EVIDENCE FOR A NULL LOCATIVE
IN ITALTIAN*

Christina M. Tortora

As is pointed out by Antinucci & Cinque (1977), not all monadic verbs hehave identically with
respect to unmarked word order. So, for example, the unmarked werd order for the verbs fumare
'smoke’ and dormire ‘sleep’ is S{ubject)-V{erb), while the verbs arrivgre ‘armive’ and venire
‘corne’ use V(erb)-S{ubject) as the unmarked word order:

(1} Arriva Maria, (2)*Dorme Maria. (3) Maria dorme.
arrives Maria sleeps Maria Maria sleeps
‘Mary is arriving.’ ‘Mary is sleeping,’

39, given a context that does not induce narrow focus on the argument DP (such as Che succede !

“What's the mateer?"), the sentence in (1) with arrivare is grammatical, whereas the sentence in
(2) with dormire is not.

Many researchers since Antinucei & Cingue (1977) (e.g., Calabrese 1992, Delfitto & D'Hulst
1994, Delfitto & Pinto 1992, Pinto 1994, among others) have claimed that this difference in be-
haviour with respect to unmarked word order correlates with the unergative-unaccusative dis-
tinction. The idea is that unaccusatives allow unmarked postverbal subjects; this is in contrast
with unergatives, which take 5-V as the unmarked word order. However, it tumns out that the
word order facts and the unergative—unaceusative distinction do not line up so neatly. As was
first noted explicitly by Beninc (1988) in Renzi's Grande Grammatica Italiana di Consultazione
(vol. 1), the word order V=S is not the unmarked word order for all unaccusatives in Italian. In

\: Thanks to those who helped me develop the ideas in this paper (although clearly none uf them should be held
" respansible for any problems), including Pacla Benincd, Luigl Burzio, Andrea Calabrose, Guglielmo Cinque,
Miirvet Eng, Cecilia Poletto, and the audiences at LSRL25 and LSRL26, Thanks also to Giuseppe Bacchetta,
Mila Bacchetta, and all of their colleagues for help with the Borgomancrese data, A special thanks must
be given to Lorenzo Renzi, for having conceived of the endlessly essential Grande Grammatica Iraliana di
Consultazione, the grammar from which the ideas presented in this paper sprang.
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particular, she showed that given an unmarked context, the sentence in (4) with partire ‘leave’
is inappropriate.!

(4) *Parte  Maria.
leaves Maria

The order V=8 yislds a marked interpretation for the single argument of partire, Specifically, the
pestverbal subject in (4) can only be interpreted as contrastively focused, similarly to what we
saw ubove for the unergative verb dormire. 2 Thus, (4) can be used felicitously only in a context
which allows for a contrastive focus interpretation of the postverbal subject, such as that in (5a);*

(5) a. Chi parte? b. Parte Maria.
who leaves leaves Maria
“Who is leaving?’ ‘It is Maria that is leaving.’

Beninca (1988) proposes that the interpretive difference between (1} (unmarked) and (3b)
(marked) is related to the presence of an “implicit locative™ selected hy arrivare; by hypothesi,
partire does not select this locative Specifically, she points out {op.cit. ; 124) that “[plartire
differs from arrivare in that it docs not have a subcategorized locative argument (the goal), whicl,

This is also nated for the verb andarsene ‘leave’ (andare ‘20’ +81-NFE) in Antinucci & Cinque {1977: 1261,
footnote 2). Note that the *** in (4 is intended 1o indicate the ungrammaticality of this string in an unmarked
contexl, not absotute ungrammaticality.

Here the term “contrastve focus™ is used (o indicate an interpretation of the DP as an individual which
necessarily belangs 10 a set of known individuals, In sentence (43, Maria is interpreted as belonging to a set
of individuals (e.z.. a set which includes Maria, Gianni, Lucia, and Giargio) which constitutes the context
in which the DP Marig can receive an interpretation in postverbal position. The term “contrastive focus™ ag
used here thus docs not entail a fhegation or a contradiction of a previous proposition, bul rather refers o the
contrast between the referent of the DP and the other members of the set to which it belongs.

For many speakers, the difference between (1) and (5b) is much sharper in the non-compound tenses. The
difference hecomes less clear, for cxample, in the present perfect;
(i) E arrivata Maria. ¢ii) 778 partita Maria,
is arrived Maria isleft  Maria

Since (he presence of perfective aspect confounds this effect, [ will only consider the simple tenscs.

IS

Several researchers following Beninca, including Delfitto & 1’Hulst (1994), Delfito & Pinto (1992), Pinlo
(1994}, and Saccon (1992, 1993), have adopted the “implicit locative” analysis of arrivare in order to explain
the differcnce in behavious between unergatives and unaccusatives with Tespect to unmarked word order, The
above researchers (with the cxception of Saccon), however, differ from Benined in that they extend the implicit
locative analysis to all unaccusatives. This extension incorrectly predicts that all unaccusatives should allow
V=3 as the unmarked word order. Beninca also notes that some unergatives, such as teleforare ‘telephone”
and sronare ‘ring (e.g., a doorbell)* allow V-§ as the unmarked word arder:

{i) Ha tclefonato Masiero. (ii) Ha suorato il postino.
has telephoned Masiero hasrung  the postman

She claims that such unergatives, like arrivare, hzve an implicit locative (with a deiclic interprelation; see

below). We will not consider these unergative cases here, although it is possible that they can he subsuined
under the anatysis provided for arrive-lype verbs.

Evidence for a null locative in ftalian 315

if implicit, can be understood as deictic.” For the purposes of exposition, let us refer to Beninca’s
hypothesis as the “GOAL-hypothesis.”

In this paper [ will provide indirect evidence from both Itatian and Borgomanerese (a North-
crn Italian dialect spoken in the Piedmont region) that the GOAL-hypathesis is correct, The paper
is organized as follows: in §1T show that the distribution of subjects with “e-telic” unaccusatives
(Tortora 1997) in Italian is best understood in terms of the GOAL-hypothesis. In §2 I provide
evidence from Borgomanerese for the claim that the implicit goal is syntactically projected. In
§3 I discuss the semantic interpretation of the implicit goal (§3.1), the incompatibility of the
implicit goal with pro-drop (83.2), and the behaviour of partire when it occurs with a second
internal argument (§3.3), and show how all of the above provide further evidence in favour of
the GOAL-hypothesis. Tn 84 I provide a conclusion,

1 @-TELIC UNACCUSATIVES IN ITALIAN

Note that the GoAL-hypothesis makes a prediction: all unaccusatives which entail a goal should
pattesn with arrivare in (1), while unaccusatives which do not entail a goal should pattern with
partire in (5b) {with respect to the interpretation of the postverbal subject). If this prediction is
borne out, then we are led to beligve that the GOAL-hypothesis is correct. '

Torlora {1997} breaks down the class of “verbs of inherently directed motion™ (terminol-
ogy from Levin & Rappaport-Hovav 1994) into thres types: GOAL-entailing (which includes
arrivare, entrare ‘enter’, lornare ‘return’, and venire ‘come’), SOURCE-entailing {which in-
¢ludes partire, scappare ‘escape’, and wscire ‘exit’), and a-telic® The a-telic verbs of inher-
ently directed motion (henceforth VIDMs) are ambiguous between nen-GoOAL-entailing (atebic)

and GOAL-cntailing (telic); seendere ‘descend’, for example, is an a-telic verb, as can be seen
by (6a, b):

(6 a. L'aereo & sceso per 3 minuti,
the.airplane is descended for 5 minutes
“The airplane descended for 5 minutes.'

-

“Partire rappresenta un case diverso da arrivare perché, a differenza di arrivare, nen ha un argomento locativa
sottocategorizzato (la meta), che, se sottointeso, passa essere recuperalo come deiltico.” Beninci suggests
{op.cit. : 125) that the possibility of an unmarked postverbal subject depends on the presence of a locative
argument, which can serve as the theme (or “given" —as opposed to rkeme) of the sentence.

-8

The latter are the verbs which Levin & Rappaport-Hovav (1994) refer 1o as “atelic verbs of inherenty diracted
motion.” Note that the verb andare *go’ allows a posiverbal subject in an unmarked context only if the
cventuality is interpreted as GOAL-entailing. Thus, there is a contrast in the interpretations of (i) and (ji):

(i) E andata Maria, (ii) Mariae gid  andala.
is gone  Maria Maria is already gone

The sentence in (i), if used in an unmarked context, can only mean that Maria went soneplace (goal), while
the sentence in (i) can cither mean that Maria went someplace {goal}, or that Maria left {(source). These facts
suggest that gndare is ambiguous between GoAL-entaiting and non-GoAL-cntailing (cf. andarsene ‘leave’
(nate [ above}, which is unambiguously SOURCE-cntailing.
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(6} b. L'aereo € 5Ces0 (sulla pista) in 5 minnti.
the.airplane is descendad {on.the runway) in 5 minutes
‘The airplanc descended (onto the runway} in 5 minutes.’

The GOAL-hypothesis makes a specific prediction with respect ta a-telic YIDMs like scendere,
In particular, it is predicted that in an unmarked context, the word order V=S for this verb can be
interpreted as grammatical only if it is interpreted as telic scendere
as an arrive-lype verb, entailing 2 goal), To put it differently, the |
nan-GOAL-entailing (s atelic scendere) in an unmarked context should be impossible with the
word order V-§, if it is indeed the case that non-GOAL-entailing verbs do not aliow this word
order in an unmarked context. Now let us see whether this prediction is borne out.

Consider example (7), where the subject of scendere is postverbal. In an unmarked context
(such as Che succede? ‘What's happening?), the verb in (7) can only be interpreted as entailing
a goal (i.e., the Spitfire has o have landed), This is confirmed by the fact that the order V=8 with
scendere is incompatible with a durative phrase in an unmarked context:

{i.e., only if it is interpreted
nterpretation of this verb ag

(7 E sceso Lo Spitfire (*per 5 minuti).
is descended the Spitfire (*for 5 minutes)
“The Spitfire descended (*for 5 minutes).

Thus, our prediction is borne out: when the subject of scendere is postverbal, the sentence can
only be interpreted as grammatical in 2n unmarked context if the verb is interpreted as entailing
a goal (i.e., it patterns with arrivare),

Note that there is another part to the prediction made by the GOAL-hypothesis, Tn particular,
this hypothesis predicts that in a context in which the postverbal subject of scendere is interpreted
as contrastively focused, this verh should be interpretable as non-GOAL-entailing (i.e., as atelic
scendere). In other words, it should behave like partire. The sentence in (8) provides the context

in which the postverbal subject in (9) can be interpreted as contrastively focused. The gramimal-
icality of {9} establishes that the prediction is horne out:

(8) What descended for 5 minutes?
(set: a dirigible, a helicopter, the Spitfire)

{(9) E sceso Lo Spitfire (per 5 minuti).
is descended the Spitfire (for 5 minutes)
*The Spitfire descended (for 5 minutes),’

Thus, if the postverbat subject of scendere is contrastively focused, the verb is interpretabie

as non-GOAL-entailing (i.e., it behaves like partire), as is attested by its compatibility with a
durative phrase.

The GOAL-hypothesis thus makes correct predictions with respect to a-tclic VIDMs. Note,
however, that the following question arises at this point: is it simply the lexical semantic category
GOAL entailed by arrive-type verbs which allows V=S as the unmarked word order, or is it the
syntactic presence of a phonelogicaliy null goal which allows V=S as the unmarked word order?
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That is, do arrive-lype verbs in ltalian project a phonologically null poal argument? Nothing
in the discussion thus far has required us to claim that arrive-type verbs in Italian syntactically
project a null goal. In what follows, T will discuss data from Borgomanerese which suggests the
hypothesis that Italian arrive-type verbs do syntactically project a null goal argument,

2 THE $YNTAX OF INVERSION IN BORGOMANERESE

In Borgomanerese, the semantic distinction between GoAL-entailing and SQURCE-entailing verbs
correlates with a syniactic difference between these two types of verbs (Tartora 1997). As can
be scen in (10), when the subject of a GoAL-cntailing VIDM like rivé ‘arrive’ is pastverbal,
a locative clitic, ghi, appears. This clitic is doubled by the locative subject clitic ngh in pre-
verbal position. For the purposes of exposition, let us refer to the construction in (10) as the
“ghi-construction.”

(10) Ngh# riva-gghi  nafjola.
LOC is wmived-LOC a girl
‘A girl (has) arrived.

Ins contrast with the above, when the subject of the SOURCE-entailing VIDM #¢ ‘leave’ is post-
verbal these clitics do not appear, as can be seen in (11). (12) shows that the appearance of these
clitics with these verbs results in ungrammaticality (SCL = subject clitic).

(11) L & naci la me amisa.
SCL is gone the my friend
‘It is my [riend that left. {see (19) below)

{12)*Ngh & naci-ghi la mec amisa,
LOC is gone-LOC the my friend

In order to explain this correlation, Jet us claim that ghi is the overt, morphao-syntactic instanti-
ation of the Jexical semantic category GOAL.

Note that the ghi-construction is associated with a particular semantic interpretation not
indicated in the translations provided above. The location-goal that the referent of the DP finds
him/hersell in as a result of the action denoted by the verb must be interpreted as a location which
includes the speaker. Let us consider, for example, {10) with the verb rivé ‘arrive’. (10} can only
describe an eventuality where the DP na fjola ‘a girl’ has arrived in a location shared with the
speaker. Thus, it cannot be used to describe an eventuality in which a girl arrived in China, if
the persen who uiters (10) was not in China at the time of the girl’s arrival. In order to express
such an eventuality in which there is no restriction on the interpretation of the location-goal, the
absence of ghi is required {we will return to this fact below).

"The import of noting this restriction on the interpretation of the location(-goal) becomes
cleay when we consider a sentence which does not contain the focative ghi. Consider for example
the case of the verb né ‘leave’ in {1 1), where there is no ghi when the subject is posiverbal. As
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discussed in Tortora (1997), né does entail the existence of a location(-source). However, unlike
the location{-goal) in {10}, the location(-source} in {11} does not have to include the speaker.
As such, (11} can be used to describe any eventuality involving a girl’s departure, even if the
speaker is not there at the time of departure. Thus, in the absence of ghi, there is no particular
requirement on the interprelation of the location entailed by the VIDM.

Now, consider the case of the GOAL-entailing verb rivé when it does not ocour in the ghi-
construction (i.e., when the subject is preverbal, and there is no ghi):

(13) Na fjolal & riva.
a girl SCL is arrived.
‘A girl arrived.!

In {13} (just as in (11) with the location(-source)), there is no restriction on inlerpretation of the
tocation(-goal) at which the refercnt of the DP arrives. Consequently, (13) can be used to describe
any evertuality, irrespective of the unity of the location of arrival and location of the speaker,
Again, the presence of ghi correlates with a speaker-oriented restriction on the interpretation of
the location entajled by the VIDM, while its absence correlates with the lack of such a restriction,

Given these facts, it seems logical to conelude that ghi forces the speaker-oriented interpre-
lation of the location, but before we continue, I wanl to consider a possible objection. A clase
comparison of (11) and (13} reveals that in the former, the subject is postverbal, whilc in the
latter the subject is preverbal. A possible ebjection: could it be that it is the postverbal position
of the subject which forces the speaker-oriented interpretation of the location(-goal)? Although
(11} is V=8 and still yields no speaker-oriented interpretation of the tocation(-source), one might
appeal to the fact that (11) involves a source and not a goal to explain the diffe

rence. [s it only a
goal that can be subject to such a restriction on interpretation?’

Consider, in this regard, the follewing, Given sentences like (13), in whick gh{ is not
present, we must conclude that the occurrence of this clitic with GOAL-entailing verbs is not

obligatory. " In fact, as can be seen in (14), its presence is also optional when the subject is
postverhal:®

(49 L e&ivi  na fjola,
SCLis arrived a gir]
‘It is a girl that arrived.” (sec (22) below)

The important difference (o note between (10) and (14) is that (14) patterns with (13) with respect
to the interpretation of the location(-goal) (and with (11) with respect to the location(-source)),
Thus, 1he sentence in (14} can be used o describe an eventuality in which a girl arrives at some

7 Note that if this were the explanation, it would not be cle

ar why caly goal, and not source, could be subject
to such a speaker-oriented interpretation.

w

It should be noted that (14} is a marked sentence (as opposed to (L), which is unmarked}. Tn particular,
the sentence in (10) ean be used out-of-the hlue (e.g., as an answer to the question “What happened?™). In
sentence (14), on the other hand, narrow focus is placed on the postverbal subject na ffola *a girl”. Thus, (14}

can be used only in answer to the question “Who arrived ™" We will discuss this contrast in greater detail in
the discussion of Italian in §3.
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lecation that docs not necessarily include the speaker. Here we see, then, that it is the absence

of ghi, and not the preverbal position of the subject, which correlates with the lack of a speaker-
. . [}

oriented restriction on the interpretation of the location entailad by the verb.”

3 THE SYNTACTIC PRESENCE OF A PRO-LOC IN ITALIAN

Letus take the Borgomanerese data to suggest the hypothesis that the locative argument discussed
by Beninch (1988) is syntactically projected:

(15) Pro-loc Hypothesis

Ttalian arrive-type verbs optionaily select pro-toc (a phonologiculty null locative argu-
menty, it is the syntactic presence of this pro-loc that yields the unmarked interpretation
for the V-8 word order.

3.1 The interpretation of the locative

Note that the Pro-loc Hypothesis makes two specific predictions. TFhe first prediction is that
since the unmarked inferpretation of the V-$ word order is enabled by the syntactic presence of
the pro-lac, it should correlate with a restriction on the interpretation of the location-goal sth
that the location-goal must include the speaker. This prediction emerges because as we saw for
Borgomanerese ((10), repeated here as (16)), the presence of the pro-loc forces this speaker-
oriented (SO) interpretation of the location-goal:

(16) Nghé riva-gghi  nafjola.
LOC is arrived-Loc a girl
‘A girl (has) arrived.
(GOAL is necessarily SO)

If it is the presence of the pro-loc that both forces this speaker-oriented interpretation of the
goal as well as allows for the unmarked interpretation of the V-8 word order, then the unmarked
interpretation of the V-§ word order in Italian should necessarily involve a sPcaker-orlentcd
interpretation of the goal. Note that this prediction is borne out. The sentence in (L), .nepea.itcd
here as (17), can only describe an eventuality where the referent of the DP Maria arrives in a
location shared with the speaker: 1Y

¥ The reader may be wondering at this point why the presence of ghi should force this speaker-oricnted inter-
pretation of the goal. A discussion of this is given in Tortora 1997,

' This is what Beninca { 988} refers to as the “deictie” interpretation of the implicit locative (sev note 6 ahove),
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(17) Arriva Maria,
arrives Maria
‘Mary is arriving.’
(GOAL i5 necessarily SO)

The sentence in (17} cannot be used to describe an eventuality in which, for example, Maria
arrives in China, if the person who utters (17} is not in China at the time of Maria’s arrival. Thus,

(17) carresponds to the Borgomanerese sentence in {16), which exhibits overt evidence for the
presence of & pro-loc.

Note that the V=S word order with partire ((5b), repeated here as (183, which forces a
contrastive focus interprecation of the postverbal subject, does not yield such a speaker-oriented
intcrpretation of the location{-source):

(18) Parte Maria.
leaves Maria
‘It is Maria that is leaving,’
{subject gets contrastive focus: SOURCE not necessarily SO)

Thus, (18) can be used to describe any eventualily, even if the speaker is not at the location{-
source} at the time of Maria’s departure. This follows from the idea that partire does not $yn-
lactically project a pro-loc (as per the Pro-loc Hypothesis in (15}), Recall that Borgomanerese
exhibits the same phenomenon ((11}, repeated here ag {19)). The non-GOAl-entailing verb né
‘leave’ does not project a pro-loe (evidenced by the fack of the locative clitics). This corre-
lates with the lack of a restriction on the interpretation of the location(-source}. Note that the
pastverbal subject, like that in Ttalian, gels a contrastive focus interpretation:

{19) L & naci na fjola.
SCLisgonea girl
‘It was a girl that left.’
(subject gets contrastive focus; SOURCE not necessarily SO

As can be seen, then, the first prediction made by (15) is borne out,

Now let us turn to the sceond prediction made by the Pro-loc Hypothesis: the syntactic ab-
sence of a pro-loc with arrive-lype verbs (recall that arrive-type verbs project pro-loc optionally)
should yield a contrastive focus interpretation for the postverbal subject of arrivare, exactly like
with partire in (18). Furthermore, the contrastive focus interpretation should correlate with the
tack of a restriction on the interpretation of the goal, since it is the presence of the pro-loc which
forces the speaker-orienied interpretation. This prediction is borne out. That is, in addition to the
unmarked interpretation that obtains with the V=S word order with arrive-type verbs, it turns out
that the V-8 word order with these verbs can aiso yield & contrastive focus interpretation of the
postverbal subject. Thus, the sentence in (1) can also be used in the following context:

{20} Chi arriva?
whao arrives
*Who is arriving?
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When the order V=S is used with a contrastive focus interpretation on the postverbal subject, the
goal is no longer necessarily interpreted as speaker-oriented. The following example sketches
out these facts:'!

(21) Arriva Maria,
arrives Maria
‘It is Maria that is arriving.'
{subject gets contrastive focus; GOAL not necessarily S0)

The above example is comparable to the Borgomanerese example ((14), repeated here as
{42)) m which the lack of a ghi yields the lack of a restriction on the interpretation of the goal:

{22) L & riva  nafjola.
SCL is arrived a  girl
‘Tt was a girl that arrived.’
{subject gets contrastive focus; GOAL not necessarily $O)

Recall from note 11 that (22) also yields a contrastive focus interpretation of the postverbal
subject, rendering (21) and (22) completely parallel.

Recall, too, that in Borgomancrese, the preverbal position of the subject of rivé, which
entajls the lack of a pro-loc, also vields an unrestricted interpretation of the goal ((13), repeated
here as (23):

(23) Nafjolal & rjva
a girl SCL is arrived.
‘A girl arrived,”
(GOAL not necessarily SO)

Note that Italian exhibits the same phenomenon; when the subject is preverhal, the location-goal
does not have to include the speaker:!?

(24) Unaragazza & arrivata,
a girk is arrived.
‘A girl arrived.”
(GOAL not necessarily $SO)

The preverbal subject preclides the existence of pro-loc (which much occupy SpeclP; see Tortora
1997 and §3.2 below). As predicted by the Pro-loc Hypothesis, the location-goal is thus not
necessarily interpreted as speaker-oriented.

" Note that both interpretations of this sentence {i.e., unmarked (as in (17)) or contrastively focuscd postverbal
subject (as in (21}) yield the same intonation,

'2 It shouid be noted that in both Borgomanerese and Italian, SpeciP disfavuurs_indeﬁnitc DI?S like una ragaz?ﬂ/
ra fjela 'a girl', most probably having to do with eruuu.!ral Jocations outside of VP bem_g associated with
presupposed (in the sense of Diesing (1992)) or specific {in the sense of Eng (1991)) material. The sentence
in {24) woutd thus be more felicitous with a definite DP (idem for the Borgontanerese exarnple).
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To summarize, there are several positive consequences to the Pro-
allows us to explain why the unmarked interpretation obtained by the
speaker-oriented interpretation of the goal. Second, it explains why the
yield a contrastive focus interpretation of the postverhal subject, as is th
?l explains why this latter interpretation of the postverbal snbject corre]
Interpretation of the goal. Fourth, it explains why it is only the “subject inversion” construction
that potentially yields the speaker-oriented interpretation of the goal: the presence of a preverhal

subject necessarily correlates with an unrestricted interpretation of the goal because SpeelP is
not available for pro-loc (see §3.2 betow),

loc Hypothesis: first, it
V-8 word order yields a
V-8 word order can also
& case with partire. "Chird,
lates with the unrestricted

These facts ali line up with those exhibited by Borgomanerese, where there is overt phono-

logical evidence for a pro-loc. Given thesc eonsequences, let us adopt the Pro-loc Hypothesis,
Here [ gwe.a tree for Ttalian arrivare; [ use a Larsonian (Larson 1988) structure, since I take such
GOAL-eatailing verbs to optionally project the pro-loc as the indirect object argoment:

(25) V!
/-\
v VP
arrivare;
Spec v/
Dpsuhj /\
v XP
[ pro-loc

Tn Ltalian, when pro-loc is projected, it obligatarily moves to Speclp;'?

(26) Atriva Maria, (unmarked interpretation; speaker-oriented GOAL)

Agr.P
SI)CC A BT, !
pro-log;
Agrg VP
/\\]J
vV VP
arrivare;

Spec v
Maria /-\

1

" “I'ie idea that pro-loc raises to subject position cap
as the “theme” of the sentence (NB: TP and Agr,
the present purposes).

tures Benined's intuition {note ) thal the locative serves
P are not represented in (26) since they are not crucial for
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Thus, the structure in (26) corresponds to the sentence in (17}, in which the postverbal subject
is unmarked and the goal is necessarily interpreted as speaker-oriented. The slructure which
corresponds Lo the sentence in (21), in which the postverbal subject is interpreted as contrastively

focused and there i3 no restriction on the interpretation of the goal, is the following (where no
pro-loc is projected):

(27) Arriva Maria. (marked interpretation; GOAL not necessarily speaker-oriented)

v.’
A" DP
arrivare Maria

This is the same structure as that projected by partire.

3.2, Pro-loc and pro-drop

Both pro and pro-loc cannot be projected in one and the same structure, because they would have
te compete for the same syntactic position, since as “weak™ pronouns (“weak” in the sense of
Cardinaletti & Starke 1999}, both need to move overtly to subject position.14 As such, the Pro-
loc Hypathesis predicts that pro-loc is impossible in the context of pro-drop. In Italian, we can
indirecily detect the absence of pro-lac by the interpretation of the location-goal: if the location-
goal is not obligatorily speaker-oriented, this means pro-loc is nol present in the structure.

Note that the above prediction s borne oul: in a pro-drop construction, the goal is freely
interpreted, indicating the lack of pro-loc in the presence of pro:

(28) E arrivata.
is arrived, FEM
‘She (has) arrived.
(GOAL not necessarily SO)

That is, (28) can be used in a context in which the (feminine) subject pro arrives in China, even
if the speaker was not in China at the time of arrival.

Note that the fact exhibited in (28) lines up with the Borgemanerese facts. In the case of a
pro-drop construction like that in (29a), pro must move to SpeclP, as in (29b).'°

'* Cardinaletti & Starke claim thal pronours divide into three distinct grammaticat elasses: “strong”, “wenk”,
and clitics. I follow Cardinaletti & Starke's proposal that pro must be taken to be a weak pronoun. They further
argue that one property which distinguishes strong and weak pronouns is that the latter must obligaterily
move 1o a Case-related position {in this case, SpectP).

!5 The structure in {29b), which does not involve a Larsonian shell, is essentially the one seen in (27); this is due
ta the facl that the second internal argument is not projected in this case.
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29) a. L & riva.
SCL is arrived.
*He (has) arrived.’
b. AgrP
Spec Agry’
proy
Agrg VP
/\Vw‘
v t
rive

Given this analysis, we predict pro-
iag both pro and pro-loc in one and
they would have to comnpete for the
te move overtly to subject position.

drop to be impossible in the presence of ghi, That is, project-
the same structure would result in ungrammaticality, because

same syntactic position, since as weak pronouns, both need
Note that this prediction is borne out:

(30)*Ngh & riva-gghi.
LOC i arrived-LoC

As can be seen in (30), pre-drop is impossible in the ghi-construction,

33  Partire with an extra argurnent

I'he GoaL-hypothesis indirectly supgests that when a secand internal argument is present, an

unmar'ke.d imcrpr_etal‘ion of the postverbal subject obtains {as in {26)}, Note that this claim makes
a prediction: projecting an additional argument with partire

' should yield an unmarked intempre-
tation of the postverbal subject. Note that this prediction is ™

bomne oul:

(31} u. Parte unrazzo peria lupa.
leaves a racket for the imoon
‘A rockel is leaving for the moon.’

b. Mi  parte il treno.
to.me leaves the train
“The train is leaving on me.’

For the sentences in (31) {which both huve 2 second internal argument; per la lung
in (3la) au.d mi ‘me’ in (31B)), the postverbal subject of parrire no longer gets
Interpretation (Beninch, personal communication). As such,
unmarked context, just like the sentence in (1) with arrivare.

‘for the moon’
a contrastive focus
these sentences can be used in an

&

Evidence for a null locative in Italian 325

4 CONCLUSION

The distribution of subjects with a-telic unaccusatives in Jtalian is explained under Beninca's
GOAL-hypothesis. The Borgomanerese data presented in §2 further suggest the hypothesis that
the goal argument entailed by arrive-type verbs in Italian is syntactically projected (the Pro-loc
Hypothesis). The Pro-loc Hypothesis has allowed us to explain: (a) the restricted semantic inter-
pretation of the locative with unmarked postverbal subjects of arrive-Lype verbs; (b) the absence
of a restricted semantic interpretation of the locative in pro-drop constructions, constructions
with preverbal subjects, and constructions with contrastively focussed postverbal subjects; and
finally, (c) the unmarked interpretation of postverbal subjects with leave-type verbs when an
overl second internal argument. is present. I thus hope to have shown that adopling Beninci's
GOAL-hypothesis and extending it to the syntactic level allows us 1o unify a number of appar-
ently independent phenomena.
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