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Subject Pronouns; The pronominal system of Itallan vs. French
Donna Jo Napoli
University of Michigan

1. Introduction, It is often assumed that a rule of Subject Pro-
noun Drop (SPD) exists in some modern Romance languages, including
Italian, Spanish, Portuguese, and Rumanian (as in Perlmutter 1971,
Chomsky and Lasnik 1977, and very frequently in the llterature on
Romance syntax in general). The proposal of this paper is that
there is no rule of SFD in Itallan, but, rather, a rule of -Nomin-
ative Clitic Drop (NCD). The distinction is important for under-
standing the pronominal system of Ttalian (and, I suspect, of
Romance in general). It is also important in that it removes SED
from the set of deletlon rules of -Italian and inserts NCD, a rule
with different properties, into that set., I will argue that this
change in the set of deletlon rules 1s necessary for independent
reasons and that optional pronoun deletion rules, of which SFD
would have been an example, should be excluded from the set of
possible deletion rules of any language.

2, The Data, An examination of the nominative pronoun systems in
French and Tialian reveals the contrasts below, (I use the first
person singulor pronoun for exemplification, but the statements
hold of all persons and both numbers.)

A, Nominative clitic proncuns appear in surface sentences in French
but not in Itallan, (For a discussion of si, see Section 5 below, }

(1) J'al vu Marle, (2) Ho visto Maria, 'I saw Maria.'

In 1l j' {the reduced form of Je 'I') is a nominative clitic pro-
noun. In 2 there is no nominative at all., For arguments that

J' is eclitic, see Kayne 1975, where 1t is pointed out that clities
contrast with noncllitles in the followilng ways: they cannot recelve
an ilntdénation peak; they come in a fixed order; +they cannot be
conjoined; they cannot be separated from the verb by material
other than clitic material.

B. Nonclitic nominative pronouns do not appear in subject position
in surface sentences in French, but they do in Italian.

(3)*Mol al vu Marie. (of, 7 below)
(4) Io ho visto Maria. 'I saw Maria,'

The reader can use Kayne's tests in A, above to determine that
moil and io are not clitie, That io is the surface subject of 4
1s argued in Section 4,2, Point 2 below,

C. The nominative clitic pronouns of French need not be homophon-
ous with the nominative tonie pronouns (although they may be).
But the nominative pronouns which occur with a verd in [talian
(as in 4), are always homophonous with the nominative tonic pro-
nouns. By 'tonle' I mean that form which can stand in the ab-
sence of a verb,
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(5) Qi a vu Marle? -Moi. (Contrast to j' of 1.)
(6) chi a visto Marla? -Io., (Compare to io of &4,)
'Who saw Maria?'

D, French allows wsmw is commonly called Left Dislocation from
subject position. That is, 1t allows the structure in which
there is an NP in tople position followed by an S which has a
nominative pronoun (of course for French this is a subject clitic
pronoun). Itallan does not allow Left Dislocation from subject.

(7) Moi, j'al vu Marie, (8)*Io, io ho visto Maria,
'Me, I saw Marie,'

This contrast holds even if the NP in topic position is noil a
pronour,

(8) Jean, i1 a vu Marie. (10)*Gianni, 1lui ha visto Maria.
'John, he saw Marie,'

However, in both languages a toplc NP may be understood as core-
ferentlial with a full NP in subject position, A common example
of this type would be with an epithet in subject position.?

Appw Jean, cet idiot 1'a failt,
(12) Giamni, quell'idiota 1'ha fatto di nuovo,
*John, that 1diot did it (agaif.'

E, And, finally, French disallows sentences with no surface sub-
Ject, whereas Italian allows them,

{13) *A1 vu Marie. (ef, 1) (14) Ho visto Marla, (=2)

The obligque pronoun systems of French and Ttalian, instead,
are identical with regard to these properties, with ihe excepilon
of G below, Let me demonstrate with 3rd person, masculine,sg.,
ascusative pronouns. But datives of any person, either gender,
and either number could as well have dmma.smmm.w {But see the
appendix.) By 'oblique' I mean nonnominative.

F. (parallel to A) Accusative clitic pronouns appear in surface
sentences in both French and Italian,

(15) Je 1le vois, (16) (Io) lo vedo. 'T see it,'
Le in 15 and 1o in 16 are accusative clitics,

G, (paralld to B) Nonclitlc accusative pronouns do net readily

appear in direct object position in French, but they do in
Italian,

(17)*Je vois H:p.: (18) (Io) vedo lui, 'I see him.'
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St11l, much more frequent than 18 is a structure like 19, in
which no noneclitic accusative pronoun occurs,

]
(19) E 1ul che (o) vedo. 'Tt's him that I see.'

Luil in 19 is a nominative, not an accusative {although it is
homophonous with the accusative lul of 18), as we can see in 20,
of the same structure, where io 1s the nominative Atduor is not
homophoneus with the nonclitic accusative me of Lui vede me,)

{20} Sono io che (1ui) vede, 'It's me that he sees.'

H,(parallel to C) Accusative clitic pronouns need not be homophon-
ous with tonle accusatives (although they may be) in both langua-
ges.

(21} QU regardait-elle? -Lui., (Contrast to le in 15,)
(22) Chi guardava? ~Lui, (Contrast to lo in 18,)
'Who was she looking at?'

I.{parallel to D).Both languages allow Left Dislocation from
direct object position.

Amuvhcm.um<mcxwm<opﬂ.ﬁm:vhgp.AHOv<omHHo<mmmHHo.
. '"Him, I want to see him.'

This is true {and more natural for a 3rd person toplc) even 1f
the NP in topic pesitlion is not a pronoun.

(25) Jean, je veux le voir. (26) Giamnni, (io) voglio vederlo.

J.(parallel to E) Both French and Italian disallow surface sen-
tences which are missing accusative objects obligatorily subca-
tegorized by the verbs lnvolved unless those objects have been
moved (as by Wh-Mvt) or deleted subject to recoverability {as in
a Gapplng sentence),?

(27)*J'ai mis sur la table. (cf. Je 1'al mis sur la table.)
(28)*Ho messo sulla tavola. {ef. L'ho messo sulla tavela.)
*T put{it)on the dining table.' .

3+ An Explanatory Analysis, The fact that the nominative pronoun
systems of French and Itallan contrast in these ways while the
oblique pronoun systems are quite similar can be explained with
the following analysis.

In Italian base generated subject pronouns are obllgatorily
cliticlzed and subseguently obligatorily deleted by a rule of '
Nominative Clitic Drop {N(D), If there is a nominative pronoun
base generated in topic position, this pronoum_then can move into
subject position, I assume here the PS rules 5 =Topic § and
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T mrmw , discussed in Chomsky 1977, The derivation of
Comp 4 g

2 would be as in 29; that of 4 would be as in 30,

{29) AmmHH<m&Hol of 2)
a.vase:sL U JCL JC [ 'pronoun"} ﬂ.ﬁm.m._..u [ ho visto m.\‘_.\ug
m Tople g Comp S NP tense VP VP 883
v. cliticization of CL 1 (Gast ummﬁﬁ?s&:uﬁw
subject pronoun: S NP tense VP Aux

c. NCD: CU 1 past] M.ﬂl:o..w...uuu”_
3 NP

tense VP Aux

d. surface: Ho visto Maria.

a. dwwww meﬂﬂwmu OHH_. mVﬁ_.wﬂoao:s..u [ past}Tho visto ZmHHmUJulu

S Topic S Comp S NP tense VP VP 58S

b. c¢liticization of Just as In 29b.
subject pronoun:
c. NCD: Just as in 2%c.
d. Nominative topic lowers into subject positlon:

L { 20T 3rrio7] (past) [ho visto Marlal 1]

¥ Topic S Comp S NP tense VP VP 588
e, surface: Io ho visto Maria.

Many questions arise as to the viabllity of the above analy-
sls. These are handled in Sectlon 4, PFor now let me point out
exactly how this analysis will account for the data offered in
Section 2,

First, consider A and F. French exhiblts surface clitics of
all cases because it has no clitic dropping rules., Italian exhi-
bits only obligue surface clitics because 1t has an obligatory
nominative e¢litic dropping rule (NCD).

Second, consider B. (The discussion of G will be saved for
last.) French subject pronouns are obligatorily cliticlzed. But
French has no rule of Tople Lowering into Subject Pesition (let
me ¢all it Lowering). Itallan subject pronouns are obligatorily
cliticized, then obligatorily deleted. At this peint a nominative
tople can be lowered into subject position.

Third, consider C and H, Pronouns that mppear in swrface
subject position in Italian must be homephonous with tonic
ronouns precisely because they are generated in tople position
which is a position requiring the tonmic form) and only subseguent-
ly lowered into subject position. Since there 1s no Lowering
rule for French and since Lowering applies only into subject posl-
tlon in Italian, the subject pronouns of French (which are clitie)
and the oblique pronouns in clitlc position of both languages need
not be homophonous with their case-corresponding tonic forms,
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Fourth, consider D and I, Base generated toplcs can be co-
referential with any NP in the S. Thus French exhibltis left
Diglocation from any NP positicon and Italian exhibits Left Dislo-
cation from oblique positions and from subject position when a
full NP occupies subject position {as in 12). But if there is a
surface subject pronoun in Italian, that pronoun was moved there
by Lowering. Since topic position cannot be filled in the base by
two coreferential NP's, once a nominative pronoun has been low-
ered into subject position, there will be no NP left in toplc
position to be coreferentlsl with the subject pronoun. Hence,
what looks like Left Dislocation from subject position where
subject position is filled with a pronoun is impossible in
Ttalian,

Fifth, consider E and J, French has no NCD: Itallian does,

Flnally, let us turn to G, In French cliticlzation of @HM:
nouns is obligatory, whether from subject or oblique position,
But 1t would appear that in Italian cliticization is optional
from oblique position, Notlice that obligatory cliticlzation of
subject pronouns in Itallan followed by optional Lowering results
in surface nominative tonic pronouns in subject position, It
would seen natural, then, to extend this analysis to oblique pro-
nouns by saying tonic obligque pronouns (as in 18) are moved to
their surface positlon by a rule which lowers an NP from topic
position into obligque position, But oblique clitic pronouns
are not dropped in Itallan (see 28), Thus, if we allowed topics
to lower into obllque position, we would predict the existence of
sentences with both a tonic and an oblique clitic pronoun of the
same case.

{31)}*Elena lo ha visto iui, 'Elena saw him,'

But 31 is not a good S in Standard Italian, There are varieties
of Italian which do allow the doubling effect in 31, There are
also varieties of Spanish which allow (or even require for cer-
tain cases--see Schroten 1980 and Rivas 1977) such a doubling
effect, But drawing conclusions about the rules involved in
preducing $'s 1ike 31 in such varietles should be avoided with-
out a study of the entire pronominal systems of these varieties,
a stuwdy I am unable to undertake presently.

One way to salvage a hypothetlcal rule of Lowering into
oblique pesitlon would be to require the oblique ¢litic to be
dropped just in case Lowering applies. Thus 31 would drop lo,
ylelding the good 32, '

{32) Elena ha visto lui,

But such a condition on Lowering 1s ad-hoc. Furthermore, I will
argue in Section 4.2, Point 1 below that 1t is the fact that
Italian has a rule of N(D which allows Italian to have a rule of
Lowering from topic position into subject position, Thus to
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have oblique clitic dropping be conditioned by tople lowering in-
to obligue position would be te claim the opposite correlation
between the two types of rules from that which T defend in
Section 4.2,

Another argument against the exlsience of toplc lowering in-
to oblique position in Italian is-offered by the fact that Left
Dislocation can apply from obligque position in Ttalian, in con-
trast to the facts on subject position (see 24 and 26 vs. 8 and
10). If tonic oblique pronouns were moved into their surface
position by a rule of toplic lowering into oblique position, we
would not be able to generate Left Dislocation sentences with a

coreferential oblique strong pronoun in the 5, But such S's are
grammatical,

(33)Gianni, volevo invitare (proprioc) lui.
'Gianni, I wanted to invite (exactly) him.'
Glannl, non ricordo di aver mal parlato a jul.
'Gianni, I don't recall ever having talked to him.'

For these reasons I reject the idea that there existz a rule
of Lowering into oblique position. The only alternative is that
clitlelzation from obligue position is optional in Italian, Why
should this be? Notice that the existence of S's 1ike 18 beside
S's like 4, both repeated here for convenlence,

Awkw {Io) vedo 1ui,(=18) 'I see hinm,"
(35) Io ho visto Maria, (=4) 'I saw Maria.’

results in a surface parallelism between the nominative and
obligue pronoun systems of Italian, I suggest that cliticization
frem oblique position in Itallan is not obligatory preclsely be-
cause its optionality will allow for this surface parallelism,
That 1s, cliticization from obligue position 1s optional due *o
some analoglcal process which takes 4 as 1ts standard and allows
18, conforming to 4, I have no empirical evidence that this must
be the case. And if analogy can be shown not to be the modus
operandl for the exlstence of 18, so be 1t, The fact remains
that eliticization from obligue position is optional in Italian.

In conclusion, the analysis offered in this section iakes
the pronominal systems of French and Italian to have the follow-
ing identical characteristics,

Both languages have clitics of all cases.

Both languages have obligatory cliticization from subjects.

Both languages allow base generated topic NP's which are

coreferential with NP's in any position within the 8,
The languages' pronominal systems differ in three ways.

Itellan has obligatory NCD. French has no such rule.

Ttallan has opticnal Lowering into subjeet. French doesn't,

Itallian has optional clitlcization from oblique position

whereas French has obligatory cliticization from there.
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I have suggested that the optionality of cliticization from
oblique position in Italian is due to analogy with the surface
positions in which we find nominative tonic pronouns., If this is
correct, then this third difference between French and Italian
follows from the first two differences, ) ,

I will argue in Seetion 4.2 that the possibility of Lowerln
exlsts only because Itallan has NCD, Therefore this second
difference between French and Itallan follows from the first.

In sum, all the differences noted in Section 2 follow from
one baslc difference between French and Italian: +the latter has
NCDy the former does not.

4. The Viabllity of This Analysis. Many questions come to mind
when one considers the analysls offered in Section 3. In this
sectlon I will try %o answer those questions, concluding that
the analysis of Section 3 is viable congldering both the struc-
tures of French and Italian in particular and syntactic theory
in genersal,

4,1, NCD, Point 1., Why should French not have NCD but Italian
have such a rule? Consider what would happen to a French sen-
tence if there were a rule of NCD. For the singular in all per-
sons and the plural in the 3rd person the regular verbs would be
"heard" identlcally. Furthermore, for regular adjectives in
French,in non-liaiszon contexts,number is not heard, Thus dele-
tion of a nominative clitic would he nonrecoveratle in many
instances, On the other hand, in Italian the smmd inflection
unigquely determines both person and number zwﬁr,mmopm&mﬂ excep-
tion of the present of the irregular verb essere "be' {where

the lst sg. and the 3rd pl. are both sono) and the regular
exception of the present subjunctive {where the sg. is the same
for all persons) and the past subjunctive (where the first and
second persons sg. are the same), Furthermore, number is heard
on adjectives, and adjectlves occur very frequently with essere,
Thus deletion of a nominative clitic would be recoverable in
most instances., And, directly to the point is the fact that for
many speakers of Itallan a subject pronoun (the tonic pronoun)
must appear in subjunctive c¢lauses where the V does not uniquely
determine person and number. The possibility for a nomlnatlve
clitic dropping rule occurs in Italian, then, because such a de-
letion would be recoverable. The possibility does not occur in
French because such a deletion would not be recoverable.

Point 2, Why is NCD obligatory? In Section 5 I will claim
that all pronoun deletion rules must be obligatory. Since NCD
1s a pronoun deletlon rule, 1t must be obligatory. .

Point 3. Why have a NCD rule at all? That 1s, why not just
base generate S's llke 2 with no NP in subject position (and,
hence, no nominative oyw&poV at any point in the derivation?
There are many reasons agalnst base generating these NCD 8's
without a subject. This proposal woudld wreak havoc with any
rule that involves subject NP's. For example, interpretlve rules
which call for sibject control, such as Equi with certain V's,
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would be lmpossibvle to state. Transformational rules which move
sibjects, such as Ralsing into Subject Position (subject-to-sub-
Jeet raising) would be impossible to state, Rules which crucial-
ly involve the subject NP in any way would defy formalimation,
Even morpho-syntactic rules like Subject-Verb Agreement would be
unstateable . Yet all these rules apply in the same way to NCD
S's as to sentences with full NP subjects. :

Point &, If NCD exlsts, then clitic subjects exist in
Ttalian at some polnt in the derlvation, Shouldn't we then ex-
peet to find both present dlalects of Italian where nominative
clitics are present in the surface and an older stage of Standard
Italian in which nominative clitles were present in the surface?
I don't know, Surely, it seems unlikely that a language would
develop nominative clitics and then simultaneously add an obliga-
tory rule of NCD so that at no stage in the history of that lan-
guage do nomlinative clitics appear in the surface. However, it
1s not a loglcal impossibility, Furthermore, the existence of
dialects of Italian today which have nominative clitics in the
surface is not a logleal necessity of this hypothesis, although,
if there were none, I would have to claim that all dialects of
Ttalian adopted a NCD rule, in contrast to the nelghboring
Romance language French, which did not., In any case, the analy~
sls here does predict (although I am not making any claims about
expectations or probabilities) the possibility of present dia-
lects of Ttalian and older stages of Standard Itallan which ex-
hibit nomlnative clities, And this prediction is borne out,

Thus many dialects of Itallan have nominative clitics which be~
have syntactically like the nominative clitics of French. And
01d Tuscan (which 1s taken as an older stage of “standard” lan-
guage) likewise has nominative clitics., I cite here two examples
from Rolhfs 1949, but many many more are offered thera.

(36) 01d Tuscan: I 1'appello ben per madre mia., ‘I call her
for my mother.' (Here "I" is a clitie {not just a re-
duced form) for 1st person sg. Rolkfs reports 2nd per-
son examples with "it'"™ or "ti" as nominative and 3rd
person ones with "e" or "gli" as nominative,)

(37) Florentine vernacular today: Io e' continual a fare
all'amore co' Renzino. 'I continued to make love with
Renzino.' (Here "lo e'™ is like the "mol je" of French
example 7. Note that "io" is not required, just as
"mol” 1is not required. Thus RolWfs reports examples
like "e' diceo..."'l was saying..,')

4.2, Lowering. Polnt 1. Why should Ttalian allow toplc lowering
into subject position when French doesn®t? There is in both
Itallian and French a relatively strong prohibitlon against having
two nominals filling the same argument role of a given verb (see
Comrie 1976, Radford 1977, among others). Since NCD is obligato-
ry, Italian will have in the surface no subject argument of the

V to which NCD has applied other than the nominative which moved
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there from toplc position. But since French has no rule of NCD,
a topic lowering rule would result in %wo subject arguments of
the same V, in vioclation of the prohlbition stated above.

Polint 2. Why say there is Lowering at all? That is, why not
Just say that the nominative pronoun in an S such as 4 is in to-
plc position in the surface? It is necessary to analyze the nom-
inative proncuns which appear with the V in Italian as subjects
because they behave syntactically 1like subjects, For example,
subjects can be postposed in Italian, and so ean tonic pronouns,

(38) L'ha scritta Michslel 'Michasl wrote 1%!°
{39) L'ho seritta io! 'I wrote it!"'

Notlce that 39 does not have the intonation associated with a
Right Dislocation structure. Thus in %0 the NP in final position
is separated from the preceding S by a comma intonatiom, but that
is not the case in 38-39,

(40) L'ha seritta, quella maledetta lettera,
'He wrote ii, that damned letter.'

Likewise, these nomlnative tonlc pronouns occur in clefted posi-
tion, just as other subject NP's do,

(1) % Michele che 1'ha seritta. 'Ii's Mlchael who wrote it!
{42) Sono io che 1l'ho scritta. 'It's me who wrote it,'

Thus these nominative pronouns are not limited to S initial, or
topie, positlon, Instead, they appear in any positlon a subject
NP can appear in,

Point 3. How can one account for nominative pronouns in
embedded sentences? Note that nominative pronouns can occur in
tensed embedded S's (and elsewhere), no matter how deeply embed-
Qr&.o

{43) Ho indovinato che la ragazza aveva scritto quella let-

tera che %tu hal ricevuto. nmm is the tonic here)

'T guessed that the girl had written that letter that

you recelved,' (This S is accepted with avesse as well

as aveva, )
Movement from a matrix initial topic positlon into the embedded
subject position in 43 is impossible for the followlng reason,
One can find grammatical S's with tonlc nominative pronouns in
two or more clauses. If all these pronouns were base generated
in tople position, we'd be starting with a topic with two or.
more pronouns of the same case., But toplc positlon allows only
one NP of any glven case. However, it 1s not necessary to clain
that the tu of 43 has been lowered from mgtrix initial positinn,
Instead, we can note that tensed embedded c¢lauses in Italian
allow initial topics.
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(44) a. Ecco la lettera che, tu, sono convinta che hai
scritto. 'Here's the letter that, you, I'm convinced
that you wrote,'

b, Non mi aspettavo che, Giorglo, 1'avresti invitato.
*I &1ldn't expect that, Clorglo, you would have invi-
ted him.' (Some speakers prefer subjunctive here, )

c. Non ricordo se, Giorglo, gli abbla gld telefonato,

' I don't remember if, Giorgio, she has already
phoned him, '

(4 relevant discussion of the grammatlcality of S's like 44 is
given in the appendix concerning examples xxbxxif,) Thus it is
possible to analyze 43 with the tu having been lowered from the
enbedded topic position {that following the che which introduces
the most deeply embedded clause). In sum, nominative pronouns
in tensed embedded senterces present no new problems for the
analysis in Section 3,

Point 4. How can one account for nominative pronouns in
clauses which also have an NP in topic position, such as 457

(45) Carlo, 4o Spero di non vederlo mal ﬁwm.
*Carlo, I hope to never see him agaln.'

45 is not a problem, in fact. The 1o of 45 can be generated in
initial topic positlon along with Carlo, Sentences with two top-
ics, as long as the topics are not of the same case, are not
unusual in Italian,

{(46) Tu, 11 caffe, non lo prendi, *You, coffee, you don't
drink it.*

Point 5. Shouldn’t there be some special semantics associa-
ted with subjects which were base generated in topie position as
opposed to subjects which were never in toplc position? 7T don't
know. It is not clear to me what the implieations of syntactic
souwrce are on semantic interpretation beyond the notions of gram-
matical relations, which are taken in EST to be defined at the
base level. Since the topic NP would not bear a grammatical
relatlon to the ¥, the questlon i1s open. Many people have sug-
gested both in the linguistic literature and perscnally to me
that a subject pronoun in Iialian is allowed only if that pronoun
ls emphatic or contrastive. While I think this may well be true
of sirong oblique pronouns which appear in positlons from which
cliticization could have taken place (but didn't), I don't feel
at all confident that this is true of subject pronouns, Many
speakers seem to use subject pronouns rather frequently and
without any kind of emphasis or contrast, Thus, I am making no
claims about the semantics of NP's generated in tople position
regardless of where they wind up in the surface,

4.3, Traces and Case Marking, Won't Lowering into subject posi-
tion result in an improperly bound trace in topic position? If
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all movement leaves a trace, the answer is yes. But there is
reason to belleve that not all movement leaves a trace, (onsi-
der cliticization from subject position in French, If clitici-
zation left behind a trace, the trace in 1 would be improperiy
bound slnce it precedes the moved NP (as discussed in Chomsky
1975, 1976}, Yet 1 and other sentences with clitic stbjects in
French are fine. ILikewise if PP extraposition {argued for in
Chomsky 1977 pp. 113-114) in English leaves a trace, 1% will he
improperly bound, Yet the arguments for PP extraposlitlon are
strong and the surface sentences are grammatical., In theory,

any rightward movemeni rule would leave behind an impreperly
bound trace which then must be covered by moving another node in-
to that trace's "slot", Otherwise, the surface sentence should
be 111 formed. In fact, however, this does not appear to be the
case: wliness cliticlization and PP extraposition, (There Inser~
tlon could alsc be considered here, but Chomsky 1980 offers an
analysls of the LF of "there" S's which does away with the need
for a trace, given the assumption that the role of traces is to
allow LF to have the normal predicate-argument type structure of
sentences,) An examination of the arguments given for traces in
recent linguistic literature reveals the following fact, With
regard to NP movement, the arguments (as, for example, in Dresher
and Hornstein 1979} for traces are based on movement rules which
take an NP bearing a certain relation to its V and move it to a
position in which 1t no longer bears the orlginal relation to
that same verb, Thus rules like Passive (in non~-base-generated
approaches to Passive), Possesaive formation, Ralsing into Sub-
Jeet Positlon, and Wh-Mvt are used to argue for trace theory.

But rules like Postal's 1971 "about" mvit, or c¢liticization from
subject position, or PP extraposition (in Chomsky's 1977 analysis)
all of which move an NF or a phrase containing an NP to a position
in which that NP still bears its original relation to its v,
simply never are employed in arguments for traces. This is not
surprising when one examines the role %races play in semantic in~
terpretation. The basic work traces do 1s supply information
about which NP's bore which relations to which V's, If the NP
1tgelf still bears its original relation to its original V, we
don't need a trace to ald in determining these facts about the
NP, I propose, then, that with regard to NP mvi rules, only
those rules which change (as NP preposing in Pas=ive) or obliterw
ate {as Wh-Mvt) an NP's relation to its V leave traces. It fol-
lows, then, that cliticization (from any position) does not leave
a trace, since the movement does not change the NP's relation to
ite V. Tt also follows that movement from topic position (into
any position) does not leave a trace, since topics to not bear
any relation to the V--they are outside the 8. Thus there is no
relation for the movement to obllterate, Certainly, toples are
usually coreferential with some NP within the § which does bear

a relation to the V. But the toplc itself does not. I conclude,
then, that topic lowering into subject position leaves no trace.
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Point 2. What is the ordering of the rules needed in the
analysis presented in Section 37 The first rule applylng in 29
and 30 is given as cliticizatlon. However, this is not accurate,
Cage marking must be allowed to precede cliticization in order to
correctly produce 47a corresponding to 47b, but 48a correspohding
to 48b, given an analysis of cliticization which does not leave
traces,” .

{47) a. Lo parlo. b. Parlo tedesco, 'I speak 1t/Cerman.’
(48} a. Gl parlo. b. Parlo a Mario. 'I speak to him/Merio,'

The clitic pronouns in 47a and 48a are ldentical for persen, num-
ber, and gender, differing only for case, It 1s not to be as-
sumed that this ordering requires an extrinsic ordering statement,
however. Cliticization is a posteyclic rule (see Kayne 1975 for
Jjustification for French, which can be carried over in many
details to Italian). Thus if case marking were cyclic, this or-
dering would follow automatically. Whether case marking is cy-
clic or not, however, 1s not clear. Therefore I leave thls or-
dering question open.

Since NGD applles only to clitics, it applies after clitici-
zation, with no need for extrinslic ordering.

The guestion remaining concerns the ordering of Lowering.
The structural description of the rule will not be met until af-
ter ¢liticization, since the rule will move a nominative . tople
into an empty subject NP node (that is, an NP node immediately
dominated by S, which itself dominates no materlial, not even
a trace) and the subject NP node will not be empty until after

cliticization. ( g's like 38-39 also have empty subject nodes.

But the double argument prohibition precludes Loweringz in thege
instances, ) Since cliticlization is posteyclic, howering must be

posteyclic (given that only posteyclic rules can follow poeetcy-
clic rules), The fact that Lowering in Chomsky's 1976 theory
would not be sensltive to the Tensed S Condition (or the PIG) if
either S or § is a cyclic node is, therefore, not a problem,
only ecyclic rules must be sensitive to this condition,

Turning to 30, we find that after cliticigzation hoth NCD
and Lowering apply. ©Since NCD is obligatory, I see no way to
form an empirically based argumeni that one must precede the
other., The ordering in 30 of HCD before Lowering, then, ls ar-
bitrary and the opposlite order could well have applied. That is,
there is no need to order these rules,

In sum, these rules apply in a natural fashlon with no need
for extrinsic ordering (with the possible exception of the order-
ing of case marking and cliticization).

5, The Indefinite Subjeet Clitic'Si", There is one clitic of Ita-
1ian which can be argued to be a subject clitic (see Wapoli 1973,
1976, Rizei 1978), That 1s, the si of B's like 49,

(49) a, SL & intelligenti qua. 'Pecple are intelligent here®
b. 81 plange troppo., 'People cry ‘oo much,'
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That subject si is not base generated in clitic position, but,
instead, arises by way of a cliticization rule from subject posi-
tion has been argued at length (see Napoli 1973, 1976, Rizzi 19
78) on the basis of facts such as (but not 1imited to)} the fol-
lowing: (a) it can oceur as the surface subject of a passive 3,
{(b) it ean undergo Raising into Subject position, (c¢) it can un-
dergo Tough Mvt (or Del), (d) it can control Equi. Thus the very
exlstence of si is proof that subject position is a cliticigzable
one in Italian. And the fact that gl must be cliticized is proof
that cliticlzatlon from subject position in Italian is obligato-
ry. Both these facts give support for the analysis of Section 3.

NCD does not apply to subject si. Thus 50, with the read-
ing of 49, is impossible. .

(50) a.*E intelligenty qua. b. Biange troppo. (# 49b)

Crucially, ne tonic subject pronoun can appear with subject gi.
Bxamples of the so-called "sl passivante" (see Lepschy 1974,
among many others) are not counterexamples, since in this con-
struction si cannot be taken as a subject clitic, In particular,
Subject-Verb Agreement takes the full NP or the tonic pronoun or
the missing subject pronoun (by way of NCD) as the subject, and
not g1 (which requires a singular V, as in 49).

(52) I vestitl si lavano ogni sera. {Lavano is plural,)
Mmm Loro si lavano ognl sera.
53) Dove sono 1 vestitl? -Si sono messi sul tavelo,
'The dresses/they are washed every evening! (51/52)
‘Where are the dresses?' -'They were put on the table,'

If, instead, 8ubject-V Ag indicates that =i is the subject ,

then a full NP in inltial position in a sl sentence may have been
placed there by a froming rule (which applies 1n other construc-
tions than Jjust with mwv or it may be a base generated oblique
tople, as the possible cooccumence of an accusative clitic shows
in 55,

(54) I vestiti si lava ogni sera, (Lava ls sg. This is a
regular fronting rule. Cf, I vestiti lavo ogni sera.
'The dresses I wash every evening.')

(55) I vestitl 11 si lava ogni sera. 'The dresses people
wash them every evening.'

ﬁww is an accusative clitic coreferential with the tople in 55,)
But the initial full NP is never a subject and cannot be "miss-
ing" as nominative subjects can.

(56) Dove sono i vestiti? -*Si & messo/messi sul tavolo,

'Where are the dresses?’ -'People put on the table,'
L2 is singuiae)

Likewlse, examples such as 57 are not counterexamples, since the
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nol here 1is in toplc position and not subject position, In parti-
cular, Subject-V Ag does not take poi (which is 1st person pl,) to
be a subject,

Guz&mp.«%.mwﬂuﬁmo@.ﬁﬁpmwwmumumoumm.v
(58)*Noi si andiamo, {Andiamo is Ist person pl,)

Furthermore, this topic noi can coocceur with an NP subject in a
"sl passivante" 3.

(59) Nei, i vestiti si lavano ogni sera.
'‘Ye wash the dresses every evening.'®

Thus thls nol is not a subject.

We have established thusfar that NCD dees not apply 1o sub-
Jeet 51 and that no tonic subject pronoun can occur with a core-
ferential subject zi (in contrast to sl passivante®). Why should
this be? The answers are immediate. NCD does not apply to sube
Ject gl because sl ls not nominative, It is a nonnominative sub-
Jjeet. To see this, consider the following facts. Si must be
able to cliticlze before the rule of Restructuring (see Rizsi
1978 and Napoli to appear) in order to leave the subject position
open to receive a preposed NP (where the preposing here is differ-
ent from the fronting in 54 i the former creates a new subject,
the latter does not): ,

(60) Troppe case si costrulscono in questa cittd.
'Too many houses are being builti in this city.'

(60.1s an example of what T have been calling a "si passivante".
In other words, I am taking the position, defended in Napoli 1973,
“that the underlying structures for subject gi and "si passivante"
S's are identlcal. As I have already shown, however, the surfaces
are quite dlfferent, where si is the surface subject in the for-
mer but not in the latter.)¥™Restructuring is cyclic (as argued
in Rizzi 1978, p. 155), thus cliticlzation of sl (as in mowﬁ
which must be allowed to precede Restructuring, is cyclic. (Note
that I have already argued against base generating si as a clitic,
and these same arguments would militate against a precyclic cli-
ticization of s1,) Case marking must apply afier all cyclic rules,
either at the end of each cycle or in the postcycle, since it is
the final positlon an NP assumes that determines its case in
Itallan, Thus Case marking follows both Restructuring and cliti-
cization of si, But after si is cliticized, 1t 1s no longer min-
imally c-commanded by &m:mm!dws the sense of Chomsky's Pisa Lec-.
tures), since it is within the VP, Thus sl cannot be marked nom-
Inative, because only NP governed by tense can be marked nomina-
tive.? Therefore the si of 49 is a nonnominative subject clitic.
Hence si does not undergo WCD, which applies only to nominative
clities,

We turn now to the question of why no tonie subject pronoun
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can occur with a coreferential subject si. There are two reasons.
First, tonie subject pronouns are all derived by way of Lowering.
But Italian doesn't allow two NP's to fill the same role in an S
(as= discussed in Section 4.2 Point Hv. Thus the presence of 81
blocks Lowerlng from applying.

Second, subject clitic sl lacks a nominative tonic counter-
part., There ls no grammatical answer to the question in 61
which uses a pronoun understood to be of arbitrary reference,

(61} -Ma chi lo farebbe? 'But who would do that?'
-x31/ —*Se,  (for "anyone")

Thus there exists no toniec nominative pronoun to be generated in
tople position in the first place.

Cne may well ask why subject si lacks a tonic counterpart.
The answer follows from recent developments in the theory of bind-
ing. Si is equivalent to what is referred to in Chomsky 1980 as
Pro with arbitrary reference (Proy). As such, 1t is free and
doesn't undergo coindexing., Therefore, Proy could never appear

as an oblique NP argument of a V because of the Opacity Condition,
stated as in 62,

(62) If™ is in the domain of the subject of f, 3 ninimal, _
then ¢ cannot be free in¢, (ol =an anaphor; ( =NP or §)

(This 1s Chomsky's 1980 example 27.) Therefore the only time an
oblique anaphor can be understood as coreferential with Proy is
when that anaphor is a reflexive pronocun (where all refidxives
are bound anaphors),

(63) Quando si parla fra s& e sé.... 'When one speaks to

himself...* 10

In campagna <l si sveglia presto. *In the country

one gets up early.'
The Opacity Conditlon nicely explains the previocusly poorly under-
stood fact that subject si has no oblique forms except reflexive
ones,

But why should there be no tonic subjeet form for Pro,? We
have already established that Proy can only appear in subject po-
sition in the surface. (I say "in the surface” since the Opacity
Condition applies only to the surface (or to LF) and, in fact,
subje¢t si can be a derived subject, as already mentloned ahove,)
Now any tonle subject position in a tensed S will be assigned
nominative case. But the NIC blocks Proy, from a nominative case
slot in the surface.

(64) A nominative anaphor in S cannot be free in 5 contain-

ing 8.

(64 1s Chomsky's NIC, 1980, example 26,) Thus there is no
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tonle form for Proy--and no tonic form for subject gl.
The above dlscusslon brings out a very interesting point,
In Bnglish Prox must be the subject of an infinitlval. But in
Italian Proy can be the subject of an infinltival, as in 65, or
of a tensed clause, as in 49. .
(65) Bisogna stare m&&m:&p.up 'It's necessary to be careful,’
Sento plangere. *I hear crying.'

The reason Proy can be the subject of a tensed clause in Italian
but not in English is prealsely because Ttalian cliticizes Proy,
te glve subject clitic si, whlch is not case marked and therefore
not subject to the NIC, Hence Itallan doesn't violate the NIG,
where the corresponding 8 In English would (even if Proy had a
phonetic matrix in Bnglish), (See footnoresd and 7.)

A final fact about subject si is also explicable within the
analysls of this section, The verb with subject Bi 1ls always sg.
and 3rd person., But the sense of si is plural and any adjectival
modiflers or predicate nominals are plural, Hence m in 49a, re-
peated here, is sg, but intelligenti is plural,

{66) 51 & intelligenti qua. (=49a)

Subject-V Ag, like case marking, must follow cyclic rules, since
1t 1s the surface subject which determines Subject-V Ag in Ital-
lan. But a subject gl sentence has no nominative. Now if
Subject-V Ag is really Nominative NP (whether full or nwwepov|<pm
" Agreement, then agreement cannot apply to a subject 8l sentence,
since there ls no nominative in the 8, The V will then be assign-
ed the unmarked inflection, which is 3rd person sg. The inflec-
tion of medifiers, however, 1s a different process from that of
V's., And it may well be that agreement on modifiers in Italian

is handled by a coindexing rule similar to (if not identical to)
that for anaphors (see Napoli 1975). Thus the modifler in 66

1s getting its inflectlion by normal rules of medifiér inflection.
But the ¥ in 66 is recelving the unmarked person and number in-
flection by default, .

In sum, the data on sudbject 81 given here are exactly as
predicted by the analysis in this paper of NCD and by recent
developments in EST, . .

6, Implicatlons. In this paper I have argued that the apparent
wide range of differences between the pronominal systems of
French and Jtalian given in Section 2 all follow from only one
difference: Italian has the obligatory rule of NCD while French
does not. Before discussing this fact in a larger framework of
a theory of anaphora, let me point out one more fact. It has
often been noted that amnng the Romance languages, those that
have the phenomenon known as Clitic Climbing (CC) also have what
has been called Subject Pronoun Drop (SED), while those that
don't have CC, don't have SED, In fact, French, which used to
allow both CC and SFD at an earlier stage, lost both simultaneous-

265

1y {see Burzio 1981)., While I am not ready here to propose an
explanation Adzw see Bordelois H@@Ov. let me just point out that
in a theory which adopts SPD, the mutual dependence of SFD and
CC is a dependence between a rule affecting the tonic proncun sy:
tem (SPD) and a rule affecting the clitle pronoun system (CC).
But in artheory which adopts NCD, the mutual dependence observed
by Burzlo, Bordelois, and others 1z a dependence between two ruls
both of which affect the clitic pronoun system. The latter sitw
atlon, which sees the dependence withln ore pronoun system, seems
more deslrable to me in the absence of a developed analysis and
explanation of thls dependency,

Turning now to theorles of anaphora, I argue (in Napoli in
progress) that null anaphors and proform anaphors accur in com-
plementary distribution in surface structure in every syntactic
structure I have examined thusfar, and 1 propose that this is a
necessity and not just a colncidence. The proposal, which is
hased on data from Italian and English, is very complex and I wi
not go into it further here. But suffice it to say that any
structure in whieh a null anaphor appears in a position in which
a proform anaphor could also appear would be a counterexample to
this proposal. Of course, any optional proform deletion rule
would offer a counterexample. In particular, optional 8PD would
have produced counterexamples, since a theory with SFD would

ive the surface S's &7-68. s
¢ | e 2e
(67) L. 3071 sono stanca. (68)L # )sono stanca, 'I am tired
NP NP
But a theory with NCD does not produce counterexamples, sinece th
surface S's are 67 above and 69 below.
= =L
(69) [ # Y =ono stanca.
clitie -nomlnative
The position of the null anaphor in 69 can never be f£illed with
a phonetlcally realized clitic., This 1s because N(D is obliga~
tory. 4And note that the proposal of Napoli in progress predicts
that any proform deletlon rule must be obligatory. Thus the anal
ysis glvan in this paper 1s consistent with the complementary
distribution hypothesis, while the analysis (of SFD) refuted is
not,

One might ask exactly how the above complementary distribe-
tion hypothesls compares to Chomsky's similar claims about anaph
ra in 1980 and in the Pisa Lectures. Chomsky comes to the con-
clusion that "...there's something like complementary distributi
between PRO and pronowun, although that fails in some cases, hname-
ly those situations where for one or another reason government i
optional, then both PRO and pronoun might appear..." {Plsa lLec-
tures)., The differences between Chomsky's and my observations,
(where his observation is a necessity given his theory of case
governance and blnding and where my observation is taken to be a
necessity based on owmmsm about the kinds of rules which can oc-
cur in a grammar) are in exactly what we say must ocecur in compli
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mentary distribution to proform anaphors., WNelther Chomsky nox I
include traces in our statements. But Chomsky includes only the
phonetically null anaphor PRO~--which 1s base generated-~to con-
trast 1o promouns, whereas I include both PRO and the result of
deletion to contrast to proforms of any category {nut just NP's),
Thus I cover &1l the cases Chomsky covers and more,

The effect of including the result of deletion turns out to
be extensive, It requires an examination of putative deletion
rules. This examination is undertaken in Napoli in progress,
where I show that many proposed deletion rules do not, in fact,
exist, leadlng to a dilscussion of some of the uses of nonanaphoric
silence in language,

Looking at Chomsky's claim, then, Chomsky would have no pre-
ference hetween SPD and NCD, sinece both involve deletion and his
claim is made only for PRO. But the SPD analysis leaves the data
of Sectlon 2 a mystery while the NCD analysis explains those data.
Thus a theory which allows NCD but disallows SFD is to be prefer-
red over one that allows both.

In conclusion, NGD exists and is the one major difference be-
tween the pronominal systems of French and Ttalian.

Appendix i
Cinque 1977 argues that the initial pronoun in a sentence
such as i has two sources,

(1) Me, ha detto che mi vede domani,'Me, he sald he'd see
me tomorrow,’'

One source is what I have called Left Dislocation (ID) in this pa-
per, That is, a base generated tople (me) with a clitic pronoun
coreferential with the topic within the sentence (mi). The other
source is by way of movement from direct object position in the
embedded clause, where a clitic copy pronoun is left behind, In
many instances both base generated tople S's and movement tople
8's exhibit the same surface structure (as in i). But in many
other cases, they exhibit different surface structures, For ex-
ample, base generated toplcs don't require a preposition, even if
the V within the S requlres a P on the NP coreferential with the
tople, But movement topics do require a P in these instances,

(31) a, Questo lavoro, non riesco a concentrarmici,
b. Su guesto lavore, non rlesco a concentrarmici.
*(on) this work, I can't manage %o concentrate.'

Base generated toplcs don't observe island constraints (just as
other pronominalization processes don't); but movement toples do,

(111) a. ououmHOH. leri ho conosciutc la ragazza che mywu ha
scritic quelle insolenze.
b.*¥A Glorgio,, leri ho...,
'George, yesterday I met the girl who wrote him those
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insults, "

Base generated topics can have a tonlc pronoun as the item core-
ferential with them within the 8 (but only a nonnominative one,
as 1s pointed out in examples 33 vs, 8 and 10 of this article).
Movement toples allow only a clltle pronoun,

{iv) a. Giorgio, sono sicuro che non ho mal seritto a 1lui,
b, *A Giorgio, sono....
" 'George, I'm sure that I never wrote to him.'

Base generated topics can be followed by cleft 3's where the
clefted item 1s coreferential wlth the topic. Movement toples
cannot.
{v) a. Clorglo, & a lul che ho scritto.
b,*4a Gtorglo, ...
'George, it's to bim that I wrote,®

And, finally, base generated toplcs cannot appear in initial posi-
tion of embedded clauses, but movement topics can,

(vi) a.*Sono sicurc che Mario, lui vucle andare al mare.
b. Ho paura che a Giorgio,, Marie mHHM abbla gid seritto.
'I'm sure that Mario, he& wants to g0 to the shore.'
'I'm afraid that to George, Mario has already written.'

(These are Clnque's examples. The irrelevance of vi-a is dis-
cussed dm“_.n:q.v

The evidence which Cinque offers for a movement topic 1s the
following: (A)When a P occurs on a tople, it will be the appropri-
ate one for the clitlc wlthin the 5 with: which the tople 1s co-
referential, (Thus in 1i-b su is the only possible P, not di or a
or any other.) (B} The case of a proneminal topic maiches the case
of the coreferential NP within the 8. (C) The xeflexive adjective
ropric, which requires a clausemite controller, can occur in to-
ic position where its controller NF is indefinitely far away.
D) NPs which are parts of idioms can ocewr in topic position.

A-D, however, do not require a movement analysis for explan-
ation., Take B. A pronominal topic must match the case of the
NP within the S with which it ls coreferential both in base gen-
erated topics and in the putatlve movement topics. Thus, me but
not io (nominative) is a good topic in vii, where the fact that
the NP coreferentizl with the toplc within the £ is not a clitic
pronoun precludes the possibility of a movement analysls according
to Cingue {see iv).

(vii) Me/*io, ha detto che visiteranno solo me domani.
'Me, he sald they'll visit only metomorrow,’

Thus we need not appeal to movement as an explanation for obser-
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vation B. The case matching effect happens in base generated
toples, too, and presumably whatever explanation accounts for it
in base generated toples will account for it in all topics.

Take C. The reflexive adjective proprio, which requires a
clausemate controller, can occur in base generated toples, as
well as in the putative movement toples, Again, the fact that
the NP coreferential with the topic within the § 1s not a elitie
pronoun preclules the possibility of a movement analysls according
to Cingue,

(vill) La propria sorella, Plerc ha dimenticato di visitare
anche leil 'His own sister, Piero forgoet to visit even
her!*

Once mere we need not appeal to a movement analysis to account for
Cinque's observation €, since whatever explanatlon accounts for
vill will, presumably, account for C as well.

Take D. The two cases Cinque offers of a tople NP which is
part of an idiom involve idioms with direct objects.

(ix) Tirerd le cuola prima tu, bello mio.
'You will die earlier, my dear,'
{x) Non ha piY tirato moccoll da allora.
'He hasn't sworn anymore since that time,'

In the first example, the appropriate clitic for the direct object
1s an accusative one, Accordingly, the movement topic is as in xi.

(xi) Le cuola, le tireral prima tu, bello mio.

Note that no strong form pronoun coreferentlal with the topic
can occur,

(xii1)*Le cuola, tireral loro prima tu, bello mio.

But this fact is hardly suwrprising, What motive could aone possi-
bly have for using a strong form pronoun in an idiem? The tonite
form, particularly for accusative objects but alse for datives,
1s used for emphasis or contrast. Part of an idiom which is pro-
nominalized is not an appropriate target for elther emphasis or
contrast. Consider the English S's with the intonation given

here: ‘uffra:1u11\\\\rz:::f::\l:f:ili\\\\\\\\;/ff,

(x111) a,?You kick the bed and I'1l kick the bucket.

P~ N T

b.*You kick the bed and I'11 kick it,

(The judgments given are enly for the idiomatic reading of "kick
the bucket" as "die".) Consistently, a full NP which is part of
an idiom is strange al best when clefied (which amounts to putting
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it in a highlighted position}, and a pronominal NP which is to b
understood as part of an ldlem is not acceptable when clefted.

(xiv)??80n0c le cuoia che tireradi,
*3one loro che tirerai.

Thus the fact that xil is ungrammatical is not to be taken as ev
dence that x1 cannot involve a base generated topic,

The second example of an idiom, given in x, has a direct
object whose corresponding clitic would he ne (in its partitive
use). In general when a topic NP correspends to a partitive ne
within the 5, the preposition 4l may be used in the topie,

(xv) Di fratelll, ne ho (molti), 'Brothers, I have (a lot).’

According to Cinque, P's are required in movement generated topl
if thelr corresponding clitic 1s a prepositional one {which ne
isr~see Kayne 1975 for arguments for French en ithat carry over t
Italian ne). If the P does not occur, the topic must be a base .
generated one., But the sentence with a filled topic positien
which Cingue gives corresponding te x is xvi,

(xvi) Moccoll, non he ha pr tirati da allora,

The topic has no P, although its corresponding clitic is ne. Ac-
cordingly, xvi must be a base generated tople by Cinque's own
criteria. Thus parts of idioms may appear as base generated
topies, and Cinque's observation D does not give any evidence fo
a movement analysis of any 1D S's.

Finally, take A, It is true that whenever a P appears on a
toplec, the coreferential phrase within the 5 will be a clitic an
not a full PP, So I cannot here use Cinque's test (of a nonelit:
coreferential phrase in the 3) for base generated toples agalnst
him, as I did in refuting B and ¢ as evidence for movement, Notlc
however, that the case matching effect observed in vil with a
base generated topic requires copying of the case of the NP with
the 5 to the NP in tople position. We might then propose that
something similar happens with regard to P's. There might be a
transformation which moves the P from the PP within the $
out to the topic. The loss of the P would require the stranded
remains of the PP to cliticize, If the P mvt transformation is
cyclie, then we would expect it to observe Chomaky's conditions
and island constraints in general. And, in fact, all the exampls
which Clnque uses to demonstrate that his putative movement 1D
rule observes these conditions involve toplcs which have P's. Al
hls data, then,can be taken equally as well as support for the
claim that the P mvt rule I've proposed observes conditions on
rules of grammar {or binding conditions),

Looking back to the differences between Cingue's two LD

structures, we can now explain all but one, Thus, the optionalilt
of a P in ii is due to the optionality of P mvt, Topics without
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P's don't observe conditlons on rules but topics with P's do, as
in 111, because the P mvt rule observes these conditions. Topics
with P's correspond only to clitlcs within the S5 while toples
without P's can correspond to clities or full phrases because P
mvt results in cliticization of the stranded remains of the FP
within the 5. Topies with P's can't correspond to clefted itenms,
but topies without P's can, because clefted items are never clitic.

The mnly difference between Clngue's two LI structures that
remains to explaln is his claim that base generated toplcs can-
not gppear in initlal position of embedded c¢lauses, but movement
topics can, He gives vi-a as evidence. However, vi-a's ungram-
maticallty is explalned already in Section 3 of this paper, Bas-
lecally, LD structuwres can't have toples coreferential with pro-
nominal subjects, whether embedded or not. Corresponding to vli-a
we have xvii,

{xvii) *Mario, 1wl vuole andare al mare, ‘'Mario, he wants to go
to the shore,'

ou:pcmmpqmeSQOﬁzmHwxmswwmmmm<wam:om.:ozm<mH.::pc:pm
truly problematical, :

(xvili)*Ho 1'impressione che Paolo, sapplate benissimo chi gli,
ha seritto. 'I have the imPression that Paolo, you know
very well who has wmritten to him,'

Note that unembedded this 1D structure is fine.
'(xlx) Paolo, sapete benissimo chi gli ha seritto,

Why 1s xvill out? Cinque says 1t's because Paolo is a base gener-
ated topic and the only place toples are base generated is in ma-
trix initial position, in contrasi to movement topics, which can
appear in any clause initial positlion. We might expect, then,
that if we put a PP toplc into xviili, where all PP toples are
aommsmuﬁ toples according to Cinque, the S would bhe fine. But
1t's not.

(xx)¥Ho 1'impressione che a Paoclo sappiate benissimo chi gli
ha scritto,

However, Cinque covdld explaln xx by noting that movement here
would viclate the wh-island constraint.

What we need in order to test whether any clause initial po-
sition can have a base generated toplc in Cingue's analysis, is an
8 with an embedded NF (and not PP) topic which correspords to a
cHtic other than an accusative one (since nominatives are automa-
tleally excluled and of the oblique clities only the accusative
does not take a P as a full NP), Then we can contrast this S to
the corresponding one with a PP topie, Cinque's prediction is
that the first will be ungrammatical and the second grammatical
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as long as no condltions on rules are violated., The facts are
not so easy to verify. Conslder #4c of the text, repeated here
as xxi and contrasted with xxii.

(>xl) (=Mlc) Non ricordo se Glorgio, gli abbia gia telefonato.
'I don't remember if George,she's already phoned,’
AxHH»v Nen ricordo se a Glorglie, gli abbla mpw telefonato.

Most of my informants find both S's acceptable. Some don't

think elther ls great. DBut no one expressed a preference for

xxii over xxi, Examples which elicited a more consistent respopse
are 1n xxiil-xxv, .

(xxiii) Tutti sannc benissimo che, 1 miei figli, ne vado flera.
nxkp<w Tuttl sanno benissime che, dei miel figll, ne vado flera.
{xxv) Tutti sanno benissimo che i miei figli, ne Vado fiera di
loxo.
‘Everyone knows very well that my children, I'm proud of,*

My informants accept both xxlii and xxiv, 4And some of them ex-~
pressed the strong preference for the presence of the di loro
phrase in xxv, instead of the c¢litic ne in xxlii. Thus the
facts are against Cinque,

One further argument agalnst Cingue's analysis is the follow-
ing. His movement topic would be generated by a structure build-
ing rule, since he allows 1t to apply in embedded clauses where,
he claims, no initial topile positlon can be base genereted, But
Chomsky 1977 and elsewhere argues specifically agalinst the exis-
tence of structure building rules. My P-mvi rule, instead, can
be viewsd as a structure preserving rule, since topic position
allows base generated phrases which may conslst of or contain a
PP, In xxvli we see a topic whlch does not have a coreferentlal
phrase within the S at any point in the derivation, thus no move-
ment analysis would be possible. And this base generated topic
contains a PP,

(xxvi) Riguardo agli uemini, ho deciso di non sprsarmi,
'Regarding men, I've decided not to marry.'

The question stlll remains as to why xvlii is unacceptable.
I have no explanation., But 1t is a fact that speakers dlsagree
strongly over the acceptability of 3's with embedded toples in
other -languages such as English, Conslider almost any of the ex-
amples Chomsky 1977 offers with embedded toplcs in English for
hls toplecalization phenomenon, Speakers may disagree strongly
with Chomsky’s judgments. 7Yet with just some minor changes (which
do not affect relevant structure) many of the examples can be
made acceptable. Thus there are some poorly understood factors
operating here--and these factors are not syntactie, It isn't
swprising, then, that'S's with embedded topics in Italian would
be sensitlve to extralingulstic factors of this type also,
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Finally, let's consider for a moment a variety of Ttalian in
which an embedded tople cannot be related to a prepositional com-
plement of the V unless that topic is a PP and the coreferential
complement 1s a clitle, This 1s precisely the variety Cingue
describes. In this varlety xviii, xxi, xxiil, and xxv are all
ungrammatical. In my approach to LD, I would have to clalm that
P mtt is obligatory whenever its structural description is met
with an embedded topic but optlonal whmever 1ts structural descrip-
tion 1ls met with a matrix topic., While this sltuatlion can be
considered a violation of Ross's 1973 penthouse principle, and
while any obligatory movement other than wh-movement {since its
fallure to apply would leave an wninterpretable complementizer
position in the surface) should be held suspect, this is a possi~
ble solution, Let me repeat, however, that not a single one of
my informants rejected all of xviii, xxi, xxiii, and xxv. Thus
none of my informants belong to thls variety.

In conclusion, there are many problems with Cinque's analy-
sls which lead me to reject it. Thus the analysis given in the
text of this paper stand unmodified. But one could accomodate
Cingue's data with the modifications described in the immediately
preceding paragraph, 1f necessary.

Footnotes

Sectlons 2 and 3 of this paper grew out of an inltial discussion
with Nick Clements in 1979, to whom I am most grateful. The
research for this .paper was begun with support from the National
Endowment for the Humanitles Fellowship for Independent Study and
Research number F79-112. This material is also based upon work
supported by the Natlonal Science Foundation under Grant No.
BNS-8017055. Any opinions, findings, and conclusions or recom-
mendations expressed in this publication are those of the author
and do not necessarily reflect the views of the National Science
Foundatlon, I am grateful to both the NEH and the NSF.

HH assume throughout this paper that LD structures are base

generated, as argued in a number of places for English and other
languages (including Chomsky 1977), Stil11, T will use the stan-
dard transformatinnal label since the phenomenon iz most frequent-
1y identified by this name. For a discussion of the possibility
that there are two LD structures for Italian, one base gmnerated
and one transformationally generated, see the appendix,

me:m epithet here is the subject NP and is noi an appositive

to the immedlately preceding NP, as the comma is meant to show,
Certainly, boih the French and Italian examples can be sald with
appositive intonation (with pauses on both sides of the epithet),
but this is irrelevant to the discussion in the text, which limits
ltself to LI structures.

The third person pl. dative ¢litic in formal Italian is loro
which is an enclitic rather than a proclitic and can attach to a
past partlelple as well as to a tensed V. Thus it is distinct
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from the other obligue clitics, but in ways which shed no new
light and present no new problems for the analysis in this paper.
The third person pl. dative clitic in informal Italian is gli,
which, exhibits the usuel syntactic behavior of oblique clities,

Fmosm speakers of French report a slight difference in accep-
tability between tonic accusatives and tonle datives. But both
are regarded as "ungrammatical" in S's like 17. This distinetion,
which I have no explanation for, does not appear to be of crucial
wawouwmsom to the analysis presented here,

I propose in Section 6 that deletion of proforms 1s possible
only by obllgatory rules. This refinement s not germane to the
point of Section 2, however.

6In both languages there are positions from which a pronoun
cannot be cliticized, such as after gue in the French ne.,.que
construction and after che in the corresponding Italian non...che.

“Consider the altermative approach in which c¢liticization
leaves traces. Then the enriched surface structure of 47a is as
in i, and that of 48a is as in i1,

(1) Loy parlo t,. (11) e, parlo [ © 4,071
PP NP
If eliticization were to apply before case marking, serious
complications would arise, Let us see how, The clitics of i-1i
appear in the configuration in iii.

(111) \J/
v

clitice
} 12

lo parlo
g1l

An NP 1s in a case governed position only if it is minimally c-
commanded by a V or a P or tense, V2 minimally c-~commands the
clitie, but <H doesn't, So if we take V5> to be the V which gov-
erns case, the clitics can be assigned case, But it is not ob-
vious how the determination of appropriate case would be made
without checking out the traces of the clitics 4o see what NP role
they played in the VP, Furthermore, consider an S with a clitic
DPlus some other nonclitic NP in the VP, as in 1v with the VP in v.

(iv) Gli presentera proprio me. *She'll introduce to him pre-
clsely me.’

{v) VP
'S
SN i A
elitic Mm proprio me aw
gll;  presenterd ty

In order %o asslgn me accusative case, it must be c-commanded by
a case marking node? <H ¢c-commands me, but <m does not. So now



274

we are in the position of claiming that V1 is the case marker for

'me, but V, is the case marker for the clitic gli, even though both
are arguments of the same V. Alternatively, we could say that <m

is the only case marker node and that me is not assigned case, IX
that alternative, we must say that the NP gets oblique case by de-
fault, since the nominatlve case io would be ungrammatical,

{(vi) *Cli presenterk proprio io,

If, instead, we sald that V{ was the only case marker. node, then
in order to account for case on the clitic, we would have to say
the case was somehow copled off the trace.

Instead, if case marking precedes cliticlzatlon, none of
these complicatlons arise, Thus, even if wWe assume cliticization
leaves a trace, the simpler analysis is one in which case marking
precedes cliticlgation. ’

8ne may well ask why subject &1 blocks Lowering but doesn't
block NP preposing in restructured 5's, That is, why can't noi
be lowered into subject position in 57, glven that % vestiti ecan
be preposed from direct object position into subject position in
517 1 appealed to the prohidition against two NP's filling the
same argument of the V to block Lowering, Shouwldn't this same
prineiple operate to block NP prepesing?  Yes, it should., But
there is an interference in the NP preposing instances that
doesn't arise with Lowering, When a topic is base generated with
a subject sl 3, that topic is not nominative (as the accusative
elitic in %5 indicates) unless that tople is nei. $Ho the only
topic eligible for Lowering (which operates only on nominative to-
pics) 1s hoil, But 1f nol is lowered, we'll wind up with two sub-
Jects; noi and 51, an Intolerable situation, With NP preposing,
however, the facts are different, Only accusative NP's can be pre-
posed, but the accusative slot can be filled by any NP. Now, no-
tice what happens if the accusative NP happens to be 2nd person.

Aww Si capisce voi {altri),
(11)*Voi (altrl) si capite. (capite is 2nd person pl.)
'People understand you all,’

i, the 8 before NP preposing,is fine, But 11, with NP preposing

into subject positinn {witness ‘he agreement on the V) is ungram-
metical, Sinmple fronting, which 1s into initial position but not
into subject positlon (as in 54) 1s fine here, -

(111) Voi (altri) si caplsce. 'You all people understand.
Likewise, base generating voi altri) as a toplc with a coreferen-
tial accusative NP inside the S (that is, the ID structure) is
fine,

{iv) voi mmpﬁwwv vi si capisce, 'You all, people understand
you,
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What blocks it then? The prohibition against two NP's filling
the same argument role operates here: wvoli and si cannot both be

subjects of the same V in a given S. We are st111 left with the
problem of how to allow S's like 51, repeated here.

{(v) I vestiti si lavano ognl sera,

Notice that subject si is homophonous with the reflexive 3rd per.
clitic. Since we have a Jrd per. NP, i vestiti, in subject posi-
tion, we are free to reanalyze 8l as a reflexive clitic coreferen-
tial with the subject (as all reflexive clities in Ttalian must
be}. Thus v allows an interpretation which doesn't require. si
to be the subject. Therefore, v has an interpretation which
doesn't violate the double argument prohibition. For a much more
extensive dlscussion of the reanalysls argued for here, see
Napoll 1973,

8bThat 2l cliticizes cyclically, while other subject pronouns
cliticize posteyelically is not so surprising as 1t may seem at
first., Kayne 1975 argues that cliticization of reflexives in
French is cyclic while cliticlzation of all other clitics is
postcyclic, Given the similarities between French and Itallan in
the constructinns Kayne examines, it is reasonable to propose that
reflexives cliticize cyclically in Italian, oo (even though the
erucial data happen to be missing), So it appears that some types
of clitlcs are placed cyclMeally and others:posteyclically, regard-
less of subject si.

91In fact, given that case marking follows cliticization of
gk, it may well Ye that sl is never assigned case. See the dis-
cussion in footnote 7 of the problems involved in assigning case
directly to a clitic,

HOEUH the clitic combination of subject sl and 1ts reflexive
is spelled out as ci g1 is a mystery., Some proposals are dis-
cussed in Napoli 1973, who builds on Rolhfs 1949,

yhy there is no sl in 65 (*Bisogna starsi attentl., *Sento
wpmSWQHmH.V is something I don't understand, .

mmﬂwumc&|<mﬁd.>m can, however, apply to S's with nominative
clities before NCD.
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