is within the AgrO projection.
	 (c)	 Given their structure, clitics can either X°-move onto the AgrO head 

or XP-move to Spec AgrO.

Let us first concentrate on (a) and (b), putting aside for the moment any 
discussion of the possible empirical consequences of (c). (a) is the funda-
mental assumption of the proposal. It is based on the very straightforward 
observation, taken to play a crucial role, that pronominal clitics are the only 
elements entering a Case inflection paradigm in Romance. This is assumed 
to play a crucial role in the following account. There are accusative, dative, 
genitive, partitive, locative, nominative clitics. A sample is given in (6) (from 
Italian ‘I,’ French ‘F,’ Trentino ‘T’):

(6) La conosco (I)
I her(CL, ACC) know
Gli parlerò (I)
I to him(CL, DAT) will speak



134  Structures and Strategies

T&F Proofs: Not for Distribution

Ne parlerò (I)
I of-it(CL, GEN) will speak
Ci andrò (I)
there(CL, LOC) I will go
Ci penso spesso (I)
of it/him I often think
Il parle (F)
he (CL, NOM) speaks
El Mario el parla (T)
the Mario he (CL, NOM) speaks

In (6), standard French and Trentino are taken as an illustration of subject 
clitics. The different status of these two kinds of subject clitics, made clear in 
the literature on the topic, is not relevant at this preliminary, purely obser-
vational, level (see section 4.1). The other Case inflections are illustrated in 
(6) by standard Italian.7 Let us make the hypothesis that this morphological 
property of clitic pronouns is the reflex of a theoretically relevant distinction: 
Clitics bear a strong Case feature. Such Case feature, then, requires syntactic 
checking. Whence the overt movement that clitics appear to undergo. As 
for (b) it can be claimed that since the feature to check is Case, the landing 
site of the triggered movement must be within the AgrO projection. Let us 
further qualify (a) and (b).

Although AgrO does not contain a strong Case feature per se, I assume 
that it can be the target of a syntactic movement. That it is the target of 
movement is just due to the kind of feature that needs checking, namely 
Case. That movement is syntactic is due to the very nature of the clitic 
itself. A central assumption of the system of checking procedures is that an 
unchecked strong feature, which can typically have a phonological manifes-
tation (although it does not have to), cannot be interpreted at PF (Chomsky 
1993). Typically, a strong feature is ‘neutralized’ under the Spec-head agree-
ment relation. This is for instance what happens in the case of movement 
of the subject to Spec/AgrS in a finite clause, where the Case of the DP is 
checked against the strong AgrS(+T) head. Now, given the assumed struc-
ture (5) for clitics, nothing could appropriately move from inside the DP to 
the Spec position to ‘neutralize’ the strong Case feature carried by the D° 
clitic head. Furthermore, it is not clear that such movement would check 
the relevant Case feature anyway, since the appropriate location for such 
checking is within AgrO. Whence the strong clitic DP moves in syntax to the 
appropriate checking position within AgrO.8

The question that then arises is the following: Does the clitic move as 
a head or as a maximal projection? Given its nature, it could take either 
one of the two options. In fact, I will argue that the different options are 
taken by different languages such as French and Italian, thus accounting for 
the important differences in proclisis and enclisis that these two languages 
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manifest (see section 4.1). However, even internally to Italian the two move-
ment strategies appear to be adopted within one single derivation. That this 
is the case is overtly visible in sentences containing a complex tense formed 
by an auxiliary and a past participle and involving cliticization. The past 
participle obligatorily agrees with the accusative clitic:

(7)	 a.	 Le ho salutate
		  them(CL, FEM, PL) I have greeted(FEM, PL)
	 b.	 *Le ho salutato
		�  them(CL, FEM, PL) I have greeted (MASC, SG, unmarked 

ending)

Past participle agreement under cliticization can be interpreted as the 
direct evidence that the clitic moves as a maximal projection, at least in the 
first part of its movement. This is so under the assumption that features 
agreement is a manifestation of the Spec/head relation with an Agr head. 
Past participle agreement conforms to this general pattern, as originally 
proposed in Kayne’s (1989a) first influential analysis of past participle 
agreement phenomena. Hence, the clitic XP moves to Spec/AgrPstPrt. It 
is clear, however, that the clitic ends up incorporated within the verb in 
the final structure; hence, clitic movement must be head movement in the 
final part of the derivation. The question then is: Why can’t the clitic move 
as a head from the very beginning of the derivation, as the past participle 
agreement phenomenon indicates? The answer to this question has two 
parts:

	 (a)	 The clitic head could not move directly to its landing site AgrO.
	 (b)	 The clitic head could not move step-by-step to its landing site AgrO.

Hence, since there is no way for the clitic to move as a head, it (first) 
moves as a maximal projection. Its movement as a head will start later on 
in the derivation. Let us develop the two parts of the answer to the question 
starting with (a). Given the number of heads intervening between the clitic 
D° and AgrO reproduced in (8), it is clear that direct movement of the clitic 
to AgrO would violate the head movement constraint and for that reason 
it is excluded:

(8)	 AgrO Aux AgrPstPrt Asp V cl

Part (b) of the answer is more fully articulated. Let us illustrate in details 
what the problems would be if the clitic head moved step-by-step through 
the various intervening heads. We can distinguish two subparts. Let us call 
them I and II.9
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	 I.	The source of the problem here is that checking of the verbal mor-
phology could not be appropriately performed. The checking prob-
lem arises in AgrPstPrt (under the assumption of note 10, otherwise 
an identical problem would already arise at the level of Asp). Sup-
pose that first D adjoins to AgrPstPrt and then V further adjoins 
(to D):

(1) AgrPstPrt (2) * AgrPstPrt
2 2

D AgrPstPrt D AgrPstPrt
2

V D

			   I assume here and throughout that (i) head movement, when it is 
not substitution into an empty root, is left-adjunction; (ii) multiple 
adjunction to the same head is excluded, following Kayne (1994).10 
Consider (2): In this structure, intervention of D between V and AgrP-
stPrt blocks appropriate checking of the verbal morphology agreement 
features.

	 II.	What rules out the following alternative derivation is that it would 
necessitate appeal to excorporation. An option that I do not admit. 
Suppose then that, in order to avoid the problem described in I, first V 
adjoins to AgrPstPrt and then D adjoins further:

(1) AgrPstPrt (2) * AgrPstPrt
2 2

V AgrPstPrt V AgrPstPrt
2

D V

Although checking of the verbal morphology agreement features could 
probably adequately take place here, the output structure is still problematic 
since the clitic D would have to excorporate later in the derivation. It is clear 
that the clitic does not remain within the past participle in the final struc-
ture. It seems reasonable and in the spirit of minimalist/economy consider-
ations to limit, if not to exclude altogether, the possibility of excorporation 
processes. This is what rules out the alternative derivation in II. Notice that 
the excorporation problem just described would also arise with respect to 
step (2) of the derivation in I, a step that is likely to be excluded anyway on 
independent grounds, as we just saw. Furthermore, the same problem would 
also rule out any conceivable derivation where the clitic D directly adjoined 
to V as a first step in the derivation.11

In conclusion, the clitic DP first moves as a maximal projection since it 
could not directly move as a head.

From Spec/AgrPstPrt the clitic DP pursues its movement within AgrO12:
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(9) AgrOP
2

Spec Agr′
t 

AgrO AgrPstPrtP
1 2

2 DP Agr′
g

AgrPstPrt

It is at this level that it can still move either as a maximal projection or as 
a head. I propose that in Italian the clitic moves as a head to AgrO. Variation 
is expected to occur at this point of the derivation. We will discuss the issue 
in some detail in section 4.1.

The computation involving clitic pronouns does not end in AgrO, though. 
In the final string the clitic is attached to the verb. The verb is not in AgrO 
but in some higher functional head. Assume AgrS, as it appears to be uni-
formly the case in Italian finite and nonfinite clauses. Hence, the clitic must 
end up on the verb in AgrS. In other words, its movement must continue and 
does not end in AgrO. A further question must then be asked at this point: 
Why must the clitic attach to V (in its final functional position)? The essence 
of our answer is going to be that the reason is a PF reason: Since AgrO is 
not a (Case) strong head/projection, it cannot contain material that needs PF 
interpretation. Hence, AgrO must be voided prior to PF.13 The clitic leaves 
AgrO and incorporates to V. Assume, for the sake of concreteness, that the 
incorporation takes place at the level of the T head already. Let us consider 
the details of the computation. Consider first the case of a language like Ital-
ian, in which we have proposed that the clitic moves via substitution as a 
head in AgrO. A way to void AgrO could consist in moving the verb through 
this head, taking the clitic, and then pursuing the verb movement further. 
Although attractively simple, I assume that this derivation would give an 
ill-formed output. Problems for checking of the verbal morphology would 
arise at the level of the functional head T, as illustrated by (2):

(1) AgrO (2) * T
2 2

V AgrO AgrO T
g 2

D V AgrO
g

D

D intervenes between V and T at the step illustrated by (2) thus blocking 
the appropriate checking of the verbal morphology. Suppose then that in its 
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movement to AgrS the verb skips AgrO when it is filled with a clitic. Verbal 
morphology is thus correctly checked in T and AgrS subsequently. However, 
as proposed earlier, the clitic must leave AgrO prior to PF. The only way to 
do that is via incorporation to V.14 Assume this takes place at T, as illustrated 
in (10):

(10) T′
3

T AgrOP
2 2

V T Agr′
2 g

cl V AgrO
g

D
g

cl

Notice that should the clitic still be a DP in Spec/AgrO, head movement 
of D would take place from the Spec position:

(11) T′
3

T AgrOP
2 2

V T DP Agr′
2 g g

cl V D′ AgrO
g

D
g

cl

Notice incidentally that in the null hypothesis, given the assumptions so 
far, the head incorporation of (10) and (11) yields procliticization, since 
adjunction is left-adjunction.

To summarize this section, we have proposed that the factor triggering 
clitic movement is the ‘strong’ nature of the Case carried by clitic pronouns. 
Reduced to its essential, the idea is that this nature is responsible for move-
ment of the clitic both to Agr(O) and from Agr(O). Due to the fact that the 
clitic is both a head and a maximal projection, its movement is partly XP 
movement and partly X° movement. Integrated within a restrictive view 
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of (verbal) morphological checking, possibilities of ‘excorporation’ and the 
operation of general constraints on movement such as the HMC, the system 
yields a general account of the process of cliticization. We have mostly con-
centrated on the procliticization output so far, assuming that it is produced 
by adjunction of the clitic to the verb (in a functional head). The proposed 
account crucially assumes movement of the clitic DP, as in the traditional 
Kaynean approach. The following section discusses a crucial issue that any 
movement analysis of cliticization must address.

3	 The structure of clitic doubling

A classical problem for any analysis of cliticization that assumes movement 
of the clitic itself is the very existence of the so-called ‘clitic doubling’ phe-
nomenon. Many Romance languages, most notably Spanish in its different 
varieties, allow and in some cases require, that an accusative or a dative 
clitic be ‘doubled’ by a connected lexical noun phrase. A detailed descrip-
tion of the phenomenon is not the aim of the present discussion. I will just 
emphasise some of its crucial properties as they have been discussed in the 
literature. Typical examples of doubling structures are given in (12):

(12)	 a.	 Lo vimos a el
		  We him(CL, ACC) see him
	 b.	 Lo vimos a Juan
		  We him(CL, ACC) see Juan
	 c.	 Miguelito le regalò un caramelo a Mafalda
		  Miguelito her(CL, DAT) gave a candy to Mafalda

(Jaeggli 1982)

The questions raised by doubling constructions for a movement analy-
sis of cliticization can be summarized as follows: How can a single argu-
ment have two distinct realizations, the clitic and the lexical noun phrase? 
How can two different elements correspond to what seems to be one single 
source? Theoretically, these questions can be seen from two different angles: 
Case and Th-role. How can both the clitic and the lexical argument be 
Case-marked? How can both be thematically interpreted? A typical answer 
offered in the literature to the thematic problem has been that of consider-
ing the clitic an expletive, thus an element that does not need a Th-role. A 
classical answer to the Case problem relies on the idea known as Kayne’s 
generalization. According to this view, the clitic carries the same Case that 
would be assigned to the complement of the relevant verb and the lexical 
argument receives the Case assigned by a dummy preposition, for example, a 
in Spanish, pe in Romanian. Following Kayne’s generalization, the doubling 
phenomenon should in fact only be possible in those languages that avail 
themselves of an ‘extra’ Case marker to Case-mark the lexical argument. 
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Furthermore, in order to account for the fact that two elements appear to 
correspond to one single source, a typical proposal consists in assuming that 
the clitic is base generated in the (surface) clitic position and that the lexical 
argument is the only element filling the complement/Th-position from the 
initial structure.

Within an approach to doubling along the general lines just described, 
the idea that cliticization does not involve movement of the clitic plays an 
essential role.15 I would like to propose that this assumption is not nec-
essary. Cliticization may very well imply movement of the clitic and be 
compatible with the existence of clitic doubling structures. This idea is 
naturally expressed within the approach to cliticization presented in sec-
tion 2. Suppose that what differentiates a clitic doubling structure from a 
non-clitic doubling structure is the fact that the clitic D0 has a complement 
in X′ theoretic terms in the former case and no complement in the latter. 
According to this idea, a clitic DP giving rise to doubling will be repre-
sented as in (13):

(13) a. DP1 b. DP1
2 2

D′ D′
2 2

D PP D PP
2 2
P DP2 P DP2

D0 of DP1 is the clitic and its PP complement corresponds to the doubled 
lexical argument. The computation of clitic doubling structures involves the 
usual syntax for the clitic, as discussed in section 2, and stranding of its PP 
complement in its base position, as schematized in (13) b.16

In the spirit of this proposal, Kayne’s generalization is assumed to play a 
crucial role. What is essential in order for clitic doubling to occur is that a 
Case marker be available for the complement of the D° clitic. Only in this 
case can the complement be overtly realized.17 As for the thematic prob-
lem, the analysis in (13) solves it directly through the assumption that DP1 
and DP2 share the same Th-role by virtue of their both filling the same Th-
position in the clause.

The role of the preposition in (13) needs to be discussed in more detail. Let 
us limit the discussion to the case of direct objects for the sake of simplicity 
and also because indirect objects, such as datives, always involve a preposi-
tion anyway. The assumption we are working with is that a direct object DP 
checks its Case in Spec/AgrO at LF, at least in the Romance languages under 
discussion. In a parallel fashion, the DP complement of a preposition can 
be assumed to check its Case in Spec/PP, again at LF. The natural question 
then arises as to why the lexical argument of a clitic doubling construction, 
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DP, of the doubling structure (13), could not also check its Case at LF in the 
same way as direct objects. If that were the case, impossible sequences like 
the following would then become possible:

(14)	 a.	 *Lo vimos el
	 b.	 *Lo vimos Juan

A crucial role must be played by the presence of the clitic. A widespread 
and fairly influential traditional idea on the question as to why something 
like Kayne’s generalization should hold in clitic doubling constructions was 
that the necessity of an extra Case marker is induced by the fact that the 
clitic absorbs the Case that would otherwise be assigned to the lexical argu-
ment.18 Within the proposed analysis we can provide a formal account of 
this intuition, without making reference to special ‘Case absorption’ pro-
cesses. As discussed earlier, the clitic D moves to AgrO in the syntax but 
then leaves this position still in the syntax, because of the assumed property 
of the AgrO projection that cannot enter PF if it contains overt material 
to be phonologically interpreted. Movement of the clitic deprives AgrO of 
its Case feature. Indeed, we may think that movement of the clitic has the 
effect of eliminating the AgrO head altogether so that the AgrO projec-
tion can no longer function as a Case checker. LF movement to Spec of 
such AgrO then does not result in Case checking of the Case of the moved 
DP. The derivation yielding ill-formedness is described by the following 
schema:

(15) cl AgrO
2

syntax Agr′
t 

AgrO DP1
y

D′
2

D DP2
LF

Thus, the presence of the preposition in the doubling structure allows the 
doubled argument to check its Case within the PP without the necessity of 
moving to Spec/AgrOP. The doubled argument can check its Case at LF in 
SpecPP, as normally happens with complements of prepositions.19

It was pointed out earlier that a clitic DP giving rise to clitic doubling can 
be seen as ‘intransitive’ in that the clitic D takes an indirect PP complement. 
A clitic DP not giving rise to doubling can also be seen as an ‘intransitive’ 
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DP in that the clitic D takes no complement at all. It seems natural to won-
der whether a ‘transitive’ clitic DP could also exist. It would instantiate the 
structure in (16):

(16) DP1
2

D′
2

D DP2

Given the discussion concerning the Case checking property of the AgrO 
projection, the answer to the earlier question would seem to be necessar-
ily negative. A clitic DP like (16) could not exist for Case reasons. How-
ever, this answer needs to be qualified. It is correct for object clitics, but 
what about other kinds of clitics, such as subject clitics? Let us consider 
those subject clitics of northern Italian dialects that have been considered 
as heads in the literature. Subject clitics of this sort are those found for 
instance in Trentino, to quote a case that is well known in the literature 
since Brandi and Cordin’s (1981, 1989) articles on the topic.20 This kind of 
subject clitic, traditionally analyzed as realizations of I, is well analyzed in 
the currently assumed rich clause structure as filler of an AgrS head. A cru-
cial well-known fact concerning dialects of this kind is that a lexical subject 
can cooccur with an agreeing subject clitic. The relevant examples are those 
of (17), from Trentino:

(17) La Maria la parla∙El Mario el∙
The Maria/o she/he(CL) speaks

It has been clearly demonstrated, since the cited Brandi and Cordin arti-
cle, that the lexical subject fills a clause-internal position in these examples 
and cannot be considered left dislocated. These examples do not instantiate 
the CLLD construction, normally characterized by the presence of a left 
peripheral phrase and a clause-internal resumptive clitic. Both the lexical 
subject and the clitic are clause-internal in (17). Hence, we can describe (17) 
as a case of subject doubling. A natural way of analyzing the distribution 
in (17) consists in having the lexical subject as the Specifier of the AgrSP 
projection whose AgrS head contains the subject clitic. We propose that such 
final configuration is obtained by moving the subject clitic and the lexical 
subject from a subject clitic doubling DP whose structure corresponds pre-
cisely to (16). Suppose, following the VP-internal subject hypothesis, that 
the subject clitic doubling DP originates in the Spec of VP and that both 
the clitic D and the lexical DP move within the AgrS projection in the way 
schematized in (18):
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(18) AgrSP
2

DP2 Agr′
El Mario t 

AgrS VP
el 2

DP1 V′
g

D′
2

D DP2

Thus, the transitive clitic doubling DP has a well-formed output with 
subject clitics of the discussed type. Note that lack of need for an extra Case 
checker preposition here is due to the kind of configuration the clitic and 
the doubled subject give rise to in the syntax. For object clitics we claimed 
that the syntactic movement of the clitic filling AgrO has the consequence 
of depriving AgrO of its Case checking capability; consequently, Spec/AgrO 
cannot be used in LF for checking of the Case of the lexical argument, 
whence the need of the preposition. In the configuration (18), however, 
the subject clitic in AgrS does not need to move further, due to the strong 
nature of a tensed AgrS projection. Consequently, the AgrS projection is not 
deprived of its Case checking capability, and the lexical subject can check 
Case in the Spec position. Case checking is syntactic here as is usually the 
case with subjects, whence the overt nature of the movement of the lexical 
subject.

We can qualify the account proposed in this work as a generalized move-
ment approach to cliticization. This is so since clitic movement is supposed 
to occur also in clitic doubling structures, the typically most recalcitrant 
structures to admit a movement analysis. A straightforward prediction made 
by the present approach is that any ‘movement’ diagnostic that should hold 
for cliticization should also hold in clitic doubling structures. This is so since 
cliticization occurs in precisely the same way in the two cases. One typical 
movement property displayed by cliticization has been recently pointed out 
by Luigi Rizzi and is discussed in Siloni (1994). Much like structures involv-
ing syntactic wh-movement, structures involving cliticization also display 
CED-type effect (Huang 1982). Consider the contrasts in (19) and (20):

(19) a. Eri seduto [accanto [a Gianni]]
You were seated next to Gianni

b. Eri felice [accanto [a Gianni]]
You were happy next to Gianni
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c. A chi eri seduto accanto?
To whom were you seated next?

d. *?A chi eri felice accanto?
To whom were you happy next?

(20) a. Gli eri seduto accanto
To him(CL) you were seated next

b. *?Gli eri felice accanto
to him(CL) you were happy next

In (19) a. the complex PP accanto a Gianni is the locative complement 
of the verb essere seduto (to be seated), while in (19) b. it is rather a loca-
tive adjunct. Wh-extraction of the inner PP (a Gianni) from the complex 
PP produces a perfectly well-formed output in the first case, (19) c., and a 
strongly deviant one in the latter, (19) d. The inner dative PP can also be 
extracted through cliticization. The output is perfectly acceptable when 
the complex preposition is the complement of the verb as is shown by 
(20) a., and strongly deviant when it is an adjunct as (20) b. illustrates. 
Since sensitivity to CED can be taken to be a significant diagnostic for 
movement, the status of (20) b. is perfectly accounted for by an analysis of 
cliticization involving clitic movement. Interestingly, Siloni (1994) points 
out that examples comparable to (20) b. appear to have the same status 
in clitic doubling structures. Consider for instance the following Spanish 
examples quoted by Siloni that translate (20) b. and utilize the doubling 
strategy:

(21)	 a.	 Maria se le colocò cerca a Juan
	 b.	 *Maria le es feliz cerca a Juan

The contrast between cliticization from a complement complex prepo-
sition and an adjunct one illustrated in (21) comes as no surprise for an 
analysis such as the one presented here that has the dative clitic extracted 
from the PP. The fact that the structure involves doubling should not make 
any difference in principle with respect to structures such as those in (20) 
where no doubling is involved. It should be pointed out here that the shape 
of paradigm (21) is particularly problematic for any analysis of doubling 
structures that has the clitic base generated in some (clitic) position high in 
the clause and does not involve clitic extraction. If we assume, as is gener-
ally done, that CED is a condition on overt syntactic movement, the status 
of (21) b. can be taken as evidence that doubling structures involve clitic 
movement, hence that cliticization is a unitary movement phenomenon.21 
Furthermore, within this account the identical behavior displayed by struc-
tures involving cliticization, as in (20) and (21), and those involving syntac-
tic wh-movement, as in (19), is an expected fact.
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4	A  hypothesis on proclisis versus enclisis

An important fact concerning cliticization is that the clitic and the verb do 
not always show up in the same position with respect to one another. The 
clitic can either precede or follow the verb yielding proclisis or enclisis. If 
we take Italian as a starting point, the straightforward generalization is that 
proclisis is manifested with finite verbal morphology and enclisis with non-
finite verbal morphology.

(22) illustrates the basic paradigm:

(22) a. Le vedo
I them(FEM,CL) see

b. Le ho viste
I them(FEM,CL) have seen

c. Vederle
To see-them

d. Averle viste
To have-them(FEM,CL) seen

e. Vedendole
seeing them(FEM,CL)

f. Vistele
seen them(FEM,CL)

We have assumed that the clitic D moves into the AgrO head in a lan-
guage like Italian; it then continues its movement further up. In the final 
structure the clitic ends up adjoined to the verb filling the functional head 
where it ends its morphological checking, AgrS in Italian finite clauses. 
We have assumed that adjunction of the clitic to the verb (within a func-
tional head) yields proclisis, under the generally accepted hypothesis that 
adjunction is left-adjunction. Recall that we also have claimed that the 
verb could not pass through the AgrO head (via adjunction) taking the 
clitic with it in its further movement to T and AgrS, since checking of the 
verbal morphology could not be appropriately performed, due to the pres-
ence of the clitic within AgrO. Hence, proclisis in finite clauses is produced 
by the clitic subsequently adjoining to the verb.22 Suppose now that there 
could be cases where the verbs were allowed to pass through the AgrO 
head containing the clitic. In principle, these could only be cases where 
such passing through would not interfere with the checking of verbal mor-
phology. This would then be possible if checking of the verbal morphol-
ogy were already performed below AgrO. The proposal that I would like 
to make is that this is precisely what happens in the nonfinite contexts 
illustrated in (22) c.–f.

Consider first the case of the infinitive. Following Kayne (1991) an Inf 
inflectional head where checking of the infinitival morphology is performed 
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can be assumed to be present in infinitival structure.23 Such a head is assumed 
to fill a position relatively low in the structure. Assume that this position is 
below AgrO. Consider now the case that concerns us here where AgrO is 
filled with a clitic, as schematized in (23):

(23) g
AgrO

g g
cl Inf

g
V

Since checking of the verbal morphology is performed in Inf, if V must 
continue its movement higher than AgrO it can pass through AgrO taking 
the clitic with it in its further movement. Indeed, it appears to be the case 
that infinitives do rise high in the clause structure in Italian, presumably as 
high as AgrS (Belletti 1990, Chapter 1 of this volume). This is then a situ-
ation where V would adjoin to (the functional head containing) the clitic. 
Since, by assumption, adjunction is left-adjunction this derivation yields 
enclisis.24 This is illustrated in (24):

(24) g
AgrO

2 g
V AgrO Inf

g
cl

Notice that implicit in this account is the idea that if head movement, 
here verb movement, can proceed step-by-step it does so. This is why enclisis 
is in fact the only option in this case.25

The essence of the proposed interpretation of the factor yielding either 
proclisis or enclisis can be schematized as in (25):

(25)	 a.	 Proclisis
		  CL on V (within functional head)
		  V CL CLV
	 b.	 Enclisis
		  V in CL (within AgrO)
		  CL V VCL

No extrinsic order is of course imposed to derive the desired output, 
which is a consequence of the constraints on morphological checking, in 
particular checking of verbal morphology. If the clitic can be taken with it 
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by the verb passing through AgrO, it is taken and this yields enclisis; the 
clitic joins the verb otherwise and this yields proclisis.

Finally, I would speculate that the often observed fact that the relation 
between the verb and the clitic appears to be somehow ‘stronger’ in situa-
tions of enclisis than in those of proclisis could be related to the fact that 
the process adjoining the verb to the AgrO containing the clitic matches the 
structural relation that is normally produced in the course of the checking 
procedure of the verbal morphology, where the verb adjoins to the various 
functional heads where checking must be performed (T, AgrS, Asp, AgrPst-
Prt . . .).26

A particularly interesting case where enclisis is manifested in Italian 
nonfinite contexts is that of absolute past participial small clauses (Belletti 
1992, Chapter 2 of this volume; Kayne 1989a). These absolute small clauses 
display a number of peculiar properties that need not concern us here and 
that are discussed in detail in the references cited. Let us give here just 
the elements of the analysis that are necessary to account for this instance 
of enclisis. Consider first of all the fact that in complex tenses involving 
an auxiliary and a past participle the clitic is systematically on the finite 
auxiliary:

(26)	 a.	 L’ ho vista
		  I her(CL, FEM) have seen
	 b.	 *Ho vistala
		  I have her(CL, FEM) seen

In the absolute past participial construction, however, the clitic is attached 
to the past participle as an enclitic:

(27) Vistala, Gianni si tranquillizzò
seen her(CL, FEM), Gianni himself calmed

From this basic contrast we can conclude that there is no intrinsic quasi-
morphological incompatibility between the clitic and the past participle, as 
one might hypothesize just looking at (26) a. and b. Rather, the possibility 
of having the clitic on the past participle shown by (27) must be the con-
sequence of some structural difference holding between full clauses such 
as those in (26) and absolute small clauses, which gives rise to a different 
derivation. Under the natural assumption that the syntax of the clitic is the 
same in both cases, the contrast should come from a different verb syntax 
in the two clauses and small clause structures. In particular, the possibility 
of enclisis on the past participle manifested by absolute small clauses must 
ultimately be a consequence of the somewhat reduced clause structure that 
they display. Let us elaborate on this point.
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I will first adapt and update the proposal developed in the works cited 
earlier to the hypotheses made here. The idea that the past participial func-
tional projection has to be kept distinct from the AgrO projection where 
Case is checked, leads us to the conclusion that both projections should be 
present in the absolute small clause structure. This is so for the following 
two reasons: a) AgrPstPrt must be present because a verb with past parti-
cipial morphology is present; b) AgrO must be present since an important 
property of participial absolute small clauses is the fact that accusative Case 
is licenced when a transitive past participle is present. The possibility of 
containing an accusative clitic already shows this point in (27), which is 
further illustrated by examples like (28), displaying the accusative form of 
a strong pronoun:27

(28)	 Vista me/te . . .
	 seen me/you(ACC)

Data concerning the unavailability of sentential negation in absolute 
small clauses, discussed in Belletti (1992, Chapter 2 of this volume) and in 
Zanuttini (1996), combined with the hypothesis that sentential negation is 
located relatively high in the clause structure, let us assume between AgrS 
and TP as in previous works of mine and others, indicate that absolute 
small clauses have a reduced structure with respect to full clauses. The 
negation data, which are reproduced in (29) for the sake of clarity, suggest 
that the absolute small clause structure should be reduced at the TP level 
at most:

(29) *(Non) Vista mai me, . . .
(not) seen ever me
*(Non) Arrivata più Maria, . . .
(not) arrived anymore Maria

The availability of accusative Case indicates that the structure of abso-
lute small clauses should be reduced at the AgrO level at least. Some CP-
type projection also seems likely to be present as the root of the absolute 
small clause projection. See the references cited on the topic.28 Let us also 
assume, as a general guideline, the idea that clause structure can in prin-
ciple be reduced at various levels, but that once it is cut at the level of a 
certain projection all the projections below that one are present in the 
remaining structure. Cutting ‘within’ clause structure is not allowed.29 The 
structure we are then led to propose for absolute small clauses is the one 
illustrated by the schema in (30). The schema also illustrates the deriva-
tions at work when an object clitic is present, involving the clitic and the 
verb:
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(30) (CP)
2

C TP
2

T′
2

T AgrOP
2

Agr′
2

AgrO AuxP
2

Aux′
2

Aux AgrPstPrtP
2

Agr′
2

AgrPstPrt AspP
2

Asp′
2

Asp VP
2

V′
2

V
DP

g
cl

According to (30), the clitic moves to AgrO in the standard way assumed 
in this work. The verb, on the other hand, performs a longer movement than 
the one that past participles usually undertake in full clauses: First it moves 
until AgrPstPrt for morphological checking requirements; then, it pursues its 
movement further up. Let us assume that this further movement takes the 
verb up to C, as proposed in the references cited (see also Cinque 1990b).30 
Schematically, the verb has completed its morphological checking in Agr​Pst​
Prt and the clitic fills AgrO:
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(30′) t
AgrO

g
cl t

AgrPstPrt
2

V AgrPstPrt

Precisely as in the infinitive case, in pursuing the higher step(s) of its 
movement the (past participle) verb is allowed to move through AgrO in 
this case as well. Such passing through does not interfere with the checking 
of its morphology. It can be performed and it is performed (cf. note 26). 
Hence, enclisis is derived.

It should be emphasized here that the different distribution displayed 
by full clauses containing an auxiliary and a past participle is due, in this 
account, to the fact that the tensed auxiliary is present there. Since it must 
undergo its own morphological checking, proclisis on it is produced as in all 
cases involving a finite morphology. The lexical verb, on the other hand, ends 
its movement in the same position where it ends its morphological checking, 
i.e., AgrPstPrt.31 Hence, the ultimate reason for the different location of the 
clitic in full clauses containing an auxiliary and a past participle on the one 
hand and in absolute small clauses on the other is the longer movement of 
the past participle in the latter construction.32 Empirical support for this 
conclusion is provided by paradigms like the following (31), where the dis-
tribution of the adverb completamente is shown to be different in full clauses 
containing an auxiliary and a past participle and in absolute small clauses:

(31) a. Gianni ha completamente risolto il problema
Gianni has completely solved the problem

b. Risolto completamente il problema, Gianni si sentì meglio
Solved completely the problem, Gianni felt better

c. *Completamente risolto il problema, . . .
Completely solved the problem

The impossibility of the word order in (31) c. indicates that the past 
participle of absolute small clauses does not end its movement in the same 
position as the past participle of full clauses. If that were the case the adverb 
should be able to precede the past participle in both cases, but it does so 
only in full clauses. The natural conclusion to draw is that the past participle 
moves higher in absolute small clauses than in full clauses.33

4.1	 Speculations on Proclisis in French Infinitives

Let us limit ourselves to the case of infinitives, although the discussion should 
eventually extend to other nonfinite contexts as well. A very well-known 
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contrast between standard Italian and standard French is constituted by the 
fact that proclisis is displayed in French infinitives while Italian infinitives 
display enclisis, as was discussed in the previous section:

(32)	 a.	 Vederle
		  to see him(CL, FEM)
	 b.	 Les voir
		  Them(CL) to see
	 c.	 *Voir les
		  to see them(CL)

This central issue has received much attention in the recent literature.34 
Here, I will focus on the question of whether the system developed can 
capture this kind of contrast and how. It appears that some supplementary 
assumptions are needed that have a natural status within the system.

We mentioned in section 1 that the assumed structure for clitic pronouns 
naturally leads one to the hypothesis that the clitic DP can move either as 
a maximal projection or as a head. We have indeed claimed that movement 
cannot be X0 movement from the beginning, since the AgrO projection is 
too far from the position where movement begins. We suggested that the 
clitic moves as a head to AgrO in Italian. We left open, however, the pos-
sibility that it could still move as a DP at the level of the AgrO projection, 
thus filling the Spec/AgrO position at this level. Suppose in fact that this is 
a place where languages vary. Let us (tentatively) propose that French dif-
fers from Italian precisely in this respect: Object clitics move as a maximal 
projection to Spec/AgrO. Their movement as heads starts from this posi-
tion. Following the typology of pronouns presented by Cardinaletti and 
Starke (1999) (see also Holmberg 1991), this proposal amounts to claim-
ing that object clitics are dealt with as ‘weak pronouns’ until the AgrOP 
level. According to the quoted typology, weak pronouns share with clitic 
pronouns the property of moving out of their base position in the syntax. 
Weak pronouns, however, are maximal projections and move to a Spec 
position, while clitics are heads and they target a head position. Putting 
the issue in these terms, the proposed analysis of cliticization claims that 
the process always involves some steps of movement as a weak pronoun. It 
can be that the clitic still is a weak pronoun at the AgrOP level. This could 
precisely be the case of French. This hypothesis can have interesting conse-
quences with regard to the question at issue here: proclisis with infinitives 
in French.

Before addressing the empirical analysis in detail, let us speculate on one 
important problem that the proposal immediately raises. Why should Ital-
ian and French differ in this way? On what basis does the child acquiring 
Italian decide that the clitic already is a clitic (a head) at the level of AgrO 
while the child acquiring French decides that at this same level it still is a 
weak pronoun (a maximal projection)? These central questions will only 
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receive a speculative, perhaps not too conclusive, answer here. Let us begin 
by considering another important difference that distinguishes French and 
Italian: While both languages have clitic pronouns for objects, only French 
has so-called ‘subject clitics,’ where the term refers to the existence in this 
language of unstressed subject pronouns. The non-null-subject nature of 
French requires the overt expression of unstressed subject pronouns. The 
null-subject nature of Italian would not require the expression of any sub-
ject pronoun; however, Italian lacks any paradigm of unstressed subject 
pronouns of the French kind altogether. The literature on the topic has 
extensively shown that French unstressed subject pronouns are not syn-
tactic clitics, so that the very term ‘subject clitic’ is in fact fairly mislead-
ing when applied to French.35 French unstressed subject pronouns fill the 
canonical subject position as any other lexical subject; according to the 
aforementioned typology, they constitute then typical instances of weak 
pronouns. Consider now the role of the AgrSP and AgrOP projections: 
They are the projections hosting subjects and complements, respectively, 
for the purpose of Case checking. From a substantial point of view they 
are positions of the same kind. It then seems natural that those pronouns 
that are required to target them do so in the same way. To the extent that 
there exists evidence that unstressed subject pronouns are weak pronouns 
in Spec/AgrSP, we can speculate that this justifies (for the child learning 
French) a parallel analysis of unstressed object pronouns. This would 
imply moving them to the Spec of the projection relevant for complements, 
AgrOP. We then suggest that the very existence of subject weak pronouns 
in French may influence the analysis of object clitics at the level of AgrOP, 
causing their movement as maximal projections to its Spec. Lack of subject 
weak pronouns accounts for the lack of an analogous influence in Italian. 
We have indeed proposed that object clitics are already heads at the level 
of the Case checking projection AgrOP, where they substitute for the AgrO 
head.36

Pollock (1989) has shown that French infinitives can optionally move 
relatively high in the clause structure. Adapting his proposal to the adopted 
clause structure, we can say that they optionally move to T. Suppose that 
AgrO contains an object clitic in its Spec (hence, an object weak pronoun). 
Much as we did for Italian, it is natural to assume that checking of the 
verbal morphology is performed at the level of the infinitive head in French 
as well. Movement to T is then not triggered by reasons of morphological 
checking, much as in Italian for movement of the infinitive to T and AgrS. 
However, unlike in Italian, in its passing through AgrO the infinitive will not 
find any clitic to carry with it since the clitic does not fill the head but the 
Spec of AgrOP. Hence, much as in finite clauses, the clitic will subsequently 
reach the verb, at the level of T. The derivation is illustrated in (33); as in 
finite clauses, since it is the clitic that adjoins to the verb (in the functional 
head T), the result is one of proclisis:
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(33) 2
AgrS 2

T AgrOP
2

DP Agr′
g g

cl AgrO

V

Through the hypothesis that the clitic DP fills the Spec rather than the 
head of AgrO we derive proclisis with French infinitives moving up to T, 
with a process that parallels the one involved in finite clauses. It is well 
known, however, that, as we have already mentioned, movement of V to 
T is optional in French infinitivals. The residual question that needs to be 
answered then is: How is proclisis produced when the verb does not move 
up to T (and remains, presumably, in Inf)? In fact, no particular process 
should be assumed here. As the schema in (34) makes explicit, proclisis is 
realized by the final representation:

(34) AgrOP
2

DP Agr′
g g

cl AgrO

Inf
g

V

The linear precedence of the clitic with respect to the verb, illustrated 
by the diagram, should correspond to an instance of proclisis in the final 
sequence. Notice that the proclisis arrived at in this case involves a certain 
structural distance between the clitic and the verb.37 PF cliticization is sub-
sequently at work since the requirement that AgrOP be empty at PF should 
still be considered operative. Let us propose that PF cliticization be system-
atically on the right, namely onto the element that follows the one that must 
cliticize. The schema in (34) suggests that the relation between the clitic 
and the verb is ‘less strict’ in a structural situation of this kind. Indeed, it 
appears that there exist cases where a proclitic is separated from the verb by 
some adverbial element, typically the adverb bien. Consider the following 
examples, first discussed and pointed out by Kayne (1991):
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(35)	 a.	 Pour le bien faire
	 b.	 . . . en bien parler

Examples of this kind (fairly obsolete in present day French, though), can 
be taken to correspond to a representation (and the implied derivation) as 
the one illustrated by (34), where the clitic and the verb do not enter in any 
close morphosyntactic relation.

4.2	O n Enclisis and Positive Imperatives

A well-known, often observed fact that is coherently shared by the vari-
ous Romance languages is that positive imperatives systematically display 
enclisis. Consider the basic paradigm that illustrates this fact in Italian and 
French:

(36) a. Fallo Fais-le
do it(CL)

b. Facciamolo Faisons-le
let us do it(CL)

c. Fatelo Faites-le
do(2PL) it(CL)

Without developing a systematic analysis of the syntax of imperatives, 
this section implements a proposal that mainly focuses on Italian, under the 
assumption that it should naturally extend to those languages that share the 
same relevant properties. Some speculations will also be developed on the 
possible analysis holding for French.

An often observed fact concerning imperatives is that their verbal mor-
phology is somewhat reduced/impoverished. Italian is particularly revealing 
in this regard, since tense and subject agreement morphology are often quite 
explicit, e.g., in the case of various forms of the indicative. Nevertheless, 
no tense and subject agreement morphology is manifested with imperative 
forms. The examples in (37) are especially relevant in this respect:

(37)	 a.	 Fa’ questo lavoro
		  do this work
	 b.	 Di’ la verità
		  say the truth
	 c.	 Va’ a casa
		  go home
	 d.	 Sta’ a casa
		  stay home

All the examples in (37) contain a second person singular imperative. 
Indeed, the second person can be the only real person of the imperative.38 If 
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we consider singular to be the default number, second person singular can 
be taken to constitute the only real imperative form. Interestingly, while first 
and and second person plural, usually quoted in the imperative paradigm, 
correspond to the indicative morphology (facciamo/let’s do, fate/do-pl), 
a special imperative morphology only exists for the second person singu-
lar. (37) provides some illustrative examples. Notice now that all of the 
examples in (37) share the property of not manifesting tense and subject 
agreement overt morphology. This property is realized in one of two ways: 
either through use of a truncated form [of the indicative (37) a., c., and d., 
or through use of an altogether special form (37) b.1].39 Both the truncated 
forms and the special one are interpreted as second person singular; further-
more, truncated forms (of the corresponding indicative) only exist for the 
second person singular, thus somehow confirming the idea that this really 
is the only person of the imperative. Notice incidentally that converging 
evidence to this effect is provided by contrasts like the one in (38). Given 
the root nature of imperative clauses, a clause containing an unambiguously 
imperative form should not be able to be embedded. This is clearly illus-
trated by the sharp ungrammaticality of (38) b. where the second person 
imperative form di’ is present:40

(38)	 a.	 Ho sotenuto che dici la verità
		  ‘I claim that you say the truth’
	 b.	 *Ho sostenuto che di’ la verità

The set of these observations naturally leads us to the following hypoth-
esis: T and AgrS do not actively enter in the checking process of the impera-
tive verbal morphology. Checking of the verbal morphology is performed 
below the T and AgrS level.41

Let us now make some more general remarks on imperative clauses, 
starting by asking the following question: Where does the imperative inter-
pretation come from? Assume it is forced upon the presence in the sentence 
peripheral Comp of an Imp(erative) Operator. The fundamental syntactic 
role of this Op is to bind an empty category filling the subject position of 
imperative clauses and attribute to it the value of a constant corresponding 
to ‘second person, sing/pl, +/–speaker’ = tu (you, sing), voi (you, pl), noi 
(we) (cf. note 39). The relation between the Op and the constant accounts 
for the ‘quasi-null-subject’ phenomenology occurring in imperatives across 
language types. Of course, that the empty subject of imperatives cannot be 
dealt with as a pronominal null-subject of the kind found in real null-subject 
languages is precisely indicated by the fact that its referential value is limited 
just to those persons compatible with the imperative interpretation. Accord-
ing to our earlier proposal, this reduces the interpretive options to the sec-
ond person (modulo number variation and +/–inclusion of the speaker). 
Consider further the following general point. The operator binding the sub-
ject position can be taken to fill the A′ Spec of (some relevant head in the) 
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CP (area).42 Suppose now that each time an Op carrying a particular fea-
ture fills the relevant A′ Spec position a general well-formedness condition, 
ultimately forced upon us by the interpretation, is at work requiring that a 
head carrying the very same feature fills the head of the same projection. The 
requirement for this type of an A′ agreement relation has been discussed in 
the literature with respect to wh-structures and negative structures in the 
form of different instances of a well-formedness criterion: the ‘wh-criterion’ 
(Rizzi 1991) and the ‘negative criterion’ (Rizzi 1991; Haegeman 1992). A 
criterion of the same kind should then be operative in imperative clauses as 
well, call it the ‘imperative criterion’ for the sake of clarity. It can be phrased 
as in (39):

(39)	 Imperative Criterion
	� An imperative Op must be in a Spec-head relation with an im-

perative head and vice versa.

On which head is the imperative feature located? It is natural to assume 
that it is located on the verb, as the existence of some special imperative 
morphology like the one discussed earlier strongly suggests. This has the 
immediate consequence that, in order to satisfy the criterion in (39), the 
verb has to move up to the head of the projection in the peripheral CP 
area whose Spec contains the Imperative operator. In other words, impera-
tive clauses should involve a ‘V to C’ type process that exactly parallels the 
one at work in wh-questions in English giving rise to ‘Aux to C’ movement 
(Rizzi 1991):43

(40)	 Whati hasj John ej said ei?

If the sketched analysis of imperative clauses and the processes taking 
place within them as well as the proposed analysis of the imperative verbal 
morphology are on the right track, we are in a position to provide a fairly 
straightforward interpretation of the enclisis occurring in positive imper-
atives, which is the central empirical concern of this section. Indeed, this 
interpretation is going to parallel, in all relevant respects, the one developed 
for the cases of enclisis already analyzed, those involving nonfinite verbal 
morphology in Italian.

Consider the case of structures containing a clitic within AgrO. Since 
checking of the verbal morphology is performed in a low position in the 
clause, nothing prevents the verb from passing through AgrO and taking the 
clitic with it on its way to (the relevant head in the) C (area). As it is always 
the case when it is the verb that adjoins to the (head carrying the) clitic, 
according to our proposal, the result systematically produces enclisis.44

Before concluding this discussion, a (highly speculative) consideration 
must be made for French. In section 4.1 we made the proposal that French 
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object clitics are still maximal projections at the level of AgrOP. We formu-
lated the hypothesis by saying that, at this level, they are weak pronouns. 
It is through this hypothesis that we were able to account for the proclisis 
occurring with nonfinite inflections. The natural question that arises here is 
why enclisis should then be manifested with French imperatives. Of course, 
it is not at all plausible to assume that cliticization works differently in 
imperatives so that, only in these structures, the clitic should be a head at the 
level of AgrOP and enclisis would be obtained in the same way as in Italian. 
A more reasonable approach would be one that tries to relate the somehow 
‘special’ output of cliticization in French imperatives to the peculiar verb 
syntax that imperatives display under the analysis we proposed. Consider 
the following line of reasoning. The functional projections that lie between 
AgrOP and CP (or, rather, the relevant A′ area) are (at least) T and AgrS. We 
claimed that these heads play no role in the checking of verbal morphol-
ogy; however, the verb should pass through them on its way to C due to the 
operation of the HMC. Let us say that T (and AgrS) is ‘radically empty’ in 
imperatives. Hence, if we admit, as we already have, that the clitic moves as a 
head at the level of T, and that in this case it substitutes for a radically empty 
T head, the verb should then be able to take it on its way to C, adjoining to 
it, much as it does in languages like Italian at the level of AgrO already. Cru-
cial in this sketch of an account is the idea that the clitic can move as a head 
by substitution into T in imperative clauses since only in these structures is 
T (and AgrS as well) ‘radically empty.’ This distinguishes the T (and AgrS) 
functional head of imperatives from that of both finite and nonfinite clauses. 
If such an assumption is fairly evident for the case of finite inflections, it 
seems to be less so, intuitively, for other non-finite inflections (infinitives, 
gerunds . . .). However, the hypothesis can appear to be less stipulative if 
we correlate it to the fact that T is able to autonomously attract the verb in 
some nonfinite inflections in French as well, notably in the case of the infini-
tive. It then seems reasonable to conclude that T is not as radically empty in 
other nonfinite inflections as it is in the case of imperatives.45 This is what 
makes this head available for the clitic to substitute. For the reasoning to be 
complete we will also have to admit that once the clitic leaves AgrO(P) as a 
head, as it does in both French and Italian, if substitution can be performed 
it is preferred over adjunction. Hence substitution into T is preferred to 
adjunction into the verb in T. This further step makes sure that a derivation 
yielding enclisis is anyway better evaluated with imperatives than one that 
would parallel that of infinitives, necessarily leading to proclisis. It is along 
these lines that the system would try to capture the differences and similari-
ties existing within standard French between structures containing nonfinite 
inflections and imperatives.

Let us summarize the fundamental features of the analysis developed. 
We have claimed that the factor triggering clitic movement is the neces-
sity for the clitic to check its (strong) Case feature. This singles out the 
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AgrOP projection as the landing site of clitic movement. Necessity of void-
ing AgrO(P) prior to PF accounts for the subsequent movement of the clitic, 
thus providing a characterization of cliticization as a phenomenon funda-
mentally triggered by PF factors. The basic properties of clitic syntax are 
derived in combination with specific hypotheses on the structure of the clitic 
DP, clause structure, verb syntax, and the mechanisms involved in the check-
ing of verbal morphology.



T&F Proofs: Not for Distribution

Part II

The Syntax of (Some) 
Discourse Related Strategies
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6	A spects of the Low IP Area

1	 Introduction

This chapter reconsiders and develops a proposal presented in Belletti 
(2001b). The discussion that follows leaves the core insight of the original 
proposal essentially unchanged, although some aspects of the implementa-
tion will be revised in a way that leads to changes in some areas; the overall 
empirical coverage of the proposal itself will also be widened.

Recent studies on the cartography of the left periphery of the clause, 
starting with Rizzi (1997) and subsequent works (see also Poletto 2000; 
Benincà 2001; Benincà and Poletto 2004; Poletto and Pollock 2004a and 
references cited therein), have come to the conclusion that the clause (IP, 
henceforth for simplicity) external area, traditionally labeled CP, is indeed a 
much richer and articulated space than traditionally assumed. Several dedi-
cated positions split the single head C, including positions indicating the 
Force of the following clause and its Fin(itness). As extensively discussed 
in Rizzi (1997) and related work, between Force and Fin various other CP 
internal positions are identified: crucially a Focus position surrounded by 
(possibly iterated) Topic positions. Processes of Focalization and Topicaliza-
tion are thus analyzed as involving movement of a phrase to the dedicated 
position in the left periphery.1 In this view, the different interpretations of 
the peripheral constituent, either as a topic or as a focus with respect to 
the following sentence, are automatic reflexes of the derived configuration. 
Under the general idea that a relation that closely recalls an agreement rela-
tion, and that is often assimilated to it, is established between the head of 
a phrase and the constituent filling its Spec,2 a focus head and the phrase 
in its specifier will share the focus feature/interpretation; an identical rela-
tion will account for the topic interpretation of a phrase in the specifier of 
the topic projection. These by now fairly standard assumptions provide a 
very simple and straightforward way of expressing the mechanisms grant-
ing the possible different interpretations related to different configurations. 
The interpretation as focus or topic of an element in the left periphery is 
an automatic consequence of the element’s filling the specifier of different 
heads. A simple conclusion of the sort could not be as easily drawn in a 
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CP projection not internally analyzed and split in the different positions 
discussed in the references cited. The relation between syntax and the inter-
pretative interface (LF) is expressed in an optimally simple way: The inter-
pretation is read off the syntactic configuration. The same analysis should 
also lead to an equally simple way to express the relation of the syntactic 
configuration with the phonetic/phonological interface. In particular, as far 
as the stress contour of a clause and its overall intonation are concerned, 
they should be directly determined from the syntactic configuration. Typi-
cally, a focused constituent in the left periphery is contrastively stressed; 
a topicalized phrase in the peripheral position is associated with a special 
downgrading intonation:

(1)	 a.	 A GIANNI ho dato il libro (non a Piero)
		  to Gianni I have given the book (not to Piero)
	 b.	 A Gianni, (gli) ho dato il libro
		  to Gianni (I) to him (cl) have given the book

Both intonations should be directly read off the different syntactic posi-
tions the phrases occupy in the CP area.

The proposal developed here analyzes the fine-grained structural cartog-
raphy of the clause’s (IP) internal low area. It will be suggested that the 
area immediately above the verb phrase displays a significant resemblance 
with the left periphery of the clause, the so-called CP area just discussed. In 
particular, a clause-internal Focus position, surrounded by Topic positions, 
is identified in the low part of the clause.3 Partly different intonations are 
associated to these positions as opposed to the parallel positions in the left 
periphery. Different interpretations are also associated to the positions of 
what we may call the ‘clause-internal periphery’ as opposed to those in the 
clause-external one. Both the interpretations and the related intonations are 
thus linked to properties of the configuration. Without attempting a system-
atic investigation of the various detectable differences holding between the 
left peripheral positions and the clause-internal parallel periphery but just 
pointing out some of the crucial ones, in what follows I concentrate on the 
properties of the clause-internal focus, with some reference to the clause-
internal topic.4

Before entering the close empirical investigation, one further general 
question should be raised. If the conclusion of the proposal to be presented 
here is on the right track, a significantly parallel configuration introduces 
the verb phrase and the IP. Assuming that this sort of duplication is justified 
on empirical grounds, the question as to why such a parallelism should exist 
arises. Although a definite answer to this at present relatively complex ques-
tion cannot be produced, it is worth pointing out that similar conclusions, 
differently phrased and in different perspectives, have already been reached. 
Most recently, Chomsky (2001) has precisely singled out CP and complete 
verb phrases (vP in his terminology) as ‘(strong) phases’ in the sense of the 
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recent version of the MP that is syntactic units that share a certain amount 
of independence (and that are transmitted to the interface systems). Accord-
ing to our proposal, CP and the verb phrase (vP or VP) would be parallel 
in that vP/VP has a CP-like periphery. Furthermore, various proposals have 
appeared in the literature ultimately attributing to vP/VP a periphery resem-
bling that of the clause. The idea has led to the assimilation of the vP/VP 
of the clause to the general format of small clauses, some of them VP small 
clauses. In this type of approach, small clauses are analyzed as full clauses 
(Starke 1995; Sportiche 1995) including a peripheral C projection. The pro-
posal presented here can be seen as a contribution within this same line of 
approach to clause structure, providing a more fine-grained design of the 
assumed vP/VP-periphery.

2	 The position of postverbal subjects

Let us briefly review the fundamental data arguing for the plausibility of the 
proposal that a clause-internal focus position be present in the vP area.5

Subject inversion is a widespread phenomenon in Romance. The topic 
has been extensively addressed, with the general conclusion that so-called 
Free Subject Inversion is a fundamental property of null-subject languages 
somehow linked to the possibility of leaving the preverbal subject posi-
tion phonetically unrealized.6 Among the Romance languages, French has 
a special status in that it does not display the phenomenon of free subject 
inversion, a consequence of its non-null-subject nature. Indeed, the kind of 
inversion structures allowed in French—the so-called Stylistic Inversion (SI) 
structures (Kayne and Pollock 1978, 2001)—have very different properties 
from those found in null-subject Romance languages: Descriptively, they 
require a ‘trigger’ for inversion (wh, subjunctive), while no overt trigger is 
required in the case of Free Inversion (whence, the characterization as ‘free’, 
FI). Basing my discussion mainly on Italian as far as FI is concerned,7 the 
following contrasts arise with French:

(2)	 a.	 Ha parlato Gianni.
		  has spoken Gianni
	 b.	 E’ partito Gianni.
		  is left Gianni
	 c.	 *A parlé Jean.
		  has spoken Jean
	 d.	 *Est parti Jean.
		  is left Jean
	 e.	 Le jour où a parlé/est parti Jean.
		  the day when has spoken/is left Jean
	 f.	 Il faut que parle/parte Jean.
		  it is necessary that speak/leave (subj.) Jean
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	 g.	 Il giorno in cui ha parlato/è partito Gianni.
		  the day in which has spoken/is left Gianni
	 h.	 E’ necessario che parli/parta Gianni.
		  it is necessary that speak/leave (subj.) Gianni

The fact that examples (2) g. and h. are possible in French as well, as in 
examples (2) e. and f., whereas examples (2) a. and b. are also perfectly well-
formed in Italian but are excluded in French, as shown in examples (2) c. 
and d., strongly indicates the different nature of the two inversion processes, 
SI and FI. The word-by-word parallelism of (2) e. and f. and (2) g. and h. 
must be considered epiphenomenal: The Italian structures in (2) g. and h. 
plausibly involve the same ‘inversion’8 process that is at work in (2) a. and 
b., which is different from the one at work for (2) e. and f. In their recent 
analysis of SI, Kayne and Pollock (2001) have crucially characterized the 
phenomenon as involving the high, clause-external periphery of the clause. 
Briefly put: The subject is moved out of the clause 9 to a position within 
the left periphery; the remnant IP is subsequently moved past the subject 
in a further higher position of the left periphery. One crucial feature of this 
analysis is that the subject is very high in the clause structure. A natural 
way to characterize the difference between SI and FI would then consist 
in assuming that the postverbal subject is not high in FI. As in traditional 
accounts, we could reach the conclusion that FI is indeed a clause-internal 
phenomenon.

According to this (rather traditional) hypothesis, the same order VS can 
be thought of as being obtained in two very different ways in the two pro-
cesses: either through IP-remnant movement as for SI or through movement 
of the verb over the subject as for FI.10 I assume that this characterization is 
fundamentally on the right track. As a general guideline, I adopt the restric-
tive working hypothesis that remnant-type movements be limited to those 
cases where interpretive/intonational factors seem to call for them. I assume 
that, although not always explicitly discussed in these terms in Kayne and 
Pollock (2001), this should be taken to be the case for SI in the frame of 
their analysis. However, a remnant-type analysis is not justified for FI in 
the general case. The next step is then to determine how internal to IP the 
postverbal subject is.

2.1	 Postverbal S is Low in the Clause Structure

The distributional evidence concerning the respective location of the subject 
and adverbs that are located in a very low position in the clause structure, 
according to Cinque’s (1999) hierarchy, discussed in Belletti (2001b) and 
also pointed out in Cardinaletti (2001), points to the conclusion that the 
postverbal subject is very low in the clause as it follows low adverbs. Con-
sider the contrasts in (3) in this perspective:
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(3)	 a.	 ?Capirà completamente Maria.
		  will understand completely Maria
	 b.	 ?Spiegherà completamente Maria al direttore.
		  will explain completely Maria to the director
	 c.	 ?Capirà/spiegherà bene Maria (al direttore).
		  will understand/explain well Maria (to the director)
	 d.	 Capirà/spiegherà tutto Maria (al direttore).
		  will understand/explain everything Maria (to the director)

(4)	 a.	 *Capirà/spiegherà Maria completamente (al direttore).
		  will understand/explain Maria completely (to the director)
	 b.	 *Capirà/spiegherà Maria bene (al direttore).
		  will understand/explain Maria well (to the director)
	 c.	 *Capirà/spiegherà Maria tutto (al direttore).
		  will understand Maria everything

Notice incidentally that similar data have been discussed also for Icelandic 
in Bobaljik and Jonas (1996), as in example (21), giving opposite results:

(5)	 það luku sennilega einhverjir studentar alveg verkefninu
	 there finished probably some students completely the assignment

(6)	 *það luku sennilega alveg einhverjir studentar verkefninu
	 there finished probably completely some students the assignment

The contrast between (3)–(4) and (5)–(6) suggests that a further, higher 
position is available for subjects in Icelandic, but not in Italian.

Note that no special intonation is associated with the sentences in (3). 
This will always be the case in the examples to be discussed here, unless 
explicitly indicated. The examples in (3) b., c., and d., where the postverbal 
subject is followed by a PP complement (see section 4.1 on this possibility) 
are particularly significant in that they indicate that further lower portions 
of the clause can be present following the subject (i.e., a PP complement).11 
Given the guidelines indicated earlier, as there do not seem to be reasons to 
admit a complex derivation including remnant movement steps, I assume 
that these steps are not implemented in the derivation of these sentences. 
Whence the significance of these cases.12

A closer discussion of the lack of the ‘?’ in example (3) d. is also relevant 
in this connection. Suppose that the ‘?’ on (3) a., b., and c. is due to some 
interference effect between the adverb and the postverbal subject, which 
should ideally immediately follow the verb. The perfect status of (3) d. is 
an indication that no interference operates here. The relevant notion char-
acterizing the disturbing proximity between the adverb and the postverbal 
subject must be hierarchical, as all the examples are alike from the linear 



166  Structures and Strategies

T&F Proofs: Not for Distribution

point of view (see Rizzi 1996 for a proposal). As tutto is supposed to move 
in the clause leaving its original location,13 contrary to adverbs, it can be 
assumed that it is precisely this movement that is responsible for the estab-
lishment of the relevant necessary distance between tutto and the postverbal 
subject. Notice now that, were the Vadv/tuttoS order to be obtained through 
remnant movement of the relevant portion of the IP,14 leaving the subject 
behind, there would not be any way to capture the relevant hierarchical 
distinction between the adverbs and tutto, which are both equally included 
in the remnant moved portion.15

From the preceding considerations, we can conclude that the shape of 
paradigms (3) and (4) is a clear indication that the subject is low in the 
clause structure.

2.2	 Postverbal S and Extraction

If we abstract away from the case of postverbal subjects of unaccusatives,16 
it appears that the postverbal subject is not a felicitous extraction domain. 
Both ne cliticization and wh-extraction are less than perfect, as illustrated 
in (7):

(7)	 a.	 Ha telefonato il direttore del giornale al presidente.
		  has phoned the director of the newspaper to the president
	 b.	 ?? Il giornale di cui ha telefonato il direttore al presidente.
		  the newspaper of which phoned the director to the president
	 c.	 ?? Ne ha telefonato il direttore al presidente.
		  of it has phoned the director to the president
	 d.	 ?? Ne hanno telefonato molti al presidente.
		  of them have phoned many to the president

If we put together the observations of the preceding section and the shape 
of paradigm (7), we can conclude that the low position of the subject is not 
an extraction domain, as extraction gives rise to CED-type effects.17

Kayne and Pollock (2001) point out a distinction as for extractability 
from the postverbal subject in French SI. While extraction of en appears to 
be impossible, combien extraction gives better results:

(8)	 a.	 *Le jour où en ont téléphoné trois.
(Kayne and Pollock (19a))

		  the day when of them (cl) have called three
	 b.	 ?*Le jour où en sont partis trois.

(Kayne and Pollock (19c))
		  the day when of them (cl) are left three
	 c.	 *Le criminel qu’en ont comdamné trois.

(Kayne and Pollock (21))
		  the criminal that of (them) have condemned three
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	 d.	 Combien ont téléphoné de linguistes?
(Kayne and Pollock (29a))

		  how many have called of linguists
	 e.	 Combien sont partis de linguistes?

(Kayne and Pollock (29b))
		  how many are left of linguists

Their interpretation of the contrast is in terms of c-command. The IP 
preceding the subject is moved past it through remnant movement. In the 
resulting configuration en does not c-command its trace within the subject 
from which it has been extracted; hence a violation of proper binding is cre-
ated. No equivalent violation is created in the case of combien extraction 
via wh-movement as the wh-quantifier is further raised to the appropriate 
high position in the CP where wh-phrases normally end up. From there it 
c-commands its trace as required. As no contrast is displayed in the Italian 
examples between en extraction and wh-extraction, this is an indication 
that a similar analysis should not be extended to the FI structures.18 The 
conclusion must be that the position occupied by the postverbal subject 
in FI is not a felicitous extraction domain altogether. If the proposal that 
follows is on the right track, a natural reason can be provided for that, as 
such position is identified with the Specifier of a Focus phrase,19 not an 
argument position in the sense relevant for CED.20 I now turn to the core 
of this proposal.

3	 The interpretation of  
the postverbal subject in FI

Here I briefly review the fundamental paradigm leading to the proposal. 
Question–answer pairs like the following indicate that the postverbal sub-
ject can be interpreted as new information focus:

(9) a. Chi è partito / ha parlato ?
who has left/has spoken

b. E’ partito / ha parlato Gianni.
has left/has spoken Gianni

c. #Gianni è partito / ha parlato.
Gianni has left/has spoken

However, with the appropriate intonation and in the appropriate prag-
matic conditions, a postverbal subject can also receive the topic (given infor-
mation) interpretation:

(10)	 a.	 Che cosa ha poi fatto Gianni?
		  What has Gianni finally done
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	 b.	 Ha (poi) parlato, Gianni.
		  He has finally spoken, Gianni

In what follows I will mainly concentrate my attention on the new infor-
mation focus interpretation, keeping the possibility of exchanges like the 
one in (10) in mind, as they can provide a direct indication of the fine con-
figuration of the low IP internal area under discussion (see section 6 for 
more on that).

It is very clear from the contrast between (9) b. and (9) c. that the postver-
bal and the preverbal position21 have a very different informational content: 
Only the former can carry new information. The postverbal subject is also 
informationally new when the whole clause is new information. Example 
(9) b. is also an appropriate answer to a general question like (11), while (9) 
c. would not be, unless some presupposition is held by the speaker concern-
ing the subject:

(11)	 Che cosa è successo?
	 What happened?

Let us concentrate our attention on the case of the so-called narrow new 
information focus reading of sentences like (9) b.22

According to the general guidelines assumed in this work, the focus inter-
pretation of the postverbal subject should optimally come out of the syntac-
tic configuration in which the subject DP is inserted. As I have shown that 
the subject is low in the clause structure, this naturally leads to the proposal 
that it should fill a low Focus position (or Topic, see section 6).23 This in turn 
argues in favor of the existence of such a position clause-internally.

To make the point stronger, a possible alternative should be considered, 
in line with the assumed guidelines: The postverbal subject fills a Focus 
position indeed, but this position is not clause-internal; rather, this posi-
tion should be identified with the left peripheral one already proposed and 
independently justified in the literature. According to this alternative, the 
subject is actually very high in the clause structure and the portion of the 
clause preceding it is even higher. Within this analysis, FI would look much 
more akin to SI than we have hypothesized so far. The following section 
closely discusses, and dismisses on further empirical grounds, this alterna-
tive, which the data discussed in section 2 already put into question.

3.1	 The Subject Is Not High in FI

We saw in section 2 data involving the distribution of low adverbs lead-
ing to the conclusion that S is low in FI. We also noticed some properties 
(extraction) differentiating SI and FI. We now look at other differentiating 
behaviors of SI and FI that appear to be naturally derived if the postverbal 
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subject is thought of as being high in the former case, but low in the latter. 
Consider the following contrasts:

(12)	 a.	 Non ho incontrato che (i/dei) linguisti.
		  I have ‘not’ seen ‘that’ (the/some) linguists
	 b.	 Non hanno parlato che (i/dei) linguisti.
		  have ‘not’ spoken ‘that’ (the/some) linguists
	 c.	 *(Che) (i/dei) linguisti non hanno parlato.24

		  (‘that’) (the/some) linguists ‘not’ have spoken

(13)	 a.	 Non conosco alcun linguista.25

		  I do not know any linguists
	 b.	 Non parlerà alcun linguista.
		  will not speak any linguist
	 c.	 *Alcun linguista non parlerà.
		  Any linguist will not speak

(14)	 a.	 Non ho visto nessuno.
		  (I) have not seen nobody
	 b.	 Non ha parlato nessuno.
		  has not spoken nobody
	 c.	 *Nessuno non ha parlato.
		  nobody has not spoken

In all the examples the postverbal noun phrase is an NPI element that 
needs to be licenced by the negative marker non. Suppose that licencing is 
obtained through c-command: In all of the b. examples, the postverbal sub-
ject behaves like the direct object of the a. examples and differently from the 
corresponding preverbal subject of the c. examples. This strongly suggests 
that the necessary c-command relation is established in the b. examples as it 
is in the a. examples. In turn, this suggests that the b. sentences should not 
be analyzed as involving a high subject and a higher remnant IP. If that were 
the case, the relevant c-command relation could not be established and the 
resulting sentences should be as ungrammatical as those involving a prever-
bal subject are.26 Indeed, paradigms with precisely this type of distribution 
of judgments are discussed by Kayne and Pollock and are used as an argu-
ment in favor of their analysis of SI in terms of remnant movement of IP past 
the high subject. The relevant examples that they discuss in this connection 
are reproduced in (15):

(15)	 a.	 Jean a peu vu de linguistes.
		  Jean few saw of linguists
	 b.	 *De linguistes ont peu vu Jean.
		  of linguists have few seen Jean
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	 c.	 *Le jour où ont peu téléphoné de linguistes.
		  the day where have few phoned of linguist
	 d.	 Il n’a pas vu de linguistes.
		  he has not seen of linguist
	 e. *De linguistes ne sont pas venus.
		  Of linguists are not come
	 f.	 *Le jour où ne sont pas venus de linguistes.
		  the day where are not come of linguists

If peu and pas are taken to be the licenser of the polarity noun phrase 
introduced by de, lack of c-command can be held as the responsible factor 
ruling out the de-phrase from the preverbal subject position. Similarly, lack 
of c-command could account for the same impossibility in (15) c. and f. that 
involve SI. This sort of paradigm is then utilized by Kayne and Pollock as a 
substantial argument in favor of their analysis of SI.

The shape of the Italian paradigm remains unchanged if the relevant 
examples are made equally complex as the SI cases:

(16)	 a.	 Il giorno in cui non hanno parlato che (i/dei) linguisti.
		  the day when have not spoken that (the/some) linguists
	 b.	 Il fatto di cui non parlerà alcun linguista.
		  the fact of which will not speak any linguist
	 c.	 Il momento in cui non ha parlato nessuno.
		  the moment in which has not spoken anybody

The postverbal subject of FI is then not a high subject. If it is correct to 
assume that it fills a Focus position, this position cannot be the high, left 
peripheral one.27

3.2	 The Postverbal Subject Does Not  
Fill the Left Peripheral Focus

Furthermore, the identification of the focus position of postverbal subjects 
with the left peripheral one does not seem justified on empirical grounds 
if the kind of focal interpretation is considered in more detail. In Italian, 
the peripheral focus position is systematically associated with a contrastive/
corrective interpretation and carries a special stress, as mentioned in con-
nection with (1). No equivalent interpretation or intonation is necessarily 
associated with a postverbal subject. Although, as noted earlier, the postver-
bal subject is the carrier of new information, the peripheral focus position 
cannot be associated with simple new information:

(17)	 a.	 Chi è partito / ha parlato ?
		  Who has left/has spoken?
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	 b.	 (*) GIANNI è partito/ha parlato.
		  GIANNI has left/has spoken

(18)	 a.	 Che cosa hai letto?
		  What have you read?
	 b.	 (*) Il LIBRO ho letto (non il giornale).
		  THE BOOK I have read, not the newspaper

Examples (17) b. and (18) b. are not appropriate answers to genuine 
questions of information. Contrast or correction is necessarily implied. It 
would be difficult to understand why the opposite should hold for postver-
bal subjects.28 From this it is legitimate to conclude that the focus position 
hosting the postverbal subject cannot be the same as the one located in the 
left periphery. Rather, it must be a clause-internal position and the VS order 
is not obtained through a remnant topicalization process that moves a por-
tion of IP over a left peripheral high subject. I maintain that an analysis along 
these lines could hold for SI, as in Kayne and Pollock, but not for FI.29

The most direct way to phrase the proposal is in terms of a diagram like 
(19) a., which postulates the presence of the clause-internal focus position 
right above the verb phrase. This is too simple a version of the proposal, 
though, and it must be enriched to allow for topic-like positions to also be 
present in the low, clause-internal domain. In this way the possible topic 
interpretation of postverbal subjects illustrated by sentences like (10) b. will 
be directly captured. This leads to the version in (19) b., which assumes 
a strict parallelism between the clause-internal vP/VP-periphery and the 
clause-external one in the CP left periphery, mentioned at the outset:

(19) a. FocusP b. TopP
2 2

vP FocusP
2

TopP
2

vP

3.3	 Why Is S Focus (or Topic) in FI?

We have established that S typically is a new information focus in FI, and 
we have made the hypothesis that this is a consequence of S filling a clause-
internal focus position where it is interpreted. The question then is: What 
forces S to be in focus? Or, put it differently: Why is S necessarily focalized 
in FI?

In Belletti (2001b) I related that to Case: If Case is only assigned locally, 
there is no available Case assignor for S in the lower portion of the clause. 
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S moves to Focus in order to be licenced by a different feature from Case—
namely Focus. But, the hypothesis of allowing Focus to play a role com-
parable to Case can look like a weakening of the general approach, as it 
is not obvious what Case and Focus should have in common that would 
allow them to play an essentially equivalent role.30 Moreover, in recent ver-
sions of MP, Chomsky has made the proposal that Case assignment can be 
a non-local process and that Case can also be available at a distance, with 
the (agreeing) Case assigning head looking for its Case assignee target also 
in a non-local domain. If some process of the sort has to be admitted, we 
should look for a different reason accounting for the focalized nature of the 
postverbal subject.

I would like to speculate that this effect may be somewhat ultimately 
related to economy considerations. Let us ask, what would fill the pre-
verbal subject position in FI structures; namely, what would satisfy EPP? 
I will assume that, as in traditional accounts, the preverbal subject posi-
tion is filled by a non-overt expletive pro, the associate of the postverbal 
subject:

pro ha parlato Gianni
has spoken Gianni

No expletive is present in structures that contain a preverbal subject, as 
the EPP is satisfied by the lexical subject in those structures. Hence, FI struc-
tures contain one element more than the structures containing a preverbal 
subject. Suppose that a kind of economy principle drives the selection of the 
initial Lexical Array (LA) (Chomsky 2000) to the effect that an LA bigger 
in size is to be chosen only for some ‘purpose,’ or, to put it in Chomsky’s 
terms, only if this choice has a reflex on the outcome. Focalization could 
precisely be one such reflex. It can be assumed that exactly the same ulti-
mate reason is responsible for the topic interpretation of the postverbal 
subject as well.31 If this line of interpretation is on the right track, focaliza-
tion (or topic interpretation) of the postverbal subject could be derived 
without having to admit any special licencing property for the focus (or 
topic) feature, comparable to Case.32 I tentatively make this assumption 
here.

4	On  VSXP

4.1	 VSO and VSPP

A fairly clear contrast can be detected with VSXP word order according to 
whether what follows S is a direct object or a PP. The following examples 
(discussed in part in the references cited) illustrate the contrast:
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(20)	 a.	 (?) Ha telefonato Maria al giornale.
		  has phoned Maria to the newspaper
	 b.	 *Ha comprato Maria il giornale.
		  has bought Maria the newspaper
	 c.	 (?) Ha parlato uno studente col direttore.
		  has spoken a student to the director
	 d.	 *Ha corrotto uno studente il direttore.
		  has bribed a student the director
	 e. (?) Ha sparato il bandito al carabiniere.
		  has shot the gangster at the policeman
	 f.	 *Ha colpito il bandito il carabiniere.
		  has hit the gangster the policeman
	 g. (?) Ha telefonato il direttore del giornale al presidente.
		  has phoned the director of the newspaper to the president
	 h.	 * Ha incontrato il direttore del giornale il presidente.
		  has met the director of the newspaper the president

The sentences in (20) should be pronounced with continuous intonation, 
with no special break between S and the following complement. When a 
break intervenes, the picture changes in a way discussed in section 4.2.

The crucial difference between a direct object and a prepositional object 
is that the former is a DP while the latter is a PP. DPs need Case, while PPs 
do not.33 Rather, it is the DP embedded within the PP that needs Case and 
such Case is provided/checked within the PP, due to the presence of P. A 
Case-related account thus suggests itself that I will phrase in the following 
terms. Assume that the direct object must be associated with a relevant Case 
assigning/checking head. Assume this Case-related head 34 to be located 
outside vP/VP in a position higher than the Focus projection hosting the 
postverbal subject. This is the crucial factor ruling out VSO: The relation of 
O with the Case assigning/checking head cannot be established due to the 
intervention of S, ultimately, due to RM.35 Consider the simplified represen-
tation in (21) illustrating this point:

(21) v +Acc

Focus

Topic vP

S

* (v)

V DP(O)/PP
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As no relation external to vP is required for PPs, no RM violation is 
brought about by the presence of a PP following the postverbal S.

Two further considerations have to be made, before moving to the dis-
cussion of VS#O (# is an intonational break). The VSPP sequences in (20) 
appear to be optimally appropriate in situations where the whole verb phrase 
is taken to be new information focus. The most direct way to characterize 
this interpretation within the guidelines assumed so far would be to assume 
that it is actually the whole verb phrase, rather than just the subject, that 
moves to the specifier of the Focus phrase. We leave this as an open possibil-
ity. If this hypothesis is adopted, nothing changes in the proposed account 
for the different status of VSPP versus VSO, as all the relevant hierarchical 
relations involved remain unchanged.36 Note that PP can also be the topic 
in sentences displaying the VSPP order. This would be the case in a sentence 
like (22) b. as an answer to (22) a., which is normally associated with a 
downgrading intonation on the PP:

(22)	 a.	 Chi ha sparato al carabiniere?
	 b.	 Ha sparato il bandito al carabiniere

In these sentences only the subject should fill the Focus position.
As a last remark, something should also be said on the mild (the question 

mark in parentheses) degradation attributed to the VSPP examples in (20). 
The less than perfect status of these examples could be related to a tendency 
to have a narrow focus interpretation of the postverbal subject, hence a 
preference to have it in the last position.37 The tendency is not respected 
in the relevant examples in (20), whence their less than perfect status. On 
the other hand, no grammatical principle is violated, so these sentences are 
acceptable.

4.2	 VS#O

Judgments change according to whether a pause intervenes between S and O, 
when O is a direct object. Consider the following two possible sentences:

(23)	 a.	 L’ha comprato Maria, il giornale.
		  it(cl) bought Maria, the newspaper
	 b.	 Ha comprato Maria, il giornale.
		  has bought Maria, the newspaper

Example (23) a. is a case of clitic right dislocation, (23) b. is a case of 
so-called emarginazione—‘marginalization’—in the sense of Antinucci and 
Cinque (1977). After the pause, indicated in both cases by the comma, 
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a downgrading intonation characterizes the pronunciation of the follow-
ing direct object. Although apparently very similar, the two structures can 
be considered to significantly differ. The distinction, which only manifests 
itself in few special contexts, has been brought to light in Cardinaletti 
(2001) and Frascarelli (2000). Consider the following question–answer 
pairs:

(24)	 A: Chi ha comprato il giornale?
		  Who bought the newspaper?
	 B:	 a.	 L’ha comprato Maria, il giornale
			   It(cl) bought M., the newspaper
		  b.	*Ha comprato MARIA, il giornale
			   has bought M. the newspaper

The postverbal subject is necessarily contrastively focused in the case of 
emarginazione [(24) Bb] while it is not necessarily so in the case of right dis-
location [(24) Ba]. This explains why a sentence like (24) Ba can be a felici-
tous answer to the question of information in (24) A, while (24) Bb cannot. 
Example (24) Bb essentially reproduces the judgment reported in (17) and 
(18). The following account can be provided for the distinction.

Consider the analysis of (24) Ba first. Following Cecchetto (1999), I 
assume that the right dislocated phrase fills a clause-internal low topic posi-
tion; the clitic is raised to the appropriate clitic position in the higher portion 
of the clause, leaving behind the topicalized object, with a stranding type of 
derivation that assimilates these structures to clitic-doubling structures in 
most important respects.38 Given the shape of the vP/VP-periphery assumed 
here, this amounts to claiming that the right dislocated phrase fills the low 
topic position below the clause-internal focus. We can assume that the neces-
sary Case requirements are fulfilled by the clitic in these structures.39 Hence, 
there is no need to directly associate the topicalized direct object with the 
Case head located above the Focus projection. The postverbal subject fills 
the low focus position, accounting for its possible interpretation as new 
information focus.

Let us elaborate more on how the clitic fulfills Case requirements in (24) 
Ba. As the clitic moves to the (Specifier of the) Case projection, it ends up in 
a position higher than the position filled by S. In this position no interfer-
ence by S occurs; hence accusative can be correctly assigned, or checked.40 
Lack of clitic would leave the direct object as the only element to fulfill Case 
requirements, with O in VP and anyway lower than S; there is no way to 
avoid interference by S. The structure is consequently impossible, as we saw 
VSO structures are in general. The following schema summarizes the two 
different situations:
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(21′)

O

v +Acc

Focus (S)

Topic vP

(S)
* (v)

V O

Given the very different status of (24) Ba and (24) Bb, an analysis along 
the lines just proposed is not to be extended to (24) Bb. In fact, an analy-
sis along these lines could not be extended to (24) Bb, given the analysis 
just developed. Lack of the clitic in (24) Bb indicates that the object has 
to be related to its Case-assigning head directly, without the mediation of 
the clitic. Hence, the structure is impossible as VSO usually is, as discussed. 
The presence of a pause in VS#O should not make any difference. The fact 
that the same word order is in fact (only) acceptable with an interpretation 
of the subject as contrastive focus rather than new information focus indi-
cates that a different structure and derivation should be associated with this 
interpretation/intonation.

Let us make the restrictive hypothesis that the contrastive focus interpre-
tation is available in the left peripheral focus position and, in fact, this inter-
pretation is available only in that position. If this is the case, the contrastive 
focus interpretation indicates that the element carrying it is located in the 
high left peripheral focus position. This means that the postverbal subject 
should fill the peripheral focus position in (24) Bb, and this has a direct con-
sequence for the object. We can think that movement of the subject to the 
clause-external focus position frees the object to establish the appropriate 
relation with the vP external Case-assigning head. Schematically, if in (24) 
Ba the order of the relevant projections is the one indicated in (25), with S 
intervening between the object Case-assigning head and O itself, in (24) Bb 
the order is the one indicated in (26), where S does not create any interven-
tion effect, it being much higher in the structure:

(25)	 . . . v+Acc . . . [Focus (S)] . . . [Topic (O)] . . . [VP (S) . . . (O)]41

(26)	 . . . [Focus S] . . . [IP . . . v+Acc . . . [Focus ] . . . [Topic	 ] . . . [VP . . . (O)]]
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If this is the correct hypothesis, the natural analysis of sentences like (24) 
Bb must imply that other topicalization processes are at work to reach the 
final word order: topicalization of the direct object into the peripheral topic 
position located below the focus projection (Rizzi 1997), and remnant topi-
calization of the remaining portion of the IP past the peripheral focalized 
subject and topicalized direct object:

(27)	� . . . [ [IPk	 ei ha comprato ej]Top [[MARIA] Foc] [[il giornale] 
Top] . . . IPk

42

4.2.1	A  Follow-up on VS#O

Given the described analysis of the ‘emarginazione’ cases of VS#O, a natural 
question to ask is what would happen if the IP remnant movement part of 
the derivation does not take place.43

It appears that sentences resulting from this kind of derivation are rela-
tively acceptable:44

(28)	 a.	 ?MARIA, quel giornale, ha comprato.
		  Maria, that newspaper, has bought
	 b.	 ?QUEI RAGAZZI, Maria, hanno criticato.
		  those boys, Maria, have criticized
	 c.	 ?IL RESPONSABILE, le soluzioni, troverà.
		  the responsible, the solutions, will find

We can assume that the same procedures involved in the derivation of the 
‘emarginazione’ ‘VS#O’ cases would extend to (28), modulo absence of the 
IP remnant movement step.

Direct objects are not normally allowed to be topics, without a clitic 
being present in the following clause. Well-known contrasts like the one in 
(29) are easily detectable, however:

(29)	 a.	 Il discorso, (Gianni) lo leggerà (Gianni) (a tutti).
		  the discourse, (Gianni) it-cl will read (Gianni) (to everybody)
	 b.	 *Il discorso, (Gianni) leggerà (Gianni) (a tutti).
		  the discourse, (ianni) will read (Gianni) (to everybody)

As the constituents in parenthesis indicate, their presence and location 
appear to be irrelevant: The source of the contrast in (29)—in particular 
the ungrammaticality of (29) b.—is solely to be identified in the absence 
of the clitic. Suppose that necessity of the clitic here is due to the fact that 
the empty position to which the topicalized phrase should be linked would 
not otherwise have a precise status (an assumption often made).45 The fact 
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that the clitic can be missing in (28) is further indication that the possibil-
ity comes as a by-product of the clause-external focalization of the subject. 
Indeed, the phenomenon appears to be more general, as the possibility is 
also manifested if another constituent, different from the subject, is focal-
ized, as indicated in (30) a., which contrasts with (30) b.:

(30)	 a.	 A GIANNI, il libro, ho dato.
		  to Gianni, the book, I have given
	 b.	 *Il libro ho dato a Gianni46.
		  the book I have given to Gianni

We can conclude that O can be topicalized without presence of the clitic 
only if another constituent is simultaneously focalized in the left periphery. 
We leave open for the time being a precise analysis as to exactly what kind 
of parasitic use of focalization the topicalized object is allowed to make, this 
depending crucially on what the exact explanation for the impossibility of 
(29) b. turns out to be, one option being the one alluded to earlier (and in 
note 45). We just note here that the equivalent of the emarginazione VS#O-
type sentences not involving the remnant step seems indeed to be possible, 
as one would expect. Also, in all the possible cases, O is adequately Case-
licenced IP internally due to lack of intervention of S. Lack of intervention is 
brought about by focalization of S in (28) and by movement of (null-subject 
pro) S to the preverbal subject position in cases like (30).

The kind of parasitic use of focalization that a topicalized direct object 
seems to be able to make, which we just discussed and that allows it to 
appear without a clitic in the following sentence, seems to be constrained 
in a precise manner: It is available only in the respective order illustrated in 
(28) and (30) with the focused phrase preceding the topic phrase. The oppo-
site order gives impossible results. Compare (28) and (30) with (31):

(31)	 a.	 *Quel giornale, MARIA, ha comprato.
		  that newspaper, Maria, has bought
	 b.	 *Maria, QUEI RAGAZZI, hanno criticato.
		  Maria, those boys, have criticized
	 c.	 *Le soluzioni, IL RESPONSABILE, troverà.
		  the solutions, the responsible, will find
	 d.	 *Il libro, a GIANNI, ho dato.
		  the book, to Gianni, I have given

We can describe the different status by observing that only a topic in a 
complement-like relation with focus can take advantage of presence of focus 
in the structure. If topic has focus as complement, the same advantage can-
not be taken. We leave open further elaborations on this point.47
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4.2.2	 VSO, S Pronoun

A systematic class of ‘exceptions’ to the general ban against VSO in Italian 
is provided by cases where S corresponds to a personal pronoun. Consider 
in this respect the contrast in (32):

(32)	 a.	 Di quel cassetto ho io le chiavi.
		  of that drawer have I the keys
	 b.	 *?Di quel cassetto ha Maria le chiavi.48

		  of that drawer has Maria the keys

While the sentence in (32) b. can only be rescued with a special con-
trastive or corrective intonation/interpretation on the postverbal subject 
‘Maria,’ no similar special intonation/interpretation needs to be associated 
with the pronoun in (32) a. The contrast between the personal pronoun and 
the lexical noun phrase suggests that pronouns should avail themselves of 
a further position in the postverbal domain, which is excluded for lexical 
noun phrases. This further subject position should be higher than the one 
filled by the lexical noun phrase and such that it would not interfere in the 
Case assignment of the direct object.

Converging evidence is provided by the contrasts in (33). While a lexical 
postverbal subject noun phrase must follow low adverbs, a postverbal pro-
nominal subject must precede them:

(33)	 a.	 Di questo mi informerò io bene.
		  of this will inform myself I well
	 b.	 *?Di questo si informerà Maria bene.
		  of this will inform herself Maria well
	 c.	 Spiegherà lei completamente al direttore.
		  will explain she completely to the director
	 d.	 *?Spiegherà Maria completamente al direttore. (cfr. (3))
		  will explain Maria completely to the director

Notice that if a low adverb precedes the postverbal pronominal subject, 
the latter necessarily receives a special contrastive or corrective interpreta-
tion, as in (34) a. This suggests that in this case the postverbal subject fills 
the higher focus position, and the sentence is associated with a very differ-
ent representation involving remnant movement of the clause above the 
postverbal subject, as in the preceding analysis of (24) Bb. The contrast 
in interpretation in (34) indicates that, contrary to the postverbal pro-
nominal subject, the postverbal lexical subject can remain clause-internal, 
thus not requiring any contrastive/corrective interpretation, as assumed 
so far:
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(34)	 a.	� Di questo mi informerò bene io (non tu /. . . non importa che 
lo facciano altri).

		�  of this will inform myself well I (not you/. . . it doesn’t matter 
that other people do it)

	 b.	 Di questo si informerà bene Maria.
		  of this will inform herself well Maria

4.3	 VSO, VSPP: FI versus SI

In concluding this discussion, it is worth pointing out that a contrast in 
acceptability in VSXP structures seems to be detectable in French SI as well, 
with VSPP judged as more acceptable than the excluded VSO. For instance, 
Kayne and Pollock (2001) quote pairs like the following:

(35) a. Qu’a dit Jean à Marie? (Kayne and Pollock (133))
what said Jean to Marie

b. *A qui a dit Jean tout celà?
To whom has said Jean all that

Although similar at first sight to the contrasts in (20), it is fairly clear from 
Kayne and Pollock’s discussion that the similarity of the two paradigms in 
the two languages should not be taken as an indication that the processes 
involved in the derivation of SI and FI should ultimately be the same. The 
most significant indication that this would not be the right approach is pro-
vided by the fact that the VSPP order of Italian does not appear to be subject 
to the numerous constraints the equivalent order appears to be subject to 
in French. An illustration of that is provided by the fact that no so-called 
counterdefiniteness requirement constrains the nature of the PP in the VSPP 
order of Italian, as it does in French [exx. (36) a.–f. in Kayne and Pollock 
2001; (140) a. and b. quoted from Cornulier 1974]:

(36)	 a.	 (?) Sta parlando Maria a qualcuno.
		  is talking Maria to somebody
	 b.	 (?) Sta parlando Maria a Jean-Jaques.
		  is talking Maria to Jean-Jaques
	 c.	 *Sta salutando Maria qualcuno.
		  is greeting Maria somebody
	 d.	 *Sta salutando Maria Jean Jaques.
		  is greeting Maria Jean-Jaques
	 e.	 ?*Qu’a avoué Pierre à quelqu’un?
		  what has confessed Pierre to somebody
	 f.	 Qu’a avoué Pierre à Jean Jaques?
		  what has confessed Pierre to Jean Jaques
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Furthermore, Kayne and Pollock remind one of the observation in 
Kampers-Mahne (1998) that VSPP is actually impossible in the structures 
where SI is induced by the presence of the subjunctive mood:

(37)	 *Il faut que le dise Jean à Marie.
	 it is necessary that it(cl) say (subjunctive) Jean to Marie

VSPP in Italian FI does not make any such distinction:

(38)	 a.	 E’ necessario che lo dica Gianni a Maria.
		  (it) is necessary the it(cl) say(subjunctive) Gianni to Maria
	 b.	 Mi sembrava che lo stesse dicendo Gianni a qualcuno.
		�  (it) seemed to me that was(subjunctive) saying it(cl) Gianni 

to somebody

The order VSPP is equally possible in both cases.49

4.4	O n VSO in Other Romance Languages

As has been described in the literature (Zubizarreta 1998; Ordoñez 1997; 
Motapanyane 1995), VSO (where O is a direct object) is a possible word 
order in various Romance languages, not requiring any special stress or 
intonation associated to the sequence. I repeat here some examples from the 
references cited:

(39) a. Todos los días compra Juan el diario. (Zubizarreta 1998)
every day buys Juan the newspaper

b. Espero que te devuelva Juan el libro (Ordóñez 1997)
I hope that cl-you return Juan the book
‘I hope that Juan returns the book to you’

c. O invita cam des Ion pe fata acesta. (Motapanyane 1995)
her invites quite often Ion ‘pe’ girl the-that
‘Ion invites that girl quite often’

But why should it be so? Why should there be such a difference between 
Italian (and Catalan; see Picallo 1998) on the one side and Spanish and 
Romanian on the other, limiting the domain of investigation to (some of) 
Romance?

There are in principle two approaches to this problem: (a) the languages 
allowing VSO avail themselves of a further subject position, higher in the 
structure than the Focus (or Topic) position hosting the postverbal subject 
in Italian and such that it would not interfere with Case assignment of the 
object; (b) the languages allowing VSO avail themselves of a further way to 
Case-mark the direct object, allowing it to remain VP-internal, with no need 
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to be associated to the VP-external Case position, thus reducing VSO to the 
same status as VSPP in Italian.

In favor of the first approach, which is the one adopted, with differ-
ences, in the references quoted and in Belletti (2001b) among others, is the 
observation that a similar higher subject position seems available in other 
languages anyway—for example, Icelandic, see examples (5) and (6), and, 
possibly, in Italian as well, but there limited to hosting subject pronouns 
only, as in the discussion in section 4.2.2. In favor of the second alterna-
tive, the following consideration is given. There appears to be a correlation 
between availability of VSO and existence of a special Case-marking of 
direct objects in the same set of languages involving a preposition under 
certain conditions, e.g., animacy of the object in Spanish, see Torrego 
(1998), from which I draw the examples in (40). The preposition is also 
visible in object Clitic doubling constructions also possible in both Spanish 
and Romanian, in Romance:

(40)	 a.	 Ana saludò a uno amigo.
		  Ana greeted to a friend
	 b.	 Juan lo visitò al chico.
		  Juan visited to the boy 50

The hypothesis could then be that, at least in VSO, there can be recourse 
to an ‘abstract’ version of the preposition for Case-marking the direct object. 
Of course, the next step should be a thorough investigation of the conditions 
under which the abstract preposition should be licenced. I leave the two 
alternatives open here at this rather speculative stage, noticing that the cor-
relation between possibility of VSO and existence of a preposition available 
to Case-mark the direct object appears to hold beyond the Romance domain 
as it is also found in other languages as well, such as modern Greek.51

5	On  VOS

To the extent that VOS sequences are possible in Italian, they are only mar-
ginally so and appear to allow for only a special interpretation. In order to 
be able to have sentences like the following (41), the VO sequence must be 
given in the immediate context, that is, it must be topic:

(41)	 a.	 ??Capirà il problema Gianni.
		  will understand the problem Gianni
	 b.	 ??Ha chiamato Maria Gianni.
		  has called Maria Gianni
	 c.	 ??Ha letto il romanzo Gianni.
		  has read the novel Gianni
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For instance, a sentence like (41) a. could constitute a possible answer 
to (42):

(42)	 Chi capirà il problema?
	 Who will understand the problem?

In (41) a., the given part of the VP, VO, is repeated word by word. Of 
course, there are other more natural ways to answer (42). In the by far most 
natural answer to (42), the direct object is not fully repeated, but is rather 
pronominalized, as in (43) a.; (43) b. and c. are the respective more natural 
answers than (41) b. and c. to the relevant parallel questions:

(43)	 a.	 Lo capirà Gianni.
		  it will understand Gianni
	 b.	 L’ha chiamata Gianni.
		  her has called Gianni
	 c.	 L’ha letto Gianni.
		  it has read Gianni

We can account for the difference between the relatively strong marginal-
ity of (41) and the full acceptability of (43) in the following terms. Suppose 
that O is not allowed to remain in the position where it checks its Case. 
O can transit through (the Spec of) the Case position, but must void it.52 
This leads us to conclude that VOS is impossible in Italian. I assume that 
this is the right idealization of the data. If O can empty the Case position, 
the structure is rescued, though: This is precisely what cliticization does. 
Whence the full acceptability of (43).

But why is it that VOS has a slight degree of acceptability and is not 
fully ungrammatical, then? It is clear, for instance, that VOS is felt as more 
acceptable than VSO by Italian speakers. Suppose that, as suggested by 
the interpretation, VOS can be attributed an analysis to the effect that no 
violation of grammatical principles is involved. According to this analysis 
the constituent containing the VO sequence is interpreted as topic. Assume 
for concreteness that it fills the low topic position right above the clause-
internal focus. S fills the low new information focus position. To the extent 
that they are considered acceptable, these sentences would then illustrate an 
instance of clause-internal remnant topicalization.53 We can speculate that 
this analysis is felt as somehow more costly than the more straightforward 
one whereby O is pronominalized and then cliticized. Whence, the nonper-
fect status of the sentences in (41).54

As an independent indication that this might be the correct approach to 
the problem, it is worth pointing out that the more ‘prototypical’ the situa-
tion illustrated by the VO sequence is, the better the status of VOS becomes. 
For instance, sentences like the following (44) can often be heard in live 
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radio broadcasting of soccer games, where VO pictures a typical situation in 
the games and counts as if it were taken from a given list of possibilities:

(44)	 Protegge l’uscita del portiere il terzino sinistro
	 protects the coming out of the goal keeper the left back

Another case where VOS is fully acceptable, and that does not involve 
pronominalization of O, is the one given in sentences like (3) d., repeated in 
(45) following, where O is the quantifier ‘tutto’:

(45)	 Capirà tutto Maria.
	 will understand everything Maria

As noted in connection with the discussion of paradigm (3), the quantifier 
tutto moves in syntax to a position high enough to enable it not to give rise 
to the same interference effect that low adverbs give rise to, which leads to 
the marginal flavor of VAdvS. The perfect status of (45), as opposed to the 
usually impossible VOS, indicates that tutto should be located in a differ-
ent position than the position a normal direct object would fill in VOS. As 
a possible way of characterizing the difference, we can assume that tutto is 
not in the object Case position. Possibly, tutto never ends up in this position 
altogether, as its quantifier status does not impose Case requirements on 
it. If the problem posed by VOS is linked to the impossibility of filling the 
object Case position, as we are assuming, we understand why tutto should 
not cause any similar problem. Note also that the perfect status of ‘V tutto 
S’ as opposed to the impossibility of VOS is further indication that the rel-
evant ordering constraints do not involve any linear requirement. Further-
more, no topic-like interpretation is necessarily attributed to VO, O= tutto, 
as expected under the adopted analysis.

5.1	 More on [VO] Remnant Topicalization

The postverbal subject in VOS is not c-commanded by the material contained 
within the remnant phrase. This leads us to expect that if some c-command 
relation is required to hold between O and S, this should not be possible. 
Indeed, it appears that binding relations cannot hold between O and S in 
VOS. Consider the following question–answer pair, necessary to provide a 
somewhat natural context for (the limited availability of) VOS in (46) b.:

(46)	 a.	 Chi ha salutato Gianni?
		  Who greeted Gianni?
	 b.	 *Hanno salutato Giannii i proprii genitori.55

		  greeted(pl) Gianni his own parents

The opposite direction of binding significantly improves the judgment:
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(47)	 a.	 Chi ha salutato i propri genitori?
		  Who greeted his own parents?
	 b.	 Ha salutato i proprii genitori Giannii

		  greeted (sing) his own parents Gianni
	 c.	 Chi ha baciato la propria moglie?
		  Who kissed his own wife?
	 d.	 Hanno baciato la propriai moglie tutti i candidatii.
		  have kissed (pl) their own wife all the candiates

The acceptability of binding in (47) b. and d., can be assumed to be 
obtained through reconstruction of the remnant VO, with O interpreted in 
its base position where it is c-commanded by S.

The relative acceptability of the various answers to the questions in (48), 
granted the usual marginality of VOS, may appear as problematic, at least 
at first glance:

(48)	 a.	 Chi ha detto la verità?
		  Who has said the thruth
	 b.	 Che cosa/chi ha espresso la verità?
		  What/who has expressed the truth

(49)	 a.	 Non hanno detto la verità che due studenti.
		  have ‘not’ said the truth ‘that’ two students
	 b.	 Non ha detto la verità nessuno.
		  has not said the truth nobody
	 c.	 Non ha espresso la verità alcunché/alcun ministro.
		  has not expressed the truth anything/any minister

If non, the licenser of the polarity expression in the postverbal subject 
position, is contained within the remnant-moved VO sequence, the sentences 
in (49) should be impossible. But they are perfectly acceptable. How can this 
be? Suppose that, in fact, non is not contained within the remnant-moved 
[VO] constituent, but that it is outside the topicalized constituent, in a posi-
tion from where it does c-command the postverbal subject. Indeed, this is 
directly suggested by the fact that the negation is attached to the auxiliary 
and not to the lexical verb. In the assumed analysis of VOS as involving rem-
nant topicalization of the [VO] constituent, the verb involved in the process 
is the lexical verb; the auxiliary must be higher in the clause. The negation 
should then be at least as high as the auxiliary to which it is attached. This 
is schematically indicated in the simplified representation (50):

(50)	� . . . [IP	non+hanno [TOP [VP ei detto la verità]j Top [Foc [che due 
studenti]i Foc Top [VPj]]]] . . .]

Hence, the (marginal, as always for VOS) acceptability of (49) is not prob-
lematic for our general assumed account of the (marginal) VOS word order.
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It is interesting that a contrastive focus interpretation/intonation on the 
postverbal subject in sentences like (49) leads to an even stronger margin-
ality than the one normally associated with VOS. This is coherent with the 
restrictive assumption that contrastive focus is only established in the left 
peripheral focus position, and not in the clause-internal one, reserved for 
new information focus only. If the postverbal subject fills the left periph-
eral focus position when it is contrastively focused or stressed, then the 
remnant portion of the clause to be topicalized must contain the whole 
clause itself (with the subject trace); this, in turn, implies that the nega-
tion should be contained within the remnant topicalized portion, whence, 
c-command would not hold between non and the polarity phrase in the 
postverbal subject. Indeed, it appears that it is not possible to associate 
the relevant interpretation/intonation to the following sentences in (51) B 
and D:56

(51)	 A.	 Hanno detto la verità tutti i partecipanti.
		  Have said the truth all the participants
	 B.	 1.	*? No, non hanno detto la verità CHE GLI STUDENTI.
			   No, have ‘not’ said the truth ‘that’ the students
		  2.	*? No, non ha detto la verità NESSUNO.
			   No, has not said the truth nobody
	 C.	 Ha espresso la verità quel comportamento/quel ministro
		  Has expressed the truth that behavior/that minister
	 D.	� *?No, non ha espresso la verità ALCUNCHE’/ALCUN 

MINISTRO
		  No, has not said the truth anything/any minister

Sentences word-by-word identical to (51) B and D—for example (49)—
can be (marginally, as always with VOS) acceptable in the context of (51) A 
and C, but the intonation involved is not the contrastive one suggested by 
use of the capital letters on the postverbal subject in (51) B and D. In those 
cases the whole sentence might count as a correction, and the postverbal 
subject is not contrastively stressed or focused.57 It is only in the latter inter-
pretation/intonation that the sentences in (51) B and D are judged as very 
strange—indeed impossible. This is further illustrated by pairs like the fol-
lowing, which explicitly indicate the strong marginality arising if contrast/
correction is exclusively put on the postverbal S:

(52)	 a.	 Ha detto la verità GIANNI (non Mario)
		  has said the truth Gianni (not Mario)
	 b.	� *?Non hanno detto la verità CHE GLI STUDENTI ( non i 

professori)
		�  have ‘not’ said the truth ‘that’ the students (not the 

professors)
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	 c.	 *?Non ha detto la verità NESSUNO (non Gianni)
		  has not said the truth nobody (not Gianni)

As a final remark on this point, we note that if we take the negative 
quantifier nessuno in the preverbal subject position where non licencing is 
not required in Italian as non does not show up altogether, and we associate 
it with contrastive focus intonation/interpretation, the resulting sentence is 
perfectly acceptable, as (53) b. illustrates in the following:

(53)	 a.	 Tutti hanno detto la verità.
		  Everybody has said the truth
	 b.	 No, NESSUNO ha detto la verità (non tutti)
		  No, nobody has said the truth (not everybody)

This indicates that there is nothing intrinsically wrong with this particu-
lar intonation/interpretation, but that the problem in (52) c. is indeed struc-
tural in nature.

6	 Postverbal S can also be Topic

As we have assumed that a low topic position is available below the clause-
internal focus one, nothing in principle should prevent a postverbal subject 
to fill the topic position in some cases. This possibility is available, as already 
illustrated in (10), and it is the only available one in some contexts. These 
contexts are wh-interrogatives, which will be discussed in section 6.1.

Let us first consider some further examples of simple declaratives in which 
postverbal S appears to be a low topic, a possibility left open by the proposed 
account. As also suggested by the downgrading intonation on postverbal S, 
the most suitable analysis of the examples b. and d. of the exchange in (54) 
has the subject as a topic. This would precisely be the low topic in question:

(54)	 a.	 Che cosa ha poi fatto Gianni per quella questione?
		  what has then done Gianni for that matter
	 b.	 Sì, sì ha poi parlato, Gianni, al direttore
		  yes, yes has then spoken Gianni, to the director
	 c.	 Che cosa farà Gianni?
		  what will do Gianni
	 d.	 Partirà, Gianni.
		  will leave, Gianni

The PP ‘al direttore’ in (54) b. is a further topic. It is known from the left 
periphery that topics can be iterated. There wouldn’t be any reason for this 
not to happen for clause-internal topics as well.
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6.1	 Postverbal Subjects in wh-Interrogatives

We start by noting that wh-interrogatives allow—and, in fact, require—that 
the subject be postverbal. Contrasts like the following are well known and 
widely discussed in the literature:

(55)	 a.	 Che cosa ha detto Gianni?
		  What has said Gianni
	 b.	 *Che cosa Gianni ha detto?
		  What Gianni has said

Without trying to provide an account for the reason(s) why the subject 
could not be preverbal in these interrogatives,58 let us try to determine where 
it is found when it is in the postverbal position.

We start by noting that wh-interrogatives are systematically incompatible 
with left peripheral focalization. The ill-formedness of the sentences in (56), 
shaped on similar ones discussed in Rizzi (1997), illustrate this point:

(56)	 a.	 *Che cosa A GIANNI hai detto?
		  What TO GIANNI have you said?
	 b.	 *A GIANNI che cosa hai detto?
		  TO GIANNI what have you said?

This kind of ill-formedness is interpreted by Rizzi as due to the fact that 
wh-words end up in the specifier of the peripheral focus position. This posi-
tion being unique, it cannot contain both a contrastively focused phrase and 
the wh-word. Assuming this to be the right approach, we could suppose 
that since in the approach developed here the postverbal subject is located 
in a different clause-internal focus position, no incompatibility should be 
expected between wh-interrogatives and clause-internal focalization. It 
could then be assumed that there is no particular issue raised by wh-inter-
rogatives and that the postverbal subject of interrogatives like (55) a. could 
be a postverbal focalized subject. The situation does not appear to be that 
simple, however. The next observation to make is that focalization appears 
to be a process normally affecting one single constituent per clause.59 For 
instance, no more than one constituent can undergo focalization in the left 
periphery:

(57)	 *A GIANNI MARIA ho presentato
	 to GIANNI MARIA (I) have introduced

This impossibility could be traced back once again to the fact that there is 
only one focus position in the left periphery. The problem seems to be more 
general, though. It appears that left peripheral focalization is also not com-
patible with clause-internal focalization. It does not seem to be possible to 
associate the right interpretation/intonation to sentences like the following, 
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with the left peripheral phrase contrastively focused and the direct object 
in (58) a. and the postverbal subject in (58) b. interpreted as new informa-
tion focus (underscored, for clarity); the sentences are excluded under this 
interpretation:

(58)	 a.	 *A GIANNI ho regalato un libro.
		  to Gianni (I) have given a book
	 b.	 *UN LIBRO ha letto Gianni.
		  a book has read Gianni

The shape of paradigms (56), (57), and (58) suggests that a constraint 
is operative to the effect that a sentence can only contain one focused ele-
ment, but this constraint does not seem to make a distinction as to the kind 
of focus in question, as (58) reveals.60 If this is the case, wh-interrogatives 
containing a postverbal subject are unlikely to be analyzed as involving a 
focalized postverbal subject and a wh-word in the left peripheral focus posi-
tion; they would constitute an isolated exception to the set of the paradigms 
in (56), (57), and (58). I conclude that, in fact, the postverbal subject of wh-
interrogatives fills the low topic, not the low focus, position. This possibility 
is made available by the analysis proposed and is used in other cases as well 
as those illustrated in (54) and (10).

Further independent indication that this hypothesis is on the right track 
is provided by data from some northern Italian dialects. In these dialects 
(Fiorentino and Trentino) a particular subject clitic (F) or no clitic at all 
(T) appear in inversion structures in declarative clauses. The data are taken 
from Brandi and Cordin (1981).

(59)	 a.	 Gl’è venuto le su’ sorelle.				    (F)
		  it+has come his sisters
	 b.	 E’ vegnù le so’ sorele.						     (T)
		  has come his sisters

In wh-interrogatives the subject must be in a postverbal position, much 
as in standard Italian, but a different clitic from the one that shows up sig-
naling inversion in declarative clauses appears in these cases. The subject 
clitic appearing in wh- interrogatives is the one found in right dislocation. 
Consider (60) and (61) in this respect [from Brandi and Cordin 1981, exx. 
(15) a., b., (74), (75)]:

(60)	 a.	 Quando l’è venuta la Maria?			   (F)
		  when she+has come the Maria?
	 b.	 Icché l’ha portato la Maria?
		  what she+has brought the Maria?
	 c.	 *Icché gl’ha portato la Maria?
		  what it+has brought the Maria?
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(61)	 a.	 Quando è la vegnuda la Maria?		  (T)
		  when has-she come the Maria?
	 b.	 Cosa ha la portà la Maria?
		  what has-she brought the Maria
	 c.	 *Cosa ha portà la Maria?
		  what has brought the Maria?

These data are perfectly coherent with the analysis proposed earlier: The 
right dislocated subject of (60) and (61) fills the low topic position, as in 
the analysis developed for standard Italian both for subject inversion in 
wh-interrogatives and for right dislocation more generally. The interesting 
aspect of these data from the dialects is that the nature of the position occu-
pied by the postverbal subject is revealed and made visible by the nature of 
the subject clitic (F) or by its very presence (T).

A last piece of evidence that the postverbal subject is not a focalized sub-
ject but rather a topic in wh-interrogatives comes from contrasts like the one 
in (62) involving weak crossover configurations:

(62)	 a.	 *?Attualmente, in un suoi appartamento vive Giannii

		  At present, in one his apartment lives Gianni
	 b.	 Attualmente, in quale suoi appartamento vive Giannii?
		  At present, in which his apartment lives Gianni?

Example (62) a. shows that a WCO violation is induced by a postverbal 
subject in declarative clauses, while no such violation is induced by a post-
verbal subject in a wh- interrogative. For reasons that we will not develop 
here, focus is known to give rise to WCO violations. Thus, the impossibility 
of (62) a. can be seen as typical WCO violation induced by focus, as the 
postverbal subject fills the clause-internal focus position according to our 
analysis.61 The fact that no comparable violation is at work in the wh- inter-
rogative (62) b. is a further indication that the postverbal subject in these 
interrogatives is not focalized. The status of sentences like (62) b. is perfectly 
compatible with the proposed analysis that the postverbal S is in topic posi-
tion in wh-interrogatives and the contrast between (62) a. and (62) b. indi-
rectly supports the overall approach.62

7	 Concluding remarks

The main purpose of this chapter has been the identification of different 
positions in the low IP area surrounding the VP. These positions appear to 
be related to different types of interpretations and associated intonation. 
The aim has been internal to the cartographic perspective presented at the 
outset. The main empirical domain analyzed has been the one concern-
ing the distribution of postverbal subjects; however, the aim of this work 
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has not been that of providing a systematic and comprehensive analysis 
of subject inversion structures. Several issues related to VS structures have 
not been touched upon, and they are central for a detailed account of this 
complex phenomenology. Two of them are dealt with in some detail in Bel-
letti (2001b): the integration within the proposed clause structure and the 
assumed processes of clause-internal focalization/topicalization of struc-
tures containing unaccusative verbs; the availability of nominative Case for 
postverbal subjects. For a discussion of these issues the reader is referred to 
the reference cited.63

The evidence presented here strongly indicates that the low IP vP/VP-
periphery is plausibly rich in the positions made available. These positions 
appear to be tightly connected with discourse-related relations of Focus and 
Topic in a way significantly parallel to the positions available in the clause-
external (left) periphery.
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7	 Inversion as Focalization  
and Related Matters

	 Foreword

The text following corresponds to the last two sections of an article that 
appeared, with the title of this chapter, in the source indicated in the 
acknowledgments. The article contained the first elaboration of the pro-
posal that the low part of the clause includes a vP-periphery with dedicated 
positions for new information focus and topic/given information, with the 
related core idea that so-called ‘subject inversion’ is a typical instance of 
clause-internal focalization. A richer and more refined version of the overall 
proposal is given in Chapter 6 of this volume. The present chapter consti-
tutes a virtual integration of Chapter 6. The following sections deal with 
some of the main ‘related questions’ mentioned in the title. There are sev-
eral possible related relevant questions. Among them the following can be 
singled out and are addressed here: How does the vP-periphery proposal 
deal with other cases where word order variations and information struc-
ture are at stake? Two core cases are considered: (i.) the possible reordering 
of verbal complements in sentences containing a multiple complement verb 
phrase; (ii.) the postverbal location of definite and indefinite subjects with 
unaccusative verbs.

The following text has been left in its original formulation and only 
minimally readapted to clarify references to previous sections of the article, 
when needed; a few updating comments, mostly terminological, have also 
been added to better integrate the text within the proposals of the other 
related chapters in this volume; they are in square brackets and signaled 
with the notation [AB].

1	 Multiple complements reordering 
and subject inversion

Let us assume a VP-internal structure like the one in (1):1
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(1) VP
1

S V′
1

V VP
1

O V′
1

V PP

Consider now the following sentences, involving a verb like dare that takes 
both a direct and an indirect prepositional object: beside the ‘unmarked’/
basic V O PP order, also the V PP O order is admitted, as discussed in detail 
in Belletti and Shlonsky (1995; hereafter cited in text as B & S):

(2)	 a.	 Ho dato un libro a Gianni
		  (I) have given a book to Gianni
	 b.	 Ho dato a Gianni un libro
		  (I) have given to Gianni a book

B & S provide a rich list of multiple complement verbs, all manifest-
ing the same paradigm, with both orders of complements possible and the 
order V O PP normally considered the ‘unmarked’/basic one. Note now that 
both orders are perfectly acceptable when also a preverbal overt subject is 
present:

(3)	 a.	 Gianni ha dato un libro a Maria
		  Gianni has given a book to Maria
	 b.	 Gianni ha dato a Maria un libro
		  Gianni has given to Maria a book

As observed in B & S, complement reordering interacts in interesting 
ways with subject inversion. The order V O PP S is (marginally) acceptable 
with the only interpretation having V O PP, the ‘remnant’ VP, as the ‘given’ 
information and the postverbal subject as the ‘new’ one. Consider the sen-
tences in (4) in this respect [cf. B & S exx. (24) a. and c.]:

(4)	 a.	 Ha dato un libro a Maria Gianni
		  has given a book to Maria Gianni
	 b.	 Ha messo il libro sul tavolo Maria
		  has put the book on the table Maria

These sentences can be attributed the same status as the possible sub-
ject inversion clauses displaying the order VOS.2 Given this similarity and 
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the observation that the whole VP has to be considered ‘given’ information 
in order for the sentences to attain the level of (marginal) acceptability, it 
seems natural to attribute to them the same analysis as the one attributed 
to VOS clauses. The sentences in (4) should then be analyzed as involving a 
topicalized ‘remnant’ VP and a focalized subject in the specifier of the Focus 
projection.3 (4) sharply contrasts with (5), where complement reordering 
has taken place in combination with subject inversion [B & S, exx. (24) b. 
and d.]:

(5)	 a.	 *Ha dato a Maria un libro Gianni
		  has given to Maria a book Gianni
	 b.	 *Ha messo sul tavolo il libro Maria
		  has put on the table the book Maria

Why should there be such a sharp degradation? In order to answer this 
question, the appropriate analysis of the complement reordering phenom-
enon must be first spelled out.

As noted in B & S, complement reordering appears to be a further case 
of clause-internal focalization. Consider the following question–answer pair 
from B & S:

(6)	 A	 Che cosa hai restituito a Maria?
		  What have you given back to Maria?
	 B	 Ho restituito a Maria le chiavi4

		  (I) have given back to Maria the keys
	 B′	 #Ho restituito le chiavi a Maria
		  (I) have given back the keys to Maria

where B′ is pronounced with normal non-interrupted intonation. If an overt 
lexical subject is also present in the question, it shows up as a preverbal 
subject in the answer:

(7)	 A	 Che cosa ha restituito a Maria Gianni?
		  What has given back to Maria Gianni?
	 B	 Gianni ha restituito a Maria le chiavi
		  Gianni has given back to Maria the keys

The direct object ‘le chiavi’ constitutes the ‘new’ information. Assume 
that it is then associated with the specifier of the Focus phrase in both (6) 
B and (7) B. I take the latter sentence containing a preverbal subject to be 
a clear indication that focalization is clause-internal here. Recall that no 
special intonation is associated with these clauses. Suppose that sentences 
like (6) B and (7) B involve clause-internal topicalization of the remnant VP 
overtly containing V and PP;5 the direct object is focalized in the specifier 
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of the Focus phrase, the preverbal subject is in the appropriate preverbal 
subject position. Schematically, the derivation in (8) (disregarding details):6

(8) [Giannii . . . ha . . . [TopicP [k ei restituito ej a Maria] [FocusP [j

Gianni has given back to Maria
le chiavi] [TopicP [VP ek]]]] . . .]
the keys

Consider now the possibility of a sentence like (9):

(9)	� C’è qualcosa che [restituito a Maria] Gianni ancora non ha: le 
chiavi

	� There is something that given back to Maria Gianni hasn’t yet: 
the keys

For reasons that do not concern us here, this kind of preposing, discussed 
in Cinque (1990b), requires presence of negation in the clause. A sentence 
like (9) can be analyzed as involving further movement of the clause-internal 
topic to the clause-external one, present in the left periphery.7 Note that here 
the preverbal subject and the auxiliary remain in the same clause-internal 
positions as in (8). The natural assumption is that the direct object too fills 
the same position as in (8), i.e., the clause-internal focus position:

(10) . . . [k ei restituito ej a Maria]  . . . [Giannii  . . . ancora non ha
given back to Maria  . . . Gianni  . . . hasn’t yet
. . . [TopicP [k e ] [FocusP [j le chiavi] [TopicP [VP ek]]]] . . .]
. . . the keys

In conclusion, we can make the hypothesis that complement reordering 
is an instance of clause-internal focalization of the object, combined with 
(usually clause-internal) topicalization of the remnant VP containing V and 
PP. We are now ready to provide an interpretation of the reasons accounting 
for the sharply degraded status of the sentences in (5) involving complement 
reordering combined with subject inversion.

Intuitively, what rules out (5) should be the fact that both complement 
reordering and subject inversion are instances of clause-internal focaliza-
tion. If we admit, as in standard X′ theory, that only one specifier position 
is available for X′ projection, it follows that either the object or the subject 
can be focalized, but not both. This is the same line of explanation devel-
oped by B & S.8 Since we have assumed that Focus is a syntactic feature that 
licences DPs, if multiple specifiers are admitted (Chomsky 1995, 2000), the 
same effect is obtained under the natural assumption that the same syntac-
tic feature (here Focus) cannot licence more than one DP argument.9 Let us 
see how the computation works to rule out V PP O S. Indeed, in the system 
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developed here this order is not derivable. It cannot be derived with (rem-
nant) VP topicalization of V + PP, combined with movement into the speci-
fier of the Focus phrase of both O and S since, as we just said, we assume 
that Focus can licence at most one argument in its specifier(s). An alternative 
derivation would be one where O would move to the specifier of the Focus 
phrase and the subject would remain within the VP in its base position. But 
we already know that such derivation is not permitted.

An alternative order with respect to (5), where the subject would precede 
the direct object is also ruled out. As (11) shows, this order is equally impos-
sible [B & S, ex. (24) e.]:

(11)	 *Ha dato a Maria Gianni un libro
	 has given to Maria Gianni a book

A sentence like (11) is not derivable. It does not seem to be possible to 
topicalize V + PP leaving O VP-internal and moving S into the specifier of 
the Focus phrase, as the linear order would require. Such a topicalization 
would necessarily pick up O as well.10 Note that the linear order could be 
obtained if O is also topicalized into the lower Topic phrase surrounding 
the Focus phrase. In this case the object acquires the status of a ‘marginal-
ized’ constituent in Antinucci and Cinque’s sense. This derivation correlates 
with an interruption right before the marginalized object and a downgrad-
ing intonation on it:

(12)	 Ha dato a Maria Gianni # un libro11

	 Has given to Maria Gianni # a book

2	Rem arks on unaccusatives

The unaccusative/ergative hypothesis as formulated in the eighties assumes 
that verbs of this class do not have an external argument but all arguments 
are VP-internal. The surface preverbal subject of unaccusatives is in fact a 
deep object, and, even more importantly, the postverbal subject of unaccu-
satives is in fact not only a deep but also a surface object. This is, we may 
say, the core of the hypothesis. Note, however, that once the assumption is 
made that all subjects that can appear as preverbal subjects originate VP-
internally, independently of the class to which the verb belongs, the natural 
question arises as to where the difference between unaccusatives on the one 
side and transitives and unergatives on the other should be located.

I would like to address the question by considering unaccusatives that 
also select a prepositional argument beside the direct one. Note, incidentally, 
that this is the most common situation.12 If a VP-internal structure like the 
one in (1) is assumed for transitive verbs that select both a direct and an indi-
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rect argument, it would appear that a direct updating of the unaccusative 
hypothesis should hypothesize a structure along the lines of (13):

(13) VP
1

– V′
1

V VP
1

O V′
1

V PP

where no argument is associated with the nonthematic VP-internal sub-
ject position. Adapting traditional accounts, I would assume that O needs 
licencing and that this can be done VP-internally with unaccusatives (Bel-
letti 1988). Suppose that licencing is done through Case in the VP speci-
fier filled by O in (13).13 Notice now that, once V moves outside the VP 
into some functional head, this immediately yields the linear order: V O 
PP. The structure being unaccusative, we know that O is in fact S, namely 
the argument that can also appear as a preverbal (agreeing) subject. We 
have observed that V S PP structures are fairly acceptable with S licenced 
in the specifier of the clause-internal Focus projection and PP licenced in 
situ, VP-internally, for V unergative intransitive.14 We are now phrasing the 
unaccusative hypothesis in such a way that the same V S PP linear sequence 
is attributed a different syntactic representation with all arguments licenced 
VP-internally in the described way. Can we detect different behaviors of the 
two kinds of postverbal subjects?

As has been frequently pointed out in the literature, V S PP is a perfectly 
acceptable order with unaccusatives when S is indefinite. Within the terms 
of the analysis sketched out earlier, we can claim that there is an indefinite 
requirement for VP-internally licenced subjects. Sentences like (14) are usu-
ally considered the most natural occurrences of unaccusative structures:

(14)	 a.	 E’ arrivato uno studente al giornale
		  has arrived a student at the newspaper
	 b.	 E’ entrato un ladro dalla finestra
		  has come in a thief from the window

In previous discussion we attributed to the sentences in (15) a, c, e, a 
slightly marginal status, indicated as (?) [Chapter 6. Cf. note 14. (AB)]. The 
proposed analysis, however, did not make one expect any marginality. Let us 
now comment on this. Suppose that the slight marginality of sentences like 
(15) a. and c. repeated here:



198  Structures and Strategies

T&F Proofs: Not for Distribution

(15)	 a.	 (?)Ha telefonato Maria al giornale
		  has phoned Maria to the newspaper
	 b (?) Ha parlato uno studente col direttore
		  has spoken a student with the director

is due to the existence of a certain tendency whereby there is a preference in 
having the focused constituent in the clause final position.15 We can make 
the hypothesis that the marginality of (15) is due to the fact that this ten-
dency is not respected. Since the structure does not violate any deep con-
straint it is ruled in but acquires a marginality flavor. Note now that no 
marginality whatsoever is associated with the sentences in (14). The dif-
ferent analysis attributed to these sentences with a VP-internal postverbal 
indefinite subject not involving focalization provides a natural interpreta-
tion for the contrast.

If the VP-internal position for the unaccusative postverbal subject is 
reserved to indefinite noun phrases, a definite subject should fill a different 
position. Such position can be identified with the one filled by postverbal sub-
jects of non-unaccusative verbs that we have identified with the specifier of 
the clause-internal Focus phrase. If this assumption is correct, we expect that 
sentences containing a definite subject and an unaccusative verb should be 
attributed essentially the same level of marginality as the marginal sentences 
of (15). I think that this photographs the situation in a fairly accurate way:16

(16)	 a.	 ?E’ arrivato lo studente al giornale
		  has arrived the student at the newspaper
	 b.	 ?E’ entrato Mario dalla finestra
		  has come in Mario from the window

No marginality is detectable anymore if no prepositional complement 
follows the postverbal subject, as no violation of the tendency to locate the 
focused constituent in the last position is produced:

(17)	 a.	 E’ arrivato lo studente
		  has arrived the student
	 b.	 E’ entrato Mario
		  has come in Mario

It is well known that ne cliticization gives a perfect output when it takes 
place from a postverbal unaccusative subject,17 but a marginal output when 
it takes place from a unergative one. (18) illustrates the contrast:

(18)	 a.	 (?) Ha telefonato uno studente al giornale
		  has phoned a student to the newspaper
	 b.	 ??Ne ha telefonato uno al giornale
		  of-them+has telephoned one at the newspaper
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	 c.	 E’ arrivato uno studente al giornale
		  has arrived a student at the newspaper
	 d.	 Ne è arrivato uno al giornale
		  of-them+has arrived one at the newspaper

Updating Belletti (1988), I interpret the contrast between (18) b. and d. 
as due to the fact that (ne) extraction is possible from the VP-internal (sub-
ject) position but does not work equally well from the VP-external Focus 
position.18

The natural question to ask now is: What is the status of clauses contain-
ing a reordering of the postverbal subject and the prepositional object of an 
unaccusative verb? We note first of all that such a reordering is possible:

(19)	 a.	 E’ arrivato al giornale uno studente
		  has arrived at the newspaper a student
	 b.	 E’ entrato dalla finestra un ladro
		  has come in from the window a thief

These sentences can be attributed the same status as the double comple-
ment sentences involving reordering. The null assumption is that they are 
attributed the same analysis with a topicalized (remnant) VP and a focalized 
subject.19 Note that if this analysis is on the right track we expect ne cliti-
cization to have the same status in both cases. This status should be a mar-
ginal one, since we saw that extraction from a noun phrase in the specifier of 
the Focus phrase gives rise to marginality. This is indeed what we find. (20) 
a. and b. containing an unaccusative verb and (20) c. containing a double 
complement verb are all rather marginal. Their status compares with that 
of (18) b.:

(20)	 a.	 ??Ne è arrivato al giornale uno
		  of-them+has arrived at the newspaper one
	 b.	 ??Ne è entrato dalla finestra uno
		  of-them+has come in from the window one
	 c.	 ??Ne ho dato a Gianni uno
		  (I) of-them+have given to Gianni one

3	 ‘In situ’ focalization

If (20) c. has a very marginal status, the marginality totally disappears if the 
‘reordered’ direct object is preceded by the adverb ‘solo’:

(21)	 Ne ho dato a Gianni solo uno20

	 (I) of-them+have given to Gianni only one
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It is currently assumed that the adverb ‘solo’ has a focalizing function. If 
this is the case it is natural to assume that if the adverb is present in some 
specifier position of the focalized phrase, there is no need for this phrase 
to move to a designated focus position in order to be focalized. We can 
then analyze focalization through ‘solo’ as a case of in situ focalization not 
involving movement of the relevant phrase into the specifier of the Focus 
phrase.21 If this is correct, sentences like (21) can be attributed a very differ-
ent representation than those in (20), involving complement reordering. In 
particular, no (remnant) VP topicalization of V + PP and no focalization of 
the direct object in the specifier of the Focus phrase are involved here. (21) 
could be analyzed as involving a ‘scrambling’ type of operation affecting the 
PP,22 leaving the object in situ.

An analysis along these lines simultaneously accounts for the focalized 
status of the direct object and for the possibility of ne cliticization, with the 
latter characteristically taking place from a VP-internal position.
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8	 Extended Doubling  
and the vP-Periphery

1	 Introduction

1.1	 The Origin of Doubling Structures

Much work within Principle and Parameters (P&P) over the late eighties and 
the nineties concerned the issue of looking for a ‘solution’ to the problem(s) 
posed by doubling structures. Most of the work focused in particular on 
clitic doubling structures (CLD) of the kind found in languages like Span-
ish, illustrated by examples like the following (1), first discussed in detail in 
Jaeggli (1982):

(1)	 Lo vi a Juan
	 (I) him(cl) saw to Juan
	 ‘I saw Juan’

The doubling problem(s) can be phrased as follows: there are two ‘argu-
ments,’ the clitic and the lexical noun phrase, for one Th-role and (presum-
ably) one Case. Whence the term ‘doubling,’ suggesting the existence of a 
‘duplication’ of one single argument. Based on Spanish examples like (1), the 
Case problem was given a descriptive solution through what has come to 
be known as Kayne’s generalization: Clitic doubling is only possible in lan-
guages that avail themselves of an extra Case marker for the extra argument. 
Spanish and Romanian appear to illustrate the operation of the generaliza-
tion as in both languages a preposition (‘a’ and ‘pe’ respectively) is involved 
in doubling. Upon closer investigation, however, CLD did not appear to 
completely conform to the generalization. For instance, the construction 
known as CLLD, studied in Cinque (1977, 1990a) and illustrated by the 
following Italian example (2) a., and right dislocation structures (RD) of the 
type in (2) b. do not, even if they share obvious similarities with CLD:

(2) a. Gianni, lo vedo
Gianni, (I) him(cl) see

b. Lo vedo, Gianni
(I) him(cl) see, Gianni
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Moreover, even if the Case side of the problem could be taken care of 
through Kayne’s generalization assuming that the examples in (2) are of a 
different nature, despite their resemblance, the Th-side remains open. Essen-
tially, the question is: How is it possible that the same argument (same Th-
role) is realized twice?

The work referred to earlier, apart from individual differences (Torrego 
1995; Uriagereka 1995; Belletti 1999b, Chapter 5 of this volume; Sportiche 
1998; Kayne 1994; Rouveret 1989),1 has put forth the fundamental insight 
that the problematic status of CLD can find a rational account if these struc-
tures are interpreted as deriving from a single ‘big DP’ (Cecchetto 2000), 
where both the clitic pronoun and the doubled lexical argument originate. 
The idea behind these approaches is that it is the ‘big DP’ that is assigned a 
Th-role in the Th-position where it is merged. By virtue of this, its internal 
constituents are also Th-interpreted.2 The Case side of the problem can be 
accounted for by assuming that at least one part of the original big DP, the 
clitic, is Case-marked in an adequate position (e.g., a clitic/Case position; 
Belletti 1999b, Chapter 5 of this volume; Sportiche 1998) and that the lexi-
cal part is Case-marked by virtue of the relation established with the Case-
marked portion of the original big DP. It can be that languages vary as to 
whether an extra preposition appears, this being possibly dependent on the 
position where the lexical part is ultimately located.3

This informal summary of a family of proposals on clitic doubling for-
mulated over the last ten to fifteen4 years primarily intends to underscore 
one of its properties: This kind of analysis shares one crucial aspect with 
the influential analysis proposed in the late eighties by Sportiche (1988) 
for the so-called FQ phenomenon. Although FQ structures might be taken 
not to pose particular problems from the point of view of Th-theory and 
Case theory—in that quantifiers, differently from pronouns, can be assumed 
to be exempted from both Th and Case requirements,5—it is clear that, at 
least observationally, also in the FQ phenomenon, as in clitic doubling, we 
observe one single argument split into two parts, so somehow ‘doubled’:

(3)	 I miei amici andranno tutti al cinema
	 ‘My friends will go all to the movies’

According to Sportiche’s illuminating account, FQ structures involve 
one single original big constituent where both the noun phrase containing 
the lexical part and the quantifier originate. A computation can take place 
whereby the two parts are split, with the quantifier ‘stranded’ in some posi-
tion within the clause structure and the phrase containing the lexical part 
moved further up.

Besides the observational similarity described, it is clear that the approach 
to CLD briefly summarized here and Sportiche’s style of approach to FQ also 
share important similarities with the formal computational point of view. In 
both cases an original big constituent is split with one part moved to some 
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position in the clause structure and the other part stranded in some other 
position. We can refer to this computation as ‘movement + stranding.’

Note that we can remain vague as to which part is moved (and where) 
and which part is stranded (and where): Optimally, this should follow from 
the interaction between intrinsic properties of the various parts of the origi-
nal big constituent and properties of the possible landing sites within the 
clause structure. This chapter will be mainly devoted to singling out the 
various possibilities instantiated by the different computations and their 
outputs, currently referred to as different ‘constructions’: CLD, FQ, CLLD, 
RD, and the further construction that will be analyzed in some detail here 
that I will label ‘strong pronoun doubling’ (SPD) for convenience.6 In CLD 
of the Spanish kind, part of the DP is moved through cliticization and the 
part containing the lexical noun phrase is stranded clause-internally in some 
position (presumably the same position reserved for ‘a’ objects in general, in 
Spanish, as mentioned earlier); in FQ the part containing the lexical noun 
phrase is moved to an argument position of the clause, most typically the 
subject position and the part containing the quantifier is stranded in some 
lower position;7 in CLLD the left dislocated argument is moved8 to a topic 
like left peripheral position and the clitic is stranded clause-internally in 
clitic position (Cecchetto 1999, 2000); in RD the clitic fills the clitic posi-
tion, and the part of the original big constituent containing the lexical noun 
phrase is stranded in a position that, following Cecchetto (2000) I assume 
to be a clause-internal Topic position.

An important property that is shared by all cases mentioned is the fact 
that the two parts in which the original constituent split are such that one 
contains a lexical noun phrase, the other a functional word, either a clitic or 
a quantifier. Th-theoretic reasons exclude the possibility that the two parts 
be both constituted by lexical noun phrases. Whence the total impossibility 
of sentences like (4), which would parallel (3):9

(4)	 *I miei amici andranno i loro genitori al cinema
	 ‘My friends will go their parents to the movies’

For ease of reference let us call the part of the original big constituent 
containing the functional word the ‘doubler’ and the part containing the 
lexical noun phrase the ‘doublee.’

Note that no reason excludes the possibility for the original big constitu-
ent to contain more functional material. This is exemplified by cases like the 
following:

(5) I miei amici li ho incontrati tutti al cinema
My friends (I) them(cl) have met all at the movie theater
‘My friends, I met all of them at the movie theater’

This combines doubling through the clitic and FQ, thus indicating that 
the original constituent can be rich enough to contain both.10 It is time now 
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to introduce the further SPD construction to be discussed here and to make 
some more explicit assumptions on the complex configuration of the origi-
nal big constituent.

This chapter is organized as follows: The following two sections 1.2 
and 1.3 are devoted to a description of SPD and to a precise characteriza-
tion of the original big DP. Sections 2 and 2.1 provide a formal character-
ization of the informational content of SPD in terms of the vP-periphery 
assumed in the present work. Sections 3, 3.1, and 3.2 discuss possible con-
sequences of the proposed analysis. Some peculiar ordering restrictions and 
their informational import are discussed in section 4. Section 5 concludes 
the paper with some remarks on the status of SPD in relation to economy 
considerations.

1.2	 Strong Pronoun Doubling (SPD)

The name attributed to the construction to be investigated now is very 
transparent: It directly refers to the fact that it is a case of doubling, parallel 
to CLD, the only difference being that the ‘doubler’ here is not a clitic, but a 
strong, stressed pronoun. The construction was first discussed in some detail 
in Burzio (1986)11 and is illustrated by examples like the following:

(6) a. Gianni verrà lui
Gianni will come he
‘Gianni himself will come’

b. Gli studenti risponderanno loro
The students will answer they
‘The students themselves will answer’

In both cases in (6) the ‘doublee’ is a preverbal subject and the ‘doubler’ 
fills a lower position in the clause. For various reasons (see the brief discus-
sion in section 4) this is the typical illustration of SPD, a construction very 
similar to FQ. Indeed, it can be assumed to be the same construction modulo 
presence of a strong pronoun instead of quantifier ‘tutti.’ One question that 
will need to be asked is whether the position where the strong pronoun is 
stranded is the same or a different one from the position where the FQ is 
stranded. This question will be briefly taken up in 1.3. But before doing 
that, let us make some explicit assumptions about the configuration of the 
original constituent.

1.3	 The Configuration of the Original Constituent

The original constituent is either a DP or a QP. Although other possible and 
more complex configurations come to mind, I will adopt the most minimal 
one that is compatible with the data so far observed:
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(7) DP1

2
D1 DP2

2
D2 NP

Note that in (7) D projections are iterated twice. D1 corresponds to the 
pronoun, the ‘doubler,’ DP2 corresponds to the ‘doublee.’ I assume that if 
DP2 is moved to some position in the clause structure, the remnant pronomi-
nal DP1 will then undergo the computation reserved to a pronoun according 
to its clitic or strong nature. This gives the split of the original big constitu-
ent. An analogous computation occurs starting from a similar QP:

(8) QP
2

Q DP2

2
D2 NP

In (8) in place of DP1 of (7) a QP is present. Once again, if DP2 moves, 
the remnant QP will fill one of the positions reserved to quantifiers in the 
clause structure, which may or may not be the same as that/those of strong 
pronouns. Observe the well-known fact that FQ can be located between 
an auxiliary and a past participle in Italian (and French, and English . . .), 
a position that is not available to strong pronouns, which remain lower in 
the clause:

(9) I miei amici hanno tutti parlato
My friends have all spoken

(10) *I miei amici hanno loro parlato
My friends have they spoken

To conclude these introductory sections, let us summarize what their 
main points have been so far: First, we have highlighted an essential analogy 
in the computation involved in CLD, CLLD, and RD on the one side, and 
FQ constructions on the other that had remained partly implicit through-
out previous literature. Second, we have proposed an extension of the same 
analysis to another construction, SPD, which, also at the descriptive level, 
shares crucial similarities with the preceding ones.

As a final general observation on the empirical side, it is worth remember-
ing another significant fact already noted in the literature where the resem-
blance between FQ and what we now call SPD had already been pointed 
out.12 We observe that in both FQ and SPD, much as in CLD and CLLD 
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and RD, the pronoun and the quantifier doubler are necessarily interpreted 
as having the same reference as the doublee. From the point of view of 
binding theory this is not obvious data to explain; some kind of extra inter-
pretive mechanism appears to be necessary to assure the right interpreta-
tion.13 Note, however, that no extra mechanism seems necessary within the 
(extended) doubling analysis where the unique big constituent where both 
the doubler and the doublee originate may be held responsible for this inter-
pretive property.

In the rest of the chapter we will address a number of directly related 
issues: First of all, we will try to determine in an explicit way what the posi-
tions filled by the various stranded elements are within the clause structure. 
It will be claimed that the SPD construction in particular, together with RD, 
provide us with a special window on an area surrounding the vP zone of the 
clause, a vP-periphery as I have called it elsewhere (and section 2), interacting 
in a direct way with discourse conditions. Second, it will be claimed that the 
extended doubling analysis proposed here allows us to make some natural 
hypotheses on classical questions that remain central also within the more 
recent minimalist framework such as: defining the mechanisms involved in 
the assignment of nominative Case to postverbal subjects in Italian-style sub-
ject inversion structures; determining the nature of the silent ‘pro’ element 
that can be assumed to fill (one of ) the preverbal subject position(s)14 in 
the clause; and identifying instances of ‘default’ type nominative Case (sec-
tion 3). I will then try to characterize the operation of a constraint that is 
likely to operate at the discourse level, and that may be held responsible for 
the impossibility of some of the outputs otherwise expected to be possible 
through the blind application of the assumed computation involved in the 
doubling constructions (section 4). Finally, the last section, 5, will be devoted 
to some speculative remarks concerning the ‘minimalist questions’ that arise 
with respect to the various doubling constructions analyzed. Assuming the 
plausibility and essential adequacy of the assumed analysis, doubling struc-
tures open up various questions, given minimalist guidelines that can be sum-
marized as follows: Why is the same argument realized twice (or more)? 
A question that arises in a particularly strong way in the case of doubling 
involving a pronoun (clitic or strong). Why the possible (FQ) and often nec-
essary (CLD, CLLD, RD, SPD) split of the original big constituent? I will con-
clude by suggesting some speculation on the possible reasons justifying the 
apparently uneconomical flavor surrounding the doubling phenomenology.

2	 SPD and the vP-periphery

In Belletti (2001b, 2004a, Chapter 6 of this volume), I have proposed that 
the area immediately surrounding the vP zone of the low area of the clause 
structure contains a number of positions that have a discourse-related nature 
and that, following standard terminology, I have referred to as Topic and 
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Focus.15 According to this proposal, the vP shares a periphery that closely 
resembles the clause-external CP left periphery.16 The reader is referred to 
the works cited for further details and discussion on this point (see also the 
references cited in notes 15 and 16). The proposal I would like to put forth 
here is that (the remnant DP containing) the strong pronoun in SPD is pre-
cisely stranded in one of these discourse-related positions, either as a Focus 
or as a Topic.17 The assumed vP-periphery has the following essential design 
(parallel to the CP periphery):

. . . [TopP Top [Foc Foc [Top Top . . . vP]]]

Let us first consider what the interpretation of the sentences in (6) can be. 
In order to do that, let us imagine the kind of pragmatic context in which 
expressions like (6) might be used, repeated in (11) for convenience:

(11) a. Gianni verrà lui
Gianni will come he
‘Gianni himself will come’

b. Gli studenti risponderanno loro
The students will answer they
‘The students themselves will answer’

In both (11) a. and (11) b. the strong pronoun appears to add new infor-
mation concerning the subject. It is often observed that a preverbal subject 
typically has a topic-like interpretation.18 The strong pronoun in (10) adds 
some new elements of information about the known topic. For instance, 
the sentences in (11) could be pronounced in contexts as those illustrated 
in (12):

(12) a. Maria manderà suo fratello, invece Gianni verrà lui
Maria will send her brother, but Gianni will come he
‘Maria will send her brother, but Gianni will personally come’

b. Gli studenti risponderanno loro; non cercheranno
The students will come they; they will not try
che lo faccia qualcun altro al loro posto
that it does somebody else in their place
‘The students will personally answer; they will not try that 
somebody else does in their place’

The interpretation is close to that of an adverbial (PP) expression like ‘in 
person’ and can typically be used in similar pragmatic situations.19 We can 
assume that this kind of interpretation of the doubler strong pronoun is pro-
vided by its filling the clause-internal (specifier of the) Focus phrase in the 
vP-periphery. But this is not the only interpretation that can be reserved to 
the doubler strong pronoun. Sentences word-by-word identical to (11) can 
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be produced, where a neat impression of a pause preceding the pronoun is 
produced and a downgrading intonation is associated to it. With this differ-
ent intonation, the sentences could continue as in (13), where the difference 
in intonation with respect to (11) is indicated by the ‘comma’ preceding the 
pronoun:

(13) a. Gianni verrà, lui; lo conosco, so che è affidabile
Gianni will come, he, I know him, I known he is trustable
(Maria invece non so cosa farà)
(Maria on the contrary I don’t know what she will do)
‘Gianni will come, as far as he is concerned; I know him, I 
know he is trustable (Maria, on the contrary I don’t know 
what she will do)’

b. Gli studenti risponderanno, loro; i professori non so se
The students will answer they; the professors, I
faranno altrettanto
don’t know whether they will do the same
‘The students will answer, as far as they are concerned; as for 
the professors, I do not know whether they will do the same’

The proposal here is that, in cases like (13) the strong pronoun fills the 
vP peripheral Topic position. It can be noted right away that the kind of 
intonation and pragmatic situation associated with the use of the pronouns 
in (13) are strongly reminiscent of the kind of pragmatic situation and 
associated intonation manifested by RD structures of which an example is 
repeated in (14) (where the sentence can continue in the way suggested by 
the parenthesis):

(14) Lo conosco, Gianni;
(I) him(cl) know Gianni
(so che mantiene le promesse)
(I know that he maintain his promises)
“I know him, Gianni (I know that he maintains his promises)”

The proposed analysis attributes to the two cases a derivation that shares 
an important aspect: In both cases the low clause-internal Topic position is 
involved, hosting the strong pronoun and the right dislocated noun phrase, 
respectively, adopting an analysis for RD à la Cecchetto (2000), as assumed 
in section 1.1.

2.1	 Further Refinements

The examples we have discussed so far all contain intransitive verbs with no 
complement overtly associated with the verb. The question arises as to what 
the situation would be if some complement of the verb were also present. 



Extended Doubling and the vP-Periphery  209

T&F Proofs: Not for Distribution

This straightforward question deserves an articulated answer. Let us first 
consider the case where the complement is a PP; we will consider the case 
where the complement is a direct object next.

Some examples where the verb takes an indirect PP complement are given 
in (15):

(15) a. Maria parlerà lei al dottore
Maria will talk she to the doctor
‘Maria herself will talk to the doctor’

b. I rappresentanti dei lavoratori discuteranno loro col
The representatives of workers will discuss they with
presidente
the president
‘The workers representatives themselves will discuss with the 
president’

c. Gli studenti risponderanno loro all’appello
The students will answer they to the call
‘The students themselves will answer to the call’

In all the cases in (15) the doubler strong pronoun is followed by a PP 
and is used in its Focus interpretation. The sentences are all possible and 
well-formed. The analysis to be attributed to them should be one where the 
pronoun is in the vP peripheral Focus phrase and the PP can be assumed to 
remain VP-internal. Notice that this is the same analysis that can be attrib-
uted to sentences like (16), containing a postverbal subject followed by a 
prepositional complement of the verb:

(16) (?) Risponderà Maria alla lettera20

Will answer Maria to the letter
‘Maria will answer to the letter’

As proposed in the cited works, in cases like (16) the postverbal subject 
can be analyzed as filling the clause-internal low Focus position. Indeed, one 
essential feature of the approach developed here, which is worth underscor-
ing in the present context, is that in SPD the doubler strong pronoun fills 
the same positions as that of a postverbal subject.21 Notice that the doubler 
strong pronoun or the postverbal lexical subject can also be interpreted as 
Topic, hence filling (one of) the Topic phrase:

(17) a. Maria parlerà, lei, al dottore
Maria will talk, she, to the doctor
‘Maria will tals to the doctor, as far as she is concerned’

b. Risponderà, Maria, alla lettera22

Will answer, Maria, to the letter
‘Maria will answer to the letter, as far as she is concerned’
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Let us now consider the case where the verb takes a direct object. Here 
there is a distinction between a postverbal lexical subject and a strong pro-
noun; for concreteness, let us consider the case where the doubler strong 
pronoun or the postverbal subject would fill the Focus phrase:

(18) (?) Maria scriverà lei la lettera
Maria will write she the letter
‘Maria herself will write the letter’

(19) *Scriverà Maria la lettera
Will write Maria the letter

The impossibility of VSO examples like (19) has been reduced to Case 
reasons (Belletti (2004a, Chapter 6 of this volume), assuming that the 
postverbal subject would interfere between a vP-external Case assigner of 
the direct object (in a ‘probe-goal’ Agree-type relation), thus blocking the 
appropriate Case relation. If an account along these lines is on the right 
track, this implies that the doubler strong pronoun does not interfere in 
the same way. I suggest that this is due to the fact that the doubler strong 
pronoun is allowed/required to further move to some higher position in the 
clause structure, dedicated to host strong pronouns. It is the pronominal 
nature that opens up a further possibility for the pronoun as opposed to the 
lexical (postverbal subject) noun phrase.23

That some mechanism of the sort distinguishing pronouns from lexical 
noun phrases may be at work is also suggested by contrasts like the follow-
ing in (20), where the doubler strong pronoun can precede a low adverb 
like ‘bene’ (Cinque 1999), while a postverbal subject cannot (as noted in the 
cited works by Belletti and also by Cardinaletti 2001):

(20) a. (?) Di questo (Maria) si informerà lei bene
of this (Maria) will get informed she well
‘Of this, Maria herself will get the information’

b. *?Di questo si informerà Maria bene
of this will get informed Maria well

As suggested by the parenthesis surrounding ‘Maria’ in (20) a., the strong 
pronoun is admitted in the postverbal position preceding the low adverb 
independently of its doubler nature; it can appear there also as a ‘simple’ 
pronominal postverbal subject.

These observations suggest then that the final position of a postverbal 
pronominal subject or of a postverbal doubler strong pronoun must be iden-
tified with some higher position in the clause. We can then assume that the 
doubler strong pronoun rises from the position in the vP-periphery where it 
gets the relevant interpretation as Focus (or Topic) in the intended sense, and 
reaches a higher dedicated position for pronouns.24
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3	 Consequences: The assignment 
of nominative Case

To the extent that the position of doubler strong pronouns can be essentially 
assimilated to the position of a postverbal subject (with the qualification 
at the end of the preceding section), an interesting possibility opens up for 
the account of one classical issue in both P&P and minimalism: How does 
nominative Case reach the postverbal subject in languages of the Italian 
type that admit so called ‘free inversion’? In order to make this possible 
consequence of the analysis explicit, let us first make the following further 
consideration concerning SPD.

As already mentioned in the introductory section, the big DP/constituent 
hypothesis can provide an answer to the Case side of the problem posed 
by doubling structures: Since at least one of the parts in which the original 
big constituent is split fills a Case position, the relation that is established 
between the two parts through movement can be held responsible for the 
fact that Case reaches all parts of the original big constituent. As one exam-
ple, let us take the case of CLLD and RD: In these cases the clitic can be seen 
as the Case-marked part of the split big DP. The connection that is estab-
lished between this part and the part that has moved from there and fills the 
left peripheral (CLLD) or clause-internal (RD) position can be assumed to 
also be Case-marked. Schematically, the following relations hold (the line 
above indicates the last step of the cliticization process):25

(21) RD: [DP1 CL . . .], [ Top DP2] [DP1 CL . . . DP2]

CLLD: [ Top DP2] , . . . [DP1 CL . . .] [ Top DP2] [DP1 CL . . . DP2]

It is natural to assume that a mechanism of the same kind is at work in 
establishing the Case relations in SPD: The lexical part of the original big 
DP is in a nominative Case position and the strong pronoun can be Case-
marked through the doubling relation along the lines schematized in (22):

(22) [TP T [ Top [ Foc . . . [vP [DP1 Pron . . . DP2] . . .]]] . . .]

where DP1 containing the pronoun can move either to the Focus or the Topic 
phrase depending on the interpretation (and then further up to the position 
dedicated to strong pronouns; see the discussion in section 2.1). Note that a 
parallel derivation and consequent Case-marking can be taken to be at work 
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in subject clitic constructions of the kind found in several northern Italian 
dialects, where a lexical subject appears together with a pronominal clitic:

(23)	 La Maria la parla
	 the Maria she(cl) speaks
	 ‘Maria speaks’

Apart from discourse factors, the only grammatical, formal difference 
between the two cases in terms of the computation involved is to be recog-
nized in the clitic (23) versus the strong nature of the pronominal part of 
the original big DP.

According to the proposal just developed, in typical examples of SPD 
such as those in (11) and (13), the doubler strong pronoun is Case-marked 
with nominative Case by virtue of the doubling configuration. Notice now 
that this analysis opens up a direct possible account on the way nominative 
Case gets assigned to a postverbal subject in cases of simple subject inver-
sion. Recall first of all that the nominative Case-marking on the postverbal 
subject is unambiguously visible in Italian when a first person singular pro-
noun is present, as nominative has a morphological realization there:

(24) Parlerò io
Will speak I
‘I myself will speak’

The hypothesis itself suggests that a doubling computation is involved in 
these cases as well, with the only difference with respect to the SPD cases 
analyzed so far being that the part that moves to the nominative subject 
position is not an overt lexical noun phrase but rather a silent ‘pro.’ Accord-
ing to this proposal, in the original big DP both DP1 and DP2 are pronomi-
nal DPs, one with no overt realization, a so-called small ‘pro.’ Thus, the 
analysis of sentences like (23) should be along the lines of (25), much as in 
traditional accounts, enriched of the doubling insight: ‘pro’ moves to the 
nominative subject position originating in the big pronominal constituent 
containing the first singular pronoun io. The remnant part of the original 
big DP containing io then moves to the relevant position in the vP-periphery, 
and then further up to the dedicated position for strong pronouns; only 
movement of ‘pro’ illustrated in (25) .

(25) pro parlerò [io . . . ]

If a proposal of this sort is on the right track, a further extension suggests 
itself: All instances of subject inversion can be analyzed as cases of doubling, 
with a silent ‘pro’ moved to the nominative position and the lexical part 
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moved to the relevant position in the vP-periphery, only movement of ‘pro’ 
illustrated in (26):

(26) pro parlerà [Gianni . . .]

According to this proposal, nominative assignment to the postverbal 
position comes as a direct consequence of the doubling computation.26

3.1	 Further Consequences: On the Status of ‘Pro’

What is the status or ‘pro’ in the analysis just developed? In principle, there 
are two possible answers to this question: (i.) ‘pro’ is the equivalent of an 
expletive pronoun (as proposed in traditional accounts on inversion, e.g., 
Rizzi 1982 and subsequent work); (ii.) ‘pro’ is a silent personal (referential) 
pronoun. In the latter hypothesis, it is natural to assume that ‘pro’ would 
share the same features as the overt pronoun or lexical noun phrase sit-
ting in the postverbal position, which would be inherited through a regular 
agreement process taking place internally to the original big DP. It is tempt-
ing to propose that the latter hypothesis is the correct one, or possibly the 
preferred one. Notice that, if this is the case, verbal agreement with the post-
verbal subject could come as a consequence of the presence of the personal 
silent ‘pro’ in subject position, with no need of special mechanisms to assure 
direct agreement in phi-features with the postverbal subject.27

There are languages such as BP that are known to have ‘lost’ a productive 
null-subject property with referential null subjects. A way of characteriz-
ing this could be that ‘pro’ does not have the referential status of a per-
sonal pronoun anymore in BP. Sentences like the following are impossible 
in modern BP:

(27) a. *(Ela) não usa mais chapéu
‘She does not use hat anymore’
(adapted from Figueiredo (1996))

b. * Encontrou a Maria ontem
he/she met Mary yesterday
(Figueireido (2000))

c. *Cantam os pássaros
sing (3p,pl) the birds
‘The birds sing’
(Kato (2000))

Interestingly, BP has also lost a productive free subject inversion strategy, 
as indicated by the ungrammaticality of (27) c. If, as in the account proposed 
here, subject inversion is, in the typical case, just doubling with a referential/

 



214  Structures and Strategies

T&F Proofs: Not for Distribution

personal ‘pro’ in the nominative preverbal position, the correlation between 
the two properties is directly captured.28 Note that subject doubling with an 
overt strong pronoun is possible and even rather common in modern BP:29

(28)	 a.	 Ele, ele é meu amigo
		  ‘he, he is my friend’ (Kato 2000)
	 b.	 João, ele comprou um carro
		  ‘João, he bought a car’ (Kato 2000)
	 c.	 Ele telefonou, o João
		  ‘he telephoned João’ (Kato 2000)
	 d.	 Eu, eu o adoro isso
		  ‘I, I like it’ (Kato 1999)

3.2	 SPD in Infinitival Clauses and Further 
Instances of Nominative Case

There are other instances of nominative Case in seemingly doubling con-
structions obtaining within infinitival control clauses, illustrated in (29):

(29) a. Penso di [PRO parlare io di questo problema]
(I) think to speak I of this problem
‘I think that I myself will speak of this problem’

b. Gianni pensa di [PRO parlare lui di questo probema]
Gianni thinks to speak he of this problem
‘Gianni thinks that he himself will speak of this problem’

c. Maria mi ha chiesto di [PRO parlare io con Gianni]
Maria me has asked to speak I with Gianni
‘Maria asked me that I myself speak with Gianni’

Given the approach developed so far a natural analysis for sentences of 
this kind interprets the presence of the strong pronoun within the infinitival 
clause as a consequence of doubling where the original big DP contains both 
control PRO and the lexical pronoun, with PRO raised to the subject posi-
tion of the infinitival clause as schematically illustrated in (30) for (29) a.:

(30) . . . [PRO parlare [ io . . .] . . .]

Notice, however, that nominative here cannot simply be considered a 
consequence of the doubling derivation, as PRO is not in a nominative posi-
tion. I will assume that nominative here is a ‘default’ realization of Case in a 
context where no other Case would be available, as in the infinitival clause. 
More precisely, the ‘null Case’ associated with PRO is incompatible with 
the overt realization of the pronoun; whence the necessity of realizing a 
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different Case on it. We can think of nominative here as the overt realization 
of the null Case of PRO.30

Interestingly, continuing the comparison with BP, it is worth noticing that 
sentences totally parallel to (29) are possible in BP:

(31) Os meninos querem [PRO falar eles com o diretor]31

the kids want to talk they with the director
‘The kids want that they themselves speak with the director’

Thus, there is a contrast between the unavailability of inversion in finite 
clauses, e.g., (27) c., and the possibility of a the strong pronoun in postverbal 
position within the infinitival control clause. If subject inversion structures 
contain a referential small ‘pro’ in subject position, as assumed in the previ-
ous analysis, but infinitival structures contain a big control PRO in subject 
position, the contrast comes as no surprise. Big PRO should be universally 
available, while availability of referential small ‘pro’ is a consequence of 
the parametric choice connected to the null-subject parameter, which, as 
pointed out earlier, is lost in modern BP in its productive form.32

Sentences parallel to (29) with a lexical (subject) noun phrase in the post-
verbal position instead of the strong pronoun are totally excluded:

(32) a. *pro pensa di [PRO parlare Gianni di questo problema]
(he/she) thinks to speak Gianni of this problem

b. *lui pensa di [PRO parlare Gianni di questo problema]
he thinks to speak Gianni of this problem

c. *Maria gli ha chiesto di [PRO parlare Gianni con Piero]
Maria him asked to talk Gianni with Piero

If subject inversion involves a computation that essentially reduces to 
doubling and if nominative can be available as a default Case, the impos-
sibility of sentences like (32) is prima facie problematic. However, sentences 
of this kind can be naturally excluded as they may be taken to involve a 
violation of principle C of the binding theory, induced by the controller of 
big PRO present in the matrix clause. Essentially, the impossibility of (32) 
parallels the ungrammaticality of sentences like (33) that involve a principle 
C violation:

(33) *proi ha chiesto a Mariaj di [PROj salutare Giannii]33

(he) asked Maria to say hello to Gianni

We may notice in conclusion of this point that, as is expected, raising 
structures minimally contrast with control infinitivals on this point. Sen-
tences parallel to (32) involving a raising instead of a control verb are well-
formed:
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(34) pro Sembravano [. . . aver parlato [i ragazzi . . .] di questo
(they) seem to have spoken the boys of this
problema]]
problem
‘the boys themselves seemed to have spoken of this problem’

As indicated by the schematic illustration of the derivation of the sen-
tence, here the doubling analysis raises ‘pro’ up to the matrix clause, thus 
avoiding any principle C violation, as is always the case in doubling struc-
tures. This implies that the nominative that can be seen within infinitival 
sentences parallel to (34), as the one illustrated in (35), is obtained through 
the standard doubling configuration assumed so far and it is not a case of 
default nominative, differently from (29):

(35) pro Risultavo[. . . aver parlato[io . . .] di questo problema]]
(I) turned out to have spoken I of this problem
‘I myself turned out to have spoken of this problem’

As a final remark let us briefly discuss the status of sentences like the 
following:

(36)	� In una situazione del genere, parlare (?)io/??tu/ ??lui/(?)noi/?? 
voi/??loro/*Gianni sarebbe strano

	� In a situation of this kind, to speak I/you/he/Gianni would be 
strange

These sentences are generally considered very deviant by native speakers, 
at different levels of marginality, for which we will suggest one speculation. 
Let us first comment on the essential impossibility of (36). This could be due 
to the incompatibility between the ARB interpretation associated with the 
PRO subject of these independent infinitival clauses and the definite inter-
pretation of the strong pronouns or of the lexical noun phrase. We can spec-
ulate that the fact that the first person pronoun io/noi is the most acceptable 
one could follow from the nature of the ARB interpretation, which can have 
an ‘inclusive’ version. This reading is totally excluded in the presence of a 
lexical noun phrase, and at a slightly less marked level, also with other per-
sons of the personal pronouns paradigm, different from the first person.

4	 More on SPD and the ordering 
restriction of ‘doubler’ and ‘doublee’

In the instances of SPD discussed so far two properties are systematically 
manifested: (i.) the doublee is higher than the doubler; it is the lexical part of 

 

 



Extended Doubling and the vP-Periphery  217

T&F Proofs: Not for Distribution

the original big DP that moves while the pronominal part is stranded;34 (ii.) 
the doublee is a subject. Let us discuss the two properties in turn.

	 (i)	 Consider the following pair:

(37) a. *Lui verrà Gianni
he will come Gianni

b. Lui verrà, Gianni
he will come, Gianni

			   (37) a. is the reverse of the typical SPD constructions illustrated in (11) 
and (13) that originated our discussion, repeated in (38) for convenience:

(38) a. Gianni verrà lui
Gianni will come he
‘Gianni himself will come’

b. Gianni verrà, lui
Gianni will come,he
‘Gianni will come, as far as he is concerned’

			   Here the strong pronoun is either interpreted as Focus or as Topic 
within the vP-periphery. The contrast in (37) opens up the following 
considerations. On the one side, the acceptability of (37) b. indicates 
that nothing in principle prevents a doubling computation whereby the 
stranded part is the lexical noun phrase and the part that moves higher 
is the strong pronoun. This is a welcome conclusion: Within the spirit 
of our approach there is no principled reason that should exclude this 
computation.35 The question is then reduced to the following: Why is 
(37) a. excluded? Observe now that the only difference between (37) a. 
and (37) b. is to be recognized in the interpretation associated with the 
postverbal doublee subject: It is a Focus in (37) a., it is a Topic in (37) 
b. Let us then make the natural suggestion that this is the source of the 
contrast in acceptability. Let us make the proposal that the impossibil-
ity of (37) a. is due to the operation of some discourse constraint that 
disallows that a topic element be less ‘rich’ in content than a focused 
element, if they are related. As mentioned in section 2, the preverbal 
subject position(s) is associated with a non-focus interpretation; it is 
typically associated with a topic-like interpretation. Hence, in sen-
tences like (37) a. the relevant discourse constraint is violated, as the 
lexical noun phrase should be considered ‘richer’ than the pronoun 
in the relevant sense. We can tentatively assume that this independent 
discourse factor is at the source of the unacceptability of these kind of 
sentences. For the sake of concreteness let us give a (informal) formu-
lation of the discourse constraint we have in mind:

(39) Topic (or topic-like) cannot be ‘less informative’ than Focus, if 
they are related

			   In (39) the ‘richness’ of the topic/topic-like element referred to 
earlier is identified with informational richness, ultimately possibly 
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reducing to richness in content. Thus a lexical noun phrase is richer in 
the relevant informational sense than a pronoun. Hence it can’t be the 
Focus of the sentence if the topic is the related pronoun.36 I leave the 
proposal at this tentative stage. Let us point out that the operation of 
a constraint along the lines in (39) provides a way of interpreting the 
following paradigms:

(40) a. Lui verrà lui
he will come he

b. Lui verrà, lui
he will come,he

(41) a. *Lui, verrà Gianni
he, will come Gianni

b. Lui, verrà lui
he, will come he

			   To the extent that pragmatic conditions are met that justify the use 
of an expression like (40) a. without too strong a feeling of redun-
dancy, this sentence is perfectly acceptable, as would be expected 
through the constraint. Similarly for the other examples in (40) b. and 
(41) b.: In all cases the constraint applies vacuously in that the element 
functioning as topic and the one functioning as focus have the same 
informational/referential richness as they are both pronouns. (41) a. is 
another instance of the operation of the constraint, where the prever-
bal pronominal topic is (presumably) located in a (Topic) left periph-
eral position, as suggested by the intonation.37

			   The generality of the operation of the constraint can also be seen in 
the distribution of judgments in sentences like the following (42):

(42) a. Quanto a Gianni, lo incontro sempre
as for Gianni, (I) him(cl) meet always
al cinema
at the movie theater
‘As for Gianni, I always meet him at the movie theater’

b. *Quanto a lui, incontro sempre Gianni al cinema
as for him, (I) meet always Gianni at the movie theater

c. Quanto a Gianni, incontro sempre lui al cinema
as for Gianni, I meet always him at the movie theater
‘As for Gianni, I always meet him at the movie theater’

d. (?)Quanto a lui, incontro sempre lui
as for him, (I) meet always him
al cinema
at the movie theater
‘As for him, I always meet him at the movie theatre’
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e. Quanto a lui, lo incontro sempre
as for him, (I) him(cl) meet always
al cinema
at the movie theater
‘as for him, I always meet him at the movie theater’

			   The sentences in (42) contain a hanging topic in the left periph-
ery of the clause. The element referring to it in the following clause 
appears to follow the requirement of a discourse constraint along the 
lines of (39).38

			   Finally, it is worth pointing out that the effects of the constraint are 
also visible in the distribution of judgments for the sentences in (43), 
involving an FQ:39

(43) a. Hanno parlato tutti i linguisti
have spoken all the linguists

b. Hanno parlato tutti, i linguisti
have spoken all, the linguists

c. *Hanno tutti parlato i linguisti
have all spoken the linguists

d. Hanno tutti parlato, i linguisti
have all spoken, the linguists

e. I linguisti hanno tutti parlato
the linguists have all spoken

f. I linguisti hanno parlato tutti
the linguists have spoken all
‘All the linguists have spoken’

			   The unacceptability of (43) c., where the postverbal subject is inter-
preted as focus, combined with the perfect status of (43) d., where it 
is interpreted as topic, illustrate the direct operation of the discourse 
constraint. The other examples in (43) all illustrate the variety of other 
possible combinations compatible with the constraint.

			   The following sentences in (44) illustrate the operation of the dis-
course constraint in more complex structures, where the original big 
DP out of which the doubling computation starts contains both a DP 
and a QP level.

(44) a. ?*Hanno tutti parlato loro, i linguisti
have all spoken they, the linguists

b. Hanno tutti parlato, loro, i linguisti
have all spoken they the linguists

c. *Loro hanno parlato tutti i linguisti
they have spoken all the linguists

d. *Loro hanno tutti parlato i linguisti
they have all spoken the linguistis
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e. Loro hanno parlato tutti, i linguisti
they have spoken all the linguistis

f. Loro hanno tutti parlato, i linguisti
they have all spoken the linguists
‘All the linguistis themselves have spoken’

			   Note that the distribution of judgments in (44) suggests that a per-
sonal pronoun must be considered richer in the sense relevant for 
the constraint than a quantifier (cf. note 38). Once again we have 
an indication that richness in content could be the relevant notion 
involved. A pronoun is richer than a quantifier in that it also carries 
a ‘person’ feature.40 The reader can compute the articulated opera-
tion of the constraint in the earlier examples with this proviso in 
mind.

			   As a final remark on this point, let us observe the shape of (45):

(45) a. ?*Egli parlerà lui
he (weak) will talk he (strong)

b. Egli parlerà, lui
he (weak) will talk,he (strong)

			   In (45) the ‘weak’ overt pronoun ‘egli’ fills the preverbal subject 
position. Note that the very strong marginality of (45) a. recalls that 
of (37) a. discussed earlier where a strong pronoun and a lexical sub-
ject noun phrase were present, and contrasts with the relative accept-
ability of (40) a. where two overt strong pronouns were present. It 
may be speculated that the relevant discourse constraint appears to be 
sensitive to the more ‘informative’ character of a strong pronoun as 
opposed to a weak pronoun.41

	 (ii)	 Let us now address the second question raised at the beginning of this 
section. Is SPD restricted to subjects? Indeed the case of subject SPD is 
by far the most typical one, the one that immediately comes to mind 
as an illustration of the construction. The question is whether there are 
reasons that exclude SPD with other constituents, in particular with 
a direct object or whether, in fact, SPD is also possible with a direct 
object.42 It seems that the latter conclusion is the correct one. The 
limited availability of SPD with a direct object can indeed be inter-
preted as a further manifestation of the constraint in (39). Consider 
the often observed fact that, in the so-called unmarked word order, a 
direct object typically constitutes the focused constituent of the clause. 
Through the constraint in (39), it is immediately understandable why 
SPD should not be available with a direct object: The lexical part of 
the original big DP would count as the focused direct object; the pro-
noun should then act as the topic, thus inducing a violation of the 
constraint. However, if the requirements of the constraint are satisfied 
there do not appear to be special problems in admitting instances of 
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SPD with a direct object. This is the way in which we can interpret the 
judgments for examples like the following:

(46) a. *Ho salutato Maria, lei
I have greeted Maria, her

b. (?) Ho salutato lei, Maria
I have greeted her, Maria

			   The requirements of a constraint along the lines of (39) are satisfied 
in (46) b. since the most ‘informative’ part of the split DP giving rise to 
doubling, the lexical noun phrase ‘Maria,’ is interpreted as the topic,43 
while the doubler strong pronoun is interpreted as focused. On the 
contrary, the constraint is violated in (46) a.

5	 Concluding remarks: Why two  
(or more) and the ‘economy’ of SPD

Let us conclude this study by asking one general question. The doubling 
structures considered in this work all share one property that looks surpris-
ing at first consideration. They all have a kind of ‘uneconomical’ flavor: 
More than one element, split in different positions in the clause, contribute 
to the constitution of a single argument. If in the case of quantified phrases 
analyzed here as QPs the quantifier and the DP can also cooccur in one 
single unsplit constituent (tutti i ragazzi/all the boys), in the other cases dis-
cussed the pronoun (clitic or strong) never overtly cooccurs with the rest 
of the DP where they are both initially merged, as proposed here (*Loro i 
ragazzi parleranno). Nevertheless, when the big DP split in two (or more) 
parts, they can be both overt and they can both somehow realize the same 
argument in the clause. The natural question arises as to why this should be 
possible. Let us identify two more specific questions: (i) why the split; (ii) 
why two (or more) for one single argument.

As for the necessary split of the different parts when a pronoun is 
involved, various reasons come to mind: let us assume that they can ulti-
mately be reduced to the licencing conditions of the pronominal element 
involved, clitic or strong pronoun, which necessitates a move to a special 
position in the clause.44

Let us now address the question ‘why two’ when the big DP contains 
both a pronoun and a lexical noun phrase (or a further pronominal DP). 
Possibly, the clitic case in CLLD and RD may have a different answer from 
SPD. I tentatively suggest that presence of the clitic in CLLD and RD (and 
CLD [?]) can be reduced to Case reasons, as already discussed in sections 
1.1 and 3, with the clitic ultimately contributing to Case licencing of the 
noun phrase in Topic position.45

Let us concentrate on SPD. It is tempting to suggest that it is a discourse 
requirement that is the ultimate reason for the duplication: The doubler 
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strong pronoun contributes to the informational content of the clause by 
adding new information (focus) to a given topic or by iterating a given 
topic. This might be what justifies the selection of a seemingly redundant/
uneconomical lexical array.46

We may conclude these speculative remarks with the following empirical 
observation, which strengthens the point just made. We have proposed that 
the relation between the moved part of the original big constituent and the 
stranded part is what provides both parts with Case and Th-role. If this is 
correct, then one might expect that the system allows for the doubler to be 
also allowed to appear in Caseless positions, e.g., in the subject position of 
an infinitival clause, complement of a raising verb. However, the expected 
output is totally ungrammatical:

(47) *I ragazzi risultarono [loro aver risposto alla domanda]
the boys turned out they to have answered the question

We can assume that nothing would go wrong with the formal compu-
tation in (47), but the sentence results in ungrammaticality because the 
doubler strong pronoun does not serve any discourse requirement in that 
position. Whence exclusion of the ‘redundant’ construction: The more eco-
nomical lexical array (hence the simpler DP) is chosen, whenever possible. 
(47) minimally contrasts with the sentence in (48):

(48) I ragazzi risultarono [aver risposto loro alla domanda]
The boys turned out to have answered they the question

Here, as in the analysis presented for (34) earlier, the strong pronoun is 
interpreted as focus47 in the sense discussed in this work, and fills the posi-
tion dedicated for this interpretation within the infinitival clause (it then 
moves to the position dedicated for pronouns, as generally assumed). Infor-
mational discourse-related reasons appear to favor the selection of a bigger-
in-size lexical array in this case. Whence its selection.48

We conclude this chapter by pointing out one aspect that will be left open 
for the time being, but that will deserve further study. It is the compara-
tive aspect, particularly relevant in SPD:49 Why don’t languages that have 
strong pronouns appear to also have a doubling strategy involving a dou-
bler strong pronoun of the kind utilized by Italian? Take the case of English 
as one single example: Although the subject can be said to be doubled in 
sentences like the following (49), both the kind of doubler and the position 
that it fills look very different from those discussed and analyzed here for 
Italian:

(49)	 a.	 I myself would say that
	 b.	 John himself will come
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The two differences are possibly related; I will not try to formulate pre-
cise hypotheses on how the relation could be expressed. I just speculate, in 
these conclusive remarks, that the very different location of the doubler is 
due to the fact that, for independent reasons, English does not activate the 
vP-periphery in the same way as Italian does, thus excluding the possibility 
for doubling to occur in the same fashion.50
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9	 Kinds of Evidence  
for Linguistic Theory

1	 Introduction

A well-known crucial struggle for theoretical linguists is the search for the 
appropriate kind of evidence that should guide them in the choice of the 
optimal formal analyses for empirical linguistic data of various sorts. Data 
do not come with a label of what the formal mechanisms involved in their 
computations are, nor do they come with a comment of what their overall 
significance is for the general functioning of the speakers’ internal grammar. 
Furthermore, linguists do not have any direct access to the functioning of 
the internal computational system at work in (different) human language(s), 
a well-known aspect of linguistic research within the domain of cognitive 
sciences. At the same time, then, data are not clean nor does there exist an 
easy procedure available to the linguist to clean them up and understand 
what they mean, what they reveal of the formal properties of the I-language. 
A very general practice in the generative tradition since its beginnings has 
been that of taking so-called ‘grammaticality judgments’ given by native 
speakers as a privileged source of evidence to support or disconfirm gen-
eral hypotheses and particular formal analyses. Various reasons explain 
the fortune of this quite widely adopted practice, mostly good ones. One 
such reason is that speakers’ grammaticality judgments are relatively easy 
to obtain: The linguist must be smart enough to construct the appropriate 
examples to ask about and careful enough to clean them up in such a way 
that interfering factors do not obscure the relevant aspects of the hypothesis 
to be tested. In this sense, the theoretical linguist builds up experiments, 
and interfering factors and variables have to be controlled for exactly as in 
all experimental research. The examples to be presented to native speak-
ers in order to get their grammaticality judgments, constitute, in a sense, 
the purest and simplest kind of experimental design that the linguist can 
build up: Neither machinery nor any special lab is needed for that. The 
easiness ends here, though: In order to construct the relevant examples to 
be judged, a very precise theoretical hypothesis is always presupposed. One 
further, and rather obvious, reason for the wide use of speakers’ grammati-
cality judgments in linguistic research can be identified in the somewhat 
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trivial fact that native speakers belong to a category of experimental sub-
jects that is very easy to find: They are numerous and since the experiments 
to be undertaken do not involve any special setting nor do they involve any 
potential danger for the speakers’ health and they usually take relatively 
little time to be performed, native speakers are generally ready to take part 
in the experiments by providing their grammaticality judgments.1 There is 
no deep reason, however, why grammaticality judgments should constitute 
the only source of evidence for linguistic theory. To make a parallel, con-
sider, for instance, the important progresses that have become possible in 
theoretical syntactic studies within the P&P model once the comparative 
perspective has been seriously adopted as a general practice.2 Until then, 
even abstracting away from the widespread prevalence of English as the 
language considered, different languages were typically analyzed as autono-
mous grammatical systems, and there was no systematic attempt to com-
pare their properties with those of other languages, in particular of closely 
related languages. The comparative perspective, sometimes referred to as 
the ‘new comparative syntax,’ has allowed for substantial advancements in 
the understanding of UG and its possible parameters of variation. Thus, not 
only was there at the time no principled reason to limit the analysis to one 
single language, there turned out to be important reasons to extend it and 
adopt the comparative perspective. The careful study of the subtle varia-
tions instantiated by the different northern Italian dialects is an especially 
revealing case in point: As Kayne first put it, the numerous dialects provide 
an ideal laboratory for comparisons; small variations can often be neatly 
singled out, as other related properties are kept constant, since invariant 
(Kayne 2000, 2005c). Hence, the overall significance of the variation and 
its possible limits can be best appreciated. The parametric perspective to the 
study of language variation has provided a greatly innovative approach to 
this domain, and it has contributed to bringing dialectal studies to the fore 
of the cognitive approach to the formal study of language.3

More recently, language acquisition studies have started to play a some-
what similar role.4 As a matter of fact, the relation between these studies 
and the comparative approach to language variation is a very tight one. The 
detailed knowledge of different grammatical systems acquired through the 
comparative approach in formal theoretical studies provides a crucial device 
in understanding subtle developmental behaviors found in the acquisition of 
different languages. The cases in point are numerous; it suffices to mention 
here the pioneering acquisition study of this nature, namely Hyams’ (1986) 
influential work on the acquisition of the null- or non-null-subject property 
of different languages, such as Italian and Spanish, on the one side, and Eng-
lish on the other. Subsequent studies in this same domain5 have significantly 
changed the original interpretive proposal by Hyams (1986), on the basis of 
the differences that emerged between the so-called null-subject phase in chil-
dren acquiring a non-null-subject language and real null-subject languages 
(Rizzi 1993/1994, 2005). Without attempting to provide a summary of the 
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rich debate on the apparent similarities and important differences between 
adult and child null-subject, which would take us too far afield, it is worth 
underscoring here that it is only through the comparative approach to the 
study of linguistic variation that these important differences have become 
clearly detectable and have been teased apart: The kind of unpronounced 
subjects found in the child null-subject phase during development of a non-
null-subject language such as English or German, turn out to be much closer 
to adult Topic-drop phenomena of the kind found in a language like Ger-
man, than to real null-subjects of the Italian kind.6

If general linguistic theory can guide and illuminate the understanding of 
patterns of development in acquisition, as in the case just briefly reviewed, 
acquisition studies7 can in turn provide a special kind of evidence for linguis-
tic theory. Linguistic theory and acquisition studies can thus feed each other 
fruitfully. General hypotheses can be shaped slightly differently according 
to the evidence coming from acquisition (or pathology, see note 8). Fur-
thermore, different modes of acquisition, such as monolingual, bilingual, 
adult or child L2, and SLI acquisition can in turn provide an even more 
fine-grained kind of evidence for linguistic theory, in that subtle or otherwise 
invisible properties of different grammatical systems can become visible and 
can be better described and understood by taking into account data of this 
kind (Hamann and Belletti 2006).8 Thus, comparative acquisition studies 
can have far-reaching consequences for the overall general linguistic theory, 
where the comparison is undertaken both with regard to the acquisition of 
different languages and to different modes of acquisition.

The present work discusses three examples of this sort. The direct theo-
retical and general relevance of the acquisition data reviewed will be brought 
to light and will constitute the central focus of the discussion throughout. 
Given the background set so far, the three cases to be reviewed will be 
referred to as Evidence 1, Evidence 2, and Evidence 3, respectively. The three 
kinds of evidence are briefly introduced in 1.1; they will be analyzed and dis-
cussed in detail in sections 2, 3, and 4, respectively. Some general conclusive 
consideration will be developed in section 5.

1.1	 Three Types of Evidence

The three types of evidence that will be reviewed can be outlined as 
follows:

Evidence 1•	 : One of the properties that has generally been assumed to 
correlate with the positive setting of the null-subject parameter, with 
its core property identified in the availability of null (referential) pro-
nominal subjects, turns out not to be a necessary outcome of such a 
setting. This property is the so-called (free) subject inversion option, 
abbreviated sometimes here as (possibility of) VS. A weak correlation 
can rather be assumed to hold as schematized (i); the acquisition data 
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that contribute to support this claim are L2 acquisition data, as indi-
cated in (ii):

	 (i)	 �  Weak correlation: Availability of null (referential)-subject >> pos-
sibility of (free) subject inversion/VS

	 (ii)	 � (Adult) L2 acquisition data

			   Any analysis that deals with the VS option in terms of a weak corre-
lation with the null-subject property receives support by these data. A 
detailed discussion of this evidence constitutes the focus of section 2.
Evidence 2•	 : Contrary to the preceding point, a peculiar shape assumed 
by the complementizer in subject extraction (e.g., subject relativiza-
tion) contexts in French qualifies as a necessary outcome of the nega-
tive setting of the null-subject parameter. A strong correlation appears 
to hold along the lines in (iii), suggested by the comparison with Ital-
ian; data from bilingual French/Italian acquisition, as indicated in (iv), 
support the strong nature of the correlation. The significance of this 
correlation will be taken up in detail in section 3.

	 (iii)	 � Strong correlation: Que > qui alternation in French versus lack of 
alternation in Italian

	 (iv)	  Bilingual acquisition data

Evidence 3•	 : Different error patterns in the way in which clitic pronouns 
may be positioned in different modes of acquisition (bilingual, adult 
and child L2, monolingual) and in different languages (French versus 
Italian) can be revealing both of properties of the different acquisition 
modes and, what is particularly crucial here, of the possibly different 
analysis that clitic pronouns can be more readily subject to in different 
languages. Data illustrating placement errors will be reviewed in (v); 
they are taken from different modes of acquisition that has appeared 
in the literature (vi). Section 4 will elaborate on the computational 
nature of these errors.

	 (v)	 � Presence of placement errors of clitic pronouns in French versus 
absence of placement errors in Italian

	 (vi)	 � Different modes of acquisition

The acquisition data that will be considered here in the light of their rel-
evance for the general linguistic theory are taken from previous works. In 
particular, Belletti and Leonini (2004) will be the main source for Evidence 1, 
combined with more recent results obtained in Belletti, Bennati, and Sorace 
(2007). Belletti and Hamann (2004) provide the data on the bilingual acqui-
sition of the que > qui alternation, crucial for Evidence 2. Finally, the main 
source of data concerning cliticization in different modes of acquisition, 
which will constitute the basis for Evidence 3, is drawn from Hamann and 
Belletti’s (2006) review of the issue for the acquisition of clitic pronouns 
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in French, and from conclusions reached in work by Ferrari (2006) and 
Leonini (2006) for the acquisition of clitic pronouns in Italian.

2	On  Evidence 1: Null subjects  
and (free) subject inversion/VS

Let us take Italian and English as two core instances of null- and non-null-
subject languages respectively, widely discussed in the literature since the 
very beginning of the parametric approach.9 Italian and English minimally 
contrast in paradigms like (1) and (2): a null (referential) pronominal sub-
ject is allowed with no particular formal or contextual restriction in Italian, 
while this is not the case in English:10

(1a) Lui parlava (2a) He talked
(1b) Parlava (2b) * Talked
(1c) pro parlava (2c) *pro talked

As indicated in (1) c. and (2) c., the analysis adopted here assumes that a 
silent null personal pronoun pro is legitimate in the preverbal subject posi-
tion in Italian, but it is not legitimate in English.11 The availability of pro 
licencing is traditionally assumed to correlate with at least two other prop-
erties typically displayed in the two classes of languages:

	 (i)	 subject inversion/possibility of VS
	 (ii)	 subject extraction through an overt complementizer

illustrated in (3)–(6) for Italian and English; in (7) French examples are 
given showing essentially the same pattern as English:

(3)	 Parlava Gianni/un ragazzo

(4)	 *Talked John/a boy

(5)	 Chi hai detto che—parlava?

(6)	 *Who did you say that—talked?

(7)	 a.	 il/Jean parlait
		  he/John talked3S

	 b.	 *parlait
		  talked3S

	 c.	 *parlait Jean/un garçon
		  talked.3S John/a boy
	 d.	 *Qui as-tu dit que—parlait?
		  who have you said that talked3S
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Consider first property (i); property (ii) will be addressed in section 3.
The observation that the Italian type of subject inversion yielding VS is 

possible with any verb class and with any kind of lexical subject, with no 
overt element filling the preverbal subject position has primarily led to the 
conclusion that the possibility of VS is a typical null-subject property.

Indeed, in non-null-subject languages the order VS is lexically constrained 
(typically possible with some verb classes, e.g., unaccusatives), it is best real-
ized when the postverbal subject is not a definite DP,12 and the preverbal 
subject position must be filled with an expletive element. Examples (8) and 
(9) show the pattern for French and English; (10) illustrates the parallel 
example in Italian, showing no overt expletive in the inversion structure:

(8)	 a.	 Il est arrivé plusieurs enfants
		  it is arrived many children
	 b.	 plusieurs enfants sont arrivés
		  many children are arrived

(9)	 a.	 there came many children
	 b.	 many children came

(10)	 a.	 sono arrivati molti bambini
		  are arrivedMASC.PL many children
	 b.	 molti bambini sono arrivati
		  many children are arrivedMASC.PL

Hence, the general property holds that in null-subject languages (e.g., 
Italian) the extension of the phenomenon is wider. The classical proposal 
has thus been put forth that in all cases the preverbal subject position is 
filled by a silent element pro. In cases like (3) and (10) a. the empty pro-
nominal is the unpronounced version of the overt expletives of languages 
such as French and English in (8) a. and (9) a.; in cases like (1) b. and c. it is 
a referential null personal pronoun.

Given the extension of the phenomenon, subject inversion/VS of cases 
like (3) has come to be known as Free Inversion.

However, more recent studies have brought to light the fact that inver-
sion/VS is not free in null-subject languages, but that it is clearly ‘discourse 
related.’ This can be simply shown by taking into consideration question–
answer pairs like those in (11) and (12) in Italian, discussed in detail in Bel-
letti (2001b, 2004a, Chapter 6 of this volume):

(11)	 a.	 Chi è partito / ha parlato ?
		  who has leftMASC.SG/ has spoken
	 b.	 è partito / ha parlato Gianni
		  is leftMASC.SG /has spoken Gianni
	 c.	 %Gianni è partito/ha parlato
		  Gianni is leftMASC.SG/has talked
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(12)	 a.	 Che cosa ha fatto Gianni?
		  what thing has done Gianni
	 b.	 è partito / ha parlato, Gianni
		  is leftMASC.SG /has spoken, Gianni

As illustrated by (11) b., the postverbal subject functions as the focus of 
new information; this is indeed the most typical discourse interpretation of a 
postverbal subject. Notice, however, that in discourse intonationally appro-
priate conditions, suggested by the comma before the subject in (12) b., a 
postverbal subject can also function as topic/given information. Concentrat-
ing here on the focal interpretation of the postverbal subject, the clear contrast 
between (11) b. and (11) c. indicates that inversion/VS is not discourse free: 
the postverbal location of the new information subject is not just an option 
in the discourse conditions created by (11) a.; rather, it is a necessity.13

The discourse-related nature of subject inversion that yields the VS 
order can be explicitly expressed within the guidelines of the cartographic 
approach.14 As I have argued in detail in Belletti (2001b, 2004a, Chapter 6 
of this volume), the low part of the clause can be assumed to contain a vP-
periphery along the lines in (13):

(13)	 [CP . . . [ TP . . . [TopP Top [FocP Foc [TopP Top . . . vP]]]]]

In (13) a discourse-related dedicated position for new information Focus 
is present and Topic positions for given information are also present in this 
low area of the clause, thus paralleling in important ways the clause-exter-
nal Left Periphery.15 The specifier of the discourse-related new information 
Focus position can be assumed to host the postverbal subject. Thus, the new 
information interpretation comes as a consequence of the position where 
the postverbal subject ends up in the derivation of the VS order.16

According to this analysis, a sentence like (11) b. containing a postverbal 
focalized subject is thus associated with the following representation, where 
the subject ‘Gianni’ fills the low Spec/FocP, the verb (here a past participle) 
has moved to some higher head above it, and a silent pro fills the high sub-
ject position of the clause:

(14)	� [CP . . . [ TP pro . . . è . . . partito/ha parlato . . . [TopP [FocP Gianni 
[TopP [vP . . .]]]]]

A crucial feature of this analysis is that subject inversion/VS structures 
involve two main factors: (i) availability/licencing of pro in the subject posi-
tion of the clause; (ii) location of the subject in the dedicated position in the 
vP-periphery.

The analysis thus partly dissociates the two properties that are currently 
assumed to be tightly linked through the positive setting of the null-subject 
parameter in the following way:
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Availability of pro, the crucial null-subject property, is a necessary but 
not a sufficient condition to allow for subject inversion/VS. Activation 
of the dedicated position in the vP-periphery is also necessary.17

The analysis just briefly summarized was based on a systematic descrip-
tion of the salient discourse properties of VS structures as they can be deter-
mined through the grammaticality judgments of native speakers.18 We may 
now ask whether independent evidence of a different nature can also be 
found. Here comes the crucial relevance of acquisition data. Adult L2 Italian 
contributes a peculiar kind of evidence that the split assumed by the analysis 
may be on the right track.19 Consider in this respect the experimental results 
presented in Belletti and Leonini (2004). The experimental design utilized 
in this work consisted in presenting to (non-advanced, intermediate) speak-
ers of L2 Italian with different L1 backgrounds a number of short movies, 
all ending with a question on the subject that the L2 speakers were asked 
to answer with a whole sentence, expressing the verb. The experiment was 
designed to elicit VS structures, with S a new information focus subject. The 
elicited verbs belonged to different verb classes (see Belletti and Leonini 
2004 for further details).

Tables 9.1 and 9.2 summarize the results and indicate the comparison 
with the very different behavior of a control group of native speakers of 
Italian. It is worth observing right away that the extremely consistent behav-
ior of the native group is by itself a very clear indication that, on the one 
side, the experiment was well designed in that the expected structures were 
indeed elicited, on the other, the discourse conditions correlating with the 
postverbal location of the subject were properly identified: A postverbal 
subject is interpreted as a focus of new information and a new information 
focus subject is most typically located in the postverbal position. Some of 
the questions and the related expected answers of the elicitation test are 
given in (a) and (b), respectively. Since the experimental situation provides a 
pragmatically controlled setting, it is especially significant and welcome that 
the results on the control group conform to the hypothesis previously solely 
based on native speakers’ grammaticality judgments.

Table 9.1  Vs/Null Subjects (Italian vs French)

Control Group  VS  Null Subjects

L1 Italian 98% 95%

381/390 333/352

L1 French 21% 70%

    25/117   73/104
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(a) — Chi ha telefonato? (b) — Ha telefonato Francesco
‘Who phoned?’ ‘has phoned Francesco’

— Chi è partito? — E’ partito un ragazzo
‘Who left’? is left a boy

— Chi ha bevuto il mio caffè? — L’ha bevuto una ragazza
‘Who drank my coffee?’ it-has drunk a girl

Similar results have been obtained with the same experimental task with 
‘near-native’ speakers of Italian, with L1 English (Belletti, Bennati, and 
Sorace 2007), as illustrated in Table 9.3 for VS.

The results are very sharp: The L2 speakers utilize the VS order to a much 
more limited extent than native speakers, given the very same discourse situ-
ation. The results on the so-called L2 near natives show that this behavior 
does not change significantly also at a fairly advanced level of attainment.

The L2 speakers differ as to the answering strategy they prefer to adopt 
to answer the questions in (a). This is also an interesting result by itself.20 
However, what is of interest here is that they systematically adopt VS to a 
significantly limited extent. The rate in the use of null subjects, on the other 
hand is very different. Tables 9.1 and 9.2 show that the L2 speakers utilize 
null subjects to a fairly high rate also at the non-advanced level of attain-
ment.21 The same holds true even more significantly at the near-native level 

Table 9.2  Vs/Null Subjects (Italian vs German)

Control Group  VS  Null Subjects

L1 Italian 98% 95%

381/390 333/352

L1 German 27% 55%

  167/626 313/574

Table 9.3  VS

  VS

L2 near natives 38%

(192/510)

Controls 87%

  (209/240)
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where the L2 speakers have performed really native-like in the use of null 
pronominal subjects in a spontaneous production experimental task. In this 
case there was no significant difference with respect to a control group: Null 
pronominal subjects have been utilized in 52 percent versus 59 percent of 
the cases by near natives and natives, respectively.22

In conclusion, these (adult) L2 acquisition data indicate that the correla-
tion between availability of null subject, interpreted here as pro licencing 
in the preverbal subject position, and free inversion/VS should be seen in a 
more fine-grained fashion. The former property should be treated as a nec-
essary, but not as a sufficient condition to make the latter structure directly 
available. Other factors condition the availability of VS. The analysis sum-
marized here identifies these factors in precise discourse conditions and the 
related structural positions that express them. These data can then be taken 
as evidence that a dissociation between the core null-subject property and 
VS is welcome and should be assumed. Thus, the correlation of proper-
ties should more appropriately be seen as a weak one, as claimed in 1.1. 
The formulation of the null-subject parameter and the analysis of subject 
inversion/VS structures should be able to express the partial dissociation 
of these properties. The analysis schematized in (13) has precisely these 
features.

3	On  Evidence 2: que > qui

Subject extraction across an overt complementizer appears to be generally 
possible in null-subject languages—where it is assumed to be indirectly per-
formed from a low position in the clause (see Rizzi 1982 and the more recent 
discussion in Rizzi and Shlonsky 2007), an option available in null-subject 
languages where the preverbal subject position can be filled with a nonovert 
expletive pro.23 Consider in this respect the Italian subject relative clause in 
(15) a. and the subject (long) interrogative in (5), repeated in (15) b.; (15) 
c. is an example of object relative clause: Note that the complementizer has 
the same shape in both (15) a. and (15) c., and it corresponds to the finite 
declarative complementizer che, present in (15) b. (the symbol ‘—’ indicates 
the approximate extraction site):

(15)	 a.	� Maria mi ha segnalato un libro che pro uscirà—il mese 
prossimo

		�  Maria me has brought-to-my attention a book that pro will-
come3S out the month next

		�  ‘Maria has brought to my attention a book that—will come 
out next month.’

	 b.	 Chi hai detto che pro parlava—?
		  ‘Who have you said that pro talked3S?’



234  Structures and Strategies

T&F Proofs: Not for Distribution

	 c.	� Maria mi ha segnalato un libro che Jean recensirà—il mese 
prossimo su Le Monde.

		�  Maria me has brought-to-my-attention a book that Jean 
will-review3S the month next on Le Monde

		�  ‘Maria has brought to my attention a book that Jean will 
review next month on Le Monde.’

The same subject extraction does not appear to be equally possible in 
non-null-subject languages. See as an illustration the impossibility of the 
English and French interrogatives in (6) and (7) d. repeated in (16) a. and b., 
and the French subject relative (16) c.:

(16)	 a.	 *Who did you say that talked?
	 b.	 *Qui as-tu dit que parlait?
		  who have you said that talked3S

	 c.	 *Marie m’a signalé un livre que va paraître le mois prochain
		�  Maria me has brought-to-my-attention a book that will ap-

pear3S the month next

The examples in (16) a.–c. are known from the literature as typical illus-
trations of the so-called ‘that- trace effect’ (Chomsky 1981; Kayne 1981; 
Rizzi 1990b).

Different non-null-subject languages repair the violation created by the 
extraction of the subject in different ways. French switches the complemen-
tizer que to the form qui, the so-called que > qui alternation, illustrated in 
(17) a., which minimally contrasts with (16) c. Note that no alteration in the 
form of the complementizer is manifested in the case of an object relative 
in French, as illustrated by (17) b., which minimally differs from (17) a. in 
this respect:

(17)	 a.	 Marie m’a signalé un livre qui va paraître le mois prochain
		�  Maria me has brought-to-my-attention a book that will ap-

pear3S the month next
	 b.	� Marie m’a signalé un livre que Jean va commenter le mois 

prochain dans Le Monde
		�  Maria me has brought-to-my-attention a book that Jean 

will3S comment the month next in Le Monde

Qui has been interpreted as a kind of agreeing form of the declarative 
complementizer que.24 The switch is assumed to guarantee that the general 
formal constraint, ECP—and its successors—that is violated by direct sub-
ject extraction from the preverbal subject position, be thus satisfied.

As is clear even from this very brief summary of a long-standing debate, 
the que > qui alternation is a property of French that is tightly linked to 
the negative setting of the null-subject parameter. As noted, no similar 
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alternation is at work in Italian, as illustrated in (15). The Italian comple-
mentizer does not need to be involved in repairing a structure that does not 
need any repair to start with since pro can fill the high subject position in 
a null-subject language like Italian. The correlation between the non-null-
subject nature of French and the operation of the que > qui alternation can 
thus be considered a strong, principled one.

Can acquisition data tell us something about the assumed strong sta-
tus of the correlation? An interesting hint comes from the productions of 
the French/Italian bilingual child Lorenzo, discussed in detail in Belletti and 
Hamann (2004). Note first of all that, from the very beginning of data tak-
ing, the child had a rich and faultless use of pronominal subjects in his French 
productions of tensed clauses, as required by the non-null-subject nature of 
French.25 Interestingly, it is also the case that the very first recordings con-
tain instances of spontaneous productions of que > qui alternations. Loren-
zo’s productions in (18) suggest that the correlation established through the 
negative setting of the null-subject parameter is a strong, principled one. 
These data are particularly significant not only internally to French, but also 
in consideration of the fact that in the ‘other’ language of the bilingual child, 
Italian, no such alternation is present, as already seen in (15):

(18) a. Non, c’est pas moi qui devrais l’amener. (Lorenzo 3;5)
No, it’s not me who should.1S take-it-with-me

b. Non, j’ai pas vu des voitures qui font comme ça.
(Lorenzo 3 ;7)

No, I have not seen any cars which make3P like that
c. C’est la maison que je habite. (Lorenzo 3 ;7)

That’s the house that I live
d. Non. Je fait le papa qui fait la cuisine. (Lorenzo 3 ;7)

No. I make the daddy who makes the kitchen
e. Mais il y a quelque chose qui ne va pas dans celui là.

(Lorenzo3; 8)
But there is something which does not work in that one

f. Oui . . . si tu dis que je fais les choses qui sont pas drôles tu 
sais qu’est ce que tu prends?

(Lorenzo 4 ;4)
Yes, . . . if you say that I do things that are not funny you 
know what you take . . .?

g. Non, c’est un outil qu’on utilise, là. (Lorenzo 4;11)
No, it’s a tool which we use there

(19) a. Oui, tu m’as dit que je ne pouvais pas faire comme ça alors
(Lorenzo 4;4)

Yes, you told me that I could not do like that then . . .
b. Tu veux que je te fais rater, hein? (Lorenzo 4 ;11)

you want that I you-make fail
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Note the form qui of the complementizer in the subject relatives in (18) 
a.–b. and (18) d.–f., and the form que in the object relative (18) c. and the 
elided form in (18) g. also containing the overt subject pronoun on. The pro-
ductions in (19) are also interesting in that they show the appropriate use 
of the unaltered form of the declarative complementizer que, introducing a 
declarative subordinate clause. On the complementizer status of qui in the 
que > qui alternation the following properties must be kept in mind:

	 (i)	 It must be kept distinct from the relative pronoun qui that is only com-
patible with an animate relative head (Kayne 1974):

(20) a. L’homme à qui je pense
the man to who I think

b. * la voiture à qui je pense
the car to who I think

			   The complementizer qui appearing in cases of subject extraction is 
perfectly compatible (and necessary) with an inanimate relative head:

(21) Voilà la voiture qui partira demain
here is the car which will-leave3S tomorrow

			   Note that the child’s productions in (18) b. and (18) e. are particu-
larly revealing in this respect of an appropriate use of the altered form 
of the complementizer.

	 (ii)	 In French, the form qui of the complementizer also shows up in con-
texts of long subject extraction. Note that in these cases no relative 
pronoun would appear anyway (Kayne and Pollock 1978):

(22) a. L’homme que Marie dit qui parle Français
the man that Marie says who speaks French

b. Le livre que Marie dit qui sortira demain
the book that Marie says that will-come-out.3S tomorrow

			   Going back to the acquisition data on the que > qui alternation, 
it should be noted that no similar alternation data are documented 
in the (smaller) Italian corpus of the same bilingual child.26 This fact, 
besides constituting interesting subtle evidence for the so-called ‘sepa-
rate systems hypothesis’ of bilingual development, has an impact that 
is of direct relevance for the main focus of the present discussion. The 
spontaneous productions of the bilingual child provide a sort of ‘nat-
ural experiment’ whereby the strong correlation between the shape 
of the complementizer and the (negative) setting of the null-subject 
parameter is very clearly manifested. It is simultaneously realized both 
‘positively’ (in French, through mastering of the alternation) and ‘neg-
atively’ (in Italian, through absence/no extension of the alternation) in 
the two languages involved.27
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4	On  Evidence 3: Object Clitics

The acquisition of Romance-type object clitics has been repeatedly shown 
in the literature to be somewhat problematic. For instance, in French mono-
lingual L1 acquisition subject (weak) pronouns have been shown to appear 
earlier than object clitics (Hamann, Rizzi, and Frauenfelder 1996 and subse-
quent work). However, as can be seen in the relevant literature, the difficulty 
can manifest itself differently according to the different modes of acquisi-
tion.28 In particular, let us focus here on the following aspects:

	 (i)	 Placement errors of object clitics have never been documented in 
monolingual acquisition.29

	 (ii)	 Placement errors of object clitics have been (repeatedly) documented 
in bilingual/ child30 and adult L2 acquisition.

However, a difference emerges depending on the target (L2) language:

	(iii)	 Placement errors of object clitics in bilingual/child and adult L2 acqui-
sition have been documented for French but not for Italian (neither in 
elicited nor in spontaneous production).31

Hamann and Belletti (2006) identify a typology of placement errors that 
have been reported in the literature on French. A sample is given in the 
following.32

	 (i)	 Clitic in complement position:

(23) a. moi, j’ai trouvè le (Greg month 14, White 1996)
me, I have found-it

b. alors, tu joue avec le (Elisa 4;2,  
Belletti & Hamann 2004)

then, you play with-it
c. non, on laisse le (Elisa 4;2)

no, one leaves-it
d. je prends la (Anouk 3;03,23,Hulk 2000)

I take-her
e. on prend le gaz et refroidir le (Karl, 8 months exposure, 

Granfeldt and Schlyter 2004)
one takes the gaz and recool-it

f. elle demande la (Petra, 5 months of exposure,  
Granfeldt and Schlyter (2004))

she asks-her
g. elle croit la

she believes-her
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	 (ii)	 Auxiliary—Clitic—Past Participle:

(24) a. ça a m’étranglé, (Elisa 5;5 repeated)
this has me-strangled

b. regarde, là j’ai m’étranglé (Elisa 5;5 repeated)
look, there I have myself-strangled

c. t’as le mis trop chaud (Anouk 3;06,25)
you have it-put too hot

d. après il a se réveillé (Ivar 3;02.14;  
Crysmann & Müller 2000)

then he has himself-waken-up
e. vous avez la pris (Emma, 17;  

Herschensohn 2004)
you have her-taken

f. il a les fini
he has-them finished

g. il a lui assis (Petra, adult;  
7 months exposure)

he has him-finished
h. J’ai le vu (Karl, adult;  

2,10 months exposure)
I have him-seen

	(iii)	 Clitic in ‘isolation’:

(25) a. c’est moi le (Elisa 4;2)
this is mine it

b. le quoi? (Lorenzo 3;7)
it what

c. je la aussi mets dans la boite (Anouk 3 ;10,07)
I her as well put in the box

d. tu peux le très bien faire (Anouk 4;06)
you can it very well do

Let us make explicit the basic analytical assumptions, schematically indi-
cated in the following:

	 (i)	 Pronouns are DPs.
	 (ii)	 Clitics are the head of a pronominal DP (D).
	(iii)	 Three classes of pronouns can be distinguished: strong, weak, clitics 

(Cardinaletti and Starke 1999).
	(iv)	 Pronominal DPs move in the clause structure as XP-maximal projec-

tions (into some functional position dedicated to the different classes 
of pronouns).

	 (v)	 Citicization involves a further step in the movement of the pronominal 
DP: movement of the clitic pronoun as a head X° (into a dedicated 
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head position in the clause; the same ultimately also containing the 
finite verb).33

Given these assumptions, the placement errors considered could receive 
the following interpretation: They could result from a misanalysis of the 
object clitic as a weak pronoun (or possibly as a strong pronoun for the 
‘Clitic in isolation’ case), hence a DP/XP, rather than as a syntactic clitic, i.e., 
ultimately a D°/X°.

A number of questions arise here; the following two can be singled out as 
having particular relevance for the focus of the present discussion:

	 (a)	 What should favor the weak (or strong) pronoun analysis in the bilin-
gual/L2 setting also accounting for the lack of placement errors in 
monolingual acquisition?

	 (b)	 What may explain the difference between French and Italian in this 
domain of acquisition, with placement errors (so far) undocumented 
in Italian?

The questions can be given the (preliminary) following answers, tenta-
tively phrased here in terms of speculations.

Speculation 1:  The weak pronoun analysis could be favored by the follow-
ing two factors involving properties of both the target L2 language and 
the L1:

	 (i)	 It could be prompted by the existence of weak pronominal subject 
pronouns (je, tu, il, elle . . ., which have been shown not to pose special 
acquisition problems) in the L2 target language French.

	 (ii)	 It would also be more readily compatible with properties of the pro-
nominal system of the other language of the acquirer (e.g., a Germanic 
language in the typical cases shown earlier) that lacks Romance-type 
clitics but has weak (and strong) pronouns in the pronominal system.

Hence, according to this hypothesis, both properties of the target second 
language and of the first language may influence the analysis adopted by 
the L2 acquirer, with the option shared by both languages being somewhat 
privileged, hence entertained at some initial stage of acquisition.

Speculation 2:  The hypothesis in (i) of Speculation 1 could also provide 
a principled reason for the lack of placement errors in bilingual/child and 
adult L2 acquisition of object clitics in Italian: Since Italian lacks (conspicu-
ous) instances of weak pronouns, factor (i) is not at work for the L2 acquirer 
of Italian.

The following further speculations may be added to complete the 
picture:
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	 (i)	 The weak pronoun/maximal projection analysis can be assumed to be 
more ‘economical’ overall, as it implies a simpler computation than 
the clitic analysis. This could provide a reason for the delay of acquisi-
tion of object clitics with respect to subject (weak) pronouns in French 
L1 acquisition, referred to at the beginning of the present section.

	 (ii)	 On the other hand, lack of the second factor of Speculation 1, which 
identifies a crucial role of the grammatical system of the other 
language(s) involved in the acquisition process, might suggest a rea-
son why placement errors are typically absent from monolingual, L1 
acquisition of object clitics, with no difference between French and 
Italian in this respect. Overall, the bilingual/child-adult L2 setting pro-
vides an input that is at the same time richer and poorer than the 
monolingual one. On the one hand, there may be less input data for 
each single language. On the other hand, more UG options can mani-
fest themselves through the input data of the two (or more) languages. 
In consequence, different UG hypotheses may be likely to be tried out 
more readily in these conditions of language acquisition, than in a 
monolingual situation.34

	(iii)	 Furthermore, lack of (conspicuous instances of) weak pronouns in 
Italian makes the more economical analysis not a real option in mono-
lingual acquisition of Italian anyway. A fortiori, no placement errors 
are expected in this mode of acquisition in Italian.35

Besides their intrinsic interest as for what they can reveal as far as dif-
ferent modes of acquisition are concerned, the data presented in this sec-
tion seem able to uncover subtle differences between two closely related 
languages such as French and Italian in the closely related domains of the 
syntax of personal pronouns and clitics. The pronominal systems of weak 
and clitic pronouns in French and Italian are made somehow more visible 
through the peculiar lens of bilingual/L2 acquisition. These acquisition data 
thus directly contribute a special kind of evidence for our general under-
standing of theoretically significant properties of the two different, though 
very closely related, grammatical systems in the area of personal pronouns.

5	 Conclusion

The three kinds of evidence discussed in this chapter all share the com-
mon feature of considering data coming from (different modes of) language 
acquisition as a further, peculiar potential set of empirical arguments able to 
sustain, or refute, formal analyses independently formulated within the prin-
ciples and computations of the general linguist theory. It has been argued 
that the partial dissociation between the core null-subject property (pro in 
preverbal high subject position) and the availability of (free) subject inver-
sion/VS independently assumed in recent analyses (Belletti 2001b, 2004a, 
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Chapter 6 of this volume) appears to be systematically confirmed by adult 
L2 acquisition experimental data on elicited productions of VS structures. 
Thus, these data provide an indirect support to this type of analysis and, 
more generally, to any analysis that interprets the correlation between the 
(core) null-subject property and availability of VS as a weak correlation, dis-
sociating the two properties to some extent. On the other hand, the French/
Italian bilingual spontaneous production data reviewed here argue, in an 
original way, in favor of an interpretation of the que > qui alternation in 
French as a process tightly linked to the negative setting of the null-subject 
parameter, as proposed in the relevant cited literature. Thus, any analysis 
that interprets the alternation as strongly correlating with such a nega-
tive setting receives support by these data. Finally, as for the acquisition of 
object clitics, it should first of all be noted that the hypothesis that subject 
pronouns and object clitics in French, despite their very close resemblance, 
should be analyzed as belonging to the different classes of weak and clitic 
pronouns respectively, is clearly supported by the different developmental 
patterns that the two classes of pronouns give rise to in all modes of acqui-
sition briefly reviewed here. Thus, any analysis that makes the appropriate 
distinction receives support by these data. Furthermore, on the comparative 
side that has constituted the main focus of the discussion in this domain 
here, the different error patterns that the bilingual/L2 acquisition of object 
clitics gives rise to in French and Italian could suggest that French object 
clitics may be more prone to an analysis as weak pronouns at some initial 
stage of acquisition than Italian object clitics. This can be interpreted in 
terms of a somewhat indirect influence of the overwhelming presence of 
weak pronouns in the French pronominal system, instantiated by subject 
weak pronouns. It has been speculated here that since overt weak pronouns 
are poorly represented in the Italian pronominal system, the misanalysis 
of object clitics may be typically not entertained by the acquirers of Ital-
ian. These comparative acquisition data thus reveal in a peculiar and some-
what unexpected way the subtle but grammatically relevant distinctions in 
the systems of personal pronouns of French and Italian. The different and 
unrelated domains explored here are just three relatively subtle examples of 
a potentially much wider database that linguistic theory can, and actually 
should, exploit in the search of support for formal analyses and general 
hypotheses entertained in explaining aspects of the internal grammars of 
natural languages.
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10	A nswering Strategies
New Information Subjects 
and the Nature of Clefts

1	 Introduction

Different languages typically adopt different ways to answer the same 
question concerning the identification of the subject of the clause, when 
the answer is provided through a full clause. I will refer to these ways 
as different answering strategies.1 Consider the following list in I. as an 
illustration:

I. A. a. Chi è partito / ha parlato ? Italian:  
VS (‘free inversion’)b. E’ partito / ha parlato Gianni

B. a. Qui est parti/ a parlé? French:  
((reduced) Cleft)b. C’est Jean (qui est parti/ a parlé)

C. a. Who came/spoke? English:  
SV/(in situ focalization)b. John came/spoke

c. John did

The overwhelming preferred strategy in Italian has the new informa-
tion focus subject located in the postverbal position (often referred to as 
‘free inversion’ in the literature).2 French speakers tend to typically adopt 
a reduced cleft sentence in their answers, while English speakers preserve 
the subject-verb order of declarative clauses; a special stress is attributed 
to the preverbal subject with a resulting prosody that is very different from 
that of simple declaratives, whose subject qualifies as the argument that 
the predicate is about.3 I refer to this strategy as focalization in situ. A pos-
sible suggestion on the in situ strategy will be briefly sketched out. In this 
chapter, however, I will mainly concentrate on the discussion of the VS and 
(reduced) cleft strategies, the relation between them, and the way in which 
it can be explicitly expressed through a cartographic analysis to be devel-
oped in detail. It will emerge that, despite their superficial difference, both 
strategies share a crucial property: They involve a postverbal subject in the 
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same position dedicated to new information focus in the vP-periphery of 
the clause.4

2	 More languages

If we look at more languages, also typologically different from each other 
and possibly diachronically unrelated, it emerges that the strategies identi-
fied in the list in I are those typically adopted.

These answering strategies appear to essentially exhaust the available 
options. Thus, there are languages behaving like Italian—a.o.: European 
Portuguese, Romanian, Paduan . . . —languages behaving like French—a.o. 
Japanese, Norwegian, Malayalam . . . —languages behaving like English—
a.o. German, Hungarian,5 Basque, Gungbe . . . The list of parallel exchanges 
in II. illustrates using some of the languages mentioned:

II. European Portuguese:
Quem é que telefonou? (‘Who called’)
Who is it that called
Telefonou o Hans
Called Hans
Quem levou as flores? (‘Who took the flowers away’)
Levou (as flores) o João
Took (the flowers) João
Quem é que saiu (ontem)? (‘Who left(yesterday)’)
Who is it that left (yesterday)
(Ontem,) Saiu a Maria
Yesterday left Maria

Japanese
Dare-kara (denwa-ga kakatte kita no) (‘Who called’)
Who-from phone-NOM being made came Q

‘From whom was the phone made?’
(Sore-wa) Hans-kara (desu)
it -TOP -from is ‘It is from Hans’
Dare-ga hana-o motte itta no
who-NOM flower-ACC taking went Q

(‘Who took the flowers away?’)
Okaasan-ga motte itta
Mom -NOM taking went ‘Mom took (it) away.
Kinoo dare-ga dete itta no
yesterday who-NOM go out went Q ( ‘Who left yesterday?’)
(Sore-wa) Mary (desu)
it -TOP is Mary ‘It’s Mary.’
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Norwegian
Hvem var det som rignte? (‘Who called’)
‘who was it that called?’
Det var Hans.
‘it was Hans’
Hvem er det som har tatt blomstene?

(‘Who took the flowers away?’)
‘who is it that has taken flowers-the’ OR
Hvem har tatt blomstene?
‘who has taken flowers-the’
Det er moder’n.
‘it is mum’
Moder’n har tatt dem.
‘Mum has taken them’
Hvem var det som (dro igaar)? (‘Who left yesterday?’)
‘who was it that left yesterday?’
Det var Marit.
‘it was Marit’

Hungarian
Ki telefonált? (‘Who called’)
Hans telefonált.
‘Hans called’
Ki vitte el a virágot? (‘Who took the flowers away?’)
Who took particle the flower
Anyu vitte el a virágot.
‘Anyu took the flowers’
Ki ment el (tegnap)? (‘Who left yesterday?’)
Who went away yesterday
Mari ment el (tegnap)
‘Mari went away’

Two main descriptive comments are suggested by looking at the parallel 
question–answer pairs in II.: (i.) the way the question is formulated does 
not necessarily influence the kind of answer provided. This is illustrated in 
an especially interesting way by European Portuguese where the question 
is formulated through use of a cleft sentence—a very common questioning 
strategy across languages—but the answer has a postverbal subject and no 
cleft. Conversely, as in the case of French seen in I., the answer can contain 
a (reduced) cleft even if the question does not; this pattern is reproduced in 
Norwegian and Japanese in the list in II. (ii.) the (reduced) cleft answering 
strategy appears to alternate somewhat with the SV order. This is revealed 
by the Norwegian examples in the list, but it should be remembered that 
English-type SV is also adopted by French speakers, to some extent.6 Thus, 
there must be some reason that puts together the (reduced) cleft strategy and 
the SV strategy (see sections 3.2 and 4 for discussion).
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3	 The cartographic analysis of postverbal 
subjects in the VS order and (reduced) clefts

As thoroughly discussed in Chapter 6 and Chapter 8, the cartographic analy-
sis of the VS order with a new information focus postverbal subject assumes 
that the postverbal subject fills the Specifier of a low focus position, reserved 
to host new information constituents. Thus, a sentence like I.Ab in Italian, 
an answer to a question like I.Aa, is analyzed along the lines illustrated in 
(1) b., assuming the vP-periphery in (1) a.:

(1) a. [CP . . . [ TP . . . [TopP . . . [FocP Foc [TopP . . . vP]]]]]
b. [CP . . . [ TP pro . . . è . . . partito/ha parlato [TopP [FocPGianni [TopP [vP . . . ]]]]] 

A crucial feature of the analysis in (1) b. is that the postverbal subject 
moves to the vP-peripheral focus position where it is interpreted, while, 
much as in traditional analyses of ‘free inversion,’ a silent pro fills the pre-
verbal subject position where, we may assume, an active EPP feature needs 
to be satisfied.7 Thus, a postverbal subject in this kind of inversion is only 
allowed if the language licences a silent pro in the preverbal subject posi-
tion; in other words, if the language is a null-subject language. It is natural 
to assume that, if the language is not a null-subject language, a different 
computation must be implemented in order to exploit the new information 
focus position in the low periphery of the clause. The cleft strategy can pre-
cisely be the relevant structure. Let us illustrate the proposal with French. 
Assume the structure and derivation of the cleft answer in I.Bb along the 
lines in (2):

(2) [TPCe . . . [ TopP [ FocP [TopP [vP être [sc Jean [ CP qui a parlé] ]]]]]]

In (2) the copula be is inserted as a kind of dummy verb. In this function, 
be makes a vP-periphery available in a way compatible with the non-null-
subject nature of French as the expletive-like subject ‘ce’ is also inserted in 
the preverbal subject position.8 As in current analyses,9 the copula takes a 
small clause (sc) as its complement. The small clause complement of the 
copula is a subject predicate structure, where the predicate is a (relative-like) 
CP that gets deleted in the reduced version of the cleft answer, as illustrated 
in (2).10

(1) b. and (2) share a crucial similarity: In both structures the new infor-
mation focus subject fills the low focus position. This common feature 
expresses the reason why both structures can constitute two answering 
strategies to the same question concerning the identification of the subject 
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of the clause: Both strategies activate the same new information vP periph-
eral focus position. Note that while formal reasons exclude the possibility in 
French to directly activate this position in the way it gets activated in Italian, 
as French does not licence a null subject in the preverbal EPP position, no 
formal principle seems to exclude use of a (reduced) cleft answer in Italian. 
As mentioned in note 6 and discussed in some detail in the reference cited 
there, economy reasons may be at the source of the preference for the VS 
strategy in a null-subject language like Italian, and in null-subject languages 
of the same kind in general (Spanish, European Portuguese, the languages 
cited earlier . . .). Interestingly enough however, a (reduced) cleft, normally 
disfavored, is possible in Italian and may become the preferred option when 
either a cleft is contained in the question (3) b. or else with agentive predi-
cates expressing a somewhat negative presupposition (3) d.:

(3)	 a.	 Chi è (stato) che ha rotto il vaso?
		  Who is it that broke the vase
	 b.	 E’ (stato) Gianni
		  it is (has been) Gianni
	 c.	 Chi ha urlato?
		  Who screamed
	 d.	 E’ stato Gianni
		  it has been Gianni

I will not address the issue in further detail here. The reader is referred to 
Belletti (2007) for some discussion of the economy question that may arise, 
taken up in particular from the perspective of language acquisition.11 The 
important point to be underscored here is that the subject in the (reduced) 
cleft should be considered a postverbal subject in disguise. As no formal 
principle is violated in the use of a cleft, it is to be expected that it be used to 
some extent also in a language where the VS option is the preferred strategy. 
The examples in (3) are cases in point from Italian. As is pointed out in the 
literature on the semantics of clefts, a cleft provides a unique exhaustive 
identification of the clefted constituent.12 In those cases where a cleft is used 
as an answer then, the answer is (implicitly) providing a unique exhaustive 
identification of the new information constituent; in the cases under discus-
sion such a constituent is the subject of the clause. Thus, if the answer aims 
at uniquely and exhaustively identifying the subject, it is not surprising that 
a cleft answer may count as appropriate also in a language where a post-
verbal subject would normally be the preferred option to express a new 
information subject. On the other hand, as formal reasons exclude direct 
use of the VS option in non-null-subject languages, it is to be expected that 
the only form of ‘inversion’ in these languages is a disguised one, compat-
ible with the nature of the language: The cleft structure serves precisely this 
purpose.13
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3.1	 SV Answers

The English-type SV answer is the other strategy adopted by non-null-subject 
languages that do not licence a pro in the preverbal EPP position. I would like 
to propose that in this case focalization of the preverbal subject is brought 
about by activation of a DP internal (new information) focus position. A 
clear sign of DP internal focalization is the special prosody associated with 
the in situ focalization. Indeed, this special prosody is the only sign that the 
preverbal subject is a new information focus subject and not the character-
istic subject of simple declaratives with which the predicate determines an 
aboutness relation.14 Note that the new information focus prosody of the 
preverbal subject is very different from the corrective/contrastive focaliza-
tion illustrated in sentences like (4), which do not qualify as an appropriate 
answer of new information:

(4)	 JOHN came (not Bill)

As discussed in Chapter 6, this kind of focalization corresponds to left 
peripheral focalization, where the active focus position is located in the 
articulated CP left periphery (Rizzi 1997), as in cases of object corrective/
contrastive focalization like the one in (5):

(5)	 JOHN I met (not Bill)

In the in situ focalization strategy, the low vP-periphery is not activated, 
according to the proposal just sketched out. It is a DP internal focus posi-
tion that is active in this case. However, much as in Italian-type languages, 
in English-type languages the cleft French-type strategy can be resorted to in 
some cases as well, thus indicating that access to the low vP peripheral focus 
position is generally available across languages. (6) b. is a possible example 
of cleft answering in English:

(6)	 a.	 Who is it at the door?
	 b.	 It’s John (at the door)

In conclusion, overtly (VS) or disguised (cleft) postverbal subjects cru-
cially involve the low discourse-related focus position in the vP-periphery of 
the clause. Preverbal new information subjects activate a DP internal focus 
position whose overt manifestation is a clear sign of prosodic nature. In sec-
tion 3.4 the status of preverbal subjects as focus of new information will be 
devoted further attention and the analysis will be somewhat refined in the 
frame of the discussion of new information focus objects.
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3.2	 (Reduced) Clefts Tend to Alternate with SV

Recollecting judgments from native speakers the conclusion can be drawn 
that the cleft strategy tends to alternate with the SV strategy. Indeed, although 
there is a characteristic wide use of cleft answers of the type discussed, 
French speakers do not totally exclude SV answers of the English type:

(7)	 a.	 Qui a parlé?
	 b.	 Jean a parlé

This fact is not surprising under the assumed analysis that interprets both 
the (reduced) cleft and the SV strategies as the ways in which new informa-
tion subject answers are formulated in non-null-subject languages.15 This 
point will be readdressed in section 4 in the context of the discussion of 
data from BP.

3.3	 No Comparable Strategies for Answers to Object Questions

A natural question to ask at this point is what the status of nonsubject, 
i.e., object answers, is across languages. Can different answering strategies 
also be detected for object questions? Since a crucial aspect of the proposed 
account capitalizes on the status of the language with respect to the null-
subject option, the natural expectation is that no parallel different answer-
ing strategies should be expected for nonsubject questions. A first survey 
confirms this expectation. Indeed, all things being equal, Italian, French, and 
English, our first sample languages, do not manifest any difference in the 
context of object questions, when answers are provided with a full clause. 
Consider the pairs in (8) in this respect:

(8)	 Italian
		  a.	 Che cosa hai comprato?
			   What have you bought
		  b.	Ho comprato un libro
			   I bought a book
	 French
		  a.	 Qu’as-tu acheté /Qu’est-ce-que tu as acheté?
		  b.	 J’ai acheté un livre
	 English
		  a.	 What have you bought ?
		  b.	 I have bought a book

The natural assumption to make is that in all these cases the object fills 
the low focus position; as there is no interference with the higher part of the 
clause, the EPP subject position in particular, it is expected that no differ-
ence across the different languages should manifest itself. Thus, it is indeed 
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in the realm of subject answers that different strategies show up and are to 
be expected across languages. This has been our assumption throughout the 
discussion so far.16

3.4	 The Parametrization of the New Information Focus Position 
and the Uniformity of Subject and Object Answers

Some new information focus subject answers with the order SV are not of 
the English type. It seems that a parametrization is at work, according to 
whether the new information focus position active in a given language is 
the vP peripheral one, as in the VS or cleft examples discussed for Italian 
and French as main illustrations, or else whether the new information focus 
position coincides with the left peripheral one, characteristically associated 
with contrast or correction in various languages, as was illustrated with the 
English example (5). An immediate expectation is created: if the new infor-
mation focus position coincides with the left peripheral one, then not only 
SV answers should be the typical answer to a question on the identification 
of the subject, but OV answers should also be as typical as the answer to a 
question on the identification of the object. Two languages like Hungarian 
and Sicilian may precisely illustrate languages of this type. The pairs in (9) 
and (10) indicate that in both Hungarian and Sicilian, SV and OV are the 
typical orders of answers to subject and object questions:17

(9) Hungarian
a. Hans telefonált (SV, answer to: ‘who called?’)
b. Mit vett Mari?

What has Mary bought?
c. Mari egy “pulóvert vett (OV)

Mary a sweater bought
(10) Sicilian

a. Montalbano sono (SV, answer to: ‘who 
is on the phone?’)

b. Chi scrivisti airi?
what did you write yesterday

c. N’articulu scrissi (OV)
an article I have written

Note that both Sicilian and Hungarian are SVO languages18 and both 
are null-subject languages. The first property excludes that the SV and OV 
order of the examples be the simple reflex of the head parameter. The lat-
ter property allows us to better spell out an important feature of the pro-
posed analysis: The null-subject property is a necessary but not a sufficient 
condition to allow for answers containing a postverbal subject, displaying 
the order VS. The implication is a one-way implication. As the Sicilian and 
Hungarian cases confirm, the implication does not necessarily hold in the 
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other direction: If the language is a null-subject language, subject answers 
may contain a postverbal subject and display the order VS, only if the new 
information focus position active in the language is the low vP peripheral 
one. If the new information focus position is the high left peripheral one, SV 
is expected. Crucially, however, OV is then expected as well.

The contrast between (9) c. and (10) c. on the one side, and the English 
example in (8) b. on the other, is especially significant and revealing. It indi-
rectly but strongly suggests that the SV order is not uniform in nature: It 
corresponds to what we labeled focalization in situ in the English case, but 
not in all cases in other languages, where left peripheral new information 
focalization may be involved.19

4	 Experimental data: Acquisition 
and language description

The very existence of the different answering strategies introduced at the 
outset can be revealed through different methods of data taking. At least the 
following two can be mentioned: the standard practice making reference 
to grammaticality judgments by native speakers and results from experi-
mental controlled elicited production. The latter method may constitute an 
important integration to the former since, by providing a controlled prag-
matics, the obtained results are both totally explicit of what the answer 
is exactly an answer to, and directly comparable if the same experimental 
design is applied to different languages. While so far the discussion has been 
grounded on data from grammaticality judgments obtained on the basis of 
a questionnaire distributed to native speakers of different languages, some 
of which have been illustrated in the examples in I. and II., this section is 
devoted to the presentation of relevant experimental results.

In Belletti and Leonini (2004) an experimental design was created aiming 
at eliciting the production of postverbal subjects, focus of new informa-
tion by non-advanced L2 speakers of Italian from various L1s, in particu-
lar German and French. The same design has then been extended to test 
near-native speakers of L2 Italian in the frame of a study on the syntax of 
subjects in near natives, conducted in Belletti, Bennati, and Sorace (2007). 
Besides the intrinsic interests of these studies for the acquisition issues they 
address,20 their relevance in the frame of the present discussion is to be 
recognized in the fact that they first indirectly revealed the very existence of 
the different answering strategies discussed here. Specifically, in Belletti and 
Leonini (2004), the French and German strategy clearly emerged through 
L2 Italian data, in Belletti, Bennati, and Sorace (2007) the English strat-
egy was confirmed at the near-native level of L2 Italian. The experimental 
design consisted in showing a number of short videos to the experimental 
subjects, each ending with a question asking for the identification of the 
subject who performed some action in the scene; more questions were then 
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asked after each single video, some again concerning the identification of the 
subject plus a number of distractors.21 While the groups of control native 
speakers of Italian systematically answered with a postverbal subject, the 
English/German and the French groups answered differently: The former 
groups, even if their L2 Italian was at different levels (near-native versus 
non-advanced), answered with a preverbal subject realized with the prosody 
typical of their respective L1 in the vast majority of cases; the latter group 
overwhelmingly answered with a cleft. The relevant percentages are given 
in Table 10.1 (adapted from Belletti and Leonini 2004) and Figure 10.1 
(from Belletti, Bennati, and Sorace 2007); for detailed discussion, see the 
references cited.

The interest of these L2 Italian data is that they illustrate in a peculiar 
and original way the very existence of the different answering strategies. 
They do so in an indirect way, as the L2 productions reproduce the L1 strat-
egy. They also provide direct evidence on the preferred answering strategy of 
Italian through the extremely stable behavior of the Italian speakers acting 
as groups of control in the two experimental sessions (two different groups 
of Italian speakers in the two cases).

As noted, the same experimental design may also be utilized as a descrip-
tive tool across languages. It suffices that it be realized in different languages. 

(11) Table 10.1 

L1  VS  SV  Cleft

Italian (control) 98%   1% —

French 21%   9% 69%

German  27% 68%  —

Figure 10.1 
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The advantage is that, in this way, the answers are provided by the speakers 
with respect to exactly the same pragmatic situation, thus keeping under 
reasonable control possible implicit presuppositions. By using the experi-
mental design as a descriptive tool, the answering strategies adopted should 
emerge in different languages exactly as the Italian answering strategy did 
emerge in the behavior of the control groups in the L2 experiments just 
reviewed.

A first realization of the experiment eliciting subjects of new information 
in the question–answer pairs of the experiment discussed has been produced 
in BP by Guesser (2007b), who has first doubled the Belletti and Leonini 
(2004) experiment originally realized in Italian. Guesser (2007b) has admin-
istered the BP version of the experiment to a group of twenty native speakers 
of BP. The emerging picture is quite interesting. It is summarized in Figure 
10.2 from Guesser (2007b) below.

Let us comment on (10.2) in some detail. The most interesting feature of 
the results shown in (10.2) is that the preferred subject answers provided 
by BP speakers split in two fundamental types: SV and Clefts. The plural on 
clefts indicates that the cleft answers are of different kinds. The examples in 
(13) from Guesser’s corpus illustrate the various types.

(13)	 (Question: Who spoke?)
	 Types of clefts answering:
	 a.	 Foi um rapaz que falou
		  it was a boy who spoke
	 b.	 Foi um rapaz
		  it was a boy
	 c.	 Um rapaz que falou
		  a boy who/that spoke
	 d.	 Quem falou foi um rapaz
		  who spoke was a boy

Figure 10.2  (From Guesser (2007))

Clefts
50%SV

38%

VS
8%

Passives
4%

Clefts SV VS Passives

(14)
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All of the answers in (13) can be amenable to an analysis that makes 
explicit one essential feature that they all share: the fact of containing a 
new information subject in the vP-periphery of the clause. The hypoth-
esis is that they are different types of clefts, with different sorts of reduc-
tions; (13) d. is a pseudocleft. The derivations are illustrated in (15). For 
ease of reference, I give a different name to each type, following Guesser 
(2007b).

(15) a. Cleft:
[TP pro(expl) Foi . . . [Top[ Foc um rapaz [Top [vP– [SC –[CP que falou]]]]]]]

b. Reduced Cleft
[TP pro(expl) Foi . . . [Top [ Foc um rapaz [Top [vP –[SC–[CP que falou]]]]]]]

c. Truncated Cleft
[TPpro(expl) Foi . . . [Top [ Foc um rapaz [Top [vP–[SC–[CP que falou]]]]]]]

d. Pseudocleft
[TP [CP quem falou] foi . . . [Top [Foc um rapaz [Top [vP– [SC – – ]]]]]]

(15) a. is a full cleft analyzed along the lines discussed in (2); (15) b. is a 
cleft where the CP predicate of the small clause complement of the copula is 
reduced, as in the typical French answer. According to the analysis outlined 
in (15) c., in this case as well a reduction of the structure takes place, but 
of a different kind. Here, the matrix clause structure is reduced. In order to 
differentiate this case from (15) b., we can label the kind of reduction occur-
ring here as ‘Truncation,’ adopting the same term and analysis proposed for 
early stages in acquisition where the option of utilizing smaller portions of 
the clause seems readily available to the child.22 In the context of a question–
answer pair, a reduced answer may be somehow favored by the speakers 
to speed up the exchange and possibly avoid (partial) redundancy. (15) b. 
illustrates a possible way to implement a reduced answer through a reduced 
cleft. The proposal in (15) c. is that Truncation may constitute a suitable 
further form of reduction.23 As for (15) d., the analysis proposed suggests 
that this is an instance of a pseudocleft derived through raising of the CP 
predicate into the subject position of the clause. In the final structural posi-
tion, which is further away from the position of the subject of predication 
in the small clause, the relative predicate is realized as a free-relative, thus 
accounting for the change of the shape of the complementizer into the form 
‘quem.’24 The raising of the predicate in (15) d. implements the same kind of 
derivation discussed in Moro (1997), where the predicate there of the small 
clause complement of the copula is raised in existential there constructions 
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in English. I assume that this kind of derivation is fairly widespread and is 
characteristically involved in pseudoclefts. In summary, all the structures in 
(15) share some fundamental features: the same first merge of the different 
constituents; closely related derivations, possibly involving different kinds 
of reduction; and, crucially, the new information subject in the very same 
low focus position in all cases.

The fact that the answers given by the native speakers of BP are split into 
the two basic types of SV and (kinds of) clefts is coherent with the expecta-
tion of the analysis of new information subject answers proposed here. As 
noted, these two strategies are those typically adopted by non-null-subject 
languages. Several works on BP (Kato 2000; Duarte 2000) have reached the 
conclusion that this language has undergone a diachronic change over the 
last century, whereby the value of the null-subject parameter has shifted. 
BP used to be a null-subject language much as its ancestor European Portu-
guese, but it is basically now a non-null-subject language. The only kind of 
null subject rather freely admitted in BP is a null expletive (references cited, 
and Figueiredo 1996).25 Indeed, it is precisely a null expletive pro that is 
assumed in the structures in (15) to be the null subject of the cleft sentence 
whose main verb is the copula. Thus, the structures in (15) are exactly as the 
one assumed for the French clefts, modulo the possibility of a null expletive 
in the main subject position in BP but not in French. As discussed, in the 
latter language the overt expletive (like) ce fills the subject position. Inter-
estingly, BP appears to admit postverbal subjects in a way similar to Italian 
only with unaccusative verbs. The percentage of VS answers in Figure 10.2 
refers precisely to examples involving an unaccusative verb. In (almost all) 
these examples it is also the case that the subject is an indefinite subject. It 
is natural to assume that these cases are treated as all focus sentences by the 
speakers, thereby leaving the postverbal subject in the merge position inside 
the VP. As discussed in Chapter 7, such a VP-internal argument is typically 
reserved to indefinite noun phrases.26

A last remark on the BP experimental findings is in order. If the interpre-
tation summarized here is on the right track, according to which the only 
null subject admitted in BP is the null expletive (see also Costa 2004), the 
natural conclusion must be that in the cases of postverbal new information 
subjects in Italian analyzed along the lines in (1)b the null pro in the prever-
bal subject position is not an expletive null pro, as traditionally assumed, 
but rather a referential null pro. In this way availability of so-called ‘free 
inversion’ and the positive setting of the null-subject parameter is directly 
captured in a novel way and the account of the limited instances of post-
verbal subjects in BP is preserved. This approach is developed in detail in 
Chapter 8 where presence of a referential null-subject pro in inversion struc-
tures is obtained by assuming a doubling derivation. When an unaccusative 
verb is present in Italian, the analysis could thus either involve a doubling 
derivation as well or assume an all focus interpretation with a null expletive 
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in the preverbal subject position and the postverbal subject internal to the 
verb phrase. The latter case should typically involve an indefinite subject as 
in the BP examples.27

5	On  the nature of clefts

The rest of this chapter is devoted to making the analysis of clefts assumed 
here more precise. In particular, the question of what the status of the small 
clause complement of the copula is will be carefully considered. The question 
is: How can the small clause/SC complement of previous examples of cleft 
sentences, repeated in (16) for convenience, be analyzed in more detail?

(16)	 [TP . . . [ Top [ Foc [Top [vP be [sc DP [ CP ] ]]]]]]

Based on the analysis of Moro (1997), the small clause complement of 
the copula be has a subject and a predicate, as all small clauses. The predi-
cate of the sc is a (relative-like) CP; the subject of the predication is a DP (see 
Amritavalli and Jayaseelan 2005 for a related proposal). In all the examples 
seen so far, the focalized DP corresponds to the subject of the embedded CP. 
(17) illustrates the structure with further examples from Italian:

(17)	 a.	 E’ Maria [ — [che ha parlato con Gianni]]
		  it is Maria that/who has spoken with Gianni
	 b.	 Sono i ragazzi [— [che hanno parlato con Gianni]]
		  (they) are the boys that/who have spoken with Gianni

Notice, however, that a cleft can also involve focalization of an argument 
corresponding to the direct object or to a prepositional object of the embed-
ded CP, as is illustrated in (18) and (19) with Italian examples:

(18)	 E’ Gianni [che (Maria) ha incontrato (Maria)—]
	 it is Gianni that Maria has met—

In the example in (18) the focalized constituent corresponds to the direct 
object of the CP predicate.28 In (19) it corresponds to a PP:

(19)	 E’ con Gianni [ che Maria ha parlato—]
	 it is with Gianni that Matia has spoken—

This section is devoted to a more refined analysis of the small clause 
complement and to the sketching out of a proposal. The following subsec-
tion 5.1 is concentrated on subject clefts of the kind in (17) first. In 5.2 the 
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outline of an analysis of nonsubject clefts, as those in (18) and (19), will be 
proposed (making abstraction from the possible account of the different 
Case-agreement patterns mentioned in note 28). The analysis will be devel-
oped by mainly considering data from Italian.

5.1	 Subject Clefts. General Outline of the Analysis

The main question left open is a more precise analysis of the small clause 
complement of the copula. Let us assume the following statement in a.:

	 a.	Assume the sc complement of the copula to be a CP.

Given an articulated CP à la Rizzi (1997) and subsequent work, let us 
further propose that the articulated CP complement of the copula has the 
special property in b.:

	 b.	Assume the (articulated) CP to have an EPP feature to be satisfied.

I would like to propose that it is this feature that is responsible for the 
establishment of the typical predication relation obtaining within the small 
clause complement. Indeed, viewing the proposal in a more general perspec-
tive, it can be claimed that any category can have an EPP feature, and that 
a small clause is precisely a category with an EPP feature, different from 
a TP. Note that this view is very much in the spirit of Stowell’s ‘Subjects 
across categories’ original idea for small clauses. It can actually be seen as an 
update of Stowell’s (1983) analysis. The formal approach in terms of pres-
ence of an EPP feature allows us to explicitly express the fact that a CP can 
also be a small clause and that a CP can thus be ‘small’ in the relevant sense. 
In the structure of (16), the informal label sc then equals CP.29

A CP with an EPP feature can be considered a defective CP (Chomsky 
2001); in this sense it is a CP small clause, or a small CP, as we may call 
it. This small CP is a kind of hybrid category: at the same time a CP (cat-
egorically) and a clause where a predication relation is normally established 
between the subject and the predicate (as in TPs). Given its defective nature, 
the EPP subject position of a small CP has a somewhat special status. In 
particular, assume that it is not (necessarily) a criterial position in Rizzi’s 
(2006b) sense. In general, a subject cannot be moved from the EPP position 
of full clauses as this position is a criterial position where a criterion, such 
as the Subject criterion, is satisfied.30 However, defective TP complements 
allow for movement from their subject position. One instance is movement 
from the embedded subject position of the infinitival complement of raising 
verbs. The EPP subject position of the CP small clause can be considered of 
the same type, given the assumed defective nature of the CP. According to 
this analysis, the subject of a CP small clause can thus be moved from the 
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EPP position. The proposal is that one instance of this movement occurs in 
cleft sentences. Specifically, the subject of the CP small clause complement 
of the copula in cleft structures raises to the vP-peripheral focus position of 
the matrix clause containing the copula, yielding the new information focus 
interpretation discussed.31

If a proposal along these lines is on the right track, it essentially assim-
ilates, in important respects, subject cleft sentences like (17) to so-called 
pseudorelatives, complement of perception verbs. Indeed, the analysis is 
very much in the spirit of Guasti’s (1993) analysis of pseudorelatives. Guasti 
(1993) analyzes pseudorelatives in Italian, as indicated in (20) for the essen-
tial aspects relevant here:

(20) Ho visto [CP Maria . . . [che [pro parlava con Gianni]]]
I have seen Maria that — was speaking with Gianni

Guasti (1993) argues that a predication relation is established between 
Maria and the relative (like) CP. This is precisely what we have argued for 
the relation between the subject in the EPP position and the CP predicate 
in the small CP complement of the copula in cleft sentences. Extending the 
earlier proposal, thus updating Guasti’s original analysis, the establishment 
of the predication relation can be attributed to the presence of an active EPP 
feature in the CP (small clause) complement of the class of perception verbs, 
as in the case of the copula.

The copula seems to require focalization of the small clause subject (Moro 
1997). We have seen in detail that in cleft sentences this is implemented in 
the low periphery of the main clause containing the copula. The perception 
verb does not seem to impose an analogous requirement. Rather, either the 
subject of the small clause or the whole CP complement can constitute the 
focus of new information, as witnessed by the following exchanges:

(21)	 Q.	 Chi hai visto?
		  Whom have you seen
	 A.	 Ho visto Maria che parlava con Gianni
		  I have seen Maria that was speaking to Gianni

(22)	 Q.	 Che cosa hai visto?
		  What have you seen
	 A.	 Ho visto Maria che parlava con Gianni

In both cases in (21) A and (22) A there is direct perception of Maria 
(Guasti 1993; Rizzi 2000a). However, in (21) A the focus of new informa-
tion is the small clause subject ‘Maria,’ which answers the question in (21) 
Q on the identification of the subject; while in (22) A the focus of new infor-
mation is the whole CP small clause as the sentence is an answer to question 



258  Structures and Strategies

T&F Proofs: Not for Distribution

(22) Q on the perception of the whole event. Following Guasti’s discussion, 
this is very different from what happens in the epistemic reading of the same 
verb vedere, which takes a full CP as a complement. Consider the contrast 
in the following exchange in (23) and the ungrammaticality of (24) A as an 
answer to (24) Q; this makes the difference explicit and in minimal contrast 
with (21) and (22):

(23)	 Q.	 Che cosa hai visto?
		  What have you seen
	 A.	 Ho visto che Maria parlava con Gianni
		  I have seen that Maria was speaking with Gianni

(24)	 Q.	 Chi hai visto?
		  Whom have you seen
	 A.	 *Ho visto che Maria parlava con Gianni

The perception verb vedere in the epistemic reading takes a full CP as its 
complement. Hence, in (23) A the full CP is the focus of new information 
that answers the question in (23) Q on the identification of the whole event. 
As the epistemic reading does not imply direct perception of the subject of 
the clausal complement, (24) A cannot be a felicitous answer to question 
(24) Q, which precisely asks about the identification of the subject.

In conclusion, the small clause complement of the copula in subject cleft 
sentences can be analyzed as a CP small clause containing an active EPP 
feature. The rest of the CP introduced by the complementizer che functions 
as the predicate of the small clause. The whole CP is thus an articulated CP; 
it is not a small constituent in terms of its overall size. In general, then, the 
term ‘small clause’ is just a metaphoric shortcut that stands for any constitu-
ent, of variable size, with an active EPP feature.

5.1.1	A n Aside on French

As discussed, a (reduced) cleft can be, and fairly typically is, the answer to a 
question on the identification of the subject in French:

(25)	 Q.	 Qui a parlé?
		  Who has spoken
	 A.	 C’est Jean (qui a parlé)
		  It is Jean (who has spoken)

Suppose now that the subject of the small clause is itself modified by a rel-
ative clause. A reduced cleft answer would then take the shape of a sentence 
like (26) A, the answer to (26) Q in the following exchange. The exchange 
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is presented in Rialland, Doetjes, and Rebuschi (2002), who discuss it in 
similar terms:

(26)	 Q.	 Qu’est-ce qui se passe?
		  What happens
	 A.	 C’est le petit qui est tombé dans l’escalier (qui se passe)
		  It is the kid who has fallen on the stairs (that happens)

The analysis suggested assumes that the relative clause present in (26) A 
is not the predicate of the CP small clause, which is reduced/deleted much 
as in (25) A. Rather, the relative clause of (26) A modifies and predicates a 
property of the subject of a reduced CP small clause.32

5.2	O n Nonsubject Clefts. Analysis and Open Questions

The similarity between clefts and pseudorelatives seems to end when the 
possibility of nonsubject clefts as in (18) and (19) is compared with the 
ungrammaticality of (27) and (28):

(27) *Ho visto Maria che Gianni abbracciava
I have seen Maria that Gianni kissed

(vs: E’ Maria che Gianni abbracciava = (18))
It is Maria that Gianni kissed

(28) *Ho visto con Gianni che Maria parlava
I have seen with Gianni that Maria spoke

(vs: E’ con Gianni che Maria parlava = (19))
It is with Gianni that Maria spoke

Let us outline the following lines towards an explanation of the con-
trast here, which may turn out to be ultimately only apparent. Suppose that 
the active EPP feature of the assumed defective CP complement of both 
the copula (for clefts) and the perception verb can only be satisfied by the 
subject of the (relative-like) predicate, corresponding to the rest of the CP 
small clause introduced by the complementizer. In terms of the A/A′ distinc-
tion, this amounts to claiming that the EPP position in the CP small clause 
complement is an A-type position. Indeed, this assumption is once again 
very much in the spirit of Guasti’s (1993) original analysis where the posi-
tion of the DP head of the pseudorelative complement of the perception verb 
is treated as a SpecAgr position within the CP, as such an A position. If this 
assumption is made, the ungrammaticality of (27) and (28) is expected and 
the sentences may be directly ruled out as an RM violation induced by the 
intervention of the embedded subject on the path of the direct object or PP 
complement to the higher EPP position in the CP.
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Since we have assimilated in essential respects the CP small clause com-
plement of the copula to the CP small complement of perception verbs, the 
obvious question arises as to how the contrast between the ungrammatical-
ity of (27) and (28) and the perfect status of (18) and (19) can be accounted 
for, which is precisely the starting point of the discussion of this section. 
Suppose that the contrast is in fact only apparent. More specifically, suppose 
that the possibility of (18) and (19) is only apparently in conflict with the 
ungrammaticality of (27) and (28), as (18) and (19) may be taken to involve 
a different kind of focalization than the one assumed so far for clefts: In the 
case of (18) and (19) it is not focalization in the low vP-periphery of the 
copula. Assume that it is instead left peripheral contrastive/corrective focal-
ization within a full CP complement of the copula. Thus, no RM occurs in 
this case, as the object or the PP do not move to an A-type position of the 
CP complement, across the intervening subject. They move to the focus posi-
tion in the left periphery, an A′ position. The crucial steps in this proposal 
are: (i.) the idea that the copula may also take a full CP as a complement, 
not just the defective CP small clause containing the EPP feature assumed 
so far; (ii.) the idea that left peripheral focalization is allowed in the embed-
ded CP complement of the copula. While the first possibility is not peculiar 
to the copula, as, e.g., a perception verb may also take either a CP small 
clause or a full CP complement in its epistemic reading—see the examples 
in (23) and (24)—the latter property is indeed a peculiarity of the copula. 
In general, left peripheral focalization is not felicitous in an embedded CP 
complement. The examples in (29) illustrate this impossibility with respect 
to a declarative CP and the full CP complement of a perception verb taken 
in its epistemic reading:

(29)	 a.	 *Ho detto GIANNI che Maria ha salutato
		  I have said Gianni that Maria has greeted
	 b.	 *Ho visto GIANNI che Maria ha salutato
		  I have seen Gianni that Maria has greeted

The ungrammaticality of the examples in (29) is directly accounted 
for assuming Rizzi’s (1997) left peripheral map, whereby a complemen-
tizer like Italian che expresses the (declarative) Force of the clause and, as 
such, realizes the highest head position of the articulated CP. Hence, the 
left peripheral (contrastive/corrective) focus is hierarchically lower than the 
complementizer and it cannot linearly precede it. Assume now that the CP 
complement of the copula, also in cases where it is not a defective small 
clause with an EPP feature, is nevertheless more reduced—truncated in 
the sense referred to in section 4—than a declarative full CP. In particu-
lar, assume that the complementizer che does not express the (declarative) 
Force of the CP complement. As such, it should sit in a lower head of the 
articulated CP. If this complementizer head is lower than the left peripheral 
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focus position, a left peripheral (contrastive/corrective) focus should pre-
cede it. I would like to propose that (18) and (19) are precisely examples 
of this kind.33 It may be argued that a semantic correlate of this analysis is 
that the CP complement of the copula, be it defective or not in the technical 
sense suggested, does not express an independent (declarative) Force. This 
could in turn be related to the nature of the copula as a dummy verb (many 
languages do not have a copula, as is well known); the declarative force is 
thus expressed by the whole sentence containing the copula, not just by its 
complement. This speculation is left at this stage here, just adding that it 
may lead to the conclusion that there is no real semantic difference between 
sentences like (18) and (19), repeated in (30) a. and b. and (30) c. and d., 
where the crucial distinction between the two pairs is that the latter instan-
tiates left peripheral (contrastive/corrective) focalization in a root clause 
with no overt copula:

(30)	 a.	 E’ MARIA che Gianni abbracciava
		  It is Maria that Gianni kissed
	 b.	 E’ con GIANNI che Maria parlava
		  It is with Gianni that Maria spoke
	 c.	 MARIA Gianni abbracciava
		  Maria Gianni kissed
	 d.	 Con GIANNI Maria parlava34

		  with Gianni Maria spoke

5.2.1	F ocalization in Nonsubject Clefts  
Is Not New Information Focalization

One crucial feature of the analysis developed in section 5.2 is that, con-
trary to subject clefts, the focalization expressed by nonsubject clefts does 
not involve the new information low focus position in the vP-periphery 
of the copula, but rather the left peripheral focus position in the (full, but 
reduced/truncated) CP complement of the copula. Left peripheral focaliza-
tion is typically linked to a contrastive/corrective interpretation, as noted 
in sections 3.1 and 5.2. An immediate prediction of this analysis is that a 
nonsubject cleft should be impossible as an answer to a question of informa-
tion even in a language where (possibly reduced) clefts are typically used in 
these contexts. One relevant language to look at in this respect is French. 
Coherently with our expectation, a sharp contrast emerges in French in the 
domain of answering strategies in this connection. While, as discussed ear-
lier, a (reduced) subject cleft is a characteristic answer for questions on the 
identification of the subject in French, a (reduced or not) nonsubject cleft 
is not a possible answer for questions on the identification of nonsubject 
constituents. This is indeed important evidence in favor of the distinction 
between the focalization involved in subject clefts versus nonsubject clefts. 
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The perfect status of the question–answer pair in (25) and the impossibility 
of the French pairs in (31) clearly illustrate the sharp distinction35:

(31)	 Q.	 Qu’est-ce-que t’as acheté?
		  What have you bought
	 A.	 *C’est un livre
		  It is a book

(Belletti (2007))
	 Q.	 Avec qui es-tu sorti?
		  With whom did you get out
	 A.	 *C’est avec Jean
		  It is with Jean

If in nonsubject clefts the focalized constituent fills the focus position in 
the left periphery of the (full, but reduced/truncated) CP complement of the 
copula and not the new information focus position in the vP-periphery of the 
copula, the impossibility of the answers in (31) A is directly accounted for.

5.3	 Clefts as Contrastive/Corrective Focalization

As often noted in the literature (Kiss 1998), the relation between clefting 
and contrastive/corrective focalization can be very tight. This is clear in a 
language like Italian where clefts are most typically, almost exclusively, used 
contrastively. This holds for both subject and nonsubject clefts, since new 
information subject answers typically involve a straight postverbal subject 
and not a (reduced) cleft in Italian, differently from French, as discussed.36 
Consider the cleft sentences in (32) as an illustration:

(32)	 a.	 E’ MARIA che ha parlato con Gianni (non Francesca)
		  It is Maria that has spoken with Gianni (not Francesca)
	 b.	 E’ MARIA che Gianni abbracciava (non Francesca)
		  It is Maria that Gianni kissed (not Francesca)
	 c.	 E’ CON GIANNI che Maria ha parlato (non con Piero)
		  It is with Gianni that Maria has spoken (not with Peter)

(32) a. is a subject cleft, where the subject is contrastively/correctively 
focalized. It is linearly identical to the (reduced) French cleft in (25). How-
ever, while the latter has the subject in the vP-periphery of the copula, 
according to the proposed analysis, (32) a. has it in the left periphery of the 
(full, but reduced/truncated) CP complement of the copula. (33) schemati-
cally illustrates the analysis:37

(33) E’ [CP [FocMARIA] . . . [che [ pro ha parlato – con Gianni]]]
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(34) a. and b. schematically illustrate the derivation of (32) b. and c., 
which follows the same pattern:

(34) a. E’ [CP [FocMARIA] . . . [che [ Gianni abbracciava —]]]

b. E’ [CP [Foc con GIANNI] . . . [che [ Maria ha parlato — ]]]

5.4	 Conclusion of Section 5 and General Concluding Remarks

In conclusion, the proposal developed in section 5 assumes that contras-
tive/corrective clefts crucially involve the left peripheral focus position 
of the (full, but reduced/truncated) CP complement of the copula, while 
new information clefts involve the low new information focus position in 
the vP-periphery of the copula. While the former kind of clefts is typically 
found across languages and may affect all kinds of arguments, subjects, and 
non-subjects, the latter kind is more constrained, as it only affects subjects. 
Locality reasons are at the source of its more constrained nature as only 
subjects may fill the EPP position of the CP small clause complement of the 
copula, in analogy with what happens in pseudorelatives.

The different CPs assumed, small, full, full but reduced/truncated, are 
summarized in the schemas in (35) with their related derivations:

(35) a. Small CP *RM

. . . [. . . [FocP . . . [vP be [CP EPP [ CP [TP S . . . O/PP]]]]] . . .
A-position

b. Full CP complement
ok

. . . V [CP [Force che] . . . [FocP . . . [TP S . . . O/PP]]] . . . orders:
ok: che Foc //*Foc che A′-position

c. Full CP = CP without an EPP feature (as in b) but reduced/
truncated

ok

. . . be [CP Force . . . [FocP . . . [ che [TP S . . . O/PP]]]].orders:  
ok Foc che //*che Foc

Movement of S ok in all cases.

As to the nature of the complementizer ‘che’ in the small CP and in the 
full but reduced/truncated CP, it can be proposed that it is exactly the same 
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element filling a C position lower than Force in both cases. In more general 
terms, it can be assumed that a complementizer always originates in a low 
position in the CP map (possibly the lowest, Fin) and then it gets its (declara-
tive) Force by moving into the high Force head.38 Note that, under the copy-
theory of traces, this has the immediate advantage that those cases in some 
languages where more than one C position can be overtly realized (note 33) 
in a complement clause, may be naturally interpretable as instances where 
more than one copy is pronounced of the same complementizer in its move-
ment into the Force head.39

The main conclusions and proposals of this chapter can be summarized 
in the following terms. New information constituents fill the low focus posi-
tion in languages where the new information focus head is solely located 
in the vP-periphery of the clause. Subject clefts may crucially activate this 
position, as French and BP clearly show, and several other languages as 
well, some of which have been mentioned and illustrated here. However, 
the typology of answering strategies for the identification of the subject of 
the clause have indicated that new information subject clefts constitute a 
strategy to which non-null-subject languages appear to resort more readily 
than null-subject languages. In the latter languages, use of a new informa-
tion postverbal subject qualifies as a typically preferred option in seemingly 
equivalent contexts. Subject clefts and nonsubject clefts implement different 
derivations, exploiting the focus position in the low vP-periphery of the 
copula or the left peripheral focus respectively and are characterized in part 
by the different CP complement that the copula can take, as schematically 
summarized in (35). The analyses developed in this chapter have assumed a 
use of the term ‘strategy’ that refers to formal options that are both gram-
matically and pragmatically constrained.

Appendix: A related structure.

Cleft structures may manifest themselves in various different shapes, a num-
ber of which have been discussed in this chapter. The typology of different 
kinds of clefts, however, is not exhausted by the kinds that have been pre-
sented here. The examples in (1) illustrate a related structure.

(1)	 a.	 Il bello è [[che Maria non ha capito]—]
		  The funny thing is that Maria has not understood
	 b.	 E’ [ [che Maria non ha capito]—]
		  It is that Maria has not understood

It can be proposed that sentences like those in (1) should be analyzed as 
inverse copular sentences à la Moro (1997), where a DP/AP small clause 
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complement of the copula has a (CP) clause as its subject of predication. It 
is then the predicate DP/AP that is either raised to the subject position (a.), 
or possibly remains silent in the form of an expletive-like pronominal pro 
(b.), if the language is a null-subject language. If the language is not a null-
subject language, an overt pronominal expletive appears, as indicated by the 
English glosses.
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11	 Pronouns and the Edge  
of the Clause

1	 Introduction

The ultimate aim of the following pages is to explore the hypothesis that 
sentences containing a pronoun can be analyzed as involving a topic-pro-
noun doubling relation in a way that closely parallels the one overtly real-
ized in CLLD and HT structures in Italian/Romance.1 In a nutshell: when 
a pronoun is present in the clause, a silent doubled non-overt topic, a pro-
noun as well, can be assumed to be present at the edge of the clause. Hence, 
presence of a pronoun implies presence of a silent pronominal topic. Some 
principles of non-pronounceability of the edge of the clause along the lines 
proposed in Kayne (2005a) and Rizzi (2005, 2006a), account for lack of 
the overt realization of the topic. In this respect, the hypothesis shares sig-
nificant similarities with the analysis proposed in Rizzi (2005, 2006a) for 
German cases of topic-drop of the kind illustrated in (1) (Ross 1982; Car-
dinaletti 1990), and is very much in the spirit of Huang’s (1984) analysis of 
Chinese zero objects:

(1)	 a.	 (Ich) habe es gestern gekauft
		  (I) have it yesterday bought
	 b.	 (Das) habe ich—gestern gekauft
		  (That) have I yesterday bought

The proposal developed here ultimately aims at making explicit one pos-
sible mechanism through which a pronoun looks for its antecedent: Reach-
ing the CP edge from where, as a kind of probe, it looks for the appropriate 
available referential DP to which it can connect. It may be argued that one 
possible general impact of this proposal is that if a mechanism of this sort 
is indeed at work, one of the essential requirements of classical principle B 
of the binding theory may follow as a direct consequence.2 The antecedent 
of a pronoun is necessarily external to the CP containing the pronoun, as a 
pronoun, doubled, in the core cases discussed here, necessarily looks outside 
the CP edge.3
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The proposal originates by a close consideration of two well-known 
structures in Italian/Romance, CLLD and HT, which share some crucial 
similarities, but also display important differences (Cinque 1977, 1990b; 
Benincà 1988; Benincà and Poletto 2004; Alexiadou 2006). Examples of the 
two structures are given in (2) in Italian, for both direct and prepositional 
objects:

(2)	 a.	 Maria, la conosco da tempo
		  Maria, I know her-cl for a long time
	 b.	 A Gianni, non (gli) ho ancora parlato
		  to Gianni, I (to him-cl) have not spoken yet

(3)	 a.	 (Quanto a) Maria, la conosco da tempo
		  (As for) Maria, I know her(cl) for a long time
	 b.	 (Quanto a) Gianni, non gli ho ancora parlato
		  (As for) Gianni, I to hom-cl have not spoken yet

The crucial similarity between CLLD and HT in (2) and (3) is that in 
both structures a topic is introduced and resumed by a clitic pronoun in the 
sentence following it, which predicates some of its properties.4 The crucial 
difference between the two structures is that while in the case of CLLD both 
direct and prepositional objects are admitted as dislocated topics, in HT 
only DPs can function as topics. Thus, while CLLD and HT may be hard to 
distinguish when the topic is a direct object, (2) a. and (3) a. are word-by-
word identical, they are clearly distinguished when the topic corresponds to 
a prepositional object: In CLLD it is a PP, (optionally) resumed by the cor-
responding indirect clitic, as in (2) b.; in HT it is a DP, also resumed by the 
indirect clitic, as in (3) b. In order to make the comparison between the two 
structures explicit, topics corresponding to indirect objects will then be pref-
erably considered. In general descriptive terms, the topic of CLLD structures 
is felt as more strictly connected to the following clause, while the hanging 
topic of HT structures has a somewhat more independent status.

In what follows, an explicit illustration of the main analytical assump-
tions will first be provided concerning the two structures and the computa-
tions that they involve (section 2). Then, an implementation of the proposal 
and of its empirical basis is sketched out (sections 3 and 4), followed by the 
presentation of some of its possible further empirical consequences (sec-
tion 5).

2	 The background analysis of CLLD and HT

2.1	 CLLD

The point of departure is the analysis of CLLD in terms of a doubling deri-
vation along the lines developed in Cecchetto (2000) and Belletti (2005a, 
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Chapter 8 of this volume). According to this analysis, an original single DP, 
sometimes referred to as ‘big DP,’ contains both the dislocated phrase and 
the pronoun. The dislocated phrase ends up into a topic position in the CP 
left periphery (Rizzi 1997; according to Cecchetto 2000, the big DP passes 
through a clause-internal vP peripheral topic position; assumed in Belletti 
2004a, Chapter 6 of this volume). On the way into the topic position, the 
clitic pronoun remains stranded within the clause and then moves to the 
clause-internal position designated for clitics.

The main steps of the assumed derivation are schematized in (4) (details 
omitted; see Chapter 8 for related discussion):

(4) [ CP . . . [ TopP Maria . . . [TP . . . cl . . . [vP . . . [ V [DP1 [D cl] [DP2 Maria]]]]]]

For ease of reference, DP1 is the label for the big DP, containing both the 
clitic and the iterated DP projection, labeled DP2; the latter contains the 
constituent that reaches the left peripheral topic position.

The movement derivation of CLLD, assumed in (4), captures the move-
ment properties of CLLD known from the literature since Cinque (1977). 
In particular, locality/island sensitivity, (5), and presence of reconstruction 
effects, (6):

—Locality/island sensitivity:

(5)	 a.	 Gianni, temo [che lo arrestino]
		  Gianni, I am afraid they will arrest him-cl
	 b.	 ??Gianni, temo [la possibilità [che lo arrestino—]]
		�  Gianni, I am afraid of the possibility that they will arrest 

him-cl

(6)	 a.	 A Gianni, sono sicura [che gli parleranno]
		  to Gianni, I am sure that they will talk to-him-cl
	 b.	 ?*A Gianni, sono sicura [del fatto [che gli parleranno—]]
		  to Gianni, I am sure of the fact that they will talk to-him-cl

The better status of (5) b. as opposed to (6) b. can be a consequence of the 
fact that, as mentioned earlier, left dislocation of a direct DP object can be 
(re)interpreted as a case of HT, and, as such, it is (apparently) not sensitive 
to (strong) islands. The discussion of this point is taken up in section 2.2.

—Reconstruction:

(7) L’opera prima di [uno scrittore]i, pro*i la scrive sempre volentieri 
[l’opera prima di [uno scrittore]] (Cecchetto (2000))
The first work of a writer, pro(he) writes it with pleasure
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(8)	 a.	� I suoii studenti, ognii professore lii promuoverebbe [ i suoi 
studenti]

		  His students, every professor them-cl would pass
	 b.	� Al suoi studente, ognii professore sarà autorizzato a parlarglii 

[al suo studente]
		�  To his student, every professor will be authorized to him-cl 

to talk

In (7) and (8) the copy + deletion analysis of reconstruction (Chomsky 
1993, 1995) is assumed, indicating the relevant interpretation.

It is worth noting that another instance of the derivation in (4) can be 
found in the case of resumptive restrictive relative clauses. Assuming a rais-
ing derivation of relative clauses (Kayne 1994; Bianchi 1999), a gap is nor-
mally present in the Merge position of the relative head in a language like 
standard Italian, see example (9). A resumptive (clitic) pronoun, however, is 
admitted within the relative clause at a substandard level (10), a possibility 
standardly admitted in many languages and Italian dialects (Bianchi 2004; 
Boeckx 2003; Shlonsky 1992):

(9)	 a.	 . . . [Il[ ragazzo] [che [tutti conoscono—]]] . . .
		  The boy whom all of them know— . . .
	 b.	 . . . [Il[ ragazzo] [che [tutti conoscono [il ragazzo]]]] . . .

(10)	 (*?)Il ragazzo che tutti lo conoscono . . .
	 The boy that all of them know him-cl

A resumptive relative is also available as a saving strategy, e.g., in strong 
island contexts (so-called ‘intrusive resumptive pronoun’; Bianchi 2002), as 
revealed by the contrast between the complete ungrammaticality of (11) and 
the better status of (12):

(11)	 a.	 *L’uomo che temo [la possibilità [che arresteranno—]]
		�  The man whom I am afraid of the possibility that they will 

arrest—
	 b.	 *L’uomo a cui sono sicura [del fatto [che parleranno—]]
		  The man to whom I am sure of the fact that they will talk—

(12)	 a.	 ?L’uomo che temo [la possibilità [che lo arresteranno—]]
		�  The man whom I am afraid of the possibility that they him-

cl will arrest
	 b.	 ?L’uomo che sono sicura [del fatto [che gli parleranno—]]
		�  The man that I am sure of the fact that they to-him-cl will 

talk
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The resumptive relatives in (10) and (12) can be amenable to a derivation 
closely parallel to the doubling derivation of CLLD, modulo the different 
landing site of the relative head in the CP left periphery, distinct from the 
topic position of the left dislocated element.5

2.2	H T

Despite their similarity, CLLD and HT are to be distinguished in various 
respects. As pointed out earlier: Most importantly, in HT only a DP is pos-
sible in the left peripheral position (cf. the discussion in Benincà 1988 and 
Benincà and Poletto 2004). In (3) b. and (13), the HT corresponds to an 
indirect object of the following clause:

(13)	� (Quanto a ) Gianni, non gli ho ancora parlato di questo 
problema

	 (As for Gianni), I to-him-cl have not yet spoken of this problem

The traditional interpretation of this property is that HT, contrary to 
CLLD, does not involve movement and the HT is directly merged as a DP in 
the left peripheral position; some interpretive rule assures that the HT and 
the (clitic) pronoun present in the clause be related.

A partly revised interpretation of this traditional account can be proposed 
along the following lines, which try to make the close relation and similarity 
between CLLD and HT explicit. Suppose that in HT, the hanging topic DP 
is directly merged in the left periphery as currently assumed, and that a dou-
bling derivation takes place inside the following clause, as in CLLD. Assume 
that the moved doubled element is an unpronounced (pronominal, section 
3) constituent; some interpretive condition assures that it be interpreted as 
being identical to the HT. The derivation in (14) illustrates this kind of anal-
ysis, where DP2 is the moved part of the big DP, exactly as in (4). As a first 
approximation HT can be said to essentially include CLLD:

(14) (Quanto a) Gianni, [ CP [ . . . DP2 . . . [TP . . . cl [vP . . . [ V P [DP1 [D cl] [DP DP2]]]]]]

The peculiarity of HT is that of requiring the discourse identification of 
the unpronounced element, DP2 in (14), with the HT itself. In this proposal 
the relation between the HT and the clitic in the following clause is thus 
mediated by the silent DP2. An explicit detailed proposal on the position 
filled by HT in (14) is delayed until the following section (specifically sec-
tion 3.1), as is the characterization of the moved unpronounced DP2, itself 
pronominal in nature.
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Before developing these aspects, let us first look at the way in which the 
proposed analysis interprets the well-known lack of locality/island sensi-
tivity of HT illustrated in (15), which distinguishes it from CLLD, while 
maintaining that CLLD is contained in HT. Consider first locality/island 
insensitivity of HT.

(15)	 a.	 (Quanto a) Gianni, temo la possibilità che lo arrestino
		�  (As for) Gianni, I am afraid of the possibility that they him-cl 

will arrest
	 b.	 (Quanto a) Gianni, sono certo del fatto che gli parleranno
		�  (As for) Gianni, I am sure of the fact that they to-him-cl will 

talk

Lack of locality/island sensitivity of HT can be a consequence of the fact 
that the movement part of the derivation takes place within the island with 
no extraction from the island. On the other hand, the discourse relation 
that assures the identification of HT and DP2 is not sensitive to the (same) 
locality restrictions that, following a traditional distinction, crucially con-
cern steps of a movement computation. (16) schematically summarizes the 
proposal:

(16) a. (Quanto a) Gianni . . . [la possibilità [che DP2 . . . arrestino [lo DP2]]]

b. (Quanto a) Gianni . . . [. . . il fatto [che DP2 . . . parleranno [gli DP2 ]]]

As far as reconstruction is concerned, it is generally assumed that it is 
not available as no movement is assumed in HT, contrary to CLLD. Since 
the analysis in (16) assumes movement, as it includes CLLD within HT, the 
question may arise whether reconstruction might actually be possible in HT 
as well. Although the data are not clear-cut, for some speakers the following 
instances of quantifier binding under reconstruction are marginally accept-
able in HT:

(17)	 a.	� ?(?) (Quanto a)I suoii studenti, ognii professore lii 
promuoverebbe

		  (As for) His students, every professor would them-cl pass
	 b.	� ?(?) Quanto al suoi studente, ognii professore sarà 

autorizzato a parlarglii

		�  (As for) His student, every professor will be authorized 
to-him-cl to talk
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However, since the HT itself has never been actually moved from the 
clause-internal position under the assumed analysis, the unavailability of 
reconstruction, or its uncertain availability anyway, is not unexpected.6 The 
issue of HT and reconstruction may thus be left at this fairly uncertain stage, 
which reflects the empirical findings.

3	 The silent pronoun at the edge

Let us first consider the case of HT in non-embedded contexts, for many 
speakers the only available instance of the phenomenon.7 A detectable con-
trast emerges in (18):

(18)	 a.	 Gianni, Maria ne parla sempre
		  Gianni, Maria of-him-cl always talks
	 b.	 ?* Lui, Maria ne parla sempre
		  him, Maria of-him-cl always talks

(18) a. sounds much more natural than (18) b., for which speakers mani-
fest varying degrees of uneasiness.8 The only difference between the two is 
that the HT is a lexical noun phrase in the former and a pronoun in the lat-
ter. Thus, a pronoun does not sound like a felicitous HT. The marginality of 
(18) b. can be made even clearer if the sentence is minimally contrasted with 
the perfect status of (19), a CLLD structure where the pronoun is contained 
in a prepositional phrase:

(19)	 Di lui, Maria ne parla sempre
	 of him, Maria of-him-cl always talks

The contrast between (18) b. and (19) unambiguously emerges since the 
pronominal topic corresponds to a prepositional complement in both cases, 
as revealed by the presence of the indirect clitic ne, but only in the CLLD case 
is it realized as a prepositional phrase. Recall that HT and CLLD are best 
distinguished precisely in this condition. Thus, a pronoun can be a felicitous 
left dislocated topic, but not a felicitous hanging topic. In consequence, the 
perfect status of (20) a. following, where the pronominal topic corresponds 
to the direct object of the following sentence, suggests that this case should 
be interpreted as an instance of CLLD; notice that no similar contrast to the 
one manifested in (18) arises in (20), where either a pronoun or a lexical 
noun phrase can be the left dislocated peripheral topic:

(20)	 a.	 Lui, Maria lo conosce da tempo
		  him, Maria him-cl knows for a while
	 b.	 Gianni, Maria lo conosce da tempo
		  Gianni, Maria him-cl knows for a while
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The following question must then be asked: Why should a pronoun be 
an infelicitous HT? The question can be answered by making the following 
core proposal, which will be phrased in terms of phase theory (Chomsky 
1995, 2005). Suppose that the impossibility of a hanging topic pronoun is 
due to the fact that the pronoun in HT necessarily fills the edge of the CP 
containing it. Suppose further that in the transfer of the relevant CP phase 
to spell out, a principle of pronunciation operates to the effect that the edge 
of the phase is not seen by the system. The operation of a principle of this 
kind has been independently proposed by Kayne (2005a) and Rizzi (2005, 
2006a), in the way indicated by the following quotes in (21) and (22):

(21)	� ‘. . . Spell out systematically and automatically “fails to see” 
phrases in the Spec of a phase . . .’ (Kayne (2005a)) (i.e. the 
highest Spec = the edge)

(22)	� ‘As soon as you hit a phase head (CP, vP), send its complement 
to spell out; . . . The Spell out principle also has the consequence 
that the edge of the root phase is not sent to Spell out at all’ 
(Rizzi 2006a).

Rizzi’s principle refers to the root phase in privilege; Kayne’s principle 
does not exclude its application in embedded contexts as well. Rizzi’s prin-
ciple is sufficient to account for the contrasts shown earlier that all concern 
root contexts. The case of embedded clauses will be taken up in section 4, 
for which the more general principle formulated by Kayne may be at stake. 
Thus, (18) b. is ruled out because the relevant spell out principle is not 
satisfied. If this is the reason of the impossibility of (18) b., then it must be 
the case that the same principle of pronunciation is satisfied both in (18) 
a., where a lexical noun phrase is present, and in (19), where a pronoun is 
a left dislocated topic. If, by assumption, the pronoun in HT is at the edge 
of the CP containing it, as the pronunciation principle solely concerns this 
position, then it must be case that the lexical noun phrase in (18)a and the 
left dislocated pronoun in (19) and (20) do not fill the edge position of the 
CP, but a lower position in the articulated CP (Rizzi 1997 and subsequent 
work). Let us look at the two cases in turn, in points a. and b.

a.	 The Lexical HT

If the account just sketched out suggests a possible straightforward expla-
nation of the contrast in (18), the main question that arises is: Why should 
a lexical HT fill a position lower than the edge position in the CP? The 
answer to this question can be provided by the following core idea: This 
is so because a pronoun has to satisfy a further requirement that a lexical 
noun phrase does not have to; only a pronoun must reach the edge of the 
CP phase containing it as it is from this edge position that it looks for an 
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antecedent. Thus, the HT position may very well be high in the CP, but it is 
not the highest position at the edge; only a pronoun is forced to ultimately 
fill this position for the interpretive reason just mentioned. As noted, the 
interpretive requirement that a pronoun has to meet necessarily interacts in 
a crucial way with the pronunciation principle(s) in (21) and (22): The pro-
noun at the edge must remain silent. It cannot be pronounced in compliance 
with the principle(s) of pronunciation.

b.	 The Left Dislocated Pronoun in CLLD

Along similar lines to those seen in a., it can be proposed that the topic 
position of left dislocated elements in the CP is lower than the CP edge, an 
assumption perfectly in line with current analyses of the CP map.9 Hence, 
as far as the pronunciation principle(s) is concerned, a left dislocated phrase 
is pronounced. If the left dislocated phrase is a pronoun, it should be no 
exception. However, this type of account immediately opens up the follow-
ing obvious question: Why is it that a pronoun is allowed not to reach the 
edge of the CP phase in CLLD? It is reasonable to propose that this is only 
apparently so. In fact, it can be assumed that CLLD structures, such as those 
in (19) and (20) a., besides the overt left dislocated pronoun also contain a 
further silent pronoun at the edge, which fulfills the interpretive requirement 
of personal pronouns. This latter pronoun is left unpronounced, follow-
ing the principle(s) of pronunciation. The further assumed silent pronoun 
should originate within the same big DP where the left dislocated pronoun 
and the clitic in the following clause also originate, under the reasonable 
assumption that iteration of pronominal D positions within the big DP is an 
available option.10

Let us now look in more detail at the status of a CP containing an HT. 
In order to do so, let us consider a sentence like (23), where HT and CLLD 
are combined:

(23) Gianni, di lui, Maria ne parla sempre
Gianni, of him, Maria of-him-cl always talks

(23) combines an HT structure like (18) a. and a CLLD structure like 
(19). We have proposed in section 2.2 that in HT the topic phrase is directly 
merged in the peripheral position where it is pronounced; a CLLD struc-
ture follows it, containing a silent left dislocated phrase, DP2 of derivation 
(14)/(16). We have hinted on a few occasions at the pronominal nature of 
the silent DP. We can now claim that indeed the silent DP is a pronoun at 
the edge of the CP phase that contains the overt pronominal prepositional 
phrase in the left dislocated position. The silent pronoun will be a DP3 of 
the iterated original pronominal big DP. A reason is now provided as to why 
the pronominal DP is silent; the reason is the pronunciation principle(s) 
in (21) and (22). Similarly, a simpler sentence like (18) a., repeated as (24) 



Pronouns and the Edge of the Clause  275

T&F Proofs: Not for Distribution

for convenience, will have a silent pronoun at the edge, the only difference 
between (23) and (18) a./(24) is that, in the latter, no overt left dislocated 
pronoun is present; the original big DP is less iterated in (24) than in (23).

(24)	 Gianni, Maria ne parla sempre
	 Gianni, Maria of-him-cl always talks

3.1	 The HT CP

We now have to make explicit where exactly in the CP the overt lexical HT 
is located. If the assumption that the silent pronoun connected to the lexical 
HT fills the CP edge of the CP following the HT is correct, then the lexical 
HT must be located in an independent CP phase. Let us assume that this is 
indeed the case. In more general terms, let us propose that an HT constitutes 
a phase on its own that solely contains the HT itself; as such, a defective CP 
phase. The HT position11 is dominated, and as such in a sense protected, by 
an unpronounced projection, in whose edge Spec an HT pronoun is forced 
to move for the interpretive requirement of pronouns discussed in b. of 
the preceding section 3. The defective CP/HT phase is followed by the full 
non-defective CP containing the CLLD derivation with the discussed silent 
pronoun reaching its edge. The derivation of (18) a./(24) and the assumed 
interpretative relation between the HT and the silent pronoun is schemati-
cally represented in (25):

(25) [CP1[HTGianni][CP2 lui . . . [TP . . . cl . . . [vP . . . [ V P [DP1 [D cl] [DP2 lui]]]]]]]

For ease of reference, in (25) the CP/HT defective phase is labeled CP1 
and the full CP independent phase is labeled CP2. (23) should be analyzed 
exactly as (18) a./(24), modulo presence of the overt pronoun in the left 
dislocation, non-edge position in the full CP2. The difference between (23) 
and (19) should be, in turn, uniquely identified by the lack of an explicit 
lexical HT in the latter. In this case, the silent pronoun looks for and finds 
its antecedent in the discourse context.

3.2	H T and Full Interpretation

If the proposal that a silent pronoun is present at the edge of the indepen-
dent CP following a lexical HT is assumed, contrasts like the one in (26) 
may find a suitable explanation.

(26)	 a.	 Quella ragazzai . . ., Mariaj dice che tutti lai/*j conoscono
		  that girl . . ., Maria claims that everybody knows her
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	 b.	 Mariaj dice che tutti laj/k conoscono
		  Maria claims that everybody knows her

In (26) a., differently from (26) b., the antecedent of the pronoun present 
in the embedded clause cannot be the subject of the main clause ‘Maria,’ but 
must be the lexical HT ‘Quella ragazza’ and no ambiguity arises. The reason 
for this unambiguous interpretation may be found in the presence of the 
silent pronoun at the edge of the CP following the HT: From there the HT is 
the only available antecedent for the silent pronoun, hence for the pronoun 
that it doubles, according to the proposed derivation. It can be assumed that 
the silent pronoun reaches the main clause edge in (26) a. as a natural appli-
cation of the principle of Full Interpretation that requires integration of the 
hanging constituent. As there is no such need in (26) b., the option of select-
ing the main clause subject as the antecedent for the pronoun is available, 
depending on discourse conditions. This interpretation may be obtained by 
moving a doubled pronoun to the edge of the subordinate CP clause; from 
this position it can look for its antecedent in the main clause. In this position 
the pronoun remains silent, for the familiar reason due to the operation of 
the pronunciation principle, in particular in Kayne’s version, as in (21). The 
option of moving to the edge of the main clause is clearly also available in 
(26) b. as it is in (26) a. Through this derivation, the second interpretation 
of (26) b. is obtained in which the pronoun selects its antecedent from the 
discourse context.12

4	 Embedded HT

The following paradigm in (27) is discussed in Benincà and Poletto (2004), 
who conclude, on its basis, that the position for an HT, (27) a., and the 
position for a left dislocated (LD) topic in CLLD, (27) c. versus b., is not the 
same in the articulated CP (see Bocci 2004 and Haegeman 2004 for simi-
lar conclusions). Their proposal is schematized in (28): The HT position is 
higher and thus precedes the complementizer; the LD position is lower and 
follows it. The ‘%’ symbol in (27) a. indicates the relatively marginal status 
of HT in a subordinate clause, which, as already mentioned, may be very 
strong for some speakers (up to pure unacceptability; Alexiadou 2006). Let 
us make abstraction from the marginality issue for a moment, and just con-
sider how the analysis developed here may integrate Benincà and Poletto’s 
(2004) proposal:

(27)	 HT:		  a.	� %Sono certa questo libro che non ne abbia mai 
parlato nessuno

					�     I am sure this book that nobody of-it-cl has  
spoken
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	 CLLD:	 b.	� *Sono certa di questo libro che non ne abbia mai 
parlato nessuno

					�     I am sure of this book that nobody of-it-cl has 
spoken

				    c.	� Sono certa che di questo libro non ne abbia mai 
parlato nessuno

					�     I am sure that of this book nobody of-it-cl has 
spoken

(28)	 [ CP HT [ che [ TopP LD [TopP LD [FocP [TopP . . . [TP . . .]]]]]]]

Consider further the contrast in (29):

(29)	 a.	� %I professori hanno detto, quello studente che ne parler-
anno domani in consiglio

		�  Professors said, that student that they of-him(cl) will speak 
tomorrow at the meeting

	 b.	� * I professori hanno detto, lui che ne parleranno domani in 
consiglio

		�  professors said, him that they of-him(cl) will speak tomor-
row at the meeting

The stronger marginality of (29) b. as compared to (29) a. indicates that 
a pronoun is not felicitous as the HT of the subordinate clause; much less so 
than a lexical DP. Exactly the same conclusion reached in the root instances 
of HT, from which the discussion of section 3 started out. In terms of the 
proposed analysis, the reason for the contrast in (29) can be identified in the 
fact that the pronoun should be silent in (29) b., since it should fill the edge 
of the CP containing it, or alternatively, the edge of the main CP, as in the 
discussion on (26). In either case, in the edge position it could not be pro-
nounced, due to the operation of the pronunciation principle (in particular 
adopting Kayne’s version (21), as anticipated in 3.2). The perfect status of 
the minimally different (30) can precisely be interpreted as the result of leav-
ing the pronoun unpronounced at the edge:13

(30)	 I professori hanno detto, che ne parleranno domani in consiglio
	� professors said, that they of-him(cl) will speak tomorrow at the 

meeting

That the offending element in (29) b. is the overt pronoun is confirmed by 
the paradigm in (31), which excludes that a possibly relevant factor modu-
lating acceptability be the availability of an overt explicit antecedent for the 
pronoun, as the ill-formedness of (31) c. clearly indicates. A fact that the 
perfect status of (30) has already also implicitly indicated as well.
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(31) a. (Quanto a) Gianni, Maria dice [che . . . [ ne parlano tutti]]
(As for) Gianni, Maria says that they all of him-cl talk

b. Gianni, Maria dice [che . . . di lui . . . [ne parlano tutti]]
Gianni, Maria says that him they all of him-cl talk

c. *Gianni, Maria dice [lui . . . che . . . [ ne parlano tutti]]
Gianni, Maria says him that they of him-cl talk

A silent pronoun at the CP edge is responsible for the perfect status of 
(31)a and (31)b, where the latter also contains an overt left dislocated pro-
noun, as in the non-embedded sentence (23), discussed in section 3.

Let us now look at structure (28) in more detail. (28) closely resembles 
the essence of the representation given in (25): The only difference between 
the two is that one single CP phase is assumed in (28), while two indepen-
dent CP phases are present in (25). Suppose now that (28) is in fact no dif-
ferent from (25) in that the HT defines an independent CP phase in (28) as 
well. A new CP should start out at the complementizer ‘che’ of (28), as (32) 
illustrates, omitting irrelevant details:

(32)	 [ CP1 HT [CP2 che [ TopP LD . . . [TP . . . ]]]]]]]

This reinterpretation of (28) allows us to reconsider the marginality issue 
related to cases of embedded HT. Specifically, if such a reinterpretation is 
plausible, it may provide a reason as to why a subordinate HT is felt as 
marginal by all speakers and as quasi-impossible by some of them, as noted. 
The marginality/impossibility could be a consequence of the intrinsic dif-
ficulty arising in the integration of the defective CP within subordination. 
This should be so since the C expressing the Force of the subordinate clause 
is further away from the selecting matrix verb, precisely due to the presence 
of the defective HT/CP phase; an unusual situation.14

5	 General consequences and questions

This last section is devoted to presenting some general consequences that can 
be derived from aspects of the proposed analyses and some questions they 
raise. I will give them in the form of a list, starting from the possibly most 
general consequence, from which the introduction of this chapter started.

I. The approach to HT developed in the preceding sections includes as a 
crucial step the activation of a doubling derivation, with a pronominal topic 
remaining silent and unpronounced at the edge of the CP from which it 
integrates the HT as its antecedent. A natural proposal to make, somewhat 
implicit in particular in the discussion surrounding example (26) b., is that 
in all cases where a pronoun is present a pronominal doubling topic is also 
present, which remains silent at the CP edge.
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Thus, the sentences in (33) A, A′ would informally correspond to those in 
(34), where the unpronounced pronominal topic is indicated in italics for the 
sake of clarity (and the lexical HT may or may not be overtly expressed):

(33)	 Q:	Hai incontrato Gianni?
		  Have you met Gianni
	 A:	 Sì, l’ho incontrato
		  Yes, I him-cl met
	 Q′.	Hai parlato con Gianni?
		  Have you spoken with Gianni
	 A′.	Sì, ci ho parlato
		  Yes, I with-him-cl have spoken

(34)	 A.	 Sì, (Gianni) # lui, l’ho incontrato
		  Yes, Gianni/him, I him-cl have met
	 A′.	Sì, (Gianni) # /lui, ci ho parlato (/ho parlato con lui)
		�  Yes, Gianni/him I with-him-cl have sopken (/have spoken 

with him)

This idea is indeed very close to Kayne’s (2005b) proposal according to 
which sentences like (35) a. (Hankamer and Sag 1976) should correspond, 
at some level, to (35) b.:

(35)	 a.	 Watch out! He’s got a knife
	 b.	 Watch out! That man, he’s got a knife

In conclusion, independently of the overt presence of a lexical HT or 
of an overt left dislocated topic, presence of a pronoun should imply pres-
ence of a silent doubling pronoun at the CP edge. From this position, the 
silent pronoun relates to an antecedent. The overt pronoun within the clause 
to which it is related by virtue of the doubling relation is thus interpreted 
in turn.

As mentioned at the outset, if a mechanism of the type just described is 
assumed, the way in which a pronoun relates to its (discourse) antecedent is 
made explicit and from this mechanism, one crucial requirement of classical 
principle B of the binding theory module directly follows: The antecedent 
must be outside the CP containing the (silent) pronoun.15

II. Instances of topic-drop in German clauses of the type mentioned in (3) 
of the introduction are typically considered a root phenomenon. Following 
Rizzi (2005, 2006a), this is attributed to the fact that (colloquial) German, 
possibly more readily than other languages, allows for a reduced/truncated 
analysis of root clauses.16 This has the consequence that, in (colloquial) Ger-
man root clauses, HT, or even lower left dislocated topics in a possibly even 
more reduced portion of the CP, can be found at the CP edge, and hence 
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left unpronounced, leading to the topic-drop phenomenon. Essentially, the 
condition in which the silent pronoun is found in the structures discussed 
throughout is precisely the condition in which the silent topic is found in 
German topic-drop clauses. The essential same mechanism is involved in 
the different cases, all ultimately triggering application of the pronunciation 
principle(s): A constituent at the CP edge is a silent constituent.

The following question naturally arises: Why should the silent pronoun 
assumed in the Italian examples require presence of a (further, doubled) 
clitic in the clause, if these cases are essentially assimilated to instances of 
topic-drop, as for the derivational and interpretive mechanisms they involve? 
In other words, how could a pronoun just be dropped in German (cf. (3), 
which contains no explicit pronoun; and, similarly, the case of zero objects 
in Chinese in note 12), while a clitic is anyway necessary in Italian, as wit-
nessed by the impossibility of (36) a., an equivalent sentence to the German 
(3), in contrast with (36) b.?

(36)	 a.	 *Ho comprato ieri
		  I bought—yesterday
	 b.	 L’ho comprato ieri
		  I it(cl) bought yesterday

It can be suggested that, possibly given the different nature of the pro-
nominal system of German, a doubling derivation is not necessarily implied 
in this language, in contrast to what has been assumed for Italian sentences 
containing a clitic pronoun. Hence, a (weak or strong; Cardinaletti and 
Starke 1999) pronoun can directly reach the edge of the clause in the posi-
tion of non-pronounceability in German but not in Italian, giving rise to a 
complete drop in the former language but not in the latter.

The nonreferential non-D-linked Italian operator qualcosa (masculine in 
gender) cannot be doubled by a clitic, if left dislocated, in contrast to ref-
erential qualcosa (feminine in gender). The following contrast from Cinque 
(1990b) holds:

(37)	 a.	 Qualcosa prima o poi la farò
		  something sooner or later I it (cl) will do
	 b.	 *Qualcosa prima o poi lo farò
		  anything sooner or later I it (cl) will do
	 c.	 Qualcosa farò
		  anything I will do

If doubling is exclusively compatible with referential DPs, no big DP is 
possible in presence of nonreferential qualcosa, whence the ungrammatical-
ity of (37) b. and its contrast with the possibility of (37) c.; (37) a. is a regu-
lar instance of CLLD originating from a big DP containing both referential 
qualcosa and the clitic, following the general analysis assumed in (4). It is 
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tempting to analyze the following exchange in (38), where neither qualcosa 
nor a clitic pronoun is present in the answer to the preceding question, as 
involving an unpronounced qualcosa at the edge; ultimately, as a German-
type topic-drop, whose availability would be limited in Italian to sentences 
containing nonreferential qualcosa.17

(38)	 Q:	Hai deciso qualcosa? /Hai comprato qualcosa?
		  Have you decided anything/ Have you bought anything
	 A:	 Sì, ho deciso / (?) Sì ho comprato
		  Yes, I have decided/Yes I have bought

III. Consider the following often discussed contrast in German (Haider 
1984, 2005; Travis 1984; Tomaselli 1990):

(39)	 a.	 *Ihn habe ich gesehen
		  Him have I seen
	 b.	 IHN habe ich gesehen

While the stressed object pronoun is possible in clause initial position the 
unstressed version of the same pronoun in apparently the same position is 
not possible. The assumed articulated CP combined with the idea that topic 
pronouns move to the edge of CP provides a natural interpretation of this 
contrast. While the unstressed, topic pronoun would fill the edge position, 
and hence should be left unpronounced, the stressed pronoun would fill 
a lower position that can be identified with the Spec of the focus projec-
tion in the CP and it should consequently be pronounced. It can be further 
suggested that the quasi-deictic value of the left peripheral focus, typically 
associated with contrast/correction, is what opens up the possibility for the 
focused pronoun not to move to the edge of the CP phase, an otherwise 
necessary move given the assumed interpretive principle.18 The focused pro-
noun thus remains in the focus position where it is pronounced.

Note that the pronounceability of a clause initial focalized pronoun is a 
generally available option, across languages. (40) provides an example in 
Italian, to which the same analysis proposed for the German example in 
(39) b. can be directly extended:

(40)	 LUI tutti conoscono (non lei)
	 HIM everybody knows (not her)

Considering German again, in a similar fashion to what has just been 
suggested for the contrast in (39), if a (stressed) demonstrative object is 
taken to fill the left peripheral focus position differently from the unstressed 
weak object pronoun es that should fill the highest edge position, the fol-
lowing contrast, originally discussed in Tomaselli (1990), finds a natural 
account. Es should be unpronounceable in this position.
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(41)	 a.	 *Es (das Gras) hat das Pferd gefressen
		  It (the grass) has the horse eaten
	 b.	 Das (das Gras) hat das Pferd gefressen
		  That (the grass) has the horse eaten

As for those cases of subject es, which is possible in clause initial position:

(42)	 Es (das Pferd) hat das Gras gefressen
	 It (the horse) has the grass eaten

it can be proposed that nominative es is analyzed as a clitic rather than as 
a weak pronoun (Cardinaletti and Starke 1999), in contrast with (41) a. 
(Tomaselli 1990). Subject es then cliticizes onto the Verb (in the relevant V2 
position in the articulated CP), thus voiding the edge of the CP phase and 
allowing for satisfaction of the principle of pronunciation.

Possibly, object es can be attributed an intermediate status between a weak 
and a clitic pronoun in general; if it is analyzed as a weak pronoun, it should 
be left unpronounced, whence the discussed impossibility of (41) a. If it is 
analyzed as a clitic, no difference in distribution is expected between object 
and subject es since also object es would ultimately void the edge of the CP 
through cliticization into the verb, in the V2 position within CP. Indeed, 
unstressed object es can appear in clause initial position for many German 
speakers, if appropriately contextualized as in the following examples from 
Haider (2005). The tentative but natural proposal is that these could be ana-
lyzed as cases of clitic es, of the same kind as nominative es in (42).19

(43)	 a.	 Ihr Geld is nicht verloren. Es hat jetzt nur jemand anderer
		  Your money is not lost. It has now only someone else
	 b.	� Dieses Schild können Sie genauso gut weglassen. Es hat 

ohnehin keener beachtet
		�  This sign could you just-as-well remove. It has anyway 

nobody observed

IV. Saito (1985), quoting an observation by Kuno, observes that the Case/
Topic marker—wa can be left unpronounced in Japanese. Thus, a subject 
that is also a topic can have its Case marker—wa dropped, in contrast with 
the nominative Case marker—ga that must be necessarily pronounced. The 
Kuno/Saito analysis of (44), assumes presence of an unpronounced –wa:

(44)	 John kita-no?
	 John came-Q

Somewhat partly similar facts appear to hold in Korean, as recently dis-
cussed in Ahn and Cho (2006), who note that Caseless bare wh-phrases are 
possible in Korean when they are anteposed into the left periphery. Ahn and 
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Cho (2006) point out that in these cases the anteposed wh-word requires a 
D-linked interpretation, as illustrated by their example repeated in (45):

(45) Nwukwu Yenghi-ka manna-ss-ni?
who Yenghi-Nom meet-Past-Q
‘who is such that Yenghi meet (him)’

It is tempting to interpret the lack of an overt Case/Topic marker in Japa-
nese and the lack of the Case marker in the anteposed D-linked wh-word of 
Korean as the manifestation of the same kind of edge phenomenon under 
the assumption that the highest indicator of topicality could fill the edge 
(as a head) of the left periphery in both cases and for this reason it is left 
unpronounced.20
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Notes

Notes to Chapter 1

In particular, Kayne’s (1986) MIT Class Lectures; Pollock (1989). For some 1.	
early proposals that I should split into two separate heads, see Moro (1988) 
and Rizzi (1987). See also Ouhalla (1988).
In these introductory remarks I will not review all the relevant data systemati-2.	
cally (such as those concerning the parallel behavior of French and English 
with respect to movement of the auxiliaries, etc.) but just those directly rel-
evant to the point at issue. As is often done, I will use the term ‘lexical verb’ to 
refer to verbs having a lexical import definable in terms of a Th-grid.
Auxiliaries continue to follow their own pattern, with verb movement apply-3.	
ing across the board.
In fact more than two functional positions should probably be assumed. 4.	
According to Pollock himself and other subsequent work such as Ouhalla 
(1988); Laka (1990); Zanuttini (1997); and Moritz (1989), the existence of a 
Neg-Phrase (NegP) should be assumed, at least for negative sentences. See also 
Kitagawa (1986) and Kayne (1989c) for some early proposals of the NegP 
hypothesis. A similar although differently executed proposal is also presented 
in Chomsky (1989). See also Shlonsky (1989) who proposes a more fine-
grained split of the AGR node itself in its diverse features of Gender, Number, 
and Person, a distinction that plays a role in Hebrew verbal morphology. See 
the following for a presentation of the NegP idea and for the proposal that a 
‘positive’ correlate of NegP should be postulated as well.
Baker (1985) formulates the Mirror Principle as follows: ‘Morphological deri-5.	
vations must directly reflect syntactic derivations (and vice versa).’
That AGR is higher than T in the tree structure can also be assumed on other 6.	
grounds: In (nominative) Case contexts AGR is the licenser of null subjects 
(pro), hence it should govern the subject position; AGR carries the agree-
ment features of the NP subject and, again, the structural relation that allows 
the agreement process to obtain is generally identified with the relation of 
government (or Spec-Head agreement if this relation is not to be reduced to 
government; see Sportiche (1989), Roberts (1993b) for this view. See Chom-
sky (1989) for considerations of this sort. Notice, furthermore, that the same 
morphological argument just presented for Italian applies in exactly the same 
terms to French. This leads us to assume that the same structure that we are 
going to propose for Italian holds in French as well. This diverges from Pol-
lock’s (1989) hypothesis, which has the reverse respective order of the two 
functional heads, with T higher than AGR.
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At least in part. As seen in 3.3, they have an exact correspondent in their lit-7.	
eral French equivalents, which are a particular kind of VP/‘lower’ adverbs, as 
pointed out in Pollock (1989).

(i)	 a.	 Maria ancora non rideva / *Maria più/mai non rideva
		  lit: Maria still not laughed / Maria anymore/ever laughed
	 b.	 Il bambino ancora non parla/ * Il bambino più/mai non parla
		  lit: the kid still not talks / the kid anymore/ever talks

			   A peculiar behavior of ancora, once again not shared by the other negative 
adverbs is also found in examples like:

(ii)	 Hai visto l’ ultimo film di Fellini? Ancora no/*Più/mai no
	� have you seen the last movie directed by Fellini? Not yet/not anymore/

ever

			   In order to account for (i), and maybe shed some light on (ii), I tentatively 
suggest that ancora (contrary to più and mai) has the possibility of cliticiz-
ing onto the head of the NegP non. The sequence ancora non then forms a 
complex head and as such moves and adjoins to AGR, the position where V 
also moves. (This raising operation also rescues the ECP violation that would 
otherwise have been produced by the cliticization of ancora.) I speculate that 
an analysis along similar lines if adequately qualified could be suggestive also 
in (starting to) understand the distribution of adverbs in examples like the fol-
lowing (pointed out to me by R. Kayne):

(iii)	 a.	 They always have been like that
	 b.	 John still hasn’t left
	 c.	 He still isn’t sure
	 d.	 He almost didn’t make it

The rule discussed in 3.2.2 in connection with the discussion of sentence 8.	
adverbs and in section 5 dealing with niente-tutto/rien-tout could be inter-
preted as syntactic or LF rules of ‘scope’ movement, akin to QR or wh-mov-
ernent-type processes.
See in particular Pollock (1989) and Moritz (1989) for this proposal relative 9.	
to French ne. As R. Kayne points out, iteration of NegP should probably be 
allowed in order to account for French cases like:

(i)	 Cette fois, il a promis de ne pas ne pas manger sa soupe
	 lit: this time he promised not not to eat the soup

The same kind of cliticization process would be at work with personal clitic 10.	
pronouns in finite clauses (Chapter 5, this volume).
More precisely, this amounts to saying that AGR is morphologically subcat-11.	
egorized for a T category. Some refinements of this idea are in order for at least 
the following two reasons: If no qualification is added, a certain redundancy 
is created between the morphological subcategorization and the syntactic sub-
categorization of the AGR head; second, the fact that it is not just T (in fact it 
cannot be just T) that is morphologically subcategorized but rather V+T is not 
perspicuously represented by this simplified formulation. See the following for 
a discussion of Roberts’ (1990) recent refinement of this proposal in terms of 
Selkirk’s (1982) theory of word formation.
Moritz (1989) formulates his proposal in terms of Rizzi’s (1990b) Relativized 12.	
Minimality approach to the ECP. See also Chomsky (1989) for a discussion of 
the relevance of the HMC/ECP at the representational LF level, rather than at 
the level of syntactic derivations.
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A somewhat more marked option for some speakers, especially those speaking 13.	
northern varieties of Italian.
See Burzio (1986) and Kayne (1989a) on past participle agreement in Italian 14.	
and again Kayne (1989c) for the AGRP idea in past participles. A morphologi-
cal argument analogous to the one I have provided in the text in favor of a 
complex representation like (15) for past participles has been independently 
made by R. Kayne (Class Lectures, Université de Genève, 1990).

			   I assume that, in Italian, in any given structure the verb has to reach the 
AGR head position to produce a well-formed word (mangia–t–a/e/o/i; eaten 
fem:sing, fem:pl, masc:sing, masc:pl). In the case of past participles as well as 
in the case of tensed and infinitival clauses, languages vary as to whether the 
combination of the verbal root and the past participial inflectional endings are 
done through V-movement or through Affix Hopping. Italian and French, for 
instance, seem to differ in this respect, possibly as a function of their different 
behavior in infinitivals. See also the discussion in section 6.2.
In this structure I have disregarded the projection of Aux as well as the inter-15.	
nal structure of the VP. The latter should also contain the D-structure position 
for the subject NP, following the proposal elaborated in detail by Koopman 
and Sportiche (1991; see the references cited there as well). Although I am 
assuming this hypothesis, I am making an abstraction from it in the pres-
ent discussion and I will do so any time it will not play a direct role in the 
argumentation. I have also used the infinitival form of the auxiliary avere to 
express the non-inflected form.
I assume the VP-initial adverbs are adjoined to VP. I make the assumption 16.	
that all adverbs modifying a major constituent are adjoined to this phrase. 
Adjunction expresses the ‘modification’ relation as in Sportiche (1988) (see 
Introduction).
See note 44 for possible qualifications concerning the precise level of attach-17.	
ment of più within the past participial projection.
Lonzi (1989) provides a typology of adverbs in Italian. This class is identified 18.	
and called ‘rafforzativi dell’ asserzione.’

			   Lonzi (1990) points out the existence of a class of adverbs that only occur 
when Aux is present like Italian meramente. To account for the necessary cooc-
currence Lonzi (1990) proposes that this kind of adverb can only fill the Spec 
of Aux position. Hence, this class is both different from the class under discus-
sion and from the class of sentence adverbs, to be analyzed in the following.
Pure19.	  should not be confused with be homophonous adverb whose meaning is 
equivalent to anche (also).
At S-structure or at LF. See the discussion of (64) and (65). In Kayne (1989b) 20.	
it is also proposed that a PosP might be present in some assertive clauses. He 
proposes that English so and too could be the head of such a phrase.
I leave open the question whether a PosP is present in all nonnegative clauses, 21.	
independently of the presence of a realized specifier (i.e., an adverb of the 
discussed class). It is unclear what the empirical correlate of the two possible 
alternatives would be.
Pure22.	 , già, and sempre behave differently in that they can also follow the past 
participle, although this is a somewhat more marked location:

(i)	 Gianni avrà risposto pure, sempre, già
	 Gianni will have answered truly, always, already

			   Their behavior is then more akin to that of a negative adverb like più, 
which, as we will see in section 3.3 can also fill a relatively low position in the 
clause structure beside the canonical Spec of NegP position.
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A sentence like (28) containing 23.	 sempre seems significantly more acceptable 
than the text examples. This suggests that sempre has wider distributional pos-
sibilities than the other positive adverbs. Notice that sempre is also eligible for 
an interpretation equivalent to that of the focalizing adverb solo (only). Solo 
can modify different phrases; hence, in the tree structure it can be adjoined to 
various maximal projections. I speculate that sempre has the same possible 
locations in the relevant interpretation.
The same punctuation is utilized by Jackendoff (1972).24.	
At least adverbs that are not selected by the verb, as those under consider-25.	
ation. The reason should be the Th-criterion if pronominal clitics are always 
R-expressions with respect to Th-theory, while adverbs are not.

			   I leave open a detailed discussion of what position exactly the right dis-
located position is. It is a peripheral position, the right equivalent of the left 
peripheral TOP position. This discussion being somewhat tangential to our 
main point of interest, I also leave open the details concerning the deriva-
tion involved. The parallelism with left peripheral constructions, on which see 
Cinque (1990a), is likely to be important.
I would assume the same analysis for the English equivalent of both (32) a. and 26.	
(32) b. discussed by Jackendoff (1972). The equivalent of (32) a. is excluded in 
French. See the discussion following.
See (i), an illustration:27.	

(i)	 a.	 *Nessuno/ognuno l’ho incontrato ieri
		  nobody/everybody, I saw himcl yesterday
	 b.	 *A nessuno/ognuno, gli daranno il premio
		  to nobody/everybody, they will give himcl the prize

			   Similar facts are discussed in Rizzi (1986a) and Belletti and Rizzi (1988). 
The proposed account rules out these structures at LF, where the quantifier 
would not be able to bind a well-formed variable due to the presence of the 
resumptive clitic.
The kind of topicalization process available in English does not require the 28.	
focal intonation necessary in Italian (Roberts, Kayne, p.c.). Rather, topicaliza-
tion is more closely correspondent to the so-called CLLD of Italian (Cinque 
1990a), which is not available for indefinite quantifiers. Although the exact 
formal way in which the correlation holds is not easy to express, one might 
suggest that it is at the source of the fact that sentences equivalent to (35) are 
not acceptable in English. But see note 42 for a different explanation.
I assume this to be the case each time the adverb is interpreted as having sen-29.	
tential scope, as in the analyzed structures. But see also 3.2.2 for important 
qualifications concerning structures containing an aspectual auxiliary. There 
exist other possible positions for probabilmente-type adverbs that generally 
correlate with a different interpretation:

(i)	 a.	 In vita sua Gianni leggerà probabilmente molti racconti d’avventura
		  in his life Gianni will read probably many adventure novels
	 b.	 Maria discuterà la cosa probabilmente con molte persone
		  Maria will discuss the issue probably with many people

		  where the adverb has scope over the phrase immediately following it: an 
NP and a PP in (i) a. and b. respectively. A plausible analysis for these cases, 
which I will adopt here, assumes that the adverb is base generated immediately 
adjoined to the NP and PP. More generally, the adverb has the option of being 
generated adjoined to any argument or adjunct (see: ‘Gianni partirà proba-
bilmente domani’ Gianni will leave probably tomorrow) more or less strictly 
connected to the verb. These would be further instances of the ‘modification’ 
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relation of Sportiche (1988). It should be pointed out that two adverbs of this 
class cannot cooccur in the same clause, one clause initial the other adjoined 
to some phrase:

(ii)	 *Evidentement Gianni parlerà probabilmente con Maria
	 evidently Gianni will talk probably with Maria

			   This is not expected under the proposed analysis with no further qualifica-
tion. Possibly, the assumption should be made that all adverbs of this class 
undergo some interpretive process, presumably along the line discussed in 
3.2.3, irrespective of the position where they are basically located. Some kind 
of interpretive incompatibility would arise in (ii).
This set of hypotheses leads Kayne to propose a significantly different analysis 30.	
of the negation facts in English that I am not going to discuss here.
Left dislocation is available in French. The structure is not relevant, however, 31.	
because it would involve a subject clitic in the sentence following the dislo-
cated subject. Of course the resulting sentence is possible in French:

(i)	 Jean, problement il aime la linquistique

			   It is only in standard Italian where no overt subject clitic is available that 
the left dislocation and topicalization structures involve identical strings.
This is productively visible in V2 languages where movement of the inflected 32.	
verb to the C° position is an obligatory process, triggered by some peculiar 
property of the CP system of these languages. See Platzack (1986); Rizzi 
(1990c); and Tomaselli (1990) for discussion.
Analogous data are observed in German, where contrasts like the following 33.	
can be detected in V2 clauses where the subject is assigned nominative Case 
by the V in C°:

(i)	 a.	 Johann hat warscheinlich ein Buch gelesen
		  Johann has probably a book read
	 b.	 *Ein Buch hat warscheinlich Johann gelesen
		  a book has probably Johann read

			   We might suggest that C° is always involved in assignment of nominative 
Case in German, independently of the occurrence of V2 given the almost par-
allel contrast in embedded clauses:

(ii)	 a.	 Ich glaube dass Johann warscheinlich ein Buch gelesen hat
	 b.	 ??Ich glaube dass warscheinlich Johann ein Buch gelesen hat

			   In all the examples here and in the text I am making abstraction from 
the possible parenthetical intonation to be associated with the adverbial that 
seems to save almost any structure and allow for almost any reading.

			   In Kayne (1983) a connectedness-type interpretation is proposed to account 
for similar contrasts in English, as illustrated by the following pair:

(iii)	 a.	 John probably won’t be angry (Kayne (1983), (53)a : 215)
	 b.	 *Won’t probably John be angry (Kayne (1983), (52)a : 215)

See Rizzi and Roberts (1989) and Roberts (1993b).34.	
If topicalization is in adjunction to S (IP/AGRP) as proposed by Baltin (1982) 35.	
and Lasnik and Saito (1989), its availability would be ruled out in the struc-
tures under discussion by word order considerations. See note 42 for the idea 
that topicalization might be in adjunction to IP-AGRP in English but not in 
Italian.
These sentences are acceptable only with a strong intonational break before 36.	
the adverb, as instances of right dislocation [cf. (32)].
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See section 7 for a possible formalization of the morphological factor trigger-37.	
ing the movement of lexical verbs.
I will assume, as in Roberts (1990), that forms such as 38.	 has, is . . . should be 
considered suppletive forms.
A version of the AGRP recursion idea is also proposed by Cardinaletti and 39.	
Roberts (1991). Cecilia Poletto (p.c.) points out that in some dialects of 
Northern Italy such as Trentino and northern varieties of Venetian, a subject 
clitic is obligatorily present only in cooccurrence with an auxiliary. Relevant 
contrasts are the following:

(i)	 [Trentino]
	 a.	 *Nisun el riva
		  nobody cl arrives
	 b.	 Nisun l’è riva
		  nobody cl is arrived
(ii)	 [Cornuda, North Veneto]
	 a.	 Gian el magna	 a′  Gian magna
		  Gianni cl eats	       Gianni eats
	 b.	 Gian l’a magnà	 b′  *Gian a magnà
		  Gianni cl has eaten	       Gianni has eaten

			   (i) a. and b. indicate that while a subject clitic cannot appear with an indefi-
nite subject (a), it must appear with the same indefinite subject if an auxiliary 
is present (b). (ii) a. and a′ indicate that a subject clitic is optional in simple 
tenses; (ii) b. and b′ show that it becomes obligatory in structures containing 
an auxiliary. Thanks to Cecilia Poletto for providing the relevant data. We 
could interpret this phenomenon by suggesting that these dialects systemati-
cally exploit the further AGR position that can be present with auxiliaries to 
host the subject clitic.

			   In Motapanyane (1989) it is shown that aspectual auxiliaries are the only 
verbs raising to the highest functional head in Romanian, which, following 
the present work, she assumes to be the AGR head. It is tempting to suggest 
that Romanian provides another case of overt evidence for a further AGR-
type head in the clause structure that only auxiliaries can fill. See also Sorin 
(1989).
Notice the quasi-minimal contrast with the ungrammatical (46), discussed in 40.	
connection with analysis B.
Assume that the negative quantifier adjoins to AGRP, much as in the operation 41.	
performed by QR. The difference should be that only in the case of negative 
quantifiers does the created position count as an A′/Spec position, thus induc-
ing a RelMin effect with respect to further movement of some other phrase to 
some higher A′ position. In Rizzi (1990b) it is proposed that the subject posi-
tion counts as an A′ position per se when it is filled with a negative subject. 
Also under this hypothesis the data in (58) count as a RelMin violation once 
combined with the idea that the sentence adverb moves to Spec of CP.
Some English speakers find that a sentence like (i) is also very marginal:42.	

(i)	 ?*Nobody probably left

			   In 3.2 we analyzed the Italian well-formed equivalent, Nessuno probabil-
mente sbaglierà [cf.(49)], as involving topicalization of the negative subject 
and we proposed an extension of this analysis to cover English sentences dis-
playing the same word order. Indeed, (ii) containing a referential subject is as 
perfect as the Italian translation:

(ii)	 John probably left/Gianni probabilmente se ne è andato
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			   Why should (i) be worse than (ii)? Suppose, as proposed in Lasnik and 
Saito (1989) and in Baltin (1982), that topicalization in English is adjunction 
ti IP=AGRP. Suppose further that topicalization of the subject is necessarily 
involved in (i) exactly as in the Italian case. However, topicalization in Italian 
is not in adjunction to AGRP but rather involves a TOPP, much as in Chom-
sky’s (1977) original proposal and as in Cinque (1990a). TOPP is outside the 
CP level. Hence, even if the topicalized nessuno subject needs to undergo the 
LF movement alluded to in the text, such a process would take place outside 
the domain where the LF movement of the sentence adverb would take place, 
i.e., the CP level. Hence, no interference is expected. On the other hand, if 
English topicalization is in adjunction to AGRP, the presence of the topicalized 
nobody necessarily interferes with the LF movement of the sentence adverb, 
much as in the cases discussed in the text, involving a complex tense and a 
post-auxiliary adverb. Given this line of reasoning then, the different status 
of (49) and (i) of this note follows from the different nature of the process of 
topicalization in the two languages, not from the different syntax of sentence 
adverbs, which remains exactly the same. That Italian topicalization and Eng-
lish topicalization are not alike is, on the other hand, relatively clear (see note 
28). It is not unreasonable to set the difference in the processes involved in the 
derivation of the two constructions.
Of course, as for (61) a., we are disregarding the possibility of having a pause 43.	
just before the adverb, which should be interpreted as a case of right dislocation 
of the adverb itself. As for (61) b., we are disregarding, as usual, the possibility 
of interpreting the adverb as modifying just the immediately following NP.
Lack of sentence like:44.	

(i)	 *il n’a mangé plus

		  would follow from the lack of V-movement within the past participial projec-
tion in French, which should in turn be interpreted as an instance of the general 
lack of V-to-AGR in French untensed clauses. This interpretation avoids the 
device of the NegP adjunction, discussed by Pollock to rule out these cases.

			   If the following (relatively subtle) contrast must be accounted for:

(ii)	 a.	 ?? Il a lu souvent des romans
		  he has read often novels
	 b.	 * Il n’a lu plus des romans
		  he has not read anymore novels

		  we might tentatively suggest the following. Souvent is a VP adverb and plus, 
when not in Spec of NegP, is an adverb lower than the T head in the clause 
structure. In the past participial AGRP plus can either be an AGRP or an ASPP 
modifier. Assume it is not easily a VP modifier in this situation. If we assume 
that V optionally raises to the ASP head much as it does with respect to the 
T head in infinitivals, the (marginal) possibility of (ii) a. is accounted for. Plus 
being higher than VP in the past participle by assumption, (ii) b. is not deriv-
able. On the other hand, in clauses not containing any past participle, if plus 
is not in the Spec of NegP it can only be a purely VP adverb, no other loca-
tion lower than T being available. This would account for the lack of contrast 
between plus and souvent in infinitivals like (iii), which would involve move-
ment of V to T:

(iii)	 a.	 Il dit ne manger plus du jambon
		  he says not to eat ham anymore
	 b.	 Il dit manger souvent du jambon
		  he says to eat oftne ham
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		  We leave the further development of a proposal along these lines open here, 
just pointing out one aspect of it that, we believe, is on the right track should 
the details turn out to be inadequate. It is the idea that the contrast between 
cases involving a past participle, (ii), and cases involving an infinitive, (iii), 
should derive from the fact that, as we assume, clauses with a past participle 
contain more structure than clauses involving an infinitive.
Notice that the negative adverb 45.	 mai is allowed to modify the negative adverb 
più:

(i)	 a.	 Maria non tornerà mai più
		  Maria will never come back anymore
	 b.	 Maria non è mai più tornata
		  Maria has never come back anymore
	 c.	 Maria non è tornata mai più
		  lit: Maria not is come back ever anymore

			   This could be analyzed with mai in the Spec of più, and più constituting a 
projection of its own. As (i) indicates, the sequence ‘mai più’ has the regular 
distribution of negative adverbs. We then suggest that in (i) c. it is the whole 
sequence, in fact the whole phrase ‘mai più’ that moves into Spec of NegP 
at LF.
I am not assuming that this analysis holds with respect to all elements that nec-46.	
essarily cooccur with negation. It just applies to negative adverbs. It does not 
apply to negative quantifiers like niente/nothing and nessuno/nobody (which, 
of course, cooccur in the same clause: non ho detto niente a nessuno lit: I 
did not say nothing to nobody). The validity of the constraint that no more 
than one element can fill the same position at LF might be questioned under 
the assumption that such a constraint should not hold at a level where pho-
netic linearization does not play any role such as LF. I will assume that the 
constraint is valid besides the linearization issue and that it can be ‘violated’ 
only if some supplementary process takes place. One such process would be 
for instance ‘absorption’ in multiple wh-constructions, in the sense of Higgin-
botham and May (1981).
As a research strategy I continue to avoid in principle to allow adverbs to 47.	
have too many base positions. We already allowed two for the adverbs under 
investigation, and it would be desirable not to increase the number any more, 
if possible. Interestingly, the facts seem to favor the restrictive approach. See 
the discussion of (69)–(72). Given that the mapping of adverbs is not regulated 
by the Projection Principle in the sense that selection is (usually) not involved, 
it should be regulated by intrinsic lexical properties of the adverbs themselves. 
Thus, if an adverb has the lexical property of being a sentence adverb, it will 
always be projected in the sentence adverb position, and so forth. It then 
follows that all other positions that the adverb eventually fills are positions 
derived through the application of some general syntactic process.
Notice that parallel facts hold in French:48.	

(i)	 a.	 Souvent Marie se trompe/ Often Marie is mistaken
	 b.	 *Complètement Marie se trompe/ Completely Maire is mistaken

		  where a relatively strong stress is required on the clause initial adverb. This 
suggests that a process like topicalization is available for adverbs as opposed 
to arguments in French. In fact, the process anteposing the adverb should be 
considered more akin to the process of ‘PP-preposing’ than to topicalization. 
And French has the PP-preposing process much as Italian does. On recent dis-
cussion on PP-preposing see Rizzi (1990b) and Cinque (1990a). Notice that 
French lacks the equivalent of the Italian (69) b.:
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(ii)	 *Marie souvent se trompe/ Marie often is mistaken

			   This follows from the analysis of (69) b. as involving left dislocation of the 
subject.
Thanks to Tarald Taraldsen for pointing out to me this implicit consequence 49.	
of my analysis.
The impossibility of having more than one topicalized phrase in the same 50.	
sentence mentioned in (73) in the text can be traced back to the same inter-
pretation (besides informational incompatibilities that might also play a role 
in excluding these cases). The second Op movement involved in topicalization 
would cross too many barriers:

(i) [TOPP YP [CP [TOPP XP [CP Opl [AGRP Op2 ]]]]]
                  

*
			   Here we have suggested that sentences containing a sentence-adverb and 

displaying the superficial word order ‘NPsub probabilmente VP’ also involve 
either left dislocation or topicalization of the subject. Hence, extraction should 
not work well in this case either. The following contrast seems to confirm this 
expectation:

(i)	 a.	� Con chi pensi che probabilmente/evidentemente Gianni parlerà di 
questo problema?

		�  with whom do you think that probably/evidently Gianni will talk 
about this problem

	 b.	� ??Con chi pensi che Gianni probabilmente/evidentemente parlerà di 
questo problema?

		�  with whom do you think that Gianni probably/evidently will talk 
about this problem

			   (ii) b. seems slightly better than the parallel data involving spesso presum-
ably because a parenthetical reading of the adverb is more readily available 
in this case than in the case of spesso. The availability of the parenthetical 
reading, which would make the sentence acceptable, obscures the clarity of the 
data.
The position between the auxiliary and the past participle is not totally 51.	
excluded if more material than just the past participle follows the adverb. 
Take the case of transitive verbs expressing the (long) direct object or of an 
intransitive verb expressing the indirect object(s) as the following:

(i)	 a.	� ?Quel dottore ha spesso risolto i problemi che gli ponevano i 
pazienti

		  that doctor has often solved the problems that patients posed to him
	 b.	 ?? Maria ha spesso parlato con Gianni di problemi di questo tipo
		  Maria has often talked with Gianni about problems of this kind

			   The necessity of a relatively long sequence formed by the past participle + 
other material makes one think that some kind of ‘heavy VP shift’ process is 
operating in structures with a VP-final spesso moving the sequence to the right 
of the adverb. Of course, the sequence is not any more a constituent excluding 
spesso once the verbal root has moved to the past participial AGR. Techni-
cally, the result might be obtained in various ways. Given that none of them is 
particularly revealing, I leave the question of how to derive the desired word 
order difference between heavy-VP and non-heavy-VP open.
Lonzi (1990) points out the existence of a class of adverbs that only occur 52.	
when Aux is present, like Italian meramente. To account for the necessary 
cooccurrence Lonzi (1990) proposes that this kind of adverb can only fill the 
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Spec of Aux position. This class is then different from the case of completa-
mente also discussed by Lonzi (1990).
This structural representation reflects the modification relation between the 53.	
quantifier and the NP. We have already made use of adjunction to express the 
modification relation between adverbs and the phrase they modify, precisely 
in the spirit of Sportiche’s article.
The superficial anaphoric behavior of the quantifier is an indirect conse-54.	
quence of the NP-trace relation that obtains between the moved NP and 
its D-structure position, i.e., the position where the quantifier is allowed to 
remain. This account shares the fundamental property of Belletti’s (1982b) 
analysis of FQ and reciprocals in Italian, i.e., it does not interpret the ana-
phoricity of the quantifier as a primitive but as a property derived from an 
antecedent-trace relation created by movement. Of course the idea is executed 
very differently in that Sportiche’s account is embedded in a wider theory con-
cerning the D-structure position of subjects.
It should be pointed out that examples like those in (36) and also those in 55.	
(81) seem to lead to the conclusion that if, as we are assuming following the 
references quoted, the D-structure position of subjects is VP-internal it should 
be on the left and not on the right of the VP, as sometimes proposed. This is 
so because the floated quantifier necessarily precedes the complement(s) of 
the verb.
For ease of presentation I am implicitly assuming that all the relevant Spec 56.	
positions between the VP and the highest Spec of AGRP can count as A-spec-
ifiers. Of course, in order to make our point this strong assumption is not 
necessary: It is sufficient that one such position higher than the past participial 
AGR head have this possibility (besides, of course, the subject position).

			   Consider the possibility of the following sentence containing a causative 
construction:

(i)	 Faranno leggere tutti quella pagina a Gianni
	 lit: they will made read all that page to Gianni
	 they will all make Gianni read that page

			   In (i) the FQ follows the infinitive. This word order possibility strongly 
indicates that incorporation of the infinitive within the causative fare occurs 
in the causative construction (at least optionally). Although not favored, (ii) is 
not impossible:

(ii)	 ?Faramo tutti leggere quella pagina a Gianni
	 They will all read that page to Gianni

The various Spec positions that the subject NP finds in its movement to the 57.	
highest Spec of AGRP position are, at least, the following: Spec of the ASPP, 
Spec of the past participial AGRP, and Spec of TP.

			   One might object that the possibility of (88) b. constitutes evidence against 
the obligatory V-movement to the past participial AGR head that we are 
assuming. The word order in (88) b. could in fact be obtained by leaving the 
verb in its base position and the quantifier in the subject base position. It is 
very unlikely that this interpretation of the data is correct, though; it would 
leave totally unexplained why the contrast with a VP adverb like spesso illus-
trated by (88) a. should exist at all.
Whose presence might be taken to be a disturbing interfering factor, due to its 58.	
clitic nature (Rizzi 1982).
(95) b. can be judged as well-formed; but this is possible only with a dif-59.	
ferent reading with pur reinforcing the matrix clause, as in the following 
paraphrase:
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(i)	 E’ pur possible che Gianni abbia parlato
	 it is indeed possible that Gianni has talked

			   With this reading pur should be analyzed as the Spec of the matrix PosP.
The absence of contrast between:60.	

(i)	 Jean dit n’avoir pas parlé

		  and (92) b. is simply due to the fact that auxiliaries move out of VP in French 
as well.
Both marginally (i.e., a nonfavored reading) possible with the adverb con-61.	
strued with the matrix clause. In this case the derivation poses no problem: It 
is the matrix verb that moves out of its VP to the matrix AGR head, leaving 
the adverb and the complement clause behind.
(104) is well-formed under the irrelevant interpretation where 62.	 tutti is con-
strued with the matrix verb. In this case tutti is a constituent of the matrix 
clause; this is shown by the contrast in acceptability of the following cleft 
sentences:

(i)	 a.	� (Quei medici) E’ risolvere il difficile problema di quel paziente che 
potrebbero tutti (se solo volessero)

		�  lit: (those doctors) it is to solve the hard problem of that patient that 
they could all (if they just wanted it)

	 b.	� *(Quei medici) E’ tutti risolvere il difficile problema di quel paziente 
che potrebbero (se solo volesse)

		�  lit: (those doctors) it is all to solve the hard problem of that patient 
that they could all (if they just wanted it)

			   The ungrammaticality of (i) b. is due to the fact that tutti is here a con-
stituent of the matrix clause. On the other hand, if tutti is a constituent of the 
infinitival clause, it must follow the infinitive. This is precisely the point made 
in the text discussion; the relevant sentence is given in (ii):

(ii)	� (Quei medici) E’ risolvere tutti il difficile problema di quel paziente che 
potrebbero (se solo lo volessero)

	� lit:(those doctors) it is to solve all the hard problem of that patient that 
they could (if they just wanted)

Otherwise the clitic nature of the infinitival complementizer would interfere 63.	
with the presence of the adverb.
The sentence might not be considered completely out with a special stress on 64.	
the adverb. This possibility could be accounted for assuming topicalization of 
spesso to be available.
The sentence is irrelevantly possible with ‘phrasal’ scope of the adverb on the 65.	
direct object.
Present participles pattern with tensed clauses in French:66.	

(i)	 Ne travaillant pas, Pierre a echoué (Pollock (1989), (112)c)
	 lit: not working, Pierre did not succeed

			   In the spirit of the present discussion, this would suggest that they do con-
tain Tense (as opposed to Aspect of Past Participle). See Pollock (1989) for a 
similar approach.
More facts are provided in Kayne (1975). A strong stress on 67.	 tout (but not as 
well on rien) or a relative heaviness associated with the adverbs (although not 
exactly of the same type in the two cases) seems to allow for the possibility 
that the adverb follows the verb. Some of his examples follow:
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(i)	 a.	 ? Il a repris TOUT
	 b.	 ?I1 a repris presque tout
	 c.	 ?I1n’a lu absolument rien

			   It could be assumed, as in Kayne (1975), that the rule moving the quanti-
fiers is suspended in conjunction with stress or heaviness.
Impossibility of cooccurrence with other NegP specifiers is then immediately 68.	
accounted for. Clearly a welcome result. In the preceding alternative this same 
result could be arrived at by assuming the LF version of this process. Notice 
that the possibility of sentences like:

(i)	 Jean n’a plus rien vu

		  could be interpreted by treating plus as the specifier of rien (giving rise to its 
own projection) filling the Spec of NegP, much as in the analysis proposed for 
the sequence mai più in Italian. See note 45.
Something along these lines should probably be admitted anyway to account 69.	
for the different behavior of French and English in this regard.
Thanks to L. Rizzi for pointing out to me this contrast.70.	
The V and the direct object must qualify as old information. See Calabrese 71.	
(1982) for discussion.
With 72.	 niente some interfering factor is at work. Sentences as acceptable as 
those in (115) are obtained when also the inverted subject is a negative quanti-
fier; otherwise the result is marginal:

(i)	 a.	 Non ha comprato niente nessuno/?Gianni
		  lit: not has bought nothing nobody/?Gianni
	 b.	 Non ha demo niente nessuno/?Gianni
		  1it: not has said nothing nobody/?Gianni

Related to (115) consider also the following contrast suggested to me by R. 73.	
Kayne:

(i)	 a.	 ??Gianni ha fatto qualcosa bene/male
		  lit: Gianni has done something well/wrong
	 b.	 Gianni ha fatto tutto bene/male
		  lit: Gianni has done all well/wrong

			   The marginality of (i) a. seems due to the fact that a (direct) object does 
not easily precede a manner adverb. However, as shown by the perfect status 
of (i) b., a similar constraint does not affect tutto. Again, the contrast is easily 
interpreted if tutto is assumed not to fill the canonical direct object position in 
(i) b.
An aspectual auxiliary cannot be found in the infinitival complement of a 74.	
perception verb:

(i)	 a.	 *Ho sentito [i bambini aver pianto]
		  I heard the children have cried
	 b.	 *Ho visto [i bambini aver corso]
		  I saw the children have run

			   A possible interpretation of this fact could be that an aspectual auxiliary 
must necessarily combine with Tense, and that perception verb complements 
lack an independent projection, whence the impossibility of having an aspec-
tual auxiliary. See Guasti (1989). Notice that the facts in (116)–(118) would 
continue to follow with V necessarily raising to the AGR head.
If small clauses of this sort are analyzed as APs, these data indicate that they 75.	
should involve an adjoined (to AP) subject. The subject could not be in the 
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Spec of AP position here, as is assumed in Stowell’s (1983) analysis of small 
clauses.

			   Notice that the situation in French with perception verb complements is 
the same as that of ‘regular’ infinitival clauses, with V raising to T at most.
We are then confirming a fairly common analysis of the causative comple-76.	
ment of make as a VP, through verb syntax (cf. Stowell 1981; Burzio 1986). 
Of course, this analysis is also the one that best accounts for the lack of the 
infinitival marker to in this construction, assuming to to fill the position of a 
functional head such as, for instance, T. The same analysis is likely to extend 
to the complement of perception verbs in English. I will not pursue this issue 
here.

			   (121) b. contrasts with the more acceptable (i):

(i)	 ? I believed my parents to be both happy

		  which patterns more along the lines of (120).
The other past participial construction involving transitive verbs (Chapter 2, 77.	
this volume), is missing in French as well (Conosciuta Maria . . ./*Connue 
Marie . . .). We do not assume syntactic V to C° movement in this case in Ital-
ian, as we analyze this construction as involving object agreement. However, 
we do assume LF V to C° movement in this case. Hence, lack of this instance 
of the construction could be ultimately reduced to the different verb syntax 
also.
This is how, in Pollock and Chomsky’s approach, the result is obtained that 78.	
movement of the auxiliaries is always possible: Auxiliaries do not have any 
Th-role to assign. Supplementary assumptions are then necessary to account 
for its obligatoriness in French and English tensed clauses and its optionality 
in infinitivals. See also Roberts (1985) for a similar approach in the interpreta-
tion of the historical development of English modals.
Although some qualifications are necessary to allow for optional V-movement 79.	
(to T) in French infinitivals, possible with lexical verbs.
Hence, the French/Italian contrast is different from the contrast arising within 80.	
Scandinavian languages, studied in Holmberg and Platzack (1988).
These constraints should be derivable from more general principles of mor-81.	
phology that I will not try to formulate here.
As far as T is concerned, we should assume that it can be optionally repre-82.	
sented as in (125) b. in French. This would characterize optional V to T move-
ment in French infinitives. Alternatively, it could be that V to T movement is 
guided by independent principles.

			   According to Motapanyane (1989), V-movement stops at the T head in 
Romanian tensed clauses and does not reach any higher head, such as AGR. 
Given the proposed system, this could be characterized as having just the T 
head represented as in (125) b. but not the AGR head.
Possibly this uniform nature of AGR morphology is somehow linked to (or 83.	
even responsible for) another fundamental property of Italian, i.e., its null-
subject nature. If this were the case, the proposed characterization of the trig-
gering factor of V-movement would turn into a real explanation: Two crucial 
properties of Italian would turn out to be strictly linked to each other. How-
ever, as mentioned in Pollock (1989) and as is discussed in Kayne (1991), the 
correlation between a generalized occurrence of V-movement and the null-
subject nature of a given language, if it exists at all, is not of a simple kind. As 
shown in Kayne (1991), the consideration of various Romance dialects leads 
to this conclusion. And the analysis of Romanian developed by Motapanyane 
(1989), summarized in the preceding note, leads to the same conclusion given 
the null-subject nature of this language. So, we will leave the possibility of 
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an account along these lines open, keeping in mind its potential explanatory 
impact.

Notes to Chapter 2

But see section 5 for some qualification.1.	
See Belletti (1990 and Chapter 1 of this volume) for a detailed discussion of 2.	
the topic. This hypothesis differs from the proposal in Pollock (1989), who has 
T as the head of the sentence and AGRP as its complement. Chomsky (1989) 
also proposes the order AGR . . . T. For the idea that INFL should be split into 
two separate heads, see also Rizzi (1987); Moro (1988); and Ouhalla (1988).
Whether all SPEC positions are present or not does not concern us here. 3.	
Assume for concreteness that they are, unless otherwise specified.
See also Belletti (1990 and Chapter 1 of this volume) for the proposal that past 4.	
participles are AGR phrases. We can suppose, for concreteness, that AGRP-O 
does not have a SPEC position, and that a SPEC-like position can be created 
by adjoining material to it. This will eliminate problems that could possibly 
arise with respect to the minimality condition (in particular the relativized 
version proposed in Rizzi 1990b). Further details should not concern us in the 
present context. In particular, I leave here open the obvious question whether 
the AGR-O projection is always present even when no past participle is pres-
ent, as in noncompound tenses in full clauses.
This departs from Koopman and Sportiche (1991). However, this is not a 5.	
crucial assumption. I also leave untouched the issue whether the VP-internal 
subject position should be found to the left or to the right of the V head in a 
language like Italian.
Unless it does not overtly move by some syntactic process like cliticization or 6.	
WH-movement. These movements may first adjoin NP2 to AGR-O, creating 
a SPEC-like position triggering agreement with AGR-O, i.e., past participle 
agreement. This follows Chomsky’s (1988) adaptation of Kayne’s original 
(1989a) proposal.
A significant further empirical indication that past participial clauses are ‘par-7.	
tial’ clausal projections along the lines represented by (5) is provided by the 
fact that they do not allow for the presence of negation:

(i) *Non arrivata Maria, . . .
not arrived(FEM-SG) Maria

(ii) *Non conosciuta Maria, . . .
not known(FEM-SG) Maria

			   If in full clauses negation fills a position between the AGRP(S) and the TP 
projection, this fact is immediately expected under the hypothesis in (5). See 
Pollock (1989) for the proposal that negation fills such a position, higher than 
the position filled by other adverbials; see also Belletti (1990 and Chapter 1 of 
this volume) for Italian and for a detailed discussion of the negation data. See 
also Zanuttini (1991).
I am assuming that the AGR projection of past participial clauses is in a 8.	
sense ‘neutralized’ between the AGR-S and AGR-O projections of full clauses. 
However, the issue is potentially more complex. The shape of the French con-
struction, which more closely corresponds to the Italian one (Une fois Marie 
arrivée, . . . ‘once Marie [had] arrived’) where the order NP-Past Participle is 
displayed, might indicate that the constructions could be better understood 
as an AGRP-O projection in Italian and as an AGRP-S projection in French 
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(with some extension of the nominative Case assignment procedure of full 
clauses, in the French case, as discussed in Vinet’s work). Then, lack of the 
order Past Participle-NP (* arrivée Marie) could be considered a consequence 
of the general lack of verb movement to AGR-S in nonfinite clauses in French, 
as proposed in Belletti (1990 and Chapter 1 of this volume). Finally, the (mar-
ginal) possibility of the order Past Participle-NP when the clause is introduced 
by adverbs of the kind une fois can be interpreted as an instance of the stylistic 
inversion process, as suggested by R. Kayne (personal communication). I leave 
the comparative issue open here.
1 leave open for the time being the issue concerning the precise structure 9.	
resulting from incorporation of V to AGR, which presumably is an adjunction 
process as assumed in Baker (1988) and Chomsky (1988), where no change in 
the nature of the head is produced.
In a slightly substandard Italian, the nominative/accusative distinction is neu-10.	
tralized, with the ‘accusative’ form of the second person singular pronoun. So 
Arrivata te, . . . is not completely ruled out, although it has the typical slightly 
substandard flavor associated with using te as a nominative. No such neutral-
ization is ever at work with the first person singular.
That is, it is a head, presumably a T-type aspectual operator. See Raposo (1987).11.	
This is easily shown in a language with rich inflectional features, such as Ital-12.	
ian, where presence of nominative Case always correlates with agreement in 
finite clauses.
This departs somewhat from Rizzi’s and Raposo’s analyses in various ways 13.	
but still preserves the fundamental insight of both of them: The verb moves 
to COMP for Case-theoretic reasons, i.e., to satisfy the requirement of Case-
marking the lexical subject.
A question implicitly raised by the text discussion is why the process of nomi-14.	
native Case assignment has exactly the general property of taking place under 
feature agreement. I speculate that this might be due to the fact that AGR is in 
fact always the ‘target’ of nominative Case assignment by T or by some tempo-
ral operator (which would include the nominative assigner in C°). Hence, the 
only way for a lexical NP to be marked with nominative Case consists of being 
in an agreement relation with a nominative AGR; the SPEC-head relation is 
presumably the only such relation for head equal to AGR. If this is correct, it 
would have the consequence that in the unaccusative past participial clauses 
under discussion, nominative Case would be assigned in C° to the past parti-
cipial morphology (and then, to the lexical NP agreeing with it). This would 
make the Case assignment processes taking place in both unaccusative and 
transitive past participial clauses (to be discussed in the following) identical 
with an agreeing Case-marked past participial morphology. The main differ-
ence between the two cases would be the way in which the agreement relation 
is established. See section 4 for detailed analysis of the transitive case.
It should be noted, incidentally, that the ungrammaticality of (13) b. and (13) 15.	
d. is not at all related to the fact that the clitic is attached to the past participle. 
This is a perfectly available option in Italian (contrary to other Romance lan-
guages), as (ii) and (iv) show with respect to reduced relative clauses:

(i) La lettera che gli è stata dettata da Gianni è sul tavolo.
The letter which to himcl was dictated by Gianni is on the table

(ii) La lettera dettatagli da Gianni è sul tavolo.
The letter dictated-to himcl by Gianni is on the table

(iii) Il pacco che gli è stato inviato ieri è sul tavolo.
The package which to himcl was sent yesterday is on the table
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(iv) Il pacco inviatogli ieri è sul tavolo.
the package sent-to himcl yesterday is on the table

On the question why (18) should be impossible with a derivation correspond-16.	
ing to a representation like (l0), see the following.
Lack of c-command would rule out the NP embedded under the 17.	 by-phrase. 
But the fact that it is not its presence that creates ungrammaticality indicates 
that the ‘argumental’ past participial morphology would not qualify anyway.
For the sake of clarity I abstract away from the movement of PRO from its 18.	
assumed D-structure position inside VP, presumably necessary to escape gov-
ernment from V, as in Koopman and Sportiche (1991).
The arbitrary reading for PRO is not easily available, as is generally the case 19.	
in adverbial clauses. It is not excluded though, as shown by the possibility of 
sentences like (1), which perhaps involve control from an arbitrary implicit 
Experiencer of piacevole:

(i) Finito un lavoro, è piacevole prendersi una vacanza.
finished a task it is nice to take a vacation

See Hoekstra (1984) for a similar idea.20.	
Following Baker’s (1988) hypothesis, I assume that the government domain of 21.	
the verb is preserved after it incorporates into the participial inflection in the 
AGR position. Notice that no strategy equivalent to the one described in the 
text is operative with the passive past participial morphology. This should be 
due to its ‘argumental’ nature, which entails the necessity of retaining accusa-
tive Case. See the discussion of (32a) in the following.
Although the head-complement agreement strategy would in principle also 22.	
be available within the VP (or rather, the AGRP) of unaccusative past par-
ticiples, its occurrence would not be of any help. There would still be no 
Case to Case-mark the direct object. There would still be no Case to Case-
mark the direct object, because unaccusatives do not assign accusative Case. 
For this reason, movement to C° must obtain, in the way discussed. On the 
other hand, the inherent (partitive) Case that unaccusative verbs assign to 
their internal argument (according to Belletti 1988) would not be of any use 
either. Inherent Case is only assigned at D-structure, so it cannot be assigned 
after incorporation of V into the past participial morphology has obtained. 
(Given its status as a syntactic movement process, incorporation occurs after 
D-structure.) Finally, the internal argument of unaccusative past participles 
could not simply be marked with partitive Case by the verb, for the same 
reasons that rule out this possibility in infinitival full clauses, as discussed in 
Belletti (1988).
In transitive full clauses containing an auxiliary and a past participle, I assume 23.	
that the past participial morphology is marked with accusative Case by the 
auxiliary, of which it is the complement. This entails that it cannot also take 
over the accusative Case of the verb through incorporation; the verb is then 
able to Case-mark the direct object NP. The assumed marked nature of the 
agreement resulting from the head-complement relation accounts for the fact 
that it is not this strategy that is adopted in transitive full clauses to Case-
mark the direct object NP in standard Italian [*Ho conosciuta Maria ‘I have 
known(FEM-SG) Maria’]. It should be noted, however, that there are dialects 
of Italian (especially in the South), and older stages of Italian, where agree-
ment between the past participle and the direct object takes place also in full 
clauses, thus indicating a wider use of the head-complement agreement strat-
egy. This is illustrated by (i) and (ii), from Rohlfs (1969):
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(i) a. Ho presi i marchi.
he has taken(MASC-PL) the money (Novellino, 13th century)

b. Aveva rubati danari. (Machiavelli, 16th century)
he had stolen(MASC-PL) the money

c. Lucia aveva avute due buone ragioni. (Manzoni 19th century)
Lucia had had(FEM-PL) two good reasons

(ii) a. A′ vinnute l’ova. (Salentino)
He has sold(FEM-PL) the eggs

b. Avimo trovata na borza. (Campano)
we have found(FEM-SG) a purse

It can be claimed that Burzio’s generalization is at the origin of this; i.e., if a 24.	
verb has an external θ-role, it has the ability to assign accusative Case. This 
capacity is often instantiated by the possibility of admitting different sorts of 
‘cognate objects.’ See, for instance (i) and (ii).

(i) a. Hanno appena telefonato una brutta notizia.
they have just telephoned a (piece of) bad news

(ii) b. Il malato ha dormito un sonno tranquillo.
the patient slept a sleep quiet

A further problem is posed by this representation: the licencing of the 25.	 ec/pro in 
the [SPEC, AGRP] position. It is not clear that the past participial morphology 
would be an adequate licenser for (an expletive) pro. Related to this is the fact 
that a lexical NP is also impossible in this position (*Maria telefonato, . . .). 
Another related fact is provided by the possibility (marginal for some speak-
ers, fully acceptable for others) of intransitive past participial clauses with a 
nonlexical subject, controlled by some NP in the following main sentence, as 
in (i).

(iii) Telefonato a Gianni, Maria uscì di casa.
telephoned to Gianni Maria went out of the house.

			   Participial clauses of this kind can be analyzed with PRO in the [SPEC, 
AGRP] position and the past participle in AGR; compare the previous analysis 
of transitive past participial clauses and the following discussion of passive 
past participial clauses.

Notes to Chapter 3

Part of the material discussed here is elaborated in full detail in Belletti (1990, 1.	
Chapter 1 of this volume).
Conceptual and morphosyntactic arguments in favor of the ordering of the 2.	
functional projections are provided in Belletti (1990, Chapter 1 of this vol-
ume) and will not be reconsidered here.
See also the work by Ouhalla (1988); Zanuttini (1991); Laka (1990); and 3.	
Chomsky (1991) for the proposal of a NegP.
Phonologically this is certainly the case given that 4.	 non is always attached to 
the following verb or is part of the clitic cluster. This is particularly clear in 
northern Italian dialects where non intervenes between the subject and the 
object clitics.
There the hypothesis was developed in terms of I. Notice that, if clitics move 5.	
and finally adjoin to AGR with a head-to-head movement independently of 
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the verb, the well-formedness of the resulting representation could be given the 
same account developed for non cliticization, i.e., the antecedent-government 
relation is preserved in each link of the chain whose head is indexed with all 
the indexes.
Although this is clearly a very strong tendency of preverbal negative markers, 6.	
Zanuttini observes that it is not exceptionless: In a variety of Piemontese spo-
ken in Cairo Montenotte, described in Parry (1985), the preverbal negation 
reorders with object clitics depending on the person of the pronominal object. 
She provides the following pair.

(i) a. U n li sent nent
he neg him hears neg/he cannot hear him

b. U min sent nent
he me-neg hears neg/he cannot hear me

Zanuttini’s strong conclusion is that 7.	 non is then not a syntactic clitic at all. 
She builds up a proposal according to which there should be more than one 
NegP in the clause, one containing preverbal negative markers like non, which 
are heads crosslinguistically, and one containing postverbal negative markers, 
which are not heads crosslinguistically. The first one is higher in the clause 
structure, the second is lower, as superficial linear order considerations overtly 
suggest. I will not discuss this proposal here in any detail, but it has the merit 
of drawing an important typological distinction; this would be beyond the 
scope of the present discussion. I will just note that the proposal seems to have 
a number of problems, at least of execution, still associated with it: The subject 
position should be sometimes identified with the Spec of NegP position and 
sometimes with Spec of AGRP; the relation between TP and the lower NegP 
is not straightforwardly expressed through the selection relation as Zanuttini 
assumes. On this last point see also Grimshaw (1991).
See also Cardinaletti and Roberts (1991) for an analogous proposal. In Rob-8.	
erts (1993a) the highest AGR is taken to be the location of subject clitics in 
null-subject languages, as first proposed by Rizzi (1987).
AGR(2) is the position containing the verbal agreement inflectional endings. 9.	
For the representation to still be compatible with the HMC/ECP I will assume 
that AGR(1) and AGR(2) bear the same set of indexes. Alternatively, one 
might assume that passing over a head of the same kind as the landing site 
head, the AGR(2) and AGR(1) respectively, does not constitute a violation of 
HMC/ECP. A further alternative would be to admit a limited possibility of 
excorporation so that non could first move to AGR(2) and then to AGR(l), 
by excorporating from AGR(2) (see Roberts 1991 on excorporation). I leave 
open the choice among the different alternatives here.
The Piemontese variety of Cairo Montenotte can be descriptively accounted 10.	
for by assuming that the preverbal clitic negation has two possible landing 
sites, AGR(1) and AGR(2), as everywhere, but that the choice varies depending 
on the person of the object clitic with no general preference for the AGR(1) 
head, as is typologically the case (see Zanuttini 1997). Here, with first person 
object clitics it tends to be AGR(2), hence the possibility of following rather 
than preceding the object clitic with which it forms a syntactic clitic cluster. In 
the typologically more common languages where the clitic negation tends to 
move to AGR(l), I will assume that a clitic cluster is only formed with other 
object clitics at the phonological level.
I shall not discuss why the two possible orders in (11) should be available 11.	
within one language while this does not generally occur with respect to object 
clitic clusters, where the ordering is fixed within any given language. This is 
probably due to the nature of the syntactic operation performed by cliticization 
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that might not be exactly the same in the case of negation and object clitics. I 
will continue to assume that they both are instances of adjunction.
The by now standard terminology from Chomsky (1991).12.	
I assume that adverbs are generally adjoined to the projection they modify. 13.	
This is a fairly common assumption; see in particular Sportiche (1988) and his 
notion of ‘modification relation.’
Gerunds in French rather behave as finite verb forms, according to the data 14.	
in Pollock.
And, consequently, the AGR projection as well.15.	
Contrary to Italian, where it reaches the AGR16.	 O head always.
The other half of the argument cannot be given with FQ 17.	 tutti in that the fol-
lowing is a rather well-formed word order:

(i)	 Loro hanno tutti riso

			   I attribute this to the syntax of FQs proper rather than to verb syntax. See 
Belletti (1990, Chapter 1 of this volume) for detailed discussion.
Maybe, as in Laka (1990), both PosP and NegP are just the realization of what 18.	
she refers to as the Σ-projection, i.e., a modality projection that might be pres-
ent in every clause.
See, for instance, the discussion in Moritz (1989) and Rizzi (1990c).19.	
The distributional complementarity of PosP and NegP is then the formal cor-20.	
relate of their substantial semantic opposition. A sentence like (26) containing 
sempre is significantly more acceptable. We conclude that sempre has wider 
distributional possibilities than the other positive adverbs. In particular, sem-
pre is also eligible for an interpretation equivalent to that of the focalizing 
adverb solo ‘only.’ Solo can modify different phrases; hence, in the tree struc-
ture it can be adjoined to various maximal projections. I assume that sempre 
has the same possible locations in the relevant interpretation. Già and sempre 
can also assume a negative interpretation; this suggests that they can also be 
NegP specifiers:

(i)	 a.	 Maria non parlava già/sempre di lui
		  lit.: Maria not talked already/always of him
	 b.	 Maria non ha già/sempre parlato di lui
		  lit.: M. not has already/always talked of him

			   For pur and ben the same possibility is not available:

(ii)	 a.	 Maria non parlava pur/ben di lui
		  lit.: Maria not talked indeed . . . of him
	 b.	 Maria non ha pur/ben parlato di lui
		  lit.:M not has indeed . . . talked of him

No clitic appears in the left-dislocated version of the subject because there are 21.	
no subject clitics in standard Italian.
He should then presumably assume that the clause-initial position is either 22.	
derived through some process moving the adverb or is a further base location 
that the adverb has available to it.
Although it might not be exactly the same kind of process in the two lan-23.	
guages. This is suggested by the fact that structures involving topicalization 
of some argument are intonationally and pragmatically different in the two 
languages. See Belletti (1990, Chapter 1 of this volume) for a discussion and 
some speculations on this point.
It should be noted, however, that Kayne’s proposal could still be maintained 24.	
for the English paradigm. The English data could follow from his hypothesis 
that auxiliaries move lower in English than in French combined with the idea 
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that sentence adverbs fill a position between the first two functional heads. 
The Italian facts, on the other hand, derive from the subject topicalization 
analysis we have proposed. Hence, the French data would derive both by the 
lack of a topicalization process in this language and, adopting Kayne’s point 
of view, by the nonoccurrence of verb movement moving the auxiliary to a 
head position higher than in English. Of course, left-dislocation would also 
be irrelevantly available. In this case a resumptive pronoun would be present; 
as we mentioned earlier, this does not make a difference in standard Italian, 
where there are no (resumptive) subject clitics:

(i)	 Jean, probablement il aime la linguistique

The subject could not be Case-marked in subject position once the auxiliary is 25.	
in C. Notice that an auxiliary can fill the C position in a language like Italian in 
at least the so-called Aux-to-C construction. The proposal under examination 
would generalize this possibility. Notice that Aux in C is unable to nominative 
Case-mark the subject in tensed clauses (i.e., Italian has no nominative Case-
assignment under government). Furthermore, even in the Aux-to-C construc-
tion Case-marking is not occurring properly if the sentence adverb intervenes 
to break the necessary adjacency. (i) a. and b. illustrate these points:

(i)	 a.	 *Ha Gianni sbagliato
		  has Gianni made mistakes
	 b.	 ?Avendo probabilmente Gianni sbagliato . . .
		  having probably Gianni made mistakes . . .

Especially in English. See Friedemann (1990) for an analysis of French inter-26.	
rogatives involving a pro expletive subject. An analysis in terms of topicalizing 
the subject would not be viable since the subject position would not be a 
Case position (see note 25), hence not a variable position; hence the operator 
involved in the topicalization process would not bind any variable. This inter-
pretation is certainly adequate for Italian. One might object that in English 
and French nominative can be assigned under government (under limited cir-
cumstances in French) and hence there should not be Case problems. I assume 
that, should this point turn out to be correct, we could assume that movement 
of Aux to C is not free in these languages where it only occurs in interrogative 
clauses. Hence, the problem would here be related to movement of the auxil-
iary rather than to the Case-marking of the subject.
Where ‘empty’ is intended to mean ‘empty of verbal inflectional features.’ I 27.	
leave open the important question of what properties of auxiliaries allow 
them to have this wider possibility; see Pollock (1989) for a proposal.

Notes to Chapter 4

To the extent that agreement is also seen as a possibly long-distance process 1.	
(Chomsky 2001), the relevant Agr positions should be identified with (some 
of) those filled by V+agr features. In what follows there will be no attempt to 
try to translate the more traditional Kaynean approach into the long-distance 
procedure.
See Burzio (1986) for the first systematic presentation and account in GB terms 2.	
of the Italian and French paradigms, linking presence of past participle agree-
ment to the geometry of the tree requiring/allowing it in the presence of an 
antecedent-trace relation between the moved agreeing argument and its origi-
nal position within the VP. Part of more recent accounts inspired by Kayne’s 
approach, summarized in section 1, preserves Burzio’s intuition, which was 
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phrased within a functionally impoverished clause structure. See in particular 
Sportiche (1998) for a most thorough development of Kayne’s approach. See 
also Perlmutter (1989) and La Fauci (1994) for treatments of the phenomenon 
of past participle agreement pursued in Relational Grammar terms, and for 
a fine-grained typology in the same perspective taking into account different 
Romance languages, see Loporcaro (1998).
Both under cliticization and under passive morphology past participle agree-3.	
ment is preserved with complex predicates as those arising from causativization 
and restructuring (Rizzi 1982; Burzio 1986; Guasti 1993, among others).

(i)	 Maria è stata fatta assumere
	 Maria has been made (Fem, Sing) to assume

(ii)	 Mario li ha voluti conoscere
	 Mario them (CL) has wanted (Masc, Pl) to know

			   As for the interaction of agreement and unaccusatives in restructuring con-
texts, consider the following contrast, discussed in Burzio (1986):

(iii)	 a	 Noi avremmo voluto/*i andare
		  We would have wanted/*(Masc, Pl) to go
	 b	 Noi saremmo voluti/*o andare
		  We would be wanted (Masc, Pl)/*– to go

			   In (iii) b. restructuring has taken place, as signaled by use of essere as 
aspectual auxiliary with the matrix verb volere (taking avere otherwise), con-
ditioned by the presence of the unaccusative andare in the embedded infini-
tival. Past participle agreement is consequently obligatory as it usually is with 
unaccusatives.
The gloss ‘NonAgr’ here stands for nonagreeing. The nonagreeing form of the 4.	
past participle also corresponds to the masculine singular ending. Thus, a sen-
tence like (4) a. is grammatical if the clitic is a masculine singular third person 
pronoun. The past participle ending is then interpreted as masculine singular.
Normative grammars indicate agreement as obligatory in both cases, which 5.	
appears to be in fact optional in colloquial French (with some possible conse-
quences in the interpretation to be discussed in section 4.3).
On ASC see Belletti (1990, 1992, Chapters 1 and 2 of this volume); Kayne 6.	
(1989a); and Belletti (1999b, Chapter 5 of this volume) in the context of the 
discussion of cliticization and enclisis. See also Eagerland (1996) who studies 
the construction in old Italian, where it was more widespread with partially 
different properties, probably due to presence of a richer functional structure, 
as in Eagerland’s account.
With the difference between Italian and French according to whether the rela-7.	
tion is established in every single past participle projection including those of 
the auxiliaries (Italian) or not (French) [cf. (3) and (9)]. The difference could 
stem from an impoverished functional structure of the French past participle 
projection for auxiliaries. The question would then be whether this difference 
relates to other differences between the two languages. See Burzio (1986) who 
relates it to the differences in the selection of the aspectual auxiliary, and, more 
recently, Richards (1998).
This is compatible with Sportiche’s (1996) indirect-movement analysis of cliti-8.	
cization where the moving element is not directly the clitic projection gener-
ated in the final clitic position, but a silent pro agreeing with it originating in 
the argument position inside the VP.
Hence, Italian would also manifest an amount of optionality in verb move-9.	
ment, normally obscured and undetectable in other domains. Given the 
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proposed account, one might expect to find different distributions in the loca-
tion of some adverbs according to whether past participle agreement occurs 
or not with first and second person clitics. However, differences do not appear 
to be detectable. It seems likely that agreement projections, in general, should 
not contain adverbial modifiers internal to the projection, as they should not 
count as possible modification domains. The idea that first and second person 
clitics could be higher in the Agr past participle internal structure can be sup-
ported by the observation that first and second person clitics are usually more 
external (hence, higher) than third person clitics in clitic clusters. Compare the 
examples in (i) and (ii).

(i) Mi ti ci manda
to me/you (CL) there (CL) (he) sends

(ii) Ce lo manda
there (CL) him (CL) (he) sends

			   See also Zanuttini (1997) for converging evidence from Italian dialects 
showing the different distribution of negation and first and second person clit-
ics, on the one side, displaying the order Cl+neg, and third person clitics, on 
the other, displaying the order neg +Cl.
DP movement with passives and unaccusatives gives rise to obligatory past 10.	
participle agreement in French. Possibly, there exists a low DP-related position 
internal to the past participial projection that DPs pass through (but not nec-
essarily clitics); the verb should be taken to move to the head of this position 
obligatorily in French as well. This position could be the same one that quan-
tified noun phrases must pass, given the obligatory nature of past participle 
agreement under quantifier floating combined with cliticization, detected by 
some speakers of French:

(i) Il les a toutes prises/*-
He them (Fem, Pl, CL) has all (Fem, Pl) taken (Fem, Pl)

			   In this case the usual optionality of past participle agreement under cliti-
cization would otherwise (surprisingly) be suspended. Hence, there seems to 
be a portion of obligatory V-movement with the nonfinite past participle in 
French as well. This portion concerns a very low area, possibly the lowest in 
the past participial projection.
Déprez (1998); Sportiche (1998); and Rizzi (2000b). In Kayne (1989a) a dif-11.	
ferent assumption is made, which will be partly reviewed in section 4.1.
See the discussion in Lepschy and Lepschy (1977) and Kayne (1989a), and the 12.	
overview in Loporcaro (1998). Past participle agreement with (apparently) 
unmoved direct objects is also attested in early stages in the acquisition of 
standard Italian (cf. in particular Antinucci and Miller 1976; Borer and Wex-
ler 1992; McKee and Emiliani 1992; Schaeffer 1996).
It could be a perfective aspectual head with enough morphological attracting 13.	
capacity. See section 5 on that and the presentation of Cinque’s (1999) evi-
dence, possibly relevant in this respect.
Cf. Richards (1998) for a suggestion on past participle agreement that seems 14.	
to exclude the possibility of languages of the latter kind in principle, a possibly 
not desirable conclusion.

			   The picture could also be more complex in that object agreement does 
not seem to necessarily correlate with agreement under overt syntactic move-
ment, for example, wh-movement. See Kayne (1989a) and his reference to 
Calabrese’s judgments on Salentino, and Miremont (1976) on Occitan. Kayne 
(2000c) observes that optionality of agreement with first and second person 
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clitics becomes almost an impossibility under restructuring. In the spirit of the 
hypothesis suggested in the text, this could indicate that modals have a less 
richly articulated past participle functional structure. See Kayne (2000c) for a 
different proposal.
The construction has several peculiarities that are not all relevant here. See the 15.	
references cited, and also the discussion in Kayne (1989a) and the observa-
tions in Cinque (1990a).
See Belletti (1992, Chapter 2 of this volume) for an implementation of this 16.	
idea according to which accusative case would here be assigned through 
agreement. The hypothesis can be phrased in the following terms: The past 
participle morphology blocks the case assignment ability of V; the direct object 
is then case-licenced through agreement. In full clauses containing a (transi-
tive) auxiliary and a past participle a crucial role in the assignment/availability 
of accusative case should then be attributed to the auxiliary, whence, lack of 
obligatory past participle agreement. When the direct object is a clitic, past 
participle agreement in ASC takes place as it always does also in full clauses. 
However, the clitic is an enclitic on the past participle in ASC [cf. (16)], con-
trary to full clauses, where it is a proclitic on the auxiliary. This indicates that 
further processes are at work in ASC; see Belletti (1999b, Chapter 5 of this 
volume) for discussion on enclisis and proclisis in this area.
Compare section 3.3 for object agreement and the cases of agreement under 17.	
cliticization and wh- movement discussed in sections 3.1 and 3.2 for cases 
of the former type. Compare the Altamura dialect, described in Loporcaro 
(1998), for cases of the latter type.
See Belletti and Rizzi (1996); Déprez (1998); Sportiche (1998); and section 18.	
3.2 of this chapter.
Compare Icelandic where agreement never arises with quirky subjects. But see 19.	
the parametrization hypothesis in the following.
There seems to be some variation among speakers as to the impossibility of 20.	
past participle agreement in (29). Some speakers optionally allow agreement 
here. This might suggest that en is not necessarily taken to realize (partitive) 
inherent case by these French speakers. It could be analyzed as a possible real-
ization of (structural) accusative as well. Note that no variation is ever found 
among Italian speakers in this domain.
Under Belletti and Rizzi’s (1988) analysis the object of this class of psych verbs 21.	
is inherently Case-marked with accusative case. Interestingly, when the verb 
surprendre is used in its non-psych interpretation, but as a regular transitive 
verb with the object marked with structural accusative, past participle agree-
ment becomes possible again:

(i) Cette fille, le proviseur l’ a surprise en train de
This girl, the director her (CL) has surprised (Fem, Sing) while
fumer
smoking
‘The director suprised the girl while she was having a smoke’

			   As for the impossibility of agreement with falloir [cf. (27)c], the account 
implies that the accusative available with this verb is an inherent accusative 
(cf. Il me le faut). A plausible assumption since falloir would otherwise consti-
tute an isolated exception to Burzio’s generalization.
See Kayne and Pollock (2001) for a new analysis of this type of structure 22.	
where au conflit is taken to fill the subject position (as a quirky subject) and 
no (covert) expletive is assumed to be present. The proposal is framed within 
the general analysis of Stylistic Inversion (SI) as involving Remnant IP move-
ment across the (here quirky) subject. As J.Y. Pollock has pointed out (p.c.), 
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past participle agreement becomes possible in SI sentences similar to (33) if the 
postverbal subject is made heavier:

(i)	 Le jour où a été mise au conflit la fin que tout le monde esperait
	� The day where has been put to the conflict the end that everybody 

hoped

			   Note that the postverbal subject la fin contains an overt definite determiner 
in (i). I take this to suggest that it should not be analyzed as being inherently 
Case-marked. Agreement here could follow from the familiar mechanisms dis-
cussed: The heavy DP moves from the original object position to the preverbal 
subject position where it is assigned nominative case, as in regular passive 
structures. The processes at work yielding SI structures would then take place 
(e.g., Remnant IP movement across the subject as in Kayne and Pollock 2001; 
but note that here au conflit would not be treated as a quirky subject). As the 
noun fin is inherently Case-marked in the idiomatic reading, no past participle 
agreement should anyway take place in (33) by assumption (regardless of the 
adopted analysis of SI).

			   Note that no improvement is brought about by heaviness in subject 
inversion structures containing expletive il. Compare (32) with the equally 
bad (ii):

(ii)	 *Il arriveront trois des plus belles filles que j’ai jamais rencontrées
	 it will arrive (Pl) three of the most beautiful girls I have ever met

			   In the analysis adopted here, this is due to the fact that the postverbal sub-
ject has only access to inherent (partitive) Case-marking in these structures.
It could realize a KP level; see, for example, Giusti (1993). A possible partially 23.	
different implementation of the parametrization proposal could focus on the 
way in which inherent case is realized in Italian and French. It could systemati-
cally be a PP in French (with an empty P) and an NP/DP in Italian, explain-
ing lack of agreement in French. This implementation could receive support 
from the fact that partitive case involves presence of preposition de with the 
indefinite quantifier beaucoup, which could be the overt trace of a general PP 
realization. This alternative is left as an open option here.
This adapts part of the spirit of the Déprez (1998) discussion, formulated in 24.	
terms of different sites of reconstruction for the two wh-phrases, with the 
agreeing one being reconstructed outside the VP and the nonagreeing one 
inside it, assuming Diesing’s (1992) Mapping Hypothesis.
In the dialect referred to in note 17, 25.	 avere should be allowed to select a past 
participle like (39). A possible characterization of French, where avoir is often 
the auxiliary with unaccusatives, and past participle agreement is nevertheless 
never realized in these cases, could be that a whole VP projection is always 
selected by avoir and that the nominal argument fills the highest (Spec) posi-
tion of the VP projection. Hence, in its movement to the preverbal subject 
position it does not pass through the specifier of the past participle projection. 
The difference with respect to intransitive VPs should stem from the fact that 
the argument in this case must be assumed to fill this highest position deriva-
tively, after moving from the VP-internal (object) position. This is the source 
of the unaccusativity of the VP. Crucially, the assumption should be that this 
movement be presyntactic or lexical (Hale and Keyser 1993). As for Span-
ish, which lacks past participle agreement under cliticization, wh-movement, 
and with unaccusatives, and that does not have auxiliary alternation (Lois 
1990), it could be assumed that the AgrPstPrt projection is altogether absent 



Notes  309

T&F Proofs: Not for Distribution

VP-internally. Interestingly, past participle agreement is solely manifested 
in Spanish with the passive auxiliary ser that, in the spirit of the proposal 
sketched out here, should select a past participle analyzed as in (39).
This could be linked to the presence of 26.	 essere, which is always the designated 
auxiliary in structures involving a reflexive clitic.
Note that the ungrammaticality of (i), also pointed out in Burzio (1986), could 27.	
be due to a violation of strict cyclicity under the proposed account:

(i)	 a.	 *Maria se li è lavata
		  (Maria (to) herself them (CL) is whashed (Fem, Sing))
	 b.	 *Maria se lo è letta
		  (Maria (to) herself it (CL) is read (Fem, Sing))

			   Movement of the subject (activating the upper agreement projection) should 
be completed before object cliticization (which activates the lower agreement 
projection). This could provide a reason for the hierarchy of past participle 
agreement suggested and left unexplained by Burzio (1986). Furthermore, 
some principle of morphological well-formedness should be assumed to rule 
out the possibility of activating the higher Agr projection with different phi-
features than the lower one, when the latter is activated (i.e., through object 
movement). Thus, a derivation not violating strict cyclicity would be ruled by 
the principle of morphological well-formedness as well. The principle should 
be limited to operate within the set of Agr heads belonging to the same mor-
phological checking domain, here the domain of AgrPstPrt heads.
This amounts to assuming that both the impersonal and reflexives determine 28.	
selection of essere in Italian, independently of the shape of the past participial 
projection.
The idea shares some similarities with the proposal in Collins and Thráinsson 29.	
(1993), which also assumes an Agr-type projection generated VP-internally. 
However, the kind of Agr projection is different in the two cases. In Collins 
and Thráinsson (1993) it is crucially related to case assignment/checking; in 
the proposal in the text it is assimilated to Voice, see further the main text.
Which, according to Cinque’s proposal, must be related to a perfect head, 30.	
located higher in the clause functional structure. A proposal compatible with 
the hypothesis in the text, although not necessary. A movement of the same sort 
should be allowed, without it being obligatory, for the passive past participle 
as well, if the also possible order in (i) is to be derived through V-movement:

(i) Questo genere di spettacoli è sempre stato accolto bene
This kind of show is always been received well

Notes to Chapter 5

Clitics from Western Romance, in Uriagereka’s (1995) terminology, seem to 1.	
have partially different properties. In particular they seem to move higher in 
the clause structure, much as in Uriagereka’s account.
Note that Agr itself is just a label referring to a collection of features. It is 2.	
conceivable that this collection of features is brought together through a series 
of movements. I simplify the matter by continuing to make reference to the 
familiar functional head Agr.
This is clearly a simplification. It is well known that some further position is 3.	
needed to check nominative in what surfaces as a postverbal subject in both 
Italian and French and languages of this kind. I disregard this issue here.
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Clauses not containing any auxiliary will have the lexical VP immediately 4.	
lower AgrO. This is in fact a slight simplification in that some functional head 
is likely to appear between AgrO and the verbal projection anyway. We will 
assume that for infinitives and imperatives in section 4.2. For ease of exposi-
tion we can maintain the basic validity of (2).
For arguments in favor of the dissociation of AgrO and AgrPstPrt and for the 5.	
location of the latter lower than the former in Romance, see Friedemann and 
Siloni (1997). Empirically, the dissociation is immediately justified by the obvi-
ous observation that accusative is available independently of the presence of a 
past participle in the clause.
See Cardinaletti (1993); Cardinaletti and Starke (1999); Belletti (1993a); 6.	
Corver and Delfitto (1992); Uriagereka (1995). Corver and Delfitto and 
Uriagereka assume that the clitic D° has an NP complement much as the real 
determiner does, but the NP complement is pro for DO = cl. I will not make 
this assumption, although I will make reference to it further in this chapter. 
The main reasons for not assuming the presence of a pro complement are: 
a) if pronouns are generally assimilated to a functional category (such as D), 
it is not clear why pro should belong to the lexical category N; b) if N cor-
responds to a lexical nominal head it is not clear what the status of an empty 
noun would be.

			   I mainly concentrate on third person clitics. First and second person clitics 
should presumably be provided with a slightly richer structure also containing 
an explicit person head.
The locative and genitive/partitive inflections should correspond to a slightly 7.	
different structural representation where the clitic would be the head of a KP 
(or PP) rather than being a straight DP. Apart from this natural characteriza-
tion of the different categorial status, all clitics share the same ‘strength’ of the 
relevant Case feature that accounts for their equivalent overt syntax. For a 
discussion of some possible empirical reflex of this different categorial status 
having to do with particular binding behaviors see Belletti (1993a). See also 
Belletti and Rizzi (1996) for a discussion of past participle agreement with 
clitic ne.
In languages where D° overtly carries a Case feature, such as German, one 8.	
could think that syntactic movement of the strong D° should also take place 
(leaving NP behind), which is clearly not the case. Suppose that D° cannot 
move in syntax in this case: Since the complement NP moves to its Spec in LF 
to check number and gender features, D° must be present at this level. Hence, 
the Case feature is checked through XP-movement to Spec/AgrO of the DP as 
a maximal projection. This could correspond to the phenomenon generally 
known as syntactic scrambling. See Sportiche (1996) for an analysis correlat-
ing scrambling and cliticization. See also Cecchetto (1994).
I slightly simplify the picture by illustrating the problem with respect to Agr-9.	
type heads (AgrPstPrt, AgrO). The decision is based on the consideration that 
it will thus be clear that the derivation is problematic even if the relativized 
minimality expressing the HMC (Rizzi 1990b) were to be further relativized 
so that only heads of the same ‘type’ were to count in the computation of 
intervening heads. Hence, in the case at issue, the counting heads are Agr-type 
heads since the landing site would be AgrO and the first head found by the 
clitic is AgrPstPrt.
(ii) implies that rather than having several adjunctions to the very same head, 10.	
in cases of apparent multiple adjunctions each new head is adjoined to the last 
adjoined head. In the following schema, the apparent multiple adjunction to x 
is in fact adjunction to x and further adjunction to y:
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x
2

y x
2

z y

			   See Kayne (1994), although his approach to cliticization differs from ours.
Then banning against excorporation is the fundamental reason excluding 11.	
step-by-step movement of the clitic D. However, the problem created for the 
morphological checking procedure described in I is still to be assumed since it 
appears to play a role in other cases to be discussed here as well.
Passing through Spec/Aux, if this position is present and depending on the 12.	
assumption of note 10.
The intuition behind this approach is that a clitic in AgrO would count as a 13.	
dangling, unassociated affix. This in turn attributes to cliticization the status 
of a phenomenon crucially driven by PF factors: first, the strong nature of the 
clitic Case feature; then the nonstrong nature of AgrO, which must be empty 
by PF.

			   The point of view that the ‘dangling affix’ status of the clitic DP is the only 
reason accounting for cliticization altogether seems too extreme. For instance, 
it is very hard to figure out what such a view could propose to account for 
the fact that cliticization is sometimes procliticization and sometimes encliti-
cization. A more fine-grained account, which essentially splits the phenom-
enon in two major parts, movement to AgrO and from AgrO, seems more 
likely to provide an explanation of the different outputs of cliticization and of 
the variation that can occur among languages in this regard. See section 4 in 
particular.
(Pro)cliticization is then ‘verbal’ in this approach since the verb is the only 14.	
head where the clitic can incorporate without any constraint being violated.

			   Notice that movement of the clitic onto the verb in T has the effect of 
rescuing the HMC violation produced by the derivation of the verb skipping 
the AgrO head. I assume that, to the extent that the violation can be represen-
tationally recovered, as it is in the case here, the derivation can be considered 
legitimate. See also note 26.
A recent version of the base generation approach is developed in Sportiche 15.	
(1996). Sportiche’s proposal is particularly interesting in that it is able to also 
simultaneously capture the movement properties of cliticization by having 
some null argument (pro) move to the Spec position of the clitic projection, 
Sportiche’s ‘clitic voice,’ base generated in a high position in the clause. So, the 
movement properties of cliticization are attributed to movement of the null 
argument, not directly of the clitic. In doubling structures, the doubled lexical 
argument moves to the Spec of the clitic voice in LF. Although very interesting, 
Sportiche’s proposal has a number of problems (location of the clitic voice in 
the clause structure; shape of the clause structure in absence of overt clitics; 
relation between the clitic voice and Case . . .); see Siloni (1994) for a detailed 
discussion of them. Moreover, the LF nature of the movement of the doubled 
argument seems also problematic. See the discussion in the text following, 
around the examples (19)–(20).
The text proposal is given in its most straightforward version that coincides 16.	
with the one independently formulated in Kayne (1994) in the context of his 
analysis of right dislocation. In Kayne (1994) this construction is essentially 
assimilated to an instance of clitic doubling in the same terms of the analysis 
presented here. The idea that the stranded doubled argument fills the base 
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complement position could be too strong and might lead to wrong predic-
tions. In particular, it seems incompatible with the proposal of section 2, 
according to which the clitic DP first moves as a maximal projection and 
only subsequently as a head. It appears to be the case that the doubled argu-
ment cannot be stranded in intermediate positions (contrary to, e.g., floated 
quantifiers in Sportiche’s 1988 analysis). Cf. Kayne (1994, 81) for converging 
evidence. On the other hand, we have provided principled reasons excluding 
direct movement of the clitic as a head. A possible way of reconciling the two 
contradictory desiderata could be to have the clitic DP as the specifier of a DP 
with the shape of (13) b. whose head is empty (presumably pro, see the discus-
sion of the following note). The DP containing the clitic could then move in 
the way discussed in section 2, and the doubled argument could be stranded 
in the base position:

(i) DP
3

DP D′
2 2

D′ D PP
r g

D (pro)
g

cl

			   For the sake of simplicity I will continue to present the hypothesis in the 
straightforward version of the text, keeping the qualification of the present 
note in mind.
Note that Kayne’s generalization is not taken into account in Kayne’s (1994) 17.	
recent analysis of right dislocation. A natural suggestion is that, in the lack 
of the preposition, the complement is not overt. This comes close to Uriager-
eka’s (1995) proposal that the clitic D° always takes a pro-NP complement. 
Although attractive in this respect, the idea that pro should categorially cor-
respond to an NP does not appear natural once pronominal elements are gen-
erally assimilated to a functional category (such as D/DP) rather than to a 
lexical category (such as N/NP). A possible variant of this idea would consist 
in making the hypothesis that pro is also a D/DP, and that the clitic takes it 
as its complement. The consequences of this version of the idea remain rather 
complex, since pro would here play the role of the clitic in our original pro-
posal. Given the amount of rather unclear complexities, I will remain some-
what agnostic with respect to the issue whether a pro complement should 
always be assumed for a clitic D°, and I will continue to assume the analysis in 
the text. It should be noted, however, that the proposal would have the merit 
of making the structure of a doubling DP completely parallel to that of a non-
doubling DP, an important conceptual advantage.

			   Uriagereka (1995) also defends an approach to doubling conceptually 
close to ours (and Kayne 1994). A crucial difference holds between the two 
approaches, though. According to the proposal developed here the doubled 
argument is the complement of the clitic D; according to Uriagereka’s pro-
posal it is the specifier. In the latter proposal the (necessary) presence of the 
preposition is completely unexpected, which is not the case in the former. 
Furthermore, the potential parallelism with non-doubling clitic DPs discussed 
earlier also remains in principle unexpressible.

			   For a recent proposal on doubling see also Torrego (1995).
See, among others, Borer (1983) and the references cited there.18.	
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If there are cases where the clitic moves as an XP to Spec/AgrOP (see section 19.	
4.2 on French), still it seems natural to assume that this position should not 
be available for another DP to move to in LF (even if it has been emptied 
by PF).
See Poletto (1996) for a thorough investigation on the nature of subject clitics 20.	
in various northern Italian dialects.
Sportiche (1996) captures the movement properties of cliticization through 21.	
the assumption that a silent pro moves to the Spec position of the ‘clitic voice’ 
in syntax. However, doubling structures crucially do not involve any syntactic 
movement: The doubled lexical argument (not a pro in this case) moves to 
the Spec of the ‘clitic voice’ at LF. Hence, the data in (21) remain as residue 
in that approach. A similar remark applies to the solution proposed by Siloni 
(1994).
We proposed that the clitic adjunction takes place already when V fills T.22.	
If it is plausible to assume that all functional heads are present in all clause 23.	
structures, the hypothesis considered in the text should be taken to mean that 
the Inf head is ‘actively’ present in infinitival clauses, where ‘actively’ refers to 
the fact that the head in question takes part in some morphological checking.
See Rizzi (1993) for the first formulation of a generalization linking enclisis 24.	
to the fact that, in his terms, the ‘verb is morphologically complete below the 
cliticization site.’ In the terms developed in the text, ‘morphologically com-
plete’ would correspond to a verb having performed its (overt) morphological 
checking.

			   Notice that a derivation where the verb adjoins to AgrO and moves fur-
ther and the clitic substitutes in AgrO move further and adjoin to the verb is 
excluded in the present system through the ban against excorporation, dis-
cussed in section 2. This is a welcome result since such derivation would pro-
duce proclisis.
The assumption is crucial in order to prevent a derivation like the one taking 25.	
place in finite clauses that yield proclisis.

			   The step-by-step derivation is the one expected under shortest movement/
economy considerations. If our account is on the right track, this is not the 
option taken in finite clauses since it would be incompatible with the appro-
priate checking of verbal morphology. Morphological checking is then taken 
to be the fundamental principle governing the syntactic computation. The sys-
tem, as is formulated here, tolerates ‘violation(s)’ of the HMC in the course of 
the derivation if this helps in performing an adequate morphological check-
ing and if the output representation is well-formed. See also the discussion in 
note 15.
For a recent discussion on the different amount of cohesion between V and cl 26.	
in proclisis versus enclisis see Cinque and Benincà (1993).
First and person singular strong pronouns are the pronominal forms that 27.	
overtly manifest accusative Case.
See also Starke (1995) for the idea that the CP level is likely to be necessarily 28.	
assumed as the root of all kinds of small clauses.
This point is discussed in detail in Rizzi (1993/1994) in the context of the discus-29.	
sion of the so-called ‘root infinitives’ stage identified in language acquisition.
Necessity of this further movement to (T and) C is presumably to be related 30.	
to reasons of Case licencing. This is the attack I took in a preminimalist frame 
of discussion. See also Kayne (1989a). A detailed development of this idea in 
terms of Case checking can be undertaken. However, since the point is not 
directly relevant to the present discussion and to the topic under investigation, 
the development will not be undertaken here.
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Belletti (1990, 1992, Chapters 1 and 2 of this volume), modulo introduction 31.	
of the AgrPstPrt projection in the structure.
Since we are assuming that an empty auxiliary position is present in the abso-32.	
lute small clause structure, we must admit that the past participle is allowed 
to pass through it. Of course, this possibility could not extend to cases where 
Aux contains a lexical auxiliary.
To the extent that it is correct to assume a rich structure for absolute small 33.	
clauses, as the one we are assuming, the possibility of the word order in (i) 
does not weaken the argument based on paradigm (31):

(i) Gianni ha risolto completamente il problema
Gianni has solved completely the problem

			   If (i) must be analyzed with the adverb in some (Spec) position lower than 
AgrPstPrt, one could relate the impossibility of (31) c. to the word order in (i) 
only by assuming that the structure of absolute small clauses solely contains 
the past participial projection. But this conclusion does not seem plausible 
on the grounds of the general considerations sketched out in the text and 
discussed in the references cited on the topic that assume more structure for 
absolute small clauses than just the past participle projection.
See in particular Kayne’s (1991) extensive overview including the consider-34.	
ation of different Italian dialects.
The literature on French unstressed subject pronouns is quite extensive; see, 35.	
most recently, Friedemann (1995).

			   Following the traditional analysis, we propose that subject clitics of (some 
of) the northern Italian dialects are heads at the AgrS level. Hence, they are 
not weak pronouns, following the present terminology. Evidence in favor of 
this conclusion can be found in Brandi and Cordin (1981), where French 
unstressed subject pronouns and the subject clitics of some northern Italian 
dialects are shown to behave differently in coordinate structures:

(i)	 a.	 El canta e el bala
		  He(CL) sings and he(CL) dances
	 b.	 *El canta e bala
	 c.	 Il chante et danse
	 d.	 El Mario canta e bala

			   While the subject clitic of Trentino must be repeated in a coordination, the 
same does not hold for the unstressed subject pronoun of French [(i) a., b., and 
c.]. The latter behaves, in coordinate structures, like any other lexical subject. 
This is not the case for the Trentino subject clitic [(i) c., d., and e.]. These data 
can be interpreted by assuming that coordination can occur at a level of clause 
structure that excludes the subject position, but not the AgrS head.
In other words, the analysis of object clitics as weak pronouns is not favored 36.	
in standard Italian. According to our proposal, it is not adopted.
An idea similar to that proposed in Kayne (1991).37.	
An assumption also made by Zanuttini (1991), who quotes a similar point of 38.	
view expressed by Kayne.

			   We can consider the person affected by the imperative a second person 
that can be singular or plural (see the following discussion in the text on the 
singular number) and that may or may not include the speaker.
Although truncation is not obligatory, its possibility is coherent with the 39.	
impoverished nature of the morphology corresponding to the imperative.
Infinitives with an imperative interpretation seem to contradict the general 40.	
claim that imperatives are root clauses and hence cannot be embedded:
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(i)	 a.	 (Ti) Dico di non farlo
		  I say you not to do it(CL)
	 b.	 I say not to do that

			   It seems, however, that these infinitival clauses should not be considered real 
imperatives, but rather declaratives associated with an interpretation of ‘com-
mand/order.’ As observed by A. Moro (p.c.) this is illustrated by the fact that 
the negative infinitival that is present in (i) a. could not easily be realized in the 
form unambiguously corresponding to a negative imperative that is expressed 
through use of a negated infinitive in Italian and that, in the unique case of 
the sort in this language, can display proclisis onto the infinitive. The ungram-
maticality of (ii) a. contrasting with the non-embedded negative imperative (ii) 
b. and the grammaticality of (i) a. illustrates this point:

(ii) a. *(Ti) Dico di non lo fare
I say (you) not it(CL) to do

b. Non lo fare!
not it(CL) to do

We might assume the existence in the clause structure of an Imp head located 41.	
in the same position as the Inf head of the infinitives. Presumably, ‘Mode’ 
would be the appropriate label for such a head, but I will not elaborate further 
on this point.
For the sake of simplicity I will just use the label CP. Recent work shows, how-42.	
ever, that this is a dramatic simplification since the A′ periphery of the clause 
involves a much more articulated skeleton of functional projections. See in 
particular Rizzi (in progress, 1997) on the issue.
That imperatives should involve movement of the verb to C has already been 43.	
proposed. See in particular Rivero (1991). See also Rooryck (1992); Rizzi 
(1993); Laezlinger (1994) for analyses that try to relate the process to the 
occurrence of enclisis, as in the discussion in the text, although in different 
ways.
In those dialects where subject clitics are heads at the level of AgrS (or some 44.	
relevant head) the enclisis occurring in interrogative structures involving V to 
C can receive an identical treatment. The issue is more complex for French 
inversion structures and will not be taken up here.
Some accounts such as Rizzi (1993) and Laezlinger (1994) assume that T (and 45.	
AgrS) is not present at all in imperatives. I rather assume that it (they) is (are), 
and that indeed it can serve as a landing site for the clitic.

Notes to Chapter 6

With ‘topicalization’ of an element I refer here to the process through which 1.	
that element is dealt with as a/the ‘topic’ of discourse, the ‘given’ information. 
In the literature the term ‘topicalization’ often indicates the process that here 
we refer to as ‘focalization’: the singling out of an element of the clause as the 
‘new’ or ‘contrastive’ information. This terminological distinction should be 
kept in mind to avoid potential confusion.

			   I make use of the labels Focus and Topic here as commonly done in the 
current literature, but these labels are just a first approximation to a more 
adequate way of expressing aspects of the relation between discourse and syn-
tactic configuration. The issue of the appropriateness of the labels arises here 
in a way comparable to the similar issue concerning the appropriateness of 
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labels for Th-roles. In both cases it concerns the expression of the relation 
between formal syntax and the interpretive interface.
I am using the term Spec in a traditional fashion incorporating classical X2.	 ′ 
terminology. The proposal to be developed here can also be phrased in a bare 
phrase structure frame.
See also Brody (1990) and the references cited earlier. For a first formulation 3.	
of a similar proposal assuming the presence of a clause-internal focus position 
see Belletti and Shlonsky (1995); see also Ndayiragije (1999) and Jayaseelan 
(2001).
As for the topic interpretation, it is conceivable that it is uniform in both 4.	
peripheries and is assimilated to ‘given,’ ‘known,’ ‘non-focus’ interpretation. 
Although the notion ‘topic’ no doubt requires further refinements on both 
semantic and pragmatic grounds (see Buring 1997), in what follows I am going 
to assume the general interpretation mentioned earlier, as ‘given’ information.
Throughout this work the term ‘postverbal’ is used in purely descriptive terms 5.	
to refer to a subject that appears after the verb. Most of the data in this section 
concerning Italian are presented in more detail in Belletti (2001b).
The literature is extensive in GB. See, among others, Burzio (1986); Rizzi 6.	
(1982), and the references cited therein.
Given the subtlety of some of the data discussed in this work, I am sure to 7.	
control for the relevant pragmatic and intonational variables involved only in 
Italian. Given the appropriate intonation and pragmatic situations assumed 
throughout, the conclusions to be reached should extend to the Romance area 
more generally. See Costa (2000) for a recent discussion of closely resembling 
data. The label FI is used here in pretheoretical terms to distinguish this type 
of inversion from French SI; as we will see, inversion structures containing a 
postverbal subject in French correspond to a peculiar interpretation, distinct 
to those of structures containing a preverbal structure. In this respect ‘inver-
sion’ is not all ‘free’ but is only compatible with the interpretations to be dis-
cussed later in this chapter.
On the potentially misleading effect of the term ‘inversion,’ see Belletti 8.	
(2001b).
A silent doubling subject clitic remains inside the IP, thus accounting for the 9.	
‘stylistically’ rather marked status of the construction.
This characterization, which needs further qualification, creates the expecta-10.	
tion that other XP complements may be allowed to intervene between the verb 
and the postverbal subject in SI but not as easily in FI. The question is com-
plex, but, as the discussion in Kayne and Pollock suggests, this could only be a 
partially correct conclusion, as VOS and VPPS seem possible orders in French 
SI, at different levels of acceptability and with constraints regarding the inter-
pretation of the object (preferably idiomatic). However, as discussed in section 
5 (see also the previously cited work of mine), VO/PPS is not possible in Ital-
ian FI unless the VO sequence receives a particular topic-like interpretation/
intonation, which we will precisely interpret as involving the topicalization of 
a remnant constituent, although to a clause-internal rather than to a clause-
external position.
On the impossibility for a direct object to follow the postverbal subject, see 11.	
section 4.
As discussed in more detail later in this chapter, the external Focus position, 12.	
which one might want to suggest to be the position hosting the postverbal 
subject (combined with IP remnant movement), appears to always carry a cor-
rective or contrastive interpretation or intonation that is completely absent in 
the examples discussed in (3) and (4), as noted in the text. This strongly sug-
gests that an analysis with the postverbal subject located in the left peripheral 
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position and movement of the remnant IP across it is not revealing and should 
be dismissed for these cases of subject inversion. I limit this kind of analysis to 
those cases where the postverbal subject is indeed contrastively or correctively 
focused and that also display various differentiating behaviors with respect 
to the noncontrastively or noncorrectively focused postverbal subject under 
analysis here. See sections 3.1, 3.2, and 5.1 in particular for discussion.
See Nicolis (2000) for recent discussion.13.	
Or the whole IP, if S had moved out of the IP as in French SI, according to 14.	
Kayne and Pollock (2001).
In other words movement of 15.	 tutto puts it further away from the position of 
the postverbal subject while ‘low adverbs’ remain closer to it, with V in its final 
functional position in both cases. This hierarchical distinction would be lost 
under a remnant movement analysis.

			   A reviewer claims that French SI appears to give rise to contrasts analogous 
to those in (3) and (4). If so, this might shed doubts on the overall analysis 
of SI as involving movement of the remnant IP across the left peripheral sub-
ject, developed by Kayne and Pollock. Since they do not explicitly discuss this 
point, I assume that their analysis of French SI can be maintained, pending 
further evidence.
On which see Belletti (2001b). See also Saccon (1993) and Pinto (1994).16.	
Extraction remains bad with wh-interrogatives (actually worse than with 17.	
relatives):

(i)	 *?Di che cosa/di quale giornale ha telefonato il direttore al presidente?
	 Of what/of what journal has telephoned the director to the president

			   As I argue in section 6, the postverbal subject fills a different position in 
wh-interrogatives than in declaratives. The evidence indicates that both posi-
tions are impossible or very marginal extraction domains.

			   One could try to relate the general impossibility of extraction out of a 
postverbal subject to the same impossibility of extraction out of the prever-
bal subject position, an instance of the operation of a ‘leftness constraint.’ To 
obtain the desired word order, however, such a reductionist attack—poten-
tially attractive and taken for instance in Longobardi (2000)—would neces-
sarily require the postulation of a derivation including a wider use of remnant 
movement than the one admitted here, given the adopted guidelines. More-
over, extraction appears to be worse when it takes place from the preverbal 
subject position than from the postverbal one. We could use diacritics ranging 
from * to ??/?*. Thus, if (ii) is a clear *, (iii) and the examples in the text can 
be judged as slightly more acceptable:

(ii)	 *la ragazza di cui il fratello ha telefonato alle 5.
	 the girl of whom the brother called at 5

(iii)	 ??la ragazza di cui ha telefonato il fratello alle 5.
	 the girl of whom called the brother at 5

			   See Belletti and Rizzi (1988) for a possible account phrased in terms of 
CED/subjacency and differences in the number of crossed barriers in the two 
extraction sites.

			   Such a distinction could not be easily expressed within the reductionist 
approach that identifies the extraction site in the two cases. I do not attempt a 
precise update of the mentioned previous account for the distinction here.
Kayne and Pollock (2001) point out that not all cases of wh-extraction are 18.	
equally well-formed for different speakers, but they assume that essentially 
wh-extraction should be considered possible.
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This is true in some of the most typical cases discussed here and in previous 19.	
work. But see later in this chapter for cases in which the postverbal subject 
receives the topic (given, old information) interpretation. As for possibility of 
extraction, no difference seems to be detectable as to whether the postverbal 
subject is focus or topic. See also note 17.
The A versus A20.	 ′ distinction is probably not refined enough to provide an ade-
quate characterization of the notion relevant for CED. For the sake of the 
discussion the matter is simplified in the text and is left open here.

			   In those cases in which V (or part of the clause containing V as in remnant-
type derivations; see section 5) is in focus or topic the clause-internal focus 
and topic positions must be considered transparent domains for extraction of 
V to undertake morphological checking. See also Belletti (2001b).
For the sake of simplicity, I disregard here the important conclusions reached 21.	
in Cardinaletti (1997, 2004) that there is more than a single preverbal subject 
position in the clause.
The focalized status of the postverbal subject is further indicated by pairs 22.	
like the following, also pointed out and discussed in some detail in Belletti 
(2001b). See also Moro (1997) for a detailed discussion of (ii).

(i) a. (Pronto, chi parla?) (ii) a. (Chi è?)
(Hello, who speaks?) (who is (there)?)

b. Parla Gianni. b. 1 Sono io
speaks Gianni am I= it’s me

c. *Gianni parla. 2 Sono Gianni.
Gianni speaks am Gianni =it’s Gianni

3 E’ Gianni.
It’s Gianni

c. *Io/Gianni sono/è
I/Gianni am/is

A possible alternative according to which the postverbal subject remains in its 23.	
original position internal to the verb phrase, assumed for instance in Cardina-
letti (2001), is not viable in the restrictive approach adopted here according to 
which (both) the interpretation (and the intonation) should optimally be read 
off the syntactic configuration directly.
In these 24.	 non . . . che sequences the total omission of the article is more or 
less felicitous, depending on conditions yet to be understood and properly 
described. Although interesting in itself, I will not undertake a systematic 
description here, which will take the discussion too far afield.

			   Kayne and Pollock (2001) seem to implicitly assume that the French ne . . . 
que construction is not submitted to the same kind of c-command requirement 
of ne over the que phrase that we are proposing for Italian. They allow for 
an extension of their analysis of SI to cases like the following, their examples 
(175) and (176):

(i)	 Ne sont venus que Jean et Marie.
	 Are not come that Jean and Marie
(ii)	 Ne sont venus qu’eux.
	 Are not come that they

			   However, we think that c-command can still be taken to be the relevant 
notion here and that the facts in (i) and (ii) call for a better explanation. As 
they also indicate, these instances of SI are very peculiar and demand readjust-
ments in their system anyway.
Similar facts hold with the NPI 25.	 alcunché:
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(i)	 a.	 Questi esperimenti non mostrano alcunché.
		  these experiments do not show anything
	 b.	 Da questi sperimenti non risulta alcunché.
		  from these experiments does not follow anything
	 c.	 *Alcunché (non) risulta da questi esperimenti.
		  anything does not follow from these experiments

			   In these cases and, more generally, with indefinite subjects of unaccusative 
verbs, the subject is likely to remain VP-internal (Belletti 1988, 2001b).
Note furthermore that, as is well known, the negative marker 26.	 non normally 
disappears when nessuno is a preverbal subject in Italian:

(i)	 Nessuno (*non) ha parlato
	 Nobody has (*not) spoken

			   With the described analysis it would not be obvious how to force presence 
of non when the subject appears in the postverbal position, in fact a concealed 
preverbal position normally excluding presence of non.
A reviewer points out that paradigms similar to (12)–(14) appear to hold in 27.	
French SI as well. If this is the case, it is an open question how the analysis of 
SI proposed by Kayne and Pollock could analyze them in a way coherent with 
the interpretation provided for the relevance of the examples in (15). Possibly, 
not all cases of SI should be uniformly analyzed as involving IP remnant move-
ment to the left periphery, as I am assuming, following Kayne and Pollock’s 
proposal. I leave the question open, once again pending further evidence on 
the relevant SI data.
It is also difficult to understand the interpretation associated to VOS struc-28.	
tures, which is reviewed in section 5. See Kiss (1998) for a clear distinction of 
the two types of focuses.
One might suggest that, contrary to the text proposal, a new information 29.	
Focus position could also be available in the left periphery and that when-
ever it is activated, remnant IP movement is always required. In this view one 
should also explain why this is the case for new information Focus but not for 
contrastive/corrective Focus. How could the relevant distinction be expressed? 
Moreover, all the evidence discussed in the text pointing to the ‘low’ location 
of the postverbal subject in FI would be lost under any approach locating the 
postverbal subject in a ‘high’ position, in the left periphery.
It is possible that those languages with a particular focus particle might make 30.	
the relation between Focus and Case look more plausibly strict.
If one were to assume that once the preverbal subject is interpreted as a topic 31.	
(Solà 1992 and Ordoñez 1997 on Spanish) it fills an external topic position, 
here too the reflex on the outcome would be a special interpretation. On pre-
verbal subject positions see Cardinaletti (2004). See also note 40 for a possible 
alternative.
For reasons of space, I do not address the Case issue on the postverbal subject 32.	
here. See Belletti (2001b, 2005a, Chapter 8 of this volume) for a proposal.
Clauses behave essentially like PPs: The order VSCP appears to be possible 33.	
although with some complications hinted at in Belletti (2001b), which I will 
not further discuss here:

(i)	 ha detto la mamma di andare a letto.
	 has said mom to go to bed
(ii)	 ha detto la mamma che ha telefonato Gianni.
	 has said mom that has telephoned Gianni
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This Case-related head is identifiable with the original AgrO head of Chomsky 34.	
(1993). In the implementation proposed in the text it is assumed that the Case 
feature has to be related to small ‘v,’ the head only present in transitive (and 
intransitive) VPs (not in unaccusatives). In (21) this is obtained through move-
ment of small ‘v’ to Acc.
The argument is a fortiori valid if S were to remain in VP. The relation between 35.	
the Case-assigning/checking head and O is the Agree relation of Chomsky 
(2001, 2004).
If the whole VP is in focus, the fact that 36.	 ne extraction out of S remains sys-
tematically impossible in VSPP suggests that location in focus remains respon-
sible for this anyway, independently of whether a bigger constituent than S is 
located in Focus.
This could possibly be related to the fact that, in this way, S could be stressed 37.	
through the Nuclear Stress Rule, allowing it to carry the prominency that 
seems to fit well with focus (usually interpreted as the result of a focus align-
ment operation; see Cinque 1993; the important work by Zubizarreta 1998 
in this perspective; and current unpublished work by Guasti and Nespor). 
With PP following S and being also interpreted as part of the new information 
focus, prominency must be spread in a way that is felt less than perfect.
See Cecchetto (1999) for convincing evidence that the topic position involved 38.	
in right dislocation is indeed low in the clause structure. On the possibly 
‘extended’ analysis of doubling structures see Belletti (2005a, Chapter 8 of 
this volume).
I assume that RM is not violated by the movement of the clitic to the appropri-39.	
ate Case/head projection.

			   Assume that movement of S to Focus frees O, here clitic, to move outside 
VP without RM being violated. On the intermediate VOS stage involved in 
this type of derivation, I assume that it is admitted as movement of the clitic 
continues. The assumption here is that if O does not move outside VP (and 
then further up) the Agree relation with the v+Acc head cannot be properly 
established if S intervenes, as in the discussion of (21). See section 5 for more 
on VOS.

			   Past participle agreement holds in these structures, (24) Ba, as in the general 
case. This further suggests that the first portion of the movement of the clitic 
to the Case-assigning head is performed as XP-movement (a widely assumed 
hypothesis—see Belletti 1999b, Chapter 5 of this volume, and the references 
cited there).

			   Finally, if sentences like (i) (discussed in Belletti 2001b, n. 21) could have 
a derivation involving (clause-internal) remnant topicalization of V+O to the 
Topic position above the Focus phrase followed by movement of the clitic pro-
jection (producing no violation of RM, as discussed in the reference cited), the 
same derivation could not extend to (ii)—equivalent to (24) b. in the text—as 
the topicalized direct object follows the new information postverbal subject:

(i)	 L’ha comprato Maria.
	 It(cl) bought Maria
(ii)	 L’ha comprato Maria, il giornale.
	 It(cl) bought Maria, the newspaper

			   Thus a different derivation must also be allowed along the lines suggested 
earlier, with movement of the clitic projection directly starting out of the topi-
calized direct object, below the focalized subject, with no remnant VO topical-
ization stage involved in this case.
We can assume that it is sufficient that one of the two elements involved in 40.	
the doubling construction (the clitic) fills a Case position for the structure to 
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be well-formed (for more on doubling see Belletti 2005a, Chapter 8 of this 
volume).
The notation (S) and (O) is simply meant to indicate that the intervention of 41.	
S is obtained independently of whether the position relevant to determine it is 
the VP base position or the derived clause-internal focus position.
With the relevant intonation, sentences with the VSO order containing a con-42.	
trastively focalized S and a topicalized O do not easily admit an NPI subject of 
the type illustrated in (12), as expected under the proposed analysis:

(i)	 ?*Non hanno detto che (i/ dei) LINGUISTI la verità.
	 have ‘not’ said the truth ‘that’ (the/some) linguists the truth

			   The judgment improves if the object is right dislocated and a clitic is pres-
ent, as expected:

(ii)	 Non l’hanno detta che (i/dei) linguisti, la verità.
	 It(cl) have ‘not’ said ‘that’ (the/some) linguists the truth

			   As is clear from the proposed account, I agree with Cardinaletti’s (2001) 
insight that right dislocation and emarginazione should be given a different 
analysis, but the way to set the distinction is different. According to Cardi-
naletti (2001), the direct object remains in the VP-internal position when it 
is ‘marginalized’ and does not fill a topic position, while it does fill such a 
position in right dislocation. According to the analysis proposed here, in both 
cases the direct object fills a topic position, although a different one in the two 
cases, the clause-internal one in (24) Ba and the peripheral one in (24) Bb.
It would seem that the interpretation probably does not force this step, as IP 43.	
would be interpreted as topic also in situ. The plausible assumption seems to 
be that the topic interpretation can either be read off the structure or come 
from a negative definition: ‘non-focus.’ See also Rizzi (1997).
Such sentences are slightly more marginal than the sentences analyzed as (26) 44.	
(whence the ‘?’), a fact that we leave unexplained for now.
Presumably, it would be a variable. As the topicalized phrase is not an opera-45.	
tor, it would not qualify as an adequate binder for it. Whence the impossibility. 
The fact that a real operator cannot be a topic either (to be contrasted with 
NESSUNO ho visto, where the operator is in focus) could receive different 
accounts:

(i)	 *nessuno ho visto.
	 nobody I have seen

			   See Cinque (1990b). Descriptively, we can state that there seems to be an 
intrinsic incompatibility between the operator status and the topic position.
Of course the perfect sentence (i) is a regular instance of left peripheral focal-46.	
ization that, as such, never requires a clitic:

(i)	 IL LIBRO ho dato a Gianni.
	 The book I have given to Gianni

One possibility could be to say that the special topic construction we are deal-47.	
ing with is in fact selected by focus (Rizzi, personal communication). Alter-
natively, if the role of focus in licencing the low topic consists in making the 
operator-vbl interpretation available for the topic (normally excluded, see pre-
ceding note 45), it could be tempting to say that in the excluded Topic-Focus 
order, Focus would interfere in establishing the relevant relation between topic 
and the IP internal vbl. No interference arises with the other order, Focus-
Topic.
Similar contrasts are also presented in Benincà (1988) and Cecchetto (1999).48.	
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It could be that the partial similarity of the Italian and French paradigms 49.	
reflects the operation of an ultimately similar constraint. I do not pursue this 
question further here. See Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou (2001) for recent 
discussion, which also gives a central role to Case.
As also rediscussed in Torrego (1998), the doubling clitic only shows up in the 50.	
dative in Peninsular Spanish.
Thanks to A. Roussou for pointing this out to me.51.	
This could be due to the fact that Italian is not an Object shift language; 52.	
although the object shift position is probably not to be identified with the 
object Case position. On the necessity to empty the object Case position see 
also Belletti (1999b, Chapter 5 of this volume). See also the recent discussion 
in Chomsky (2000, 2001) in connection with the analysis of Object shift.
See Belletti (2001b) for further elaboration on this point. In what follows I 53.	
eliminate the ‘??’ diacritics on VOS for the ease of the discussion. It should be 
kept in mind though, and it will be stressed throughout the text, that VOS is 
systematically marginal in status, as discussed here.
This could be due to the fact that the remnant-type process involved is used 54.	
here as a kind of ‘parasitic’ savaging strategy.
Cardinaletti (2001) agrees on the ungrammaticality of (46) b. in the text, while 55.	
finding the following (i) grammatical (see also Ordoñez 1998, on Spanish) 
with the anaphor more deeply embedded:

(i)	 Ha visitato Gianni un collega della propria moglie.

			   Cardinaletti suggests that, for yet to be understood reasons, embedding of 
the reflexive anaphor improves the judgment. We believe that when the gram-
matical functions of the two nominals are clearly differentiated through agree-
ment, further embedding of the anaphor do not produce any amelioration:

(ii)	 *Hanno salutato Gianni i genitori della propria moglie.

			   Similar data hold for quantifier binding:

(ii)	 *Hanno salutato ogni ragazzo i suoi genitori.

Of course, if contrastive focus could also be clause-internal, we would not 56.	
necessarily expect any degradation in (51) as opposed to (49). This constitutes 
further indication that contrastive focus is to be limited to the left peripheral 
area.
I will not make any concrete hypothesis as to what the correct analysis of a 57.	
corrective clause should be. I assume that hierarchical relations are preserved 
in this kind of clause as in simple declaratives.
See Rizzi (1996) and the references cited there; see also Poletto (2000).58.	
This may possibly concern the whole clause.59.	
This suggests that the core notion of focus is one and the same for both kinds 60.	
of focuses identified. See Rooth (1992) for a formalization of what might be 
taken to be the core semantics of (any) focus. Answers to multiple questions 
are usually brought up as examples of sentences containing multiple foci. 
However, this is probably an oversimplification and, possibly, a not refined 
enough view of the interpretation of these kinds of pairs. A detailed discussion 
of this topic would take us too far afield. I postpone to other work in progress 
a closer discussion of multiple question–answer pairs. For now, I just assume 
that the case of multiple questions can be put on the side, and that real cases 
of multiple foci do not exist.
Any kind of focus induces WCO violations, so there is no difference in status 61.	
depending on whether the focalized element is either contrastively focused or 
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is new information focus, as the postverbal subject in (51) a. and (i) is equally 
impossible:

(i)	 *?Attualmente in un suoi appartamento vive GIANNIi.
	 At present , in his own apartment leaves Gianni

In a sentence like (i) with the focus of new information on the verb and the 62.	
postverbal S interpreted as topic, no WCO appears to arise:

(i)	 Attualmente, nel suoi appartamento dorme, Giannii.
	 At present, in his own apartment sleeps Gianni

The Case issue is also taken up in Belletti (2005a, Chapter 8 of this volume) 63.	
within the larger context of the analysis of doubling structures.

Notes TO cHAPTER 7

Contrary to Belletti and Shlonsky (1995), I make the assumption that, as in the 1.	
uniform base of Kayne (1994), the direction of the location of the Specs is uni-
formly on the left of the head projection. I have made the same change as for 
the location of the Specifier of the Focus projection. With respect to the pro-
posal in Belletti and Shlonsky, the hierarchical organization of the arguments 
is readapted here. See also Larson (1988), and the representation adopted in 
section 2 of this chapter for unaccusatives.

			   [The notation of the VP structure is left in the original formulation in terms 
of X′-theory. It can easily be rephrased in more recent terms including the little 
“v” hypothesis within a bare phrase structure conception. Nothing seems to 
crucially depend on this choice for the arguments to go through, so the origi-
nal notation is maintained for ease of cross-reference. I also leave open a closer 
discussion on the possible hierarchically different order of the merging of the 
arguments, which would take the discussion too far afield here. (AB)]
[Chapter 6, sections 4 and 4.1. (AB)]2.	
[In the vP-periphery. Chapters 6, 8, and 10. (AB)]3.	
The usual feeling of redundancy and slight unnaturalness is associated with 4.	
(6) B. A more natural answer would not repeat the lexical PP, but would utilize 
a dative pronoun:

(i)	 le ho restituito le chiavi
	 (I) to-her+gave back the keys

			   The crucial observation here does not concern this relatively subtle fact, 
but the sharp contrast between (6) B versus (6) B′.
The auxiliary should fill its regular position within the relevant inflectional 5.	
head that normally hosts it. If checking of the past participle features needs 
to take place, we could assume that the relevant heads (Asp, at least) should 
immediately dominate the VP before the Topic-Focus phrases. Alternatively, 
movement to the checking head could start out from the Topic phrase, as 
already assumed for the direct object in VOS.

			   [Chapter 6 for related comments. (AB)]
Note that an alternative answer to (7) A could be:6.	

(i)	 Gianni ha restituito le chiavi # a Maria
	 Gianni has given back the keys #to Maria

		  with a clear interruption between the direct object and the following PP. (The 
pause can be enriched with contrastive stress on the direct object, but contrast 
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is not necessary here). (i) involves topicalization/marginalization of the PP. 
[Chapter 6, section 3.2 and 3.2.1. (AB)] Given the organization of the infor-
mation structure of the clause, I assume the object to be in the specifier of the 
low Focus phrase also in this case.
As in Rizzi’s articulated CP structure, the Topic phrase is found below the rela-7.	
tive complementizer, which is the highest C level.
More generally, every clause allows for just one constituent to be focalized 8.	
(Calabrese 1992). Thus, not only can clause-internal focalization involve one 
constituent at most, but clause-external focalization as well:

(i)	 *IL LIBRO; A MARIA, Gianni non ha ancora dato
	 THE BOOK, TO MARIA, Gianni hasn’t given yet

			   Interestingly, clause-internal and clause-external focalization cannot com-
bine either:

(ii)	 *IL LIBRO, le darà Gianni
	 THE BOOK to-her+will give Gianni

		  where ‘Gianni’ should be construed as new information focus and ‘il libro’ 
as contrastive focus. This might suggest that at the interpretive level, clause-
internal and clause-external focalizations are indeed a unified phenomenon, 
despite the differences that they manifest in their distribution as well as their 
informational pragmatics. In the spirit of Chomsky (1977), one could suggest 
that, at LF, all instances of focalization are reduced to one single process. I will 
not attempt to provide a formalization of this idea here. See Rizzi (1997) for 
relevant discussion.

			   [See also Chapter 6, section 5, for relevant considerations. (AB)]
[The licencing function of focus is not central given the more recent approach 9.	
developed in Chapter 6. (AB)]
O cannot independently move to its (Case) checking position since this position 10.	
is higher than both the Topic phrase and the Focus phrase, by assumption.

			   [The assumption here is that smaller chunks than a maximal projection 
(such as V′) are not seen by movement, in X′ theoretic terms. This assump-
tion, however, does not seem necessary: if the analysis in Chapter 6, section 
3.1, is adopted, according to which S cannot intervene between the object and 
its vP-external Case assigner, the impossible order in (11) is ruled out any-
way. (AB)]
The peak of the intonation is on S here.11.	
Possibly, all unaccusatives do in fact select a prepositional argument that can 12.	
remain silent. See also the discussion in Moro (1997).
Maybe such a VP-internal, as such inherent (partitive?) Case position, is sys-13.	
tematically available for (certain) indefinite objects. This updates Belletti’s 
(1988) analysis.

			   According to Longobardi (2000), unmodified bare plural subjects in the 
existential interpretation are allowed to remain VP-internal with both unac-
cusative and intransitive verbs. We could speculate that they should qualify for 
VP-internal licencing through the VP-internal Case, which severely limits the 
choice of possible DPs.

			   As a general approach, I assume that verbal agreement is obtained through 
the relation with the associate expletive in the preverbal subject position. See 
note 18 in this connection. [See also the discussion in Chapter 8 of this vol-
ume, for a different approach in terms of doubling. (AB)]
[The analysis referred to here is developed in the preceding sections of the 14.	
article, not reproduced here, according to which the subject fills the specifier 
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of the low focus position and the PP remains VP-internal. See Chapter 6 for 
relevant discussion. (AB)]
Note that the last constituent is often also the most embedded one, hence the 15.	
one receiving Nuclear stress. This makes it the most prominent one. There 
seems to be a tendency/preference to have matching between Focus and prom-
inence. See, in this connection, Cinque (1993) and the line of research in Zubi-
zarreta (1998).
These data illustrate the so-called DE that has often been reported to give 16.	
rise to a relatively subtle and often difficult violation where different factors 
come into play related to the interpretation, the informational organization 
of the clause, and the intonation. This is at the source of a complex gradation 
in the grammaticality judgments associated to the relevant sentences. Note 
that the marginality of (16) is a bit stronger than that of (15). This could be 
related to the fact that the first/unmarked location for the postverbal subject 
of unaccusatives is the VP-internal one. Since this position is only compatible 
with indefinite subjects, this requires that sentences like (16) be reanalyzed as 
involving not a VP-internal, but a VP-external, focused subject.
Comparable to the status of the same cliticization process out of a direct 17.	
object of a transitive verb (Burzio 1986; Belletti and Rizzi 1981). At least for 
indefinite direct objects we can assume the same structural analysis as the one 
assumed for the postverbal subject of unaccusatives. See note 13.
It gives rise to a CED-type effect (see the discussion in B & S). I assume that 18.	
the specifier of the Focus phrase is an impossible extraction site since it is a 
derived not L-marked position. On the other hand, similarly to the prever-
bal subject position, it can be considered an A position (differently from the 
clause-external Focus phrase). This is suggested both by the fact that DPs are 
licenced there according to the proposed analysis and by the empirical phe-
nomenon of verbal agreement, which holds with a focalized inverted subject 
(through the relation with the associate expletive in the preverbal subject posi-
tion; see note 13).
This is because we are systematically interpreting reordering as focalization in 19.	
the specifier of the low Focus phrase. This assumption excludes the possibility 
of leaving the indefinite subject in the VP-internal position in this case.
[The same amelioration would affect (20) a. and b. (AB)]20.	

			   The adverb can also follow the quantifier:

(i)	 ne ho dato a Gianni uno solo
	 (I) of-them+have given to Gianni one only

		  to be probably analyzed as involving head movement of the quantifier into 
a higher head (of the same extended projection) past the adverb filling the 
Spec position of the QP projection. This movement triggers agreement on the 
adverb as shown by examples like the following:

(i)	 Ne ho data a Gianni solo una
	 (I) of-them+have given to Gianni only one(FS)
(ii)	 Ne ho data a Gianni una sola
	 (I) of-them+have given to Gianni one(FS) only(FS)

The phrase whose specifier is filled by ‘solo’ constitutes an appropriate check-21.	
ing domain (possibly through some version of ‘dynamic’ agreement in the sense 
of Rizzi 1996). This is what allows for the in situ process of focalization.
The term ‘scrambling’ is used here in purely descriptive terms. Possibly the 22.	
process involves movement of the PP to the specifier of one of the clause-
internal Topic phrases. [‘Scrambling’ could also affect a larger chunk of the 
verb phrase containing both V and PP. This updating is left open here. (AB)]
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Notes to Chapter 8

See Anagnostopoulou (1999) for Greek. See also Schmitt (1998) and Cec-1.	
chetto (2000) for a closer comparison between CLD and CLLD.
The assumption is that the Th-role associated with the position of the big DP 2.	
reaches all its internal constituents up the first possible further Th assigner that 
could be found DP internally. For example, if the head N of the lexical projec-
tion NP, inside the DP, takes a complement this complement will be assigned 
a Th-role by N, not through the position filled by the big DP. This result is 
directly obtained through standard minimality. Furthermore, NP internally, 
the distribution of Th-roles should function in the way described in various 
articles on the topic (cf. Bernstein 2000 for an overview), with the identifica-
tion special NP internal relations (such as the relation R expressing possession 
and so on). See Kayne (2002) for a partly different view.
Thus, if the lexical part remains in the ‘complement’ position as is presumably 3.	
the case in the classical Spanish examples, the preposition appears follow-
ing language specific constraints discussed in Torrego (1998). No extra Case 
marker would show up in other kinds of positions, such as the position of left 
dislocated arguments.
Of course, as it remains very general, the brief summary does not do justice to 4.	
any single proposal referred to in the text. This is not the aim here, though. I 
think that the summary does do justice to the spirit of the various proposals.
Due to their non-referential status.5.	
As usual, the term ‘construction’ has no theoretical status 6.	 per se and it is just 
used to speed up reference to the relevant structures and computations.
For FQ to involve direct objects extra material seems necessary within the 7.	
original vP, a fact often noted in the literature (Sportiche 1988 and references 
cited there):

i. Ho incontrato i miei amici tutti al cinema
(I) have met my friends all at the movie theater

ii. Ho chiamato i ragazzi tutti nello stesso momento
(I) have called the boys all at the same moment

			   Impossibility of FQ involving a P:

iii. *Ho parlato con i giornalisti tutti della stessa notizia
(I) have talked with the journalists all about the same news

		  could receive different interpretations. A traditional one attributes the impos-
sibility to lack of c-command between the DP embedded within the PP and the 
position to which the DP should be related within the original big constitu-
ent containing the stranded FQ. With an analysis of Prepositions as always 
belonging to the clause functional structure as in Kayne’s (2004) analysis of 
Prepositions à and de, other reasons should be found to exclude cases like iii. 
I will not pursue the issue any further here.
I assume a movement analysis of CLLD. See Cinque (1977, 1990b).8.	
Also other possible combinations only containing a lexical part of a noun 9.	
phrase as part of the split constituent are excluded:

i. *I miei amici andranno genitori al cinema
my friends will go parents to the movies

McCloskey (2000) discusses doubling constructions of Western Irish where 10.	
one part is constituted by a wh-phrase:
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i.	 a	 What did you get all for Christmas?
	 b	 What do they claim all (that) we did?

			   As can be seen in (i) b., the construction displays the very peculiar property 
of allowing for stranding within the CP periphery.

			   Recently, Poletto and Pollock (2004b and the references cited there) have 
pointed out the existence of wh-doubling structures in some Italian dialects 
for which they also assume a ‘big DP’-type analysis involving ‘movement + 
stranding,’ where the original big DP is [+wh] in all its components (examples 
from Poletto and Pollock 2004b):

ii a. S’ a-lo fat che?
What has he done what
‘What has he done?’

b. Ndo e-lo ndat endoe?
Where is he gone where
‘Where is he gone?’

See also Belletti (1999a) and Cardinaletti (1999).11.	
See Belletti (1982b) for a systematic discussion.12.	
This is typically done, especially in better studied CLD and CLLD and RD. For 13.	
a recent proposal that must introduce some special interpretive device to this 
effect, see Frascarelli (2004); see also Cinque (1990b).
Cardinaletti (2004).14.	
These are just labels attributed for convenience. Nothing special hinges on 15.	
these particular labels. The only important point here is the identification of 
positions in the vP-periphery associated with different discourse-related inter-
pretations. See the works cited for some discussion on this point within the 
more general frame of the cartographic studies (Rizzi 2004 and references 
cited there; see also Chomsky 2002 for some discussion).
Rizzi (1997, 2004a) and related works, a.o. See Benincà and Poletto (2004), 16.	
and references cited therein, on the detailed cartography of the clause-external 
area.
I assume that not only clitics (and weak pronouns) but also strong pronouns 17.	
leave the position where they are originally merged (see Cardinaletti 1998; 
Cardinaletti and Starke 1999). I assume temporarily that the position where 
they end up is one of the vP peripheral ones of Topic and Focus, which takes 
care of their interpretation. For further qualification on the strong pronoun 
landing site see the discussion of the data in section 2.1.
This interpretive character of the preverbal subject does not necessarily imply 18.	
that the subject is located in a Topic position in the left periphery of the clause, 
as it is assumed in some studies (Barbosa 2000; Solà 1992; Poletto 2000; 
among others). An idea that is convincingly criticized in other works, in par-
ticular in Cardinaletti (2004), where various preverbal subject positions are 
identified clause-internally. However, the very marginal status of sentences like 
the following i., where the subject is the negative quantifier ‘nessuno,’ might 
indicate that in the SPD construction the preverbal subject actually fills the left 
peripheral Topic position:

i. *?Nessuno verrà lui
Nobody will come he

			   The impossibility of i. could then be reduced to the same reasons excluding 
CLLD involving a (negative) quantifier, a well-known fact discussed in detail 
in Rizzi (1986b) and Cardinaletti (2004).
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Note that it would be perfectly in the spirit of the present approach to also 19.	
interpret the relation between an adverbial expression like ‘in person’ and 
the DP it refers to as once again a case of doubling, where the doublee could 
be merged within the Adverbial PP projection that should be located in the 
Specifier of the relevant functional projection according to Cinque’s (1999) 
hierarchy. The adverbial expression would function as the doubler. The dou-
blee would then move to an argument position in the clause, e.g., to the subject 
position.
The question mark in (16) reproduces the judgment in Belletti (2001b, 2004a, 20.	
Chapter 6 of this volume). See the discussion there.
Notice that this makes explicit through the tools of the present approach a 21.	
generalization that was already essentially noted in Burzio (1986). This con-
clusion will be refined momentarily, taking into account the pronominal nature 
of the postverbal doubler/subject. See the following discussion surrounding 
examples (18) and (19).

			   The PP can be assumed to remain in the vP-internal position; where it is 
interpreted as non-Focus by default; alternatively, it could be assumed to move 
into the lower Topic position. I leave open the decision between the two alter-
natives, difficult to distinguish at the level of current understanding.
In this type of example the PP is naturally interpreted as a further Topic (then, 22.	
filling either an iterated Topic phrase or the position where it is originally 
merged within the vP as pointed out in the previous note). This ‘iteration’ of 
Topics expresses the ‘marginalization’ phenomenology originally identified by 
Antinucci and Cinque (1977). See also Cardinaletti (2001) for recent discus-
sion. Given the assumed vP-periphery, the possibility of associating to it a 
Focus interpretation opens up, assuming the doubler strong pronoun (17) a. 
or the postverbal subject (17) b. to fill the higher Topic Phrase (See Belletti 
2004a, Chapter 6 of this volume for discussion concerning the presence of a 
higher Topic phrase in the vP-periphery). It is not straightforward to imagine 
what the pragmatic situation would be that should favor this interpretation. 
One possibility could be the following exchanges:

i. A: Hanno deciso a chi parleranno?
‘Have they decided to whom they will talk?’

B: Maria parlerà, lei, al dottore; lo sai com’è fatta.
Maria will talk, she, to the doctor; you know the way she is.
Gli altri non so a chi parleranno.
The others I don’t know to whom they will talk
‘As for Maria, she will talk to the doctor, you know the way she is. 
The others I don’t know to whom they will talk.

 ii. A: Ha deciso Maria a quale messaggio risponderà?
‘Has Maria decided to which message she will answer?’

B: Risponderà, Maria, alla lettera
Will anser Maria to the letter
‘Maria will answer to the letter, as far as she is concerned’

A reviewer suggests that lack of interference here might be a consequence of 23.	
the doubling computation along the lines schematized in the following schema 
(22). The pronoun could be taken not to interfere here for Case purposes as 
‘Maria’ fills a Case position in (18). This line of explanation sounds rather 
reasonable and much in the spirit of the present work, even if it requires a 
rather subtle notion of (Case) interference. However, since (strong) pronouns 
are likely to move from their base position (see note 18), as the contrast in (20) 
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strongly suggests, the alternative presented in the text should probably play a 
role anyway in accounting for the pattern in (18) and (19).
Much as clitics have their derivational history due to their clitic nature, so also 24.	
do strong pronouns have theirs. According to the discussion in the text, the 
pronominal area of the clause is higher than the vP-periphery. But, as noted in 
the examples (9) and (10) in the text, this position is still lower than one of the 
possible positions for FQs.
I assume that in CLLD, DP25.	 2 moves through the clause-internal Top phrase. See 
Cecchetto (2000) for this idea.

			   Possibly, the well-known fact that left dislocated PPs do not require the 
clitic in the clause following them

i. Con Gianni non ho ancora parlato
With Gianni not have yet spoken
‘With Gianni I have not yet spoken’

		  could be reduced to Case-theoretic reasons: The preposition introducing the 
dislocated DP can suffice for its Case licencing, thus making the presence of 
the clitic unnecessary. The fact that the clitic can be present might suggest a 
different structure for the original big constituent:

ii. Con Gianni non ci ho ancora parlato
With Gianni not (I) with him(cl) have yet spoken
‘With Gianni, I have not spoken with him yet’

			   In cases like (ii.) the original DP is richer in structure than in cases like (i.), 
involving the iteration of DP projections typical of doubling configurations 
(see Cecchetto and Chierchia 1999 for arguments against the existence of ‘big 
PPs’). The slightly more substandard flavor associated with sentences like (ii.) 
as opposed to CLLD sentences involving a direct object:

iii. Gianni non lo ho ancora conosciuto
Gianni not (I) him (cl) have yet known
‘Gianni, I have not met him yet’

		  might be related to the fact that (ii) involves a less economical structure than 
the one that would suffice for an adequate computation. No violation of gram-
matical principles being involved, (ii.) is not ruled out, but it is just ranked at 
a lower level of acceptability. I leave this speculation at this stage now.

			   As briefly mentioned in section 1.1, it could be that in CLD of the Spanish 
kind the direct object is not moved to the Top phrase, but is left in the comple-
ment position where it realizes its Case through preposition a.
To the extent that a small silent ‘pro’ could be licenced in the postverbal posi-26.	
tion, it could be proposed that sentences containing a preverbal subject involve 
raising of the overt part of the big DP and stranding of ‘pro,’ the mirror image 
of the derivations in (24) and (25):

i. Gianni parlerà [ pro . . .]
Gianni will speak

			   See Barbosa (2000) for a proposal that could share some similarity with 
(i.). I leave open here a detailed discussion of the plausibility of a proposal 
along these lines, just noticing that it seems to be problematic given the (very) 
‘weak’ nature of ‘pro’ and the fact that a weak subject (e.g., egli; Cardinaletti 
and Starke 1999) cannot in general be stranded in the postverbal position. 
Thus, I assume that sentences with a preverbal subject (either overt or non-
overt) do not involve a doubling analysis.
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			   The Agree relation of Chomsky (2004) can still be assumed to be operative 
for the identification of the ‘goal’ (the big DP). The assumption is also main-
tained that the clause has an EPP feature triggering movement of the relevant 
portion of the big DP (the portion corresponding to ‘pro’).
Languages may vary as to the status of ‘pro’ in the nominative position of 27.	
inversion structures. In some languages, or in some cases in some languages 
(see BP, to be discussed in the following note), it could be an ‘expletive.’ We 
could relate the occurrence or nonoccurrence of phi-feature agreement within 
the original big DP to the personal versus expletive nature of ‘pro.’ In those 
cases where ‘pro’ has an expletive status, and it is thus assimilated to French 
il-type expletive, verbal agreement would not obtain with the postverbal sub-
ject. A possibility that is well known to occur in several languages/dialects. I 
assume without further discussion that ‘there’ type expletives constitute a dif-
ferent case along the lines of Moro’s (1997) analysis.
Postverbal subjects are typically possible with unaccusatives in BP. It can be 28.	
suggested that in this case, for reasons yet to be understood, the expletive ver-
sion of ‘pro’ is more readily available in BP, as it is overtly the case in French 
(with expletive il). Note that, according to Figueiredo (1996), the much pre-
ferred option here does not have phi-feature verbal agreement:

i. chegou os livros que eu pedi
arrived the books that I asked
‘The books that I asked for arrived’

And in French as well:29.	

i. Moi, je l’ adore
Me, I her(cl) love
‘As for me, I love her’

ii. Lea, elle viendra
Lea, she will come
‘As for Lea, she will come’

That nominative can be a default Case in Italian is suggested by various facts. 30.	
Consider, for instance, the following sentences where the pronoun is pro-
nounced in isolation or inserted in contexts with no available Case; particu-
larly revealing is the comparison with French and English where, in similar 
contexts, accusative is utilized instead of nominative, accusative functioning 
as the default Case in these languages:

i. A: Chi ha detto questo?
‘Who said that?’

B: Io
I
‘Me’

ii. A: Who said that?
B: Me

iii. Io fare questo? Tu scherzi!
I to do that? You kidding
‘I should do that? You must be kidding’

iv. Moi faire ça? Tu rigoles!
Me to do that? You kidding
‘I should do that? You must be kidding!’
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Carlos Mioto, p.c. The construction in (31) should be kept distinct from 31.	
the one involving an inflected infinitive, complement of verbs like ‘lamenter’ 
(Raposo 1987).
The Focus (Topic) position hosting a postverbal subject must be ‘active’ in the 32.	
language in order for it to be made use of. This is the case in BP, as infinitival 
clauses like (31) suggest. In languages like English or French, on the other 
hand, the (clause-internal) position is not active (in general); hence, although 
PRO is certainly available in the subject position of infinitival clauses, still 
no (overt) subject pronoun can appear in the postverbal position in a way 
comparable to (29) and (31). We might speculate that activation of the clause-
internal Focus (Topic) position is more readily available in null-subject lan-
guages. Then, if the possibility of (31) in BP is a sign of the activation of the 
relevant position, this could be a trace of the once productive null-subject 
nature of the language.
Although (32) b. and c. are totally out, (32) a. may improve if a clear intona-33.	
tional break intervenes between the lexical subject and the following PP. As a 
reviewer interestingly points out, in this case the sentence might be amenable 
to a different analysis than the one suggested in (32) a., along the lines in (i) 
following:

(i)	 pro pensa [ di PRO parlare] Gianni, di questo problema

		  with ‘Gianni’ filling the clause-internal Focus position of the matrix clause, 
doubling the preverbal ‘pro’ in subject position (the PP should fill the lower 
Topic position and the complement infinitival clause possibly the other 
assumed higher Topic position surrounding the low Focus).
On the partly different status of inversion structures in this respect see 34.	
note 37.
This, incidentally, is the one that most closely resembles CLD, with a strong 35.	
pronoun instead of a clitic.
As we have proposed that subject inversion structures are doubling structures 36.	
involving a personal small ‘pro’ moved to the preverbal subject position, the 
proviso must be added to the discourse constraint in (39) that it only refers to 
‘overt’ constituents.

			   Note that in order for (37) a. to be derivable, the DP containing the lexical 
noun phrase must vacate the big DP, as a reviewer appropriately underscores. 
According to our analysis, this implies that it ends up in either Focus or Topic 
position in the vP-periphery. The point that a constraint along the lines in 
(39) tries to make explicit is the reason why the result is only acceptable if the 
second option is taken. The constraint also has a rather broad scope of appli-
cation in that it carries over the cases discussed in the following examples (40) 
through (45).
The comma is utilized here to indicate the pause + downgrading intonation 37.	
typically associated with phrases in the left peripheral Topic position.
As suggested by the status of (42) e., a strong pronoun is ‘richer’ than a clitic in 38.	
the sense relevant for the constraint. A hierarchy emerges for the features com-
puted by the constraint: lexical noun phrase, strong pronoun, clitic. Accord-
ing to Cardinaletti and Starke (1999) an ‘animacy’ feature distinguishes clitics 
from strong pronouns. If quantifiers are added, they are at the lowest position 
in the hierarchy. See the examples in (44) in the text.
As I have assumed throughout, the topic interpretation can be characterized in 39.	
a negative way as ‘non-focus.’ Hence, we can assimilate to topic also the inter-
pretation of the FQ in the position reserved to quantifiers (and not available to 
pronouns) such as the one between the Aux and the PstPrt.
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On the centrality of the ‘person’ feature in determining various syntactic con-40.	
straints across languages and hierarchies of the type suggested in note 38, see 
recent work by Bianchi (2006).
The total impossibility of (i) a. is probably due to the fact, discussed in Car-41.	
dinaletti (2001), that the weak pronoun egli can never appear in a postverbal 
position (independently of its interpretation as topic or focus):

(i) a. *Lui parlerà egli
he (strong) will talk he (weak)

b. *Parlerà(,) egli
will talk he (weak)

			   Note that the obsolete use of the subject pronoun ‘egli’ makes sentences 
like (45) b. rather peculiar in current standard Italian. Interestingly, the con-
trast in acceptability judgment between (45) a. and (45) b. is, nevertheless, 
clearly detectable.
I leave on the side a potential case of SPD involving a PP in that various inde-42.	
pendent factors might be responsible for its nonexistence, ultimately related to 
the presence of a preposition. See note 7 for related considerations for FQ.
‘Maria’ is understood as a kind of ‘afterthought.’ We can speculate that an 43.	
‘afterthought’ is closer to a Topic than to a Focus interpretation, given our 
typology of positions/interpretations; whence the improvement of (46) b. over 
(46) a.
Note that the split is not always necessary: All conditions being equal, the 44.	
following German examples discussed by Grewendorf (2002) might precisely 
illustrate the big DP in the unsplit form, possibly due to the different nature 
of the article/pronoun den in German from Romance-type clitics and strong 
pronouns:

i a. Ich habe den Depp den hinausgeworfen (Grewendorf (2002))
I have the jerk the kicked out
‘I have kicked out that jerk’

b. Ich kann den Kerl den nicht mehr ertragen
I can the character the no longer stand
‘I cannot stand the character any longer’

			   According to Grewendorf (2002) the expressions den Depp den, den Kerl 
den can be analyzed as a big DP where internal movement to its specifier takes 
the place of the DPs den Depp and den Kerl, respectively. Possibly, the English 
examples to be briefly discussed at the end of this work might be amenable to 
a comparable analysis.
For left peripheral Focused phrases we can assume the traditional analysis 45.	
dating back to Chomsky (1977) and propose that there is a Case-marked vari-
able in the clause-internal argument position to which the focused constituent 
is linked, whence no need of a clitic pronoun in the case of focalization. For 
clause-internal focus as a similar process could be assumed to hold at the level 
of LF interpretation.
Note that we are not comparing the doubling versus non-doubling deriva-46.	
tions, but just the ‘economy’ of the initial Lexical Arrays from which the com-
putation starts out.
Or topic, depending on the intonation associated to it.47.	
The following is also possible:48.	

i. I ragazzi risultarono loro, aver risposto alla domanda
The boys turned out they to have answered the question
‘The boys themselves turned out to have answered the question’
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			   The difference between (47) in the text and (i.) is that (i.) has the pro-
noun interpretable as either focus or topic in the usual sense, located in the 
vP-periphery of the matrix clause, as suggested by the necessary associated 
intonation (suggested by the comma).
In constructions involving a clitic the comparative issue necessarily takes a 49.	
different shape depending on whether the languages considered have clitic 
pronouns or not.
The activation of the vP-periphery seems to correlate with the setting of the 50.	
null-subject parameter in the way discussed in some detail in Belletti (2004a, 
Chapter 6 of this volume). See also note 32.

			   It should be noted that sentences like those in (i.), following from Ronat 
(1979), appear to be possible in French:

i a. Je viendrai moi
I will come me

b. J’ai moi rencontré Pierre à la campagne
I have me met Pierre at the countryside

			   These cases of subject doubling might illustrate a limited activation of the 
vP-periphery in French in a way analogous to Italian. This might in turn imply 
a less direct relation to the null-subject parameter. The issue would require a 
deeper analysis of the French data that cannot be pursued here.

Notes to Chapter 9

Sometimes they are even ready to imagine reasons and interpretations for their 1.	
linguistic behavior. This is certainly in the experience of any linguist, who must 
then be very careful in appropriately valuing the comments, as no direct intro-
spective access to the mechanisms responsible for their linguistic behavior can 
be available to the speakers.
For some reference on the comparative perspective in theoretical linguistic 2.	
research, in the area of formal syntax in particular, see Haegeman (1997); 
Rizzi (2000); Chomsky (2002); and the recent contributions in Cinque and 
Kayne (2005).
See, in this particularly rich domain, the work by Benincà; see also Belletti 3.	
(1993b); Poletto (2000); Manzini and Savoia (2005), among many others, for 
theoretically guided dialectal studies in the Romance domain.
See Rizzi (2005) for recent discussion and an overview.4.	
See Rizzi (1993/1994); Wexler (1994); and Hamann (2002), in particular, and 5.	
the references cited therein.
See the references cited in the text and in the preceding note for detailed dis-6.	
cussion and partly different approaches to the developmental issue raised by 
the child null-subject phase.
As well as studies of pathologies of different sorts, for that matter.7.	
Linguistic data from other kinds of pathologies than SLI, such as Down and 8.	
Williams syndromes, are currently being studied intensively. In the same spirit 
presented in the text, they constitute further potential sources of evidence.
Chomsky (1981) and Rizzi (1982).9.	
Where null pronominal referential subjects are marginally possible only in 10.	
particular registers, e.g., in the diary style discussed in Haegeman (1990).
This traditional account should be updated following Cardinaletti’s (2004) 11.	
proposal according to which various preverbal, high subject positions are 
present in the clause structure and one such position is precisely dedicated 
to host pro. Licencing of pro should depend on some formal feature of the 
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relevant functional head with which pro is merged. This assumes, as in Chom-
sky (1995, 2004), that parameters reduce to different features of functional 
heads in general, and that syntactic structures are built up through the general 
compounding operation Merge.
The so-called ‘definiteness effect’ (Milsark 1977; Belletti 1988; Moro 1997; 12.	
among others).
Whenever the answer is expressed through a whole clause, containing the 13.	
verb. See the works cited for detailed discussion.
Cinque (2002); Rizzi (2004b); Belletti (2004b).14.	
See Rizzi (1997), and subsequent literature.15.	
V-movement to some high inflectional head yields the final linear order.16.	
Hence, the possibility opens up of a null-subject language that does not ‘freely’ 17.	
allow for VS. The point is addressed in Belletti and Leonini (2004) and Belletti 
(2005a).
As well as on a close comparison with French partly related Stylistic inversion 18.	
structures as they are analyzed in Kayne and Pollock (1978, 2001), also based 
on native speakers’ grammaticality judgments.
Interesting converging evidence from various Creole languages is also dis-19.	
cussed in Nicolis (2005).
See Belletti (2005a, and also Chapter 10 of this volume) for discussion of this 20.	
aspect. Note that the question opens up how and why the answering strategy 
adopted by the L2 speakers differs from the native one and seems to depend 
on the different L1s, at least in part.
In Belletti and Leonini (2004) the calculation was done by counting the num-21.	
ber of null pronominal subjects spontaneously utilized by the L2 speakers in 
an independent experimental task.
See Belletti, Bennati, and Sorace (2007) for a detailed presentation.22.	
Rizzi and Shlonsky (2007) conjecture that extraction from a low, postverbal 23.	
position is systematically felicitous only in languages that avail themselves of 
a nonovert expletive pro in the preverbal subject position. Null-subject lan-
guages are typically languages of this type. See Nicolis (2005) for converging 
evidence from Creoles. See Belletti (2005b, Chapter 8 of this volume) for a 
partly related discussion involving doubling structures.
Incorporating a cliticized ‘expletive-like’ ‘i,’ as in the analysis of Taraldsen 24.	
(2001).
The reader is referred to Belletti and Hamann (2004) for a closer discussion 25.	
of this point.
Null pronominal subjects are overwhelmingly instantiated in the Italian 26.	
corpus.
The following sentence produced by Lorenzo indicates the appropriate use of 27.	
unaltered form of the Italian complementizer che:

(i) Grazie, signore che mi avete dato un balloncino (Lorenzo 3;7)
thank you sir that me-have.2P given a small-balloon

The discussion here is based on Hamann and Belletti (2006); see the references 28.	
cited there for different aspects of the acquisition of cliticization in different 
modes of acquisition.
Nor in SLI acquisition, according to Hamann and others (2003).29.	
As discussed in Hamann and Belletti (2006), it is worth differentiating between 30.	
bilingual acquisition (two languages acquired from birth; Meisel 1990) and 
child L2 acquisition (second language acquired early on in infancy). While the 
former typically develops faultlessly, apart from some minor possible manifes-
tations of contacts in some areas (Hulk 2000), and does not have developmental 
phases distinguishable from those manifesting themselves in the monolingual 



Notes  335

T&F Proofs: Not for Distribution

acquisition of the two (or more) languages, the latter typically displays pat-
terns of adult L2 acquisition, although a quick development occurs, making 
the acquirer’s linguistic behavior soon virtually undistinguishable from that of 
an early bilingual. The spectrum of subtle variations between these two border 
cases is potentially quite wide as it involves conditions both internal and exter-
nal to the acquirer. The matter will not be pursued any further here.
See Leonini and Belletti (2004); Ferrari (2006); and Leonini (2006).31.	
See Hamann and Belletti (2006) for further detail. Although the placement 32.	
errors reviewed here are never very frequent in the L2 acquisition of French, 
nevertheless they are systematically documented. This is not the case for the 
L2 acquisition of Italian in this domain.
The analysis can also be phrased in terms of Sportiche (1996). For concrete-33.	
ness, I am assuming the analysis in Belletti (1999b, Chapter 5 of this vol-
ume); see this work for further reference on the computations involved in 
cliticization.
This point is discussed in Hamann and Belletti (2006) with reference to the 34.	
issue of cliticization. See also Belletti, Bennati, and Sorace (2007) for related 
considerations in the domain of the discourse properties of VS, discussed in 
section 2.
It is occasionally claimed that object clitics appear earlier in Italian than in 35.	
French in monolingual acquisition. If this is indeed the case, the present con-
sideration could suggest a reason for the shorter delay.

Notes to Chapter 10

Part of the material addressed in this chapter reconsiders the discussion in Bel-1.	
letti (2007) where more detailed attention is devoted to the acquisition issues 
raised by the existence of the answering strategies. (L2) acquisition data will 
only be briefly mentioned here, serving as an independent illustration.
Specifically, the standard literature on the null-subject parameter; see Rizzi 2.	
(1982) and Burzio (1986). As the discussion in the text indicates, inversion is 
not ‘free’ at all in these cases, but discourse related: a new information subject 
is postverbal in a null-subject language like Italian. See Chapters 6, 7, and 8 
for detailed discussion of this aspect.
On the aboutness relation between a preverbal subject and the predicate of the 3.	
clause see Rizzi (2006b) and relevant references cited there. See also Cardina-
letti (2004) for a cartography of preverbal subject positions.

			   SV is also the preferred order utilized in a language like German, thus indi-
cating that the relevant focalization strategy is preserved under V2.
See Chapter 6 for the proposal on the low periphery of the clause, and Chapter 4.	
8 for an illustration of possible uses of the vP-periphery.
On the SV order in languages like Hungarian in contrast with English see the 5.	
analysis in section 3.4 in the context of the discussion of the possible param-
etrization of the location of the new information focus position.
See Belletti (2007) and the discussion in terms of economy as the leading prin-6.	
ciple towards the adoption of the preferred strategy in different languages.
On the possibly expletive or referential nature of the preverbal subject 7.	 pro 
in structures like (1) b. see the discussion in Chapter 8 and section 4 of this 
chapter.
See the discussion in Belletti (2007) on the nature of ‘ce’ as, possibly, a predi-8.	
cate as well, based on Moro (1997), also related to Munaro and Pollock’s 
(2005) analysis of the fixed expression ‘est-ce-que.’ I will not discuss this aspect 
any further here.
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From Stowell (1983); Burzio (1986); and especially Moro (1997).9.	
See also Amritavalli and Jayaseelan (2005) for a similar analysis of clefts. 10.	
See also Belletti (2005a, 2007) for previous discussion and Costa and Duarte 
(2007) for related discussion.
Also addressed in Belletti, Bennati, and Sorace (2007) in the frame of a wider 11.	
discussion of properties of subjects in L2 acquisition. See also (11) and (12).
See Kiss (1998) and Abels and Muriungi (2005) for discussion.12.	
It also automatically provides unique, exhaustive identification, which is prob-13.	
ably not necessarily implied by the simple postverbal subject. Cf. the follow-
ing exchange utilizing the ‘for example’ test presented in Abels and Muriungi 
(2005), incompatible with exhaustiveness:

i.	 a.	 Chi ha parlato al congresso?
		  Who talked at the conference?
	 b.	 Ha parlato Gianni, per esempio
		  has spoken Gianni, for example

According to the proposal in the text, activation of the new information DP 14.	
internal focus position is considered compatible with the aboutness interpre-
tation of the preverbal subject. See the references in notes 1 and 11 for more 
detailed discussion on the DP internal focalization; see also Aboh (2004) for 
a related proposal.
With clefts also implying uniqueness and exhaustiveness. See earlier in the text 15.	
and notes 12 and 13.
In all focus sentences, presumably the whole verbal chunk fills the low focus 16.	
position (assuming that further morphological checking of the verb inflections 
is allowed from this position; see Chapter 6). Note that the subject is prefer-
ably postverbal in all focus sentences like the following in Italian:

i.	 a.	 Che cosa è successo?
		  What happened
	 b.	 Ha parlato Gianni/un ragazzo // E’ arrivato un ragazzo/Gianni
		  has spoken Gianni/a boy // Is arrive Gianni/ a boy

			   Should the subject be preverbal, some presupposition on it is necessarily 
implied. The postverbal location of the subject in i.b. may be obtained with a 
derivation where the lexical subject remains in the low focus position and the 
verb moves above it, exactly as in cases where the subject is itself the (narrow) 
focus of new information, discussed so far.

			   However, the overall picture is more complex: If a further complement is 
present, the postverbal location of the subject does not seem to be equally 
necessary. Note that the complement has to be a PP since VSO is excluded in 
Italian (recall the discussion from Chapter 6; see also iii. following). In this 
case, the subject can either be preverbal or postverbal Cf. ii.:

ii.	 a.	 Che cosa è successo?
	 b.	 Un ragazzo ha parlato con Gianni//Gianni arrivato da Roma
		  a boy has spoken with Gianni//Gianni is arrived from Roma
	 c.	 Ha parlato un ragazzo con Gianni//E’arrivato Gianni da Roma
		  has spoken a boy with Gianni//Is arrived Gianni from Roma

			   If the predicate is transitive, as VSO is excluded in Italian, the subject is 
necessarily preverbal in these cases:

iii.	 a.	 Che cosa è successo?
	 b.	 Gianni/un ragazzo ha rotto un vaso
		  Gianni/a boy has broken a vase
	 c.	 *Ha rotto Gianni/un ragazzo un vaso
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			   These observations indicate that in all focus sentences the subject can leave 
the low focus position to reach the high subject EPP position. However, this 
possibility is limited to cases where the predicate contains a complement. No 
option is available in Italian if the lexical complement is a direct object: In this 
case the subject has to be preverbal and VSO is excluded. As I assume, in accord 
with cartographic guidelines, that optionality is only apparent when word 
order issues are at stake, the optionality in ii.b. and c. should be no exception 
and be only apparent. Subtle interpretive differences must distinguish ii.b. and 
ii.c.; a closer discussion is, however, left open for the time being, as it would 
take us too far afield. See Calabrese (1992) for relevant discussion.
The Sicilian variety is the one described in Cruschina (2004) where the exam-17.	
ples in (10) are given.
See Cruschina (2004) and Puskas (2000).18.	
It is a natural expectation, given the suggested parametrization, that there 19.	
should be languages where both new information focus and contrastive/cor-
rective focus be realized in the low periphery of the clause. Such languages 
would be the mirror image of Hungarian and Sicilian.
The reader is directly referred to these studies for a closer discussion especially 20.	
concentrating on the acquisition questions arising in this domain.
The questions were of the type: ‘Who called?’ ‘Who took the flowers?’ ‘Who 21.	
left?’ as in the examples in the lists I. and II. from the questionnaire. The ques-
tions were formulated with respect to the scene the experimental subjects had 
just seen in the video and contained transitive, intransitive, and unaccusative 
verbs. See the references cited for further details on the experimental setting.
Rizzi (1993/1994, 2006a). See also Friedmann (2002) for a closely related 22.	
proposal in the domain of language pathology.
Resorting to Truncation rather than to reduction of the CP predicate in the 23.	
cleft structure seems fairly widespread in BP. More so than, for example, in 
French, according to the data collected so far. However, corpus data might 
turn out to be revealing in this domain. I leave this aspect for further study.
This is not a peculiarity of BP, but a general property of pseudoclefts; the fol-24.	
lowing pair illustrates with Italian:

i.	 Cleft: E’ Maria	 che ha parlato (it is Maria that (who) spoke)
	 Pseudocleft: Chi ha parlato è Maria (who spoke is Maria)

See Guesser (2007a) and references cited there for the analysis of the limited 25.	
possibility of referential null subjects in embedded contexts in BP.
The reference here is to the so-called DE, on which see Belletti (1988); Milsark 26.	
(1977); and some discussion in Chapter 7 of this volume. The few cases of 
VS with non-unaccusative verbs in the BP data are all VOS examples, which 
Guesser (2007b) treats as instances of topicalization of the [VO] verbal por-
tion in the low periphery and focalization of the new information subject in 
the same area, as in the derivation discussed in Chapter 6 for the same word 
order in Italian. The few cases of definite postverbal subject with an unac-
cusastive verb are analyzed as instances of the classical exception to DE, giving 
rise to the so-called ‘uniqueness’ interpretation, compatible with the low focus 
position. See Guesser (2007b) for a detailed discussion of all of the few cases 
of VS found in her corpus.
The possible special status of unaccusatives in this domain is also addressed in 27.	
Belletti, Bennati, and Sorace (2007) in the context of the analysis of L2 Italian 
near-native data.
As i. illustrates, focalization of the object shows the availability of an interest-28.	
ing Case-agreement pattern in Italian. The pattern deserves an attention that I 
leave open for further investigation.
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i.	 a.	 Sono i ragazzi [— [ che (Maria) ha incontrato (Maria)—]]
		  (they) are the kids that Maria has met—
	 a′	 E’ i ragazzi che Maria ha incontrato
		  it is the boys that Maria has met
	 b.	 Sono io che Maria ha incontrato
		  (I) am that Maria met
	 b′	 E’ me che Maria ha incontrato
		  it is me that Maria has met

In Starke (1995), the proposal is formulated that a CP level is always present 29.	
in all types of small clauses (also assumed in Chapter 2 of this volume, for the 
analysis of past participial small clauses). The proposal presented here is that 
a CP can count as a small clause if an EPP feature is present at the level of CP, 
as discussed in the text.
See Rizzi and Shlonsky (2007) for further detail on the proposal.30.	
The proposal is compatible with a derivation where the subject of the small 31.	
clause in the EPP (predication) position is raised to this position from inside the 
relative clause predicate, as in the raising analysis of relatives (see Bianchi 1999 
and Kayne 1994 for the relation between clefts and relatives). I leave this aspect 
of the analysis open. Alternatively, a silent pro may fill the subject position of 
the (relative) predicate as in the analysis of pseudorelatives reviewed in (20).
Rialland, Doetjes, and Rebuschi (2002) also discuss sentences like the follow-32.	
ing in French:

i.	 a.	� C’est il y a quelque mois seulement que les galibis ont adopté un 
alphabet

		  it is just a few months that the gabilis have adopted an alphabet
	 b.	 C’est avec plaisir que je vous reçois
		  it is with pleasure that I receive you
	 c.	 C’est ma sœur qui va rigoler!
		  It is my sister that is going to laugh

			   Interestingly, the authors claim that these sentences have a different pro-
sodic pattern than ‘regular’ clefts and are ‘. . . not used to answer questions,’ 
thus implicitly recognizing that clefts are indeed used as answering strategies 
in French, as claimed here. According to the authors, these sentences are broad 
focus sentences. Thus, in the frame of our analysis, it can be proposed that 
they are instances where the whole CP small clause complement of the copula 
is in the low focus position. The sentences in i. could be the analogue of the 
answer in (22) A where the CP pseudorelative complement of the perception 
verb vedere is involved. The proposal is left here at the stage of a suggestion, 
open to further investigation.
The possible existence of more than one position, beside the Force head, host-33.	
ing a complementizer in the articulated CP, exploited in various languages, 
is argued for in Benincà and Poletto (2004). The possibility is also exploited 
in BP, as Mioto (2003) discusses, illustrating instances of both left peripheral 
focalization and wh-questions where the focused element or the wh-phrase 
is linearly followed by the complementizer (hence, it is hierarchically higher; 
examples from Mioto 2003):

i.	 a.	 [F O João] que a Maria disse que encontrou no cinema
		  The J. that the M. said that—met at the movie theatre
	 b.	 [F Aquele carro] que o João comprou
		  that car that the J. bought

			   i.a. thus contrasts with the truncated subject cleft in (14) and (15) c. in BP.
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This is not say that left peripheral focalization and cleft focalization in the 34.	
left periphery are interchangeable. A presupposition of existence is implied in 
the focalization by means of a cleft, which is contributed by the presence of 
the copula. Thus, while the indefinite quantifier “nessuno” is perfectly com-
patible with contrastive-corrective focalization in the left periphery, it is not 
possible in a (left peripheral) cleft (thanks to Paola Benincà for pointing out 
the contrast):

i.	 a.	 NESSUNO ho incontrato
		  Nobody I met
	 b.	 *(Non) E’ NESSNO che ho incontrato
		  It is (not) nobody that I met

Recall that the ill-formed answers in (31) could not be obtained through focal-35.	
ization in the vP-periphery of the copula moving from the EPP position of the 
defective CP complement as this derivation would violate RM. See the discus-
sion in the text surrounding the examples (27) and (28).

			   Similarly, an embedded subject behaves as the object in (31): It is equally 
impossible in new information (reduced) clefts in French, for the same locality 
reason. Thanks to Kensuke Takita for noticing the prediction and to Domin-
ique Sportiche for the relevant judgments on French:

i. Q. Qui crois-tu qui est venu
Who do you think came

A. a * C’est Jean (=C’est Jean (que je crois qui est venu))
b Je crois que c’est Jean

Recall the limited instances in (3) in Italian.36.	
I assume in (33) that the subject moves to the high focus position from a 37.	
postverbal position, as in the traditional analysis of subject extraction in Rizzi 
(1982). See Rizzi and Shlonsky (2007) for more recent discussion. On the pos-
sible referential or expletive status of pro in these structures, see the discussion 
in the references cited and in Chapter 8. The issue is tangential for the argu-
ment developed here.
See Rizzi and Shlonsky (2007) for a related proposal.38.	
The proposed analysis of clefts in (35) is also compatible with a situation 39.	
where a language would distinguish the shape of the lower complementizer of 
clefts from that of the complementizer expressing (declarative) Force. If such 
a language exists, one should assume that the lower complementizer would 
not reach the Force head in this language, an empirical issue worth checking 
in closer detail.

Notes to Chapter 11

The pronouns considered are third person singular personal pronouns.1.	
I will not extend the analysis to the DP 2.	 edge for the time being here, although 
the essential idea may naturally extend to the DP domain.
As it will be pointed out in section 5, the proposal is somewhat close to the 3.	
spirit of Kayne (2005b), although the kind of doubling computation exploited 
here is different, in particular for those aspects related to Th-role assignment. 
See Chapter 8 for some discussion on this point. I thank V. Bianchi and D. 
Lillo-Martin for pointing out the possible connection with classical principle 
B. A detailed articulation of this general consequence is, however, left for fur-
ther future development.
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As is well known, in the case of HT, but not in CLLD, a strong pronoun or 4.	
an epithet may also resume the topic. See note 5 for some considerations on 
this point.
Both (5) b./(6) b. and (12) are marginal, as they both involve an island viola-5.	
tion. However, (12) compares to totally unacceptable structures as those in 
(11), whence the impression of an amelioration. In (5) b./(6) b. no similar 
comparison is available, whence the prevalent impression of a degraded sta-
tus. The amelioration effect in (12) can come as a consequence of the fact that 
deletion of the copy of the relative head in the Merge position may be taken 
not to be complete, as it is in (11), but partial. A partial copy of the raised rela-
tive head would still be present within the strong island, thus movement out of 
the local domain does not affect the whole original big DP in (12) (see Belletti 
2006 for a more detailed presentation of this proposal).

			   A close discussion of what counts as an island configuration goes beyond 
the aims of the present discussion. Schematically, it can be assumed that move-
ment always targets the closest Spec position. If Spec/NP is not an accessible 
Spec for the relative raising head (possibly an extended sense of ‘improper 
movement’), the Complex-NP violation of the examples in the text follows. 
This is close to the standard interpretation of CNPC in terms of Subja-
cency, where Spec/NP could not count as a possible ‘escape hatch’ (Chomsky 
1973).
Moreover, movement is not the only factor determining the existence of recon-6.	
struction. So, the overall issue is more complex. Since it is not central to the 
present discussion, it will not be developed any further (see Sportiche 2007 for 
a recent approach to reconstruction; see Aoun, Choueiri, and Hornstein 2001 
for related discussion).

			   A further difference between CLLD and HT is that in HT, but not in CLLD, 
the topic can be resumed by a strong/topic pronoun or an epithet, rather than 
a clitic:

i.	 a.	 Di Giorgio, ne hanno parlato bene/*hanno parlato bene di lui
		�  Of Giorgio, of-him-cl they have spoken well/ have spoken well of 

him
	 b.	� Giorgio, hanno parlato bene di lui/ di quel furbacchione

(Benincà (1988; 60 a, b)
		  Giorgio, they have spoken well of him/ of that artful guy
	 c.	 (Quanto a) Gianni, ho parlato con lui, (e mi è parso convinto)
		  (As for) Gianni, I have spoken with him (and he looked conviced)
	 d.	 (Quanto a) Gianni, ho parlato con lui, in persona
		  (As for) Gianni, I have spoken with him, personally

			   Both resumption with a strong pronoun and with an epithet may be com-
patible with the doubling analysis assuming an original big DP containing the 
epithet [DP quel furbacchione di [DP ]], or the strong pronoun [DP lui [DP]] 
(see Chapter 8 for the analysis of strong pronoun doubling involving struc-
tures of the latter type). It may be somewhat tentatively proposed that both 
an epithet and a strong pronoun seem to imply a deictic feature (of contrast?) 
that is incompatible with the pure topic status of a left dislocated constitu-
ent but not with a hanging topic; whence the impossibility of a resumptive 
epithet or strong pronoun in CLLD. This could in turn be related to the more 
independent status of a hanging topic in contrast to a left dislocated constitu-
ent mentioned in the introduction and to be formally expressed through the 
analysis in (25).
But see Benincà and Poletto (2004) and section 4.7.	
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Possibly, speakers may try to accept (18) b. on the basis of the possibility of 8.	
CLLD closely related structures to be discussed momentarily in (19) and (20). 
Whence the ‘ ?* ’ diacritics as a way to characterize uneasiness.
For relevant cartographic analyses in this connection see Rizzi (1997); Roussou 9.	
(2000); Benincà and Poletto (2004); Haegeman (2004); and Bocci (2004).
On the possibility of iteration see Chapter 8; but see current work by V. Bianchi 10.	
for critical discussion.

			   CLLD structures like those in (2) and (20) b., where the left dislocated 
phrase is a lexical noun phrase, can still be analyzed as in (4). When the pro-
noun and its lexical antecedent are components of the same original big DP, 
there should be no need of a further silent pronoun at the CP edge. The inter-
pretive requirement can be satisfied by the pronoun DP internally, given the 
very nature of the big DP.
Spec of a zero topic head, in a language like Italian.11.	
I do not address here the interesting issue as to how the antecedent can be 12.	
selected by the pronoun in discourse where some locality-type regulating prin-
ciple is likely to be operative. See Frascarelli (2007) for relevant considerations 
concerning the selection of the antecedent for a null subject.

			   The proposed account is close to the spirit of Huang’s (1984) analysis of 
zero objects in Chinese, in terms of an ec bound by a (possibly silent) topic; cf. 
the similarity of (26) a. and i. following:

i.	 a.	 Zhangsan shuo [Lisi bu renshi ec ]
		  Zhangsan says [ Lisi not know (him)]
	 b.	 neige reni, Zhangsan shuo [Lisi bu renshi eci ]
		  that man, Zhangsan says [ Lisi not know (him)]

I assume that a big DP cannot be freely generated. In particular, it is not avail-13.	
able in the HT position with the effect that a silent doubler at the edge cannot 
be available in this case; hence it is the HT pronoun itself that must reach 
the edge, where it remains silent. An iterated big DP is solely merged clause-
internally, to ultimately serve discourse or licencing requirements. None is 
needed in the peripheral HT position. Hence the DP does not need to be iter-
ated; it is consequently not iterated.
As there is no further intervening Force head, due to the defective nature of the 14.	
HT/CP, no formal locality RM-type principle is violated. This might explain 
why the structure is not simply ruled out by everybody.
If a similar mechanism is involved at the DP 15.	 edge, by considering DP an inde-
pendent phase, it would be responsible for DP-related binding conditions 
(Gianni apprezza [sua sorella])/John likes his sister). As mentioned in note 
2, the precise extension of the proposal to DPs is left open for further future 
development.
Similarly to the attested developmental stage in acquisition that leads to the 16.	
Root Infinitive and Child Null-Subject phenomena; see Rizzi (2006a) and 
Hamann (2002) and references cited there.
At this suggestive level, the reasons for this limitation will not be explored 17.	
further here, nor will its precise scope.
The quasi-deictic value of the contrast/correction involved in left peripheral 18.	
focalization should constitute an alternative mechanism through which the 
pronoun gets connected to its antecedent. A proposal that certainly needs fur-
ther development, but which I tentatively assume here.
See also Meinunger (2007) for further examples and the identification of 19.	
the relevant discourse and structural conditions permitting clause initial 
object es.
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Whenever the topic marker is pronounced, it should then be taken to fill a 20.	
lower position than the edge position. That several topic positions may be 
present in the Japanese left periphery is a plausible assumption to make (Saito, 
p.c.). The detection of different conditions associated to the different positions 
(as has been done for the distinction between HT and CLLD in Italian) cannot 
be addressed in adequate detail here.

			   According to Ahn and Cho’s (2006) analysis, the wh-word in Korean can 
be moved into the LD position in the left periphery through a doubling deri-
vation, stranding a silent pronoun in the clause-internal position. Adapting 
their proposal, it could be assumed that the relation between the high silent 
topic marker of the wh-word and the (also silent) clause-internal pronoun, is 
responsible for the D-linked interpretation in a way closely parallel to what 
has been assumed for CLLD in Italian in (19); the silent pronoun at the edge 
in Italian and the silent topic head marker at the edge in Korean would assure 
the relevant discourse connected, hence D-linked interpretation.
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focus 6–7, 70, 111, 181, 194–201, 
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L-marked 325n18
preverbal 9, 214, 39n26
right peripheral 31
TOP position 31, 38, 42, 288n25
topicalized 108
VP adjoined 54
VP internal 73, 128, 198, 200, 

321n42, 325n19, 328n21
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