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ABSTRACT

There are two different hypotheses in the literature conceming the locative
subject which occurs with certain unaccusatives in some languages (e.g., English:
There have arvived four women), One takes the locative to be & semantically null
expletive, inseried into subject position to satisfy the Extended Projection Principle.
The other, which enjoys less popularity in the literature, takes the locative to have
semantic content. Each hypothesis is motivated by different considerations. The forlmcr
appeals (o the expletive-like properties of this morphéme, which differentiate it from
‘deictic’ locatives (e.g., English: Four women have arrived there). The latter appeals to
the fact that this morpheme can anly occur with what seems to be a scmantically
coherent sub-class of unaccusatives. Drawing primarily on evidence from a Northem
Tialian dialect, this thesis proposes an analysis of the locative which incorporates both
scts of considerations, but which primarily supparis the claim that (he locative has
semantic content.

Chapler 2 discusses the lexical semantics of unaccusative verbs of
inherently directed motion (VIDMs), and shows that a semantic distinction can be made
within this class of verbs. In particular, some VIDMs entail the existence of a reached

location-goal (GOAL-entailing; e.g., arrive), while some do not (SOURCE-entsiling, or

xii

more gencrally, non-GOAL-entailing; e.g., leave). This distinction bears directly on the
analysis in the subsequent chapters.

Chapler 3 shows thal in Borgomanerese (a Northern Italian dialect), only
GOAL-entailing VIDMs can occur with a discontinuous sequence of two Jocative clitics
(ngh...ghi) when the subject of these verbs is post-verbal. While these locatives exhibit
expletive-like behavior, the evidence shows that they have semantic content. I argue
that these locatives are the overt reflex of a phonologically null locative morpheme
(pro-~loc) which is optionaily selected by GOAL-entailing VIDMs as a second internal
argument, the weak locative goal argument (WLGA). The analysis of pro-Joc as a
‘weak’ morpheme (in the sense of Cardinaletti & Starke (to appear)) places the behavior
of pro-loc in the greater contexi of the bekavior of weak pronouns generally, Vanous
characteristics of the ‘ghi-construction’ are shown to follow from this hypothesis.

Chapter 4 shows that while Standard Italian has no over( evidence for a
WLGA (in contrast with Borgomanerese), positing the existence of an optionally
projected (phonologically null) WLGA allows us to explain certain facts regarding
unaecusatives in Italian, such as the distribution of subjects, telicity, and the
interpretations of goals vs. sources. The WLGA analysis suggests a modification of
Moro’s (1993; 1997) influential analysis of Italian unaccusatives,

Chapter 5 tums to an analysis of the ‘locative expletive’ there in English, |
show that an expletive analysis of this morpheme is undesirabie, end whils Moro's
(1993; 1997) predicate analysis eliminates some of the problems raised by the expletive

analysis, an analysis which unifies English with Borgomanerese and lealian is to be

xiii



preferred. An analysis of there as a WLGA allows us lo capture neatly many of the

characteristic propetties of ihere-sentences, such as there's need for Case, the presence

of an i-subject, the ban on first and second person i-subjects, and the speaker-oriented
inlerpretation of there-sentences, 1 also provide an analysis of the feature composition
of weak there (and pro-loc) whith explains the speaker-oriented interpretation of the
location-goal, as well as the intuition that weak there is expletive-like.

Chapter 6 concludes with some speculations on the nature of expletives in

other languages, and on how the proposal put forth in this dissertation bears on a

discourse theoretic analysis of there-sentences.

xiv

Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

Current linguistic theory does not easily accommodate the notion of an
expletive-like NP which hes clearly definable semantic content. This is reflected, for
example, in the fact that we do not have a ready technical term for such a theoretical
entity. The very term ‘expletive’ implies a category that is deveid of any semantic
content, and ‘argument NP’ is only used for a category that we know intuitively to have
referential properties. While the term ‘quasi-argument’ has been used to describe such a
potential intermediate entity (e.g., i in t's raining), the notion is by no means s firmly
entrenched in our theory as the notions of ‘expletive” and ‘argument’. A survey of
introductory synlax courscs, for example, would probably reveal that in most cases if is
intreduced to the first year student as an ‘expletive’, and not as a ‘quasi-argument’; with
good reason, since nalive intuition can be appealed to, and since the former notion is
much casier 10 define than the latter,

Perhaps this gap in our inventory of theoretical categories simply reflacts a
true gap in language. After all, if as native speakers we have the intuition that a

particular morpheme is an expletive, why question such a clear state of affairs? On the



other hand, it may be that the theory does not easily accommodate such an intermediate
category because its properties are elusive, and confounded by independent factors,
Certainly, we cannot allow native speaker intuition to be the sole determinant of such an
issuc; ask a native speaker what the suffix -5 in eats is, and the answer will likely not
reveal the true grammatical status of this morphemne. This lack of intuition does not
preclude, however, the possibility that -5 is 8 marker of, say, number. The correct
analysis of this caiegory ultimately can only be established through scientific inquiry,

In this dissertation, I take a close look at Ihte properties of inversion
constructions with locative morphemes which have expletive-like properties in three
different langusges: Borgomanerese (& Northem Italian dialect; see below), Italian, and
English. I show that certain properties of this construction can only be understood if the
locative morpheme is analyzed as an argument of the unaccusative verb it oceurs with.
To illustrate with a familiar example, it is well known that in English the ‘locative
expletive’ there can only ocour with certain unaccusative verbs. The view that rhere is
an ‘expletive’, however, does not explain this lexical restriction, which is also exhibited
in Borgomanerese and Italian. To account for the restriction of this morpheme lo a
subclass of verbs in these three languages, I propose that it is pot an expletive at all, bat
rather a locative selected as a second intemal argument only by GOAL-entailing
unaccusatives. In other wards, the locative expletive is really the morpho-syntactic
instantiation of the lexical semantic category GOAL. The hypothesis that the locative is
a GOAL argument is further supported by the fact that its syntactic presence affects the

semantic interpretation of the cvemuality. Specifically, the presence of this locative

goal argument forces a “speaker-cricnted” interpretation of the location-goal entailed by
the verb. This fact may be difficult to detenmine for English; since the presence of the
locative correlates with an inverted subject, il might be concluded that it is the position
of the subject that forces this speaker-oriented interprelation, rather than the presence of
the locative. Hawever, the case of Borgomanerese provides an interesting and fruitful
testing ground for the claim that it is the presence of the locative which affects the
interpretation in this way. Borgomanerese combines properties of both Italian and
English. Like Engtish, it has an overt expletive-like locative which occurs only with
GOAL-entailing verbs, Like Italian, however, Borgomanerese is a “free-inversion”
language; it allows post-verbal subjects both in the presence and in the absence of the
locative. These two properties make it easier to test the semantic effects of the locative,
since unlike English, the inversion of the subject is not dependent on the presence of the
locative, and unlike Italian, the locative is phonologically overt.

In order to account for the ‘expletive-like’ nature of this morpheme in these
three languages, I show thal it is best analyzed as lexically weak. 1adopt this notion
from Cardinaletti & Starke {to appear), who show that a range of independent facts
concerning pronominal behavior across languages are explained by hypothesizing a
class of pronouns which are ‘weaker’ (in terms of semantic and syntactic behavior) than
stressable (‘strong’) pronouns. The particular semantic and syniactic behavior of the
weak Jocative is thus shown to follow from more general properties exhibited by weak
XPs evoss-linguistically, The hypothesis that this argument {which I cal} the weak

locative goal argument) is *weak’ also llows us to explain one of the characteristic



properties of the construction in which it appears, namely, the presence of an *i-subject’

(in the sense of Burzio (1986)).

This dissertation is organized as follows. In Chapter 2 [ discuss the lexical

scantics of unaccusative verbs of inherently directed motion, and show that a scmantic

distinction can be made within this class of verbs. In particular, there are those verbs of
inherently directed motion which entail the existence of & reached location-goal
(GOAL-entailing) and those which do not (SOURCE-entaifing, or more generaily, non-
GOAL-emailing). In the remainder of the disscrtation, T discuss the syntactic
manifestation of this semantic distinction cxhibited in Borgomaneress, Italian, and
Erglish.

In Chapter 3 I show that in Borgomanerese, only GOAL-entailing verbs of
inherently directed motion can occur with a discontinuous sequence of two locative
clitics, ngh and ghi, when the subject of thesc verbs is post-verhal, I refer to this
particular construction as the ghi-constrction. While it can be ghown that these
locatives are ‘expletive-like’, [ claim that the restriction on the occurrence of the
localives with GOAL-entailing verbs indicates that they have semantic content. As we
shall see, this claim is supported by the fact that the presence of these locatives affects
the semantic interpretation of the GOAL., I conclude that these locatives are the overt
reflex of a phonologically null locative morpheme (pro-loc) which is optionally sclected
by GOAL-entailing verbs as a second internal argument, the weak jocarive goal

argument (WLGAY). 1also show thal ‘subject inversion” nature of the ghi-construction

receives an explanalion under the hypothesis (which is motivated by cross-linguistic
data) that pro-foc is ‘weak’.

In Chapter 4, I show that while Italian has no overt evidence for a WLGA
(in contrast with Borgomanerese), positing the existence of an optionally projected
phonelogically null WLGA atlows us to explain some poorly understoed Facts about
unaccusatives in llalian: the distribution of subjects, telicity, and the interpretations of
goals vs. sources. I further argue that the analysis of Italian unaccusatives provided here
is 10 be preferred over the influential analysis of unaccusatives proposed by Moro
(1993; 1997).

In Chapter 5 I tumn to locative expletive there in English. 1 show that an
expletive analysis of this morpheme is undesirable, and while Moro's (1993; 1997)
predicate analysis eliminates some of the problems raised by the expletive analysis, an
analysis which unifies English with Borgomanerese and ltalian is to be preferred. An
analysis of there as a WLGA allows us to caphure neatly many of the characteristic
properties of there-sentences, such as the presence of an i-subject and the ban on first
and second person i-subjects. | also provide an analysis of the feature composition of
weak there (and pro-loc) which explains the speaker-oriented interpretation of the
location-goal, as well as the intuition that wesk there is expletive-like.

In Chapter 6 1 conclude with some speculations on the nature of expletives
in other languages, and on how the proposal put forth in this disscrtation bears on a

discourse theoretic analysig of there-sentences.



BORGOMANERESE

Here I briefly discuss the dialect described in the third chapter of this
dissertation. Borgomanerese is a Northem Italian dialect of the Gallo-ltalic family,
related to the Piedmontess dialect {spoken in Torino) described in Burzio (1986). liis
spoken in the lown of Borgomanero (part of the Province of Novasa), which is situated
in the northeastem part of the Piedmont region in Italy. There are very few published
works which describe this dialect in any detail, Pagani’s (191 8) 40 page arlicle
reqresenting the only basic description in existence (Biondelli (1853) also includes a
Borgomanerese translation of the “The Parable of the Prodigal Son™). The data 1 cover
i this dissertation are the product of several field trips I have made to Borgomanero
from 1994 to 1997. The initial investigation was inspired by some data found in the
Adlante Siniatsico ltalia Settentrionale (ASIS; see refevences) housed at the University
of Padova. The dialect ] describe in this work is actually a varicty spoken in the
southern half of the town, known by speakers as the dad zuft (‘below’) dialect, as
opposed to the variety spoken in the northem hatf of the town, known as the dad 24
{*above’) dialext,

The orthography [ use for Borgomanerese is one which 1 have adopled from
the Borgomanerese writers and poets of today, including Giuseppe Bacchetta (Bacdita),
Pier Mario Pettinaroli (Catistu), Mario Piemontesi, and Piero Velati, who in turn
adopted (and adapted) the orthography used by Gianni Colombo, a writer of the 1950s-

1960s who left behind a brief unpublished description of some aspects of the phonology

and syntax of Borgomanercse. Here 1 clarify some aspects of the orthagraphy, which

incorporates elements of the orthography of Standard Nalian.

Accent marks: A grave accent mark is used to indicate word stress under the following
twa circumstances {aithough, sce below under Vowels): (i) when the word stress falls
on an unpredictable syllable whose nucleus is /a/, /i/, or Aw/, assuming as prediciable the
accent on the penultimate syllable e.g., riva friva/ ‘(s/he) arrives' vs. riva /ri'va/
‘arrived (past participle)'; parii /parii/ ‘place’ vs. partt /partif ‘leave’); (ii) to
orthographically disambiguate two monosyllabic homophones (e.g, /z ‘the (fem. sing)’
vs, /g ‘there’). There are some idiasyncratic uses of the accent mark, where its
climination woutd result in no ambiguity (e.g., gni /ni/ “come’; f& /fe/ ‘do/make’).
Perhaps the intuition here is that all reguler infinitival forms bear their word stress on

the final syllable {e.g., mangé ‘eat’, durmi *steep’), monosytlabic forms included. As

such, I have adopted these uses as well.

Consonants: Maest of the consonantal orthography is also taken from ltalian. For
example, the phoneme /&/ is written as ¢ before the front vowels /v, /e/, and /& (e.g.,
naci Mmati/ ‘gone’), and as ci before the back vowels /w/, /of, 10/, and /a/ (e.g., ciameé
/Ca'me/ ‘ask™). The phonemes /k/ and /g/ are written as ch and gh before the front
vowels, {(e.g., chi /ki/ ‘here’; daghi fdagi/ ‘I give’), and as ¢ and g before the back
vowels (e.g., c2 fka/ ‘home’). The grapheme gn is also adopied from [talian, to indicate

the voiced palatal nasal (e.g., gni /ni/ *come’). Unlike Italian, Borgomanerese has a



voiced alveo-palatal fricative /.. On anslogy with the Italian grapheme sci, which is
used to indicate the voiceless alveo-palatal fricative /&/ before hack vowels (¢.g., lalian
sciopero f¥opero/ “strike’), Borgomanerese writers tmd te use the grapheme sgf for /2/
(.8 5g/G 13/ ‘down’; lesgja Ieda/ ‘shhe reads'). However, sometimes it is aiso written
as g (e.8., Gfuanin fEua'nin/ ‘Gianni’; gjobia /2obia/ “Thursday’), or even as gi, which
is used in Italian for the voiced alvco-palatal affricate {e.g., mongia /mmnia/ ‘s/he
eats’), For the purposes of this disseriation, 1 have decided to adopt this varied usage;
an attempt to sysiematize this aspect of Borgomanerese orthography i< a matter for

future work (Tortora (in preparation)),

Vowels: Borgomanerese has two front mid rounded vowels, lax /ce/ and tense 8/,
which are written as 5 and &, respectively (e.g., con /keen/ ‘dog’; 56 /3d/ ‘above’); these
two vowels always carry the main word stress, In addition, it has a high front rounded
vowel, wrilten as i, which may or may rot bear the word stress (e.g., cising fkli'zina/
‘kitchen’ vs. tilcci /tiM:i/ ‘everyone’). Like Standerd ltalian, Borgomanerese also has
the two mid fromt vowels, tense /e/ and lax /e, as well as the two mid back vowels tensc
fof and lax /9/. These are distinguished orthographically with an acutc accent on the
tense vowel and a grave accent on the lax vowel (i.c., a8 & and &, and as 6 and 2,
respectively), under the following two circumstances: {i) when the main word stress
fails on an unpredictable syllable whose nucleus is one of these vowels {e.g., mangeé
/man‘Ze/ ‘eat’ vs. Burbané burba'ne/ ‘Borgomanero’); (i) when orthographic

disambiguation is helpful (e.g., é /¢/ “is’ vs. e e/ ‘and™; telefuné ftelefu'ne/ “io telephone’

Vs, Jelefuné feicfune/ ‘you-pl telephone”). In either case, then, the accent mark
indicates both word stress and the tense/lax distinction. Again, the above writers have
also developed what seem 1o me to be idiosyncratic uses of the accent marks, where
their elimination would result in no ambiguity (e.2., nsé /nse/ ‘as such’). Thave
nevertheless adopted these uses as wel), out of respect for their written iradition.

Otherwise, the graphemes e and o are used, without an aceent mark.



Chapter 2

UNACCUSATIVE VERB CLASSES

2.1 Introduction

As demonstrated by Perlmuiter (1978), and then by Burzio (1986) (within
the Principles & Parameters (P&P) framework), Standard Italian provides evidence for a
structural distinction between two separate classes of intransitive verbs (a hypothesis
termed the Unaccusative Hypothesis in Perkrnutter (1978)).) These two classes are
generally referred to in the literature as unergatives and unaccusatives (ot imtransitives
and ergatives, acconding to Burzio's (1986) terminology). According to the
Unacceusative Hypothesis as interpreted in the P&P framework, while both uncrgatives

and enaccusatives are monadic verbs, unergatives differ from unaccusatives in that they

'Hall (1965) aiso provides an analysis of intmnsitive verbs which distinguishes a
subclass of these verbs as taking underlying objects.
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project a d-structure subject (in Spec, VP) and no object (1), while unaccusatives

project a d-structure object (in sister-to-V position), and no subject (2):

[¢)) A%
TN
DPMU- \T'
Y
(2) VP
|
v'
T
v DPy,

If a verb does not project an external argument, that verb is by definition an
unaccusative. Thus, all passive verbs are unaccusatives, as are the intransitive verbs
that participate in whal Burzio (1986} calls the AVB/BV altemation (in Levin &

Rappaport-Hovav’s (1995) terms, these are the verbs that participate in the ‘causative

alternation’).*

Hale & Keyser (1993) provide evidence for a different anatysis of unergatives,
in which these verbs are analyzed as taking a null direct object argument, acting as
covert transitives, Nevertheless, the crucial difference between unergatives and
unaccusatives remains in their analysis as well: only the former project a d-structure
subject.

*Here and throughout this work [ assume without argument the VP-internal
subject hypothesis (Fukut (1986), Fukui & Speas (1986), Kitagawa (1986), Koopman &
Sportiche (1991), and Sportiche (1988)).

*Simplifying somewhat (see Levin & Rappapon-Hovay for a detailed
discussion), these are verbs that have both a transitive and an intransitive use, the object
of the transitive appearing as the subject of the intransitive;

W John broke the window,

(1)  The window broke.



There is also a large class of unaccusative verbs which have ho transitive
counterparts (unlike passives and AVB/BV verbs). The verb arrive is often used in the
literature on unaccusativity as the prototypical example of this type of unaccugalive
verb. We will sec in this dissertation, however, that arrive (as well as other
semantically similar verbs with which it forms a diatinct class) behaves differently from
other unaccusatives which also have no transitive counferparts. In this chapter I wil)
discuss the lexical semantic property of arrive (and verbs like it) which distinguishes
this verb from other unaceusatives. It will become apparent in Chapters 3, 4, and § why
1solating the particular ‘conceptual category' (in the sense of Jackendoff (1990))
entailed by these verbs is useful.

2.2 Unaccsative verb classes

Levin (1993) and Eevin & Rappaport-Hovay (1995) (henceforth L&RH)
arguc for the view that certain aspects of verb meaning can be a factor in determining
syntactic structure. With respect to the Unaccusative Hypothesis, for example, they
argue that unaccusativity is both semantically determined and syntactically instandiated,
This docs not mean, however, that all unaccusatives necessarily form a semantically
coherent class. As L&RH (p. 5) state, “There is no more reason to assume that the
unaccusative class is semantically homogenecous than there is (o assume the same about
the class of transitive verbs.” So, for example, although passives arc unaccusatives (as

noted above), one could not argue thal they form a semantically homogencous class
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anymore than one could argue that al] transitives form a semantically homogeneous
class. Similarly, the unaccusatives which have no transitive countemparts should not be
expected to form a semantically homogeneous class, although they are agsumed to
ultimately have the same syntactic properties (i.c., they project the structure in (2)). For
example, among these unaccusatives we find “verbs of inherently directed motion™
(terminology from Levin (1993) and L&RH). This class includes (he verbs in (3):
{3)  arrive, ascend, come, departfieave, descend, drop, enter, escape, exit,
Jall, flee, go, pass, reiurn, rise
There are also unaccusative verbs of existence (VOEs), appearance (V0OAs), and
disappearance (VQDs):
) a exist, persist, prevail, remain, stay, survive
b. appear, arise, develop, emanate, emerge
¢. disappear, expire, lapse, vanish (Levin {1993); L&RH)
Then there are unaccusatives which do not fali into either elass, such as those in (5):
(5)  die, lalian bastare ‘be enough’, nascere ‘be bom’, piacere ‘please’,

sembrare ‘seem’

*If we take unaceusativity to be semantically determined, we must assume that
there is some level a1 which passives and unaccusatives are semantically homogeneous.
Without going into detail, 1 will just note here that L&RH derive unaccusativity by
proposing a linking rule which states that the argument which undergoes a directed
change must be projected as the direct object (ensuring that subjects of passives and
unaccusatives are d-structure objects). Aside from this level of semantic similarity,

however, we can assume that unaccusatives are ag semantically heterogeneous as
transitives.



The verbs in (3) are grouped into a single class because they all entail “a
specification of the direction of motion, even im the absence of an overt directional
complement” (Levin (1993:264)). They are also characterized in L&RH (p. 58) as

“achicvement verbs; they specify an achieved endpoint--an attained location.™
121 GOAL-catailing va. SOURCE-¢utailing verbs of inkereutly direcied motion

There ig at least one notable respect in which the class of verbs of inherently
directed motion (henceforth VIDMs) is not entircly semantically homogeneous. The
term “achieved endpoint” cannot be used to mean that all the verbsin (3) entail a
necessarily reached location-goal. Some VIDMs entail a location-goal that is
necessarily reached, while others 8o not:

(3] a. Mary arrived at the siation, *but she never got there.
b. Mary left for the station, but she never got there.
From the sentence in (6a) we can conclude that arrive entails a reached location-goal,
confirmed by failed cancellation by the adjunct but rhe never gof there. However, as
can be seen in {6b), althcugh leave can appear with a PP denoting a location 10 be
reached, the reaching of this location can be canceled, suggesting that leave does not

entail a goal.

“These verbs also share (he same syntactic behavior: (i) they do not participate
in the causealive altemmation (as noted above), and (ii) as L&RH claim, they cannat occur
with resultative XPs (however, see Tortora (to appear) for arguments against this
conclusion). Note that VOAs, as well as VODs, also exhibit these propenties; see
Chapter 5, §5.4.1.1 for an analysis of VOAs and VODs as VIDMs.
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This is not 1o say that Jeave does not entail a location of some sorl (cf.
Levin's 1993 and L&RH’s intuition that verbs like Jeave specify direction of motion,
which entails the existence of a location). Howevcr, the type of location entailed by the
meaning of eave should be characterized as a source, rather than a goal {Jackendoff
{1990:259) also views leave as entailing a Source).” Given this lexical semantic
difference between arvive and feave, then, let us say that the lexical semantic
Tepresentation of ar7ive includes GOAL (or, ‘location-goal'), and the lexical semantic
representation of leave includes SOURCE (or, ‘location-source'). ! will refer to the
VIDMs which lexically entail GOAL as ‘GOAL-entailing’, and to those which lexically
entail SOURCE as *SOURCE-entailing’, or ‘non-GOAL-entailing verbs’® For the
purposes of exposition, [ will at times also refer io the former as ‘arrive-type verbs', and
to the Jatter as *leave-type verbs®. 1take GOAL and SOURCE to be ‘conceptual
categories’, in the sense of JackendofT (1990). Specifically, they are convenient terms

for the conceptual category which Jackendoff (1990:43) calls PLACE, and which 1 will
also refer to as LOCATION,

"In Tortora (1996) 1 use the term ‘non-logative unaccusative” for verbs like
deave. This label is misleading, however, given that these verbs do entail the existence
of a lecation,

JackendofT (1990:46-47) (following Gruber (1965)) defines Source as “the
object from which motion proceeds,” and Goal a5 “the object 1o which motion
proceeds.” As he points out, the Source is the argument of the Path-function FROM,
while the Goal is the argument of the Path-function TO. Thus, it is not the PP that is the
Source or Goal, but the DP complement of the P. In the tex!, 1 may use the terms
SOURCE and GOAL 1o refer to the entirc PP {as in Jackendoff (1872), {1976)).
However, nothing important wilt hinge on this.

“Thinking of the distinction in terms of GOAL-entailing vs. non-GOAL-
entailing (as opposed to GOAL vs. SOURCE) will become useful in the discussion of
Italian in Chapter 4.



Let us consider Pustejovsky’s (1991) analysis of event structure, which can
provide a framework in which a location-goal can be structurally distinguished from a
location-source. Simplifying a great deal, Pustejovsky follows Vendler (1957) in
categorizing eventuslities into various types, Pustejovsky claims that an ‘event’ e
(which includes that which Vendler terms ‘accomplishments’ and *achievements’)
consists of 1wo sub-events, represented as €, atd ¢, in (7) (T indicates ‘transition’):

N T
N

€ &

The sub-event e, represents & process or a state which temporally precedes the sub-event .

e,. The sub-cvemt ¢, represents the state resulting from the process which accurred in e,
or a state which i in opposition to the state which held in e, A GOAL-entailing event
such as that described by the verb arrive, for examplc, can be represented in the
following way:®

(8) T
//‘\\
€ &
GO  stateata LOCATION Y
The structure in (8} is thus a formal way of stating that the event described by arrive
involves motion (the IcR branch of the structure), with the result that the referent of the
NP which undergoes the motion is in a state at a location (the right branch of the

structure). Like arrive, the verb Jeave describes an event that involves two sub-cveants.

°For the purposes of this discussion I am simplifying and modifying
Pustejovsky’s system, and combining it with the primitives used by Jackendoff.
However, nothing crucial hinges on these changes.
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In contrast with errive, however, the resulting state described by leave is the negation of
a state at a location. This is illustrated in (9), which describes a state at a location on the
left branch, and the negation of that state on the right branch:

®) T
-/,-\

& €
state at a LOCATION Y notatY
Let us say, then, that a GOAL-entailing VIDM is one which has the PLACE
calegory (=state at a LOCATION) on the sight branch of the struciure, while a
SOURCE-entailing VIDM is onc which has the PLACE category on the left branch of

the structure,"
2,2.2 a-telic verbs of inherently directed motion

There is a third type of VIDM, which is ambiguous between GOAL-
entailing and non-GOAL-cntailing. These VIDMs (which L&RH refer 10 as “atelic
verbs of inherently directed motion™) include verbs like descend, rise, and Jfall. Such
verbs do not necessarily entail a reached goal, as can be seen by their compatibility with
a durative phrase:

(10)  a. The airplane descended for 5 minuses.

"*Regarding the structure in (9), note that it can be inferred from ‘not a1 Y* that
the referent of the NP is at some other Jocation, Z. Thus, strictly speaking, the right
branch of the structure for the SOURCE-entailing VIDM also represents a state at a
iocation. To make the distinction hetween GOAL and SOURCE clear, then, let us
define GOAL as the right branch location which does not include a negation.
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b. Tke gas rase for 10 minutes.

c. The meteorite feli for 15 minutes.
Thus, in contrast with arrive and leave, descend in its atelic sense does nol have a dual
event structure; it is a ‘process’ (or an activity’). In Pustejovsky's texms, il has a non-
complex event structure, which can be represented in his system in the following way
(P indicates ‘process’):

ay ll’

downwa:d motion
A verb like descend, however, can also be intexpreted as GOAL-entailing (and thus, as
telic), as ihe following sentence shows:
(12)  The airpiane descended onto the runway in 3 minutes / *for § minutes.
In its telic sense, then, descend is like arrive in that it has a dual event structure, with a
state at a LOCATION on the right branch of the structure:

(13) T
c,f\\ I
downward motion state at a LOCATION Y
Let us assume, then, that what underlies the ambiguity of descend is the existence of
two different lexical items. Furthermore, et us assume that one is derived from the

other via a lexical rule."" [ will refer lo the instance of descend which is non-GOAL.-

"'"The idea here is that atelic VIDMs are “variable behavior verhs” (in the sense
of L&RH). L&RH note (as docs Perlmutter (1978), among many others) that across
languages, atelic unergative verbs of manner of motion (e.g. #un, swim. Jump) also
behave like telic unaccusative verbs of directed motion (hence the term ‘variable
behavior'). L&RH suggest an analysis of this case of regular polysemy which [ will

entailing (that represcnted in (1)) as “atelic descend’, and to the instance of descend
which is GOAL-entailing (that Tepresented in (13)) as *telic descend.” 1 will use the
genetal term “o-telic VIDMSs’ 1o refer to this subclass of ambiguous VIDMs,

Note that SOURCE-entailing VIDMs (e.g., feave) and atelic VIDMs {eg.
atelic descend) share the property of being non-GOAL-entailing; neither the
representation in {9) nor that in (11) involves a state at a tocation on the right branch of
the structure.'” This is in opposition to amive-type verbs (e.g., arrive) and telic VIDMs

(e.g. telic descend), which ghare the property of being GOAL-entailing VIDMs.

2.3 Counclusions

Unaccusatives do not form a semantically homogeneous class of verbs, but
rather can be divided into various semantically homogeneous sub-classes. Unaccusative

verbs of inherently directed motion form a semantically coherent verb class in that they

briefly note here (see Chapter §, §5.4.1.1 for 2 mare detsiled discussion). The idea is
that unergative ru7 is the basic instance of the verb, while the unaccusative instance of
this verb is derived via a lexical rule (one which maps the constant of an atelic verb of
motion onto the lexical semantic template that unaccusative verbs of directed motion
appear in}. The point here is that such a lexical rule could canceivably apply to atelic
VIDMs as well. In this case, the basic form of an a-telic VIDM such as descend would
be the atelic form, but like the case of unergative run, the constant of this verb couid be
mapped onto the lexical semantic template that arrive-type verbs appear in, lexically
deriving a GOAL-entailing VIDM (t.e., the sclic form),

“This is true for descend by default, since it docs not have a right branch. Note
that although /eave is alsa non-GOAL-entailing, it is telic (unlike atelic VIDMs), it
passes al tests for telicity; for cxample, it is incompatible with durative phrases: * John
left for 15 minutes (this cannot mean “t 100k John 15 minutes to leave™); likewise, Joan
is feaving does not entail that John has left.



all specify a direction of motion, Nevertheless, within this class of verbs three types of
VIDM can be distinguished:

{A) Amive-type (entailing a GOAL; e.g. arrive, come, enter, retim)

(B) Leave-type (entailing a SOURCE; e.g. leave, escape, exif)

(C) a-telic VIDMs  (ambiguous between entailing / nol entailing a GOAL;

©.8. descend, rise, fail)

SOURCE-entailing VIDMs and atelic VIDMa are non-GOAL-entailing, in opposition
to arrive-type verbs and telic VIDMs, which are GOAL-¢ntailing VIDMs.

We might ask at this point whether this semantic difference (GOAL-
enailing vs. non-GOAL-entailing) between VIDMs like arrive and Jeave is interesting,
from a grammatical standpoint. In the chapters which follow, 1 will show that this
semantic distinction correlates with an important syntactic difference between these two

types of verbs in Borgomanerese, Halian, and English.
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Chapter 3

THE WEAK LOCATIVE GOAL ARGUMENT IN BORGOMANERESE

3.1 Introduction

In the previous chapter we saw that VIDMs come in two types: GOAL-
entailing and non-GOAL-entailing. In this chapter [ will show Lhat this lexical semantic
difference has a syntactic manifestation in Borgomanerese. In particular we will ses
that only GQAL-entailing VIDMs in this language can occur with a discontinuous
stquence of two locative morphemes (ngh...ghi). At first Blance, these locatives seem to
have ‘expletive-like' propentics; they are the same locatives used in the exjstential
construction, for example. However, the fact that they may occur only with GOAL-
entailing VIDMs suggests thay they have semantic content, In arder to account for their
presence, [ hypothesize that they reflect the presence of a phonologically nuli locative
argument, pro-foc. Pro-loc will be taken (o be a ‘weak locative’, selected by GOAL-
entailing VIDMs as an optional second intemal goal argument. This argument is thus
termed the weak Jocative goal orgument (WLGA), In contrast, SOURCE-cmallmg

verbs cannot select pro-loc as an optional second mtemal argument. The hypothesis
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offered in this chaptes will allow us to account for two central properties of sentences
that contain the WLGA: (i) the fact that the WLGA can only occur with a post-verbal
subject {or i-subject, in the sense of Burzio (1986)), and (ii) the fact that the entailed
location-goal necessarily has a speaker-oriented interpretation in the presence of the
WLGA. In the Appendix at the end of the chapter, I provide an analysis of the

morphological structure of the locative subject clitic.

3.2 The syntactic manifestation of the GOAL / non-GOAL distinction in

Borgomanerese

3.2.1 Thedata

In Borgomanerese, the semantic distinction between GOAL-entailing and
non-GOAL-emailing verbs correlates with a syntactic difference between these two
types of verbs (Tortora (1996)). As can be seen by the data in (14a-c), when the subject
of the GOAL-entailing VIDMs rive ‘arrive’, gni ‘come’, gnl ndre / turné adre ‘return’,
and gwi denti ‘enter” ia post-verbal, a localive clitic, ghi, appears. This clitic is doubled
by the locative subject clitic ngh in preverbal position (sce §3.2.4). For the purposes of

exposition, let us refer to the construction in (14) as the ‘ghi-construction’.”

“The locative status of ghi and ngh will be discussed in §3.2.2.2 and §3.2.§ )
below. Note that in the glosses, SLOC = subject locative clitic; LOC = locative clitic;
and SCL = subject clitic. . )

In Borgomanerese, the clitic sequence ngh...ghi only appears in th.c present
perfect and the past perfect. As such, alt the Borgomanerese examples wili be in the
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(14)  a Ngh ¢ riva-gghi ng Jola.
SLOC is arrived-LOCa girl
“A girl (has) arvived.”

b. Ngk ¢ gnd-gghi  la Maria.
SLOC is come-LOC the Maria
“Maria came / has come™"*

present perfect. While a detaiied explanation of this restriction is a matter for Auture
research, here I will offer a few comments on this restriction. As Poletto (1993 in
preparation) and Roberts (1991) note, many Northern Italian dialects possess a series of
subject clitics which appear only with auxiliary verbs (clitici soggetto di ausitiare
‘auxiliary subject clitics’ in Poletto’s terminology). I assume that the subject clitic ngh
in Borgomanerese is a clitic of this type, since it does not appear in the simple tenses. |
also assume that the absence of ghi in the absence of ngk reflects a dependency belween
the two clitics (again, the nature of this dependency is a matter for future research,
although sec §3.2.4.2.1).

"“Note that the geminate 8g in the examples (e.g. riva-gghi in (1 4a)) is the result
of 2 phonological rule in Borgomanerese which doubles the initial consonant of a clitic
when it follows a stressed vowe] {a rule similar to ‘raddoppiamento forosintattico’ in
Standard Ialian).

Another detail worth clanfying is the “low” enclitic position of ghi. This is just
part of the more general fact about Borgomanerese that al] object clitics climb 10 a
position no higher than afier the verb:

() I o mangia-Hu.

SCL have. Isg eaten-it “I have eaten it,"
iy 1 méngio-tu.
SCL eat.]1sg-it “T eat it.”

As can be scen in (14¢-¢), ght also encliticizes 1o certain prepositions. Again, this is just
a general fact about object cliticization in Borgomanerese:

GiY) I  porti ol libbru “I carry the book."
SCL carry. 1sg the book

{ivy [ porta-lu
SCL carry.15g-it “Iearry it.”

v 1 porti dema-lu.
SCL carry.1sg inside-it “I carry it inside.”

That an object clitic {such as / in (iv)) has not remained in its base position, but rather
undergone clitic movement, can be seen by the following sentences, in which the DP
object Iz forta ‘the cake’ must follow the adverb sempri ‘always’, while the clitic o
appears in a higher position;
(Vi) {  méngl semprila torta. “I always eat the cake.”
SCL eat.1sg atways the cake
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c. Ngh ¢ gné ndre-gghi I meomu.
SLOC is come back-LOC the my man
“My hugband returned.”

d. Ngh € tuma ndre-gghi 1 me omu.
SLOC is retumed back-LOC the my man
“My husband retumed.”
e. Ngh ¢ gnd denta-ghi na segretaria.
SLOC is come inside-LOC s secretary
“A secretary entered.”
In contrast with the above, when the subject of the non-GOAL-entailing VIDMs ne,
‘ga; leave’, parti ‘leave’, né fora ‘exit’, and scapé ‘escape’ is in post-verbal position,
these clitics do not appear, as can be seen in (15)." (15 shows thal the appearance of
these clitics with these verbs results in ungramnaticality,
(15) a L é naci ! Mario, nsémma lgj.
SCL is gone the Mario, with  them
“Mario went with them.”
b. L ¢ naci ta me amisa.

SCL is gonethe my friend
“My friend lcft.”

(viiy 7  mongia-la sempri. “I always eat it.”
SCL cal.Isg-it always
*1 mingi sempra-ia.

“The VIDM n¢ ‘go’ in Borgomanerese differs from English go (and Halian
andare ‘go’; see footnote 57). Whereas in English go behaves like 2 GOAL-entailing
verb (Jackendof¥ (1990)), in Borgomanerese it clearly patterns with feqve (and is in fact
also used 1o mean ‘leave’, as can be seen in (15b)). It should not come as a surprise that
the use of go varies across languages, since it does seem (o be the mast semantically
empty of all VIDMs (hence, Jackendofl’s use of GO as a primitive).

It should also be noted that the post-verbal subjects with the SOURCE-entailing
verbs in (15) get & contrastive focus interpretation. Thus, a more accurate translation of
{15¢), for example, would be “It was a girl that lef.” For the purposes of the present
discussion, | put aside this fact, returning to 2 mare detailed discussion of this fact in
ltahan in Chapter 4.
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¢. L ¢ parié na fjola.
SCLisleft a girl
“A girl feR.™

d L € scapd uncén.
SCL is escapeda dog
“A dog escaped.”

€. L & naci fora na parsuna.
SCLisgoncout a person
*A person cxited,”

(15 a, *Ngh .é naci-ghi 1 Mario, nsémma ioj.
SLOC is gone-LOC the Mario, with  them
“Mario went with them.”

b. *Ngh & naci-ghi la me amisa.
- SLOC is gone-LOC the my friend
“My friend left.”

e. *Ngh ¢ parté-gghi na fjola,
SLOC is lefi-LOC  a gidl
“A girl leff.”

d. *Ngh é scapi-pghi un con.

SLOC is escaped-LOC a dog
“A dog escaped.”

e. “Ngh ¢ naci fora-ghi na parsuna.
SLOC is gone out-LOC a person
“A person exited,”

These ¢litics cannot occur with any ather {non-VIDM) unaccusatives, either, such as

JSunde “sink’, créssi ‘grow’, or brusé ‘bum’, as can be seen by lhe contrast between {16)

and (3 7)"¢

"*The unaccusative stalus of these verbs is attested by the fact that they take the

auxiliary vessi ‘be’, and not avej ‘have’ (Borgomanersse is like Italian with respect to
auxiliary sefection).
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(16} a L ¢ fundi na nave.
SCLissunk a ship
“Adﬁp | ”

b. L & crasé ! prezziu di pummi.
SCL is grown the price  of apples
“The price of apples has grown.”

c. L ¢ brusa na piénia.
SCL js burned a plant
“A tree has bumed.”

(17) a. "Ngh ¢ funda-gghi na nave.
SLOC is sunk-LOC a ship
“A ship sank.”

b. *Ngh @ crusd-gghi ! prezzivdi pummi.
SLOC is grown-LOC the price  of apples

*“The price of apples grew.”

c. “Ngh & brusd-gghi na pidnta.
SLOC is burned-LOC & plant
“A tree bumed.”

These clitics are also banned from appearing with wmergatives, such as refefiné

‘telephone’ and parlé ‘speak’:
(18) a(GyL a4 telefanda I Piero.
SCL has telephoned the Piero
“Piero has telephoned.”
(i)} *Ngh a telefuna-gghi ! Piero.
b.GYL & parlc laMaria.
SCL has spoken the Maria.
*“Maria has spoken.”

(ii) *Ngh & paria-gght In Maria.
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To summarize the facts, the VIDMs arrive, come, return, and enter can appear in the

ghi-construction. The VIDMs Jeave, go, escape and exit, and other unaccusatives, as
well as unergatives, do not appear in the ghi-construction,”

1t shauld be noted that this occurrence of ght with certain unaccusatives in
Borgomanerese differs from the phenomenon exhibited in Piedmontese, noted by
Burzio (1986:119-126). Burzio reporis that in Piedmontese (specifically, the dialect
spoken in the city of Torino in Piedmont}, when the subject of zn unaccusative js in
post-verbal pasition, the clitic ye appears:'*

9 A y riva i cliens. {Burzia's (82b), p. 122)
SCL there arrives the clients

Burzio points out that ye has what he terms a “pleonastic” use in {19). This contrasts
with what he terms its “docative” use, seen in (20):
20y 1 client @ y rivu.

the clients SCL there arriv
“The clicnts arrive there.™

This clitic is thus ambiguous between a “locative morpheme” and a “pleonastic
morpheme” which does not have any locative semantic content. These two different yes
exhibit different syntactic behavior. Uniike the “lacative” ye in (20), “pleonastic™ ye
can co-occur with a locative PP. This contrast is seen in (21a) and (21b) (corresponding
to Burzio’s {(83a) and (83b), respectively):

(21) a *4 y puriavasemprei cit al  Valentin.
SCL there took  always the kids to.the Valentin

"Although see below in §3.2.2.3 and §3.3 conceming the existential
construction,

"®The clitic ye appears as ¥y when pre-verbal,
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b.A y rwa ¢ client ntel negasi.
SCL there arrives the clients in the store

This use of a morpheme that is homophonous with a Jocative clitic in Picdmontese may
appear to be similar to the use of ghi seen in (14) in Borgomanerese. However, the two
phenomera are fundamentally different. The “pleonastic™ ye of Piedmontese occurs
with all unaccusatives (Burzio {1986:123)). L. Burzio reports (personal
communication), for exampie, that ail of the unaccusatives seen in (15) and (16) ocouy
with ye when the subject is post-verbal. The occurrence of Borgomanerese ghi, on the
other hand, is limited to a subclass of unaccusatives. The semantic status of

Borgomanerese ghi will be discussed imumediately below.

3.2.2 What is the ghi-comstruction?

3.2.2.1 Hypothesis: gki ks the morpho-syntactic instantizntion of GOAL

As we have scen above, ghi only occurs with VIDMs which entail GOAL.
Furthermore, as we will sc¢ immediately below, ghi is homophonous with the locative
clitic morpheme in Borgomanerese. Let us assume that the fact that a morpheme which
is homophonous with a locative co-occurs with GOAL-zntailing VIDMs cannot be

purely accidental.” In order to expiain this correlation, I propose that ghi is the overt,

"*This line of reasoning has been adopted by several researchers in the past, the
most recent of which is Freeze (1992), who notes that the co-occurrence otj focative
morphemes and what he calls “locative unaccusatives” in many languages indicates that
the locative morphemes must have semantic content,
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motpho-gyntactic instantiation of the lexical semantic category GOAL. Inwhat

follows, T will show that although the ghi in the ghi-construction is homophonous with a
locative, it has different syr!tactic and semantic properties, In §3.2.2.4 I will discuss a
point of semantic interpretation conceming the ghi-construction which fiyther Supports
our hypothesis. In particular, T wili show that the presence of ghi in the ghi-construction

has an effect on the sernantic interpretation of the GOAL.

3.2.2.2 Ghi iy = locative

Borgomanercse has several deictic locatives.? The deictic locatives which

mean ‘here’ are chi, scid, chinsé, child, and chilonsé (228).* Ghi can also be used to

1 use the term “deictic’ to refer to a morpheme which emplays the speaker as
ils reference point (Frawley (1992)). Thus, kere and there are deictic locatives in
English, the former encoding a location that is near the speaker (call it [+spcaker]), and
the latter encoding a location that is removed from the speaker (call it [- speaker}). Use
of the feature [speaker] (originally used by Fillmore (1571), and then by Cinque (1972)
and Vanelli (1995), among others) will become crucial in the analysis of the ‘weak
Iocative marpheme’ in Chapter §.

*'The motphemes chils, chinsé, and chilonsé are composed of the motpheme chi
plus the bound form /o (deriving from Latin ILLOC), and/cr nsé “as such® (equivatent to
Italian cosi). The difference in meaning among these elements is subtle and requires
further study. However, a preliminary investigation reveals that chilo and chilonsé
indicate a location that has a higher degree of proximity to the speaker than the jocation
indicated by chi and chinsé (see, e.g., Frawley (1992)). P. Beninci suggests (personal
communication} that the demonstrative system in Borgomanerese (like that of Spanish,
Tuscan varieties, and literary italian) may employ the feature [hearer], such that chils
and chilonsé are [+hearer], While further investigation is also required for scia, [ note
here some interesting distributional facts. Sciz is relatively restricted; in contrast with
the other locatives, it is essentiatly only licit with verbs of mation and with the
existential:

i) Ven chi/scia!

come here
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mean “here’, as can be seen by (22b):
(22) a La Maria 1 & gnd chi/ scia / chinsé / chils / chilonsé.
the Maria SCL is come heve.
“Maria came here,”
b La Maria | ¢ gnd-gghi.

the Maria SCL is come-here

“Maria came here.”
One difference between the deictic tocatives in (224) and ghi in (22b) is that the former
are not clitics while the latter is. Another difference is that unlike the non-clitic deictic
locatives, ght can algo mean ‘there’ (23b), like the non-clitic morphemes inc and /&

{23a):*

(i) Ngh ¢é scia-gghi tref mati.
SLOC is here-LOC three.fem girls
(i)  As mongia ben chi / *scid.
STeat  well here “The food is good here.”
I can also be used in combination with anether locative, but only with verbs of motion,
as in (iv) {not with the existential (vi)):
(iv)  Fen 3cid chi!

come here here
(v}  *Ven chichiid.
come here here
(vi) *Negh @& sciachi-gghi tref mati, {cf. (413} below)

SLOC is here here-LOC three.fem gitls
Furthermore, it cannot be used with the verb gni denti ‘enter’, even though this verb is
composed with the verb gni ‘come’ (cf, (i)):
(vii) Ven denti (*scia).
come inside (*here)

2While further study is required, an initial investigation indicates that the
locatives iné and /& differ in terms of remoleness (see, e.g., Frawley (1992)). The
former encodes a location which is away from the speaker to a lesser degree of
remotencss than the location encoded by the latter (whether ing is [+hearer] (sce
footnote 21) is a matter for further research). For example, Varda ind! ‘Look there!®
can be used to indicate a book that can be seen on a (able at the far end of the raom, but
not to indicate a mountain that can be seen in the distance. For the latter eventuality,
Varda fa! is appropriate.
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(23) a La Maria ! & naciind/la.
the Maria SCL is gone there,
“Maria went there
b. La Marial ¢ naci-ghi.

the Maria'SCL is gone-there.
“Maria went there.”

Ghi thus has essentially the same use as the locative clitic ci in talian, which also can
be used to denote sither ‘here’ or ‘there,’ as can be scen in (24b) and {25b):
(24)  a. Mangi I spesso?
eat.2sg ihere often
“Do you eat there often?”
b. §i. ¢i mangio spesso.
yes, there eat.1sg ofien
“Yes, I eat there aften,”
(25) a Mangi gua spesso?
cat.2sg here often
“Deo you eat here often?”
b. §i, o  mangio spesso,
yes, here eat.1sg often
“Yes, [ eat here often.”
Borgomanerese ghi and [talian cf are what I will call ‘non-deictic locatives® (hencelorth
NDL). I use the tenm ‘non-deictic’ to distinguish locatives like Borgomanerese ghki and
Italian ci from the deictic locatives, such as those seen in (22a) and (23a). The latter,
like kere and there in English, lexically specify a value for the feature [speaker] (see
footnote 20). Unlike here and there, locatives like Borgomanerese ghi and Itakian ¢ do

not lexically encode whether the location they pick out is near the speaker [+speaker] or

removed from the speaker [ - speaker], but rather have a value for this feature fixed by
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the context. Nevertheless, ghi and ci refer Lo any location that is in the context (either

linguistic or spatial).

3.2.2.3 The ‘expletive’ status of the ghi in the ghi-construction

We have just seen that ghi can be used as an NDL. Here I will address the
question of the use of the ghi in the ghi-construction. This morpheme has a
substantially different syntactic and semantic behavior from the NDL ghi. First,
whereas the former oceurs with the locative subject clitic agh (discussed in detail in
§3.2.4), the latter docs nol. Second, a8 we shall see immediatcly below, the former can
co~occur with a PP or a deictic locative, while the latter cannot. Third, as we shall see
in detail in §3.2.2.4, the former, in contrast with the latter, forces 2 speaker-oriented
interpretation of the location-goal. Much of our discussion of Borgomanerese ghi will
involve discussion of ftalian ¢/, since the latier has a more familiar status than the
former, and as such will facilitate our understanding of ghi.
11 is well known that the locative morpheme ci in ltatian is also used in
existentials:
o Igliu;ono tre ragazzi nella stanza.
LOC are three.masc boys  inthe room.
*There are three boys in the room,”

As can be seen in (27), the locative morpheme ghi in Borgomanerese is like [falian ¢/ in

that it, 100, is used in existentials:

3R

(27) Borgomanerese
Ngh d-gehi tre mataj int la stonza.

SLOC is-LOC three.masc boys  in the room

“Thete are three boys in the room.”
Both in accounts in the literature, as well as in reporis by native speakers, the use of the
locative morpheme ¢ in the Italian existential is understood to be fundamentally
different from the “referential” use of this morpheme (seen in examples (24b) and (25b)
above), The locative ¢ as used in the existential has been described as “non-
referential,” or “expletive,” supporting the intuition among linguists and native speakers
alike that this morpheme does not “refes” to or pick out any coniextually relevant
location, in contrast with the NDL in (24b) and (25b).” The locative in the
Borgomaneresc existential (seen in (27), which is a direct translation of the [ialian (26)),

has the same status as Italian existential ¢/, according to native speakers of

Borgomanerese. For the purposes of exposition, lef us temporarily refer to

PThe two different cis (i.e., the NDL and the “expletive”) also exhibit different
contraction possibilities. Many speakers prefer contraction of the NDL i and the
auxiliary essere ‘he”:

(i) C' ¢ andata  ieri.

there is (she)gone yesterday
“She went there yesterday.”
Nevertheless, non-contraction between the NDL ¢f ang the auxiliary is also permitted:

(ii) Ci & andata jeri.

there is (she)gone yesterday
In contrast, contraction is obligatory with *expletive' ¢i:
(i) €' éstate una ragazza qua.
LOCisbeena girl here
*“There was a girl here.”
(iv)  “Ci @éstata una ragazza qua.
LOCisbeena girl here
This difference between NDL i and “explelive’ ci suggests the possibility that they
accupy different syntactic positions, ‘expletive' ¢i occupying a position closer to the
auxihiary verb.
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Borgomanerese ghi (and Italian ci) as used in the existential as the ‘locative expletive',

(29) Borgomanerese:
a, LaMaria 1 & naci-ghi.
to distinguish it from the NDL ghi (and ¢i). ] use this term with the caveat that T am not the Maria SCL is gone-there
“Maria went there.”
committing myself to the view that this morpheme has no semantic content in the
b.*La Maria'! ¢ nacighi @ ia stazign.
existential (see §3.3 below). the Maria SCL is gone-there to the station
*Maria went to the station.”
Note that the ghi in the ghi-construction in (14) has the same status of the
. ¢. Nasegretaria | ¢ rivi-gghi,
£hi in the existential construction in (27). That is, there is an intuition that, unlike the a secretary SCL is armived-there/here
"A secretary arrived there/hers.”
NDL, the ghi in the ghi-construction does not refer to or pick out any contextually
d. *Na segretaria I ¢ riva-gghi ala stazign,
relevant location. Note that speakers give the sentences in (14) as translations to the & secretary SCL is arvived-there/here at the station
o o “A secretary arrived there/here at the station.”
correspondimg Italian sentences in which there is na overt “‘referential” (i.c., deictic or
(30) [talian:

NDL) locative. For example, (14a) is given by speakers as a translation of the
fotlowing:
(28) E’arrivata una ragazza.

is amrived a girl.
“A girl arived.”

a. Mariaci é andata.
Maria there is gone
“Maria went there,”

b. *Mariaci ¢ andataalla sigzione.
Maria there is gone  to.the station

“Maria went there to the station.”
For expository purpases, then, I will temporarily refer to the ghi in the ghi-construction

¢. Mariaci € arrivata.

Maria therethere is arrived

as the *locative expletive’ as well. “Maria arrived there/here.”
Apant from native speakers’ infuitions, however, it can be shown that the d. "Maria ci é arrivata alla  stazione,

Maria there/here is arrived  at.the station

ghi in the ghi-construction, like the gk in the existential in {27), behaves differently “Maria amived there/here at the station,”

from the NDL ghi. First, returning to the existential, note that locative expletive ghi Thus, locative expletive ghi dificrs from NDL ghi in that the former, but not the latter,

(like Italian Jocative expletive ci in {26)), can occur with an overt locative PP. In can occur with an overt locative PP.

contrast, NDL ghi, like Italian NDL ci, cannot ogeur with a PP, This can be seen in (29)

{Borgomanerese) and (30) (Italian):
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As can be seen by the following sentences, the ghi in the ghi-construction in As can be seen in (33), a clitic “double™ can optionally appear with a right-dislocated

(14) can occur with a PP, just like the locative expletive ghi in the existential in (27):%* Xp:#

(31) a Ngh ¢ nrivagghi nasegretariaa la stazidn.
SLOC is amived-LOC a secretary at the station
“A secretary ammived al the station.”

(33) Maria! hadata o Giorgio,, la torta,
Maria it-has given to Giorgio,, the cake.

Note that just like the direct object argument in (32b} and i

b. Ngh é gnd denti-ghi na segretaria int la sténza. ’ & (32b) and (33), a locative PP can also be
SLOC is come inside-LOC a secretary in the room
“A secretary entered in the room.”

right-dislocated, appearing without or with a clitic:

(34)  a. Maria ¢ andata,, alla stazione,

Given (31), it scoms that we can directly conclude that the ghi in the ghi-construction is Maria is gone,,  to.the station.

like the ghi in the existential. er, we must be careful about what is meant by b. Mariaci ¢ andata, alla stazione
! istential. Howev: - - Maria there is gone,, to,the station,

“can occur with a PP,” because there are two structurally distinet types of PP-doubling

As can be seen in {34b), 1hen, in ltalian the NDL cliti i

in languages like Italian and Borgomanerese. In order to distinguish the two types of P oseu v PR so long s

the PP is right-dislocated. This contrasts wi iti
PP-doubling, we need to briefly discuss the phenomenon of right-dislocation. FonTsts Wil (305 where the NDL cltic camno

occur with a non-right-dislocated PP. W istingui i
It is well known that in Italian, an XP can be right-dislocated (Antinucci & e © most s ditinguish between a ight-
dislocated PP, such as that found in (34b), from what ] wi * :
Cinque (1977), Beninca (1988b), Calabrese (1982)). This is exhibited in (32b), where i Moot d el callhere  ‘doubled P
such as that found in the cxistentials (26) and {2 i i
the direct object DP la torta ‘a cake’ {which is in its base position in (323)) appears on (30) e 27) here no intonarionl break
precedes the PP).
the right edge of the sentence, following a strong intenational break (indicated by the
Nob L . . .
e N ote that Borgomanerese is just fike Halian in that it also allows right-
ma dislocated PPs to occur with NDL ghi:
(32) & Mariaha dato la torta a Giorgio.
Maria has given the cake to Giorgio (35) La Maria I ¢ naci-ghi, a la stazién.
. o the Maria SCL is gone-there,, to the station
b. Maria ha dato a Giorgio., la torta. “Maria went there, to the station.”
Maria has given to Giorgio,, the cake
Thus, whereas NDL ght can occur with a right-dislocated PP (35), only locative

expletive ghi can occur with a doubled PP (27). In order to establish that the ghiin(31)

*Thus, Borgomanerese ghi has the same syntactic behavior as the “pleonastic”
ve of Piedmontese {discussed in §3.2.1 above), which can also co-occur with a locative

e L. Burzio reports (personal communication) that the intonational break in (32b)

is not as strong as that in (33),
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is a localive expletive (2nd not a NDL), we must ensure that the co-occurring PPs are
indeed doubled, not right-dislocated. If the latter is the case, then the presence of these
PPs does not 1cli us anything about the status (NDL or tocative expletive) of this ghi.
The most straightforward way to answer the question of whether the PPs in
(31} are doubled or right-dislocated is to see if these PPs occur with no intonational
break preceding them. To ensure that these PPs are not right-dislacated, we can also
appeal to quantified XPs {Samek-Lodovici (1994)). Let us first ook at Italian, where it
is well inown that quantified XPs cannot be right-dislocated {(36b) and (37b)), unkike
non-quantified XPs {cf. (32b), (33}, (39):
(36) a. Nonmho presentato nessuno a Carlo.
neg have.lsg presented nobody to Carlo
“T have not introduced anybody to Carlo.”

b. *Non ko présentato a Carlo,, nessuno.
neg have.1sg presented 1o Carlo,, nobody
(37)  a. Maria non é andata da nessuna parte.
Maria negis gone tone  place.
“Maria did not go anywhere.”

b. *Maria non é andata,, da nessuna parte.
Maria neg is gone,, tonc place

Borgomanerese also disallows quantified XPs from being right-dislocated, as can be
seen by the following sentences:
38) af o presenti-gghi nziin  a ! Carle®

SCL have.1sg presented-10.him nobody to the Carlo
“I have not intraduced anybody to Carto™

**As can be seen in (S1) below, ghi is also the 3rd person singular and plural
dative clitic (translating as ‘to him/her/them’). See §3.2.4.2.1 for a discussion of dative
clitic doubling in Borgemanerese,
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b.* o presenta-gghi @ { Carlo, nzin.
SCL have. 13g presented-to.him to the Carbo,, nobody

(9 a La Marial ¢ mija nacia in nziinna parti.
the Maria SCL is neg gone to no place
“Maria has not gone anywhere.”

b. *La Maria! & mija nacia,, in nziinna parti.
the Maria SCL is neg gone,, tono place

Given that a quanlified XP in Borgomanerese cannot be right-dislocated, it follows that
ifa quantified PP is permitted in a sentence, it must not be right-dislocated. It also
foltows that if a guantified PP can appear with gk, then the use of ghi in such a case
must be 25 a locative expletive, since only locative expletive ghi allows a doubled (non-
right-dislocated} PP to occur with it. As can be seen by the following sentence, the ghi
in the ghi-construction can oceur with a quantified PP:
40} 8. Ngh ¢ rivd-gghi nzin  in nziinng pari,
SLOC is arrived-LOC no one to no place
“No one arrived anywhere,”
I conclude from (40), then, thal the 8hi in the ghi-construction is a locative expletive,
just like the ghi in the existential in 7.
A final piece of evidence lies in the behavior of deictic locatives, like chi
‘here’, Consider (41a), where ¢ oceurs in a position to the iefl of the post-verhal
subject, ensuring that it is not right-dislocated. We can see that only locative expletive
ghi can co-occur wilh this deictic locative {cf. ltalian in (42)):
(41) Borgomanerese:
a. Ngh ¢ chi-gehi di mataj,

SLOC is here-LOC two.masc boys
“There are two boys here.”
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b.*La Marial ¢ riva chi-gghi. (cf. La Maria I é riva chi.)
the Maria SCL is ammived here-here.

¢. "LaMarial é nacia ld-gghi. (cf. Lo Maria 1 é nacia la.)
the Maria SCL is gonc there-theve

(42) Ttalian
a. Ci  sono due vapazzi gua.
LOC are twoboys here.
“There arc two boys here.”

b. *Maria ci ¢ arrivata qua.
Maria here is arrived here,

The ghi in the ghi-construction in {14) can be doubled by cki, just like the ghi in the
existential in {41a):
{43) Ngh é riva chi-gghi la meamisa.
SLOC is arrived here-LOC the my friend
“*My friend arrived here.”
Borgomanerese ghi thus has two different uses, like of in Standard Itatian:
it can be used as a NDL, meaning either ‘here’ or ‘there,’ and it can also be used as a
locative expletive. By comparing the existential construction with seniences that
contain NDL ghi, we have seen that only locative expletive ghi can be doubled by a PP
or another deictic locative like chi, Since the ghi in the ghi-construction in (14) can be
doubled by a PP or a deictic locative like chi, I conclude that its use in this construction
is as a locative explative, too.
Although | have been using the term “locative expletive’ to differentiate the.
ghi of the ghi-construction from NDL ghi, in what follows, I will present evidence
which shows that the former has semantic content. As we shall see, the presence of

locative expletive ghi affects the semantic intcrpretation of the cventuality.

3.2.2.4 The semantic interpretstion of ‘expletive’ ghi

The ghi-construction is associated with a particular semantic interpretation
not indicated in the transiations thus far provided. The location-goal that the referent of
the DF finds him/herself 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,
(14a) with the verb rivé ‘arrive’ (repeated here as (44)):

(M) Ngh ¢é rivigghi na flola.

SLOC is arrived-LOCa girl

“A girl (has) arrived ™
(44) can only describe an eventuality where the DP na fjola *a girl” has amived in 2
location shared with the speaker. Thus, (44) cannot be used to describe an eventuality
in which a girl ammived in China, if the person who utters (44) 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 localion-goal, the absence of ghi is required (as in
(46) and (47), to which we will turn immediately below),

The import of noting this restriction on the intergretation of the location(-
goal) becomes clear when we consider sentences which do not contain Jocative
expletive ghi. Consider for cxample the case of the verh #é “leave’, where there is no
ghi when the subject is post-verbal:

(45) L & nacinafiola.

SCL s gonca girl
ltA giﬂ |eﬂ.”
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As we discussed, feave does entail the existence of a location(-source). However, unlike
the location{-goal) in (44), the location(-source) in (45) does not have to include the
speaker. Az such, (45) can be used to describe any eventuality involving a girl's
departure, even if the speaker is not there al the time of departure. Thus, in the absence
of ghi, there is no particular requirement on the interpretation of the location entailed by
the VIDM.

Consider also the case of the GOAL-entailing verb rivé when it docs not
oceur in the ghi-construction (i.e., when the subject is pre-verbal, and there is no
locative expletive ghi):

46) Nafiola | ¢ riva.

a girl SCL isamived,

“A girl arrived.”
In (46) (just as in (45) with the location{-source)), there is no restriction on
interpretation of the location(-goal) at which the referent of the DP arrives.
Consequently, (46) can be used to describe any wmmali&, irrespective of the unity of
the location of arrival and location of the speaker. Again, the presence of Jocative
expletive ghi comelates with a speaker-oriented restriction on the interpretation of the
location entailed by the VIDM, while its absence correlates with the Jack of such a
resiriction.

Given these facts, it seems logical to conclude that locative expletive ghi

forces the speaker-oriented interpretation of the location, but before we continue, 1 wam
to consider a possible objection. A close comparison of (44) and (46) reveals that in the

former, the subjeci is post-verbal, while in the latter the subject is pre-verbal. Could it
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be that it is the post-verbal position of the subject which forces the speaker-oriented

interpretation of the location(-goal)? Note, however, that in (45) the subject is post-
verbal, too, and there is no speaker-oriented restriction on the interpretation of the
location(-source). Still w;: might appeal to the fact that (45) involves a SOURCE and
not a GOAL e explain the difference, Is jt only a GOAL that can be subject to such a
restriction on interpretation?*’

Consider, in this regard, the following. Given sentences like {(46), in which
locative expletive ghi is not present, we must conclude that the occurrence of this ciitic
with GOAL-entaifing verbs is not obligatory. As can be seen by the following sentence,
ts presence is also optional when the subject is in post-verbal position (¢f, (44))*

47y L ¢ rivé nafjola.
SCLis arrived a giri
“A girl atrived,”
The important difference to note here between (44) and (47) is that (47) patterns with
(46} with respect to the interpretation of the location(-goal) (and with (45) with respect
to the location(-source)). Thus, the sentence in (47) can be used to describe an
eventuality in which a girl arrives at some location that does not necessarily

include (he

speaker. Here we see, then, that it is the absence of &hi, and not the pre-verbal position

If this were the cxplanation, it would not be clear why only GOAL, and no(
SOURCE, could be subject to such 5 speaker-oriented interpretation.

*1t should be noted that (47) is a marked sentence (as opposed ta (44), which is
unmarked). In particular, the sentence in (44) can be used out-of-the blue, for example,
as an answer to the question “What happened?” In sentence (47), on the other hand,
namow focus is placed on the post-verba) subject na fiola. Thus, (47) can be used only
in answer to the question “Who arrived?” We will discuss this contrast in much greater
detail in the discussion of Italian in Chapter 4,
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of the subject, which cotrelates with the lack of a speaker-oriented restriction on the
interpretation on the location entailed by the verb.? It should be underscored that it is
the locative expletive ghi which forces the speaker-otiented interpretation, and not NDL
ghi. The following sentence with the NDL can be used to refer to any eventuality in
which a girl has arrived, regandless of the location of the speaker:

(48) Naflola I ¢ rivi-gghi.

a gt SCL is arrived-here/there.
“A girl arrived here/there.”

32,25 Summary: the ‘locative expletive’ Is s weak locative goal argument

Let us review the two facts which support the hypothesis that locative
cxplctive ghi is the morpho-syntactic instantiation of the lexical semantic category
GOAL. First, it is homophonous with NDL ghi, and a hypothesis which connects the
locative semantics of ghi with the GOAL-entailing scrnantics of its selecting verbs is
preferred over one which does not connect these two facts. Second, and perhaps more
significantly, the presence of locative expletive ghi has an effect on the interpretation of
the GOAL entailed by arrive-lype verbs. When locative expletive ghf is present, the
GOAL must be interpreted as a speaker-oriented location. When locative expletive ghi

is absent, there is no such restriction on the interpretation of the GOAL.

PThe reader may be wondering at this point why the presence of locative _
expletive ghi should force this speaker-oriented interpretation of the GOAL. | wilt
postpone an ¢xplanation of this fact until Chapter 5 (§5.4.2.1.1.1).
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Some comments are now in order concerning an apparent paradox which
arises given the above conclugion. That is, the ghi in the ghi-construction possesses twoe
seemingly contradictory characteristics. On (he onc hand, it is ‘expletive-like', Its
characierization as an expletive-like clement is baged on (i) the intuitions of natives
speakers that thiz morpheme, like the locative expletive in existentials, is semantically
different from NDL ghi (and other deictic locatives), and {ii) the fact that its syntactic
behavior differs from that of the NDL, Specifically, its ability to co-occur with a
locative PP is reminiscent of the behavior of the Piedmontese “pleonastic” ye, On the
other hand, however, wa have evidence that this morpheme has semantic content. As
Hoted, (i) it is selected only by GOAL-entailing VIDMs, and i} its presence has an
effect on semantic interpretation of the eventuality. Thus, we have identified locative
expletive ghi as an expletive clement that has semantic content.
To distinguish the gki in the ghi-construction from pure expletives devoid
of any semantic content, I will use the term weak locative go'al argument (WLGA) for
this morpheme. 1 adopt the term ‘weak’ from Cardinalett; & Starke (10 appear), for
reasons that will become clearer below and in Chapter 5, For the moment, however, let

us allow the term ‘weak’ to characterize the “intermediate” status of this element

(expletive-like, yet has semantic content).® 1 use the term *locative goal’ to capture the

*The “intermediate” status of this morpheme can create terminological
problems. In particular, native speakers report that the WLGA is not “‘referential® {in
contrast with the NDL and the deictic locatives); yet at the same time, when it is
present, the GOAL is interpreted as speaker-oriented, indicating that this element is
indeed referential (referring to the Jocation the speaker is in at the time of the event). 1
assunte that this problem has to do with the inadequacy of the term “referential * It
should also be noted that native speakers’ intuitions are nol always retiable when it
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fact that this morpheme, when used with GOAL-entailing VIDMs, synlactically
instantiates the lexical semantic category GOAL. Thus, I intend the term WLGA to
identify this morpheme as it is vsed in the ghi-construction,; it does not refer to the

morpheme as il is used in the existential, since the existential does not entait a GOAL ™

3.2.3 The structure projected by GOAL-cntailing VIDMs

The presence of ghi in the ghi-construction is an indication of a syntachc
structurc which is distinct from that projected by non-GOAL-entailing verbs, most
straightforwardly becatse it must be the case that this clitic occupies some position in
the syntax. The next question that arises, then, is what the structure projected by a
GOAL-entailing verb in the ghi-construction is.

Let us consider the semantics of GOAL-entailing VIDMs. These verbs

entail motion along a path, and as noted repeatedly above, the existence of a necessarily

comes to the comrect identification of finguistic entities. For example, native speakers
nomally do not kave any intuitions about a particular morpheme that the linguist may
identify as agreement, or a subject clitic, or a complementizer. Nevertheless, linguists
arc able (o identify the linguistic status of such elements, Thus, the faci that native
speakers have an intuition that the WLGA dees not “refer” to any location cannot in
itself decide the issue.

*|As Freeze (1992) {and others cited therein) have noted, it can be argued that
existentials entail a location, and that the locative expletive that occurs in existentials in
many Janguages identifies the entailed location. The hypothesis put forth in this
dissertation concerning the WLGA and the lexical semantic category GOAL does not
preclude an analysis of the locative expletive as used in existentials as a location-
denoting argument. In the context of the abave discussion, the locative expletive in
existentials could be termed the weak locative argument (see §3.3 below for a brief
discussion of the existential). In this work, however, 1 am mainly concerned with the
locative expletive as it occurs with GOAL-entailing VIDMs,
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reached location-goal which concludes the motion along the path. Thus, these verhs are
accompiishments (in the sense of Vendler U957)), or relic, or delimited eventualities
(see, for example, Termy (1987; 1994}), since there is a terminus to the svent, Itis well
known that the telicity of an eventuality can be determined by an argument of the verb,
which can define the goal or conclusion of the eventuality (cf. Jackendofr {1990:30),
who discusses the various factors which can affect the aspect of an eventuality; see also
Verkuyl (1989)),

Consider now the case of GOAL-entailing verbs, which denoie telic
eventualities. The single direct object argument projected by 3 GOAL-entailing VIDM
is not the argument which provides the telic interpretation: rather, it is the GOAL which
does so. It follows that if g in Borgomaneresz is the overt instantiation of GOAL,
then ghi is the element which provides the telic interpretation of the eventuality, Since
internal arguments determine the aspect of an eventuality, let us conclude that ghi must
be an argument of the verb, Further evidence that the GOAL XP which opticnally
occurs with arrive-type verbs is an argument! comes from the ‘do-so” test in English. 1t
is well known that in English, do so obligaterily replaces argument XPs along with the
verb (compare (49a) with (49¢)):

(49} a. “John put the book on the table, and Mary did so on the foor.
b. John put the book an the table, and Mary did so, too.
€. Jokn read the book in N.Y. and Mary did so in Delaware.
As can be seen in the following example, the GOAL XP af the Station has the same

stalus 35 the argument PP selected by pur:
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(50)  a. *John arrived at the airport, and Mary did 5o af the station.
b. John arrived at the airport, and Mery did so, too.

Of cowrse, since the GOAL entailed by arrive-type verbs is implicit, the
absence of an overt argument expressing this location-goal is permitted, and as such we
find sentences like (46) and (47), which do not project ghi. Nevertheless, the existence
of the ghi-construction in Borgomanerese shows that if a weak locative morpheme is
available in the language, the lexical semantic category GOAL entailed by arrive-type
verbs can be syntactically expressed using the weak locative morpheme.

I ghi is an argument of arrive-type verbs, then we can no longer assume
that when it is projected, arrive-type verbs are monadic, projecting the structure in (2)

(repeated here):
) \I(P
Vv
TN
v DP,,

Rather, they arc optionally dyadic, unlike other unaccusatives. Ong argument is that
which is normally taken to be the ‘subject’ of the sentence (i.e., the d-structure object),

and the other is the location-GOAL, which is ght in the ghi-construction in

*The fact that a GOAL-entailing VIDM can occur with an gvert PP (Mary
arrived at the station) reveals that the lexical semantic category GOAL can always be
synéactically instantiated by a referential argument. Similarly, a ron-GOAL -entailing
VIDM can occur with a overt referential XP specifying the SOURCE (Jokn left the
room), 30 in this sense the lexical semantic category SOURCE can be syntactically
instantiated as well (see §3.3 for further discussion). The phenomenon described here,
however, must be distinguished: only GOAL-entailing VIDMs may sclect the weak
localive morpheme as the WLGA.
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Borgomanerese. These verbs are nevertheless unaccusative, if we take the defining
property of unaccusativity to be the phenomenon of not projecling an external argument
(i.e., verbs which do not assign a subject -rolc, according to Burzio's Generalization).
Thus, the two arguments projected by a GOAL-entailing verb are both internal. Since
ghiis a GOAL, let us take it to be the indirect object argument. This proposal is
supported by the fact that ghi is specified for dalive Case. As can be seen by the

following paradigm, it is homophonous only with the third person dative clitic

pronoun:*
(51)  Accusative clitics: Dative clitics;
sing. nl sing. 2l
I mi ni i ni
2t vi i vi
3 lu(m)/la(f) i {m/f) ghi {m/f) ghi (m/f)

In this sense, GOAL-cntailing verbs are like give, only give also projects an
external argument. Although there is much controversy concerniing the structure

projected by a verb such as give, for the present purposes [ adopt a Larsonjan shell

SThis contrasts with Italian ci, which is homophonous with the first person
plural elitic pronoun, which is both accusative and dative:

accusative chitics: dative clitics:
sing, ol sing ol.
1 mi cf mi ¢t
2 ti vi ti . vi
3 fotm)Aa(f)  1i( m)/le{f) glilmy/le(f)  gli(ny/0)
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(Larson (1988a)) to demonstrate Lhe structure projected by rivé in Borgomanerese (at

the moment nothing crucial hinges on adopting this particular structure):*

{52) \I'P
v
,/A\\
v vP
ﬂvéi ,,’/““\_‘
Spec v
na fola TN
v XP
" ghi
This contrasts with the structure projected by né ‘leave’, which only has a single direct
object argument:®
(53) ‘|7P
v
N
v Dp
né na fiola

As stated in footnote 14, the surface position of ghi seen in (44) results from
its objeci clitic status. Note also thal gk in (52) is dominated by an XP node. For the

moment 1 lcave the category of this morpheme unspesified. However, I assume

*An afternative analysis that may come to mind would invelve a small clausc as
the complement of the verb (cf. Kayne’s (1995:69) analysis of give). Moro (1993;
1997), for example, proposes such a structure for llakian existentials and unaccusatives,
with locative ci in the former and pro in-the latter functioning as the predicale of the
smali clause. Moro's analysis will be discussed in much greater detail in Chapter 4.

$Of course, when a verb like leave projects a referential PP (see footnote 32),

then it too must be taken to project the siructure in (52) (with the PP occupying the
position occupicd by the XP gh).
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(following Uriagereka (1995), among others} that clitics head an XP projection. In what
follows, we will look more closely at the intemal steucture of this clitic. In order 1o do

s0, howcver, it will be necessary to first discuss the nature of the pre-verbal clitic agh.

3.24 Pre-verbal ngh

It this section we will discuss the nature of the preverbal clitic ngh
occurring in the ghi-construction, The only possible analysis of this clitic is as a subject
clitic, indicating that there is 3 phonologically null lacative occupying subject position.
This conclusion in tum leads to a discussion of the intemal structure of the XP

dominating the clitic ghs in (52) above,

3.2.4.1 Nghk is a subject clitic

As can be seen in (44) and (47) (repeated here as (54) and (53)), aghisin
complementary disttibution with the subject clitic /:
(58) Ngh & rivigghi na fola.
SLOC is arrived-LOCa girl
“A girl (has) arrived,”
(55) L ¢é rivd nafola
SCL is arrived a _girl
“A girl arrived.”
Since ngh occupies the position of a subject clitic, we can conclude that it, too, must be

a subject clitic.
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A possible objection to this conclusion might be suggested by a fact noted
by Roberts {1991; 1993), who discusses four varicties of Valdotain which exhibit
subject clitics in the compound tenses (sce footnote 13 above). He notes that although
these subject clitics are obligatory in the absence of any other clitics in the sentence,
they disappear in the presence of an object clitic which raises 1o pre-auxiliary position (a
phenomenon he terms “OCL for SCL™). This is exhibited, for example, in the variety of
Ayas, which allows object clitics to encliticize 1o the past participle (56a) or move to
pre-auxiliary position (56b):

(56) aGnmunc | a viu-me.
nobody SCL has seen-me
“Nobody has seen me,”
b. Gnune m a viu,
nobody me has seen
“Nobody has sten me.”

¢ *Gnunc! m a viu.
nobody SCL me has seen

d *Gmuacm | o v
nobody me SCL has seen

AS can be seen in (56b), when the object clitic me moves to pre-auxiliary position, it
displaces the subject clitic /. Roberts explains this complemeniary distribution by
claiming that clitics cannot adjoin Lo other clitics. When an object clitic moves to a
head which is normaily occupied by the subject clitic, the latier can no longer occupy
that position, and thus disappears.

Given the facts of Valdotain, it cannot be the case that whenever a subject

clitic is in complementary distribution with another clitic, the clitic that replaces it must
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also be a subject clitic. The clitic ngh in Borgomanerese might therefore be an object
clitic which has moved up 1o occupy the position normally occupied by the subject
clitic, as in Valdotain. Thereisa reason, however, why this analysis is not tenable. As
already noted in footnote 14 above, in Borgomanerese we find no instance of an object
clitic (direct, indirect, or oblique) ctimbing to a position any higher than to the right of
the verb. Thus, any clitic we find in pre-verbal position in Borgomanerese {e.g., ngh)

cannot be an object clitic.
3.24.2 Ngk: evidence for a uall locative in Spec, IP

Now that we have determined that ng is a subject clitic, the next question
to ask is what licenses its presence, To answer this question, we must briefly review the
phenomenon of subject clitics.

There is no way to adequately summarize in the present work the vast
amount of complex facts surrounding the phenomenon of subject clitics in the Northem
Italian dialects. For this I refer the reader to Poletto (1993), (in press), and (in
preparation), who surveys over (00 dialects and concludes that there are at least four
distinct types of subject clitics to be found in these languages. Nevertheless, for the

present purposes, we can characterize the type of subject clitic found in Borgemanerese.
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As can be aeen in (57a-c), Borgomancresc has the type of subject clitic that
varies according to the subject which occapies Spec, 1P
(57 a La Mariala lesgia ! [ibbru.
the Maria SCL reads the book.
“Maria is reading the book.”
b. L Piero al lesgial libbru.
the Piero SCL reads the book
“Piero is reading the book.”
¢ Té 1l lesgil libbru.

you SCL read the book
“You are resding the book.”

Thus, fa accurs with a thisd person singular feminine subject, af occurs with a third
person singular masculine subject, and ia/ occurs with the second person singular
subject. Following Brandi & Cordin (1986), Rizzi (1986), and Poletto (1993), 1 assume

that these clitics function as a form of agreement with the overt subject in Spec, [P,

*In Borgomaneresc, the first person singular and all the persons of the plural use
the same subject clitic, i
) Mé§ lesgfi  libbru.
I SCL read the book
(i) Njaui lesgiummal libbru,
we SCL read the book
(iii) Viaw i Jesgié | libbru.
you.pl SCL read the book
vi) Lo i lesgul [libbru.
they(masc./fem.) SCLread the book. .
This subject clitic seems to be of a different type from those in (57), angl w1]l. not be
dealt with here. It is possible that i is what Poletto (in press) lerms an ‘invariable’
subject clitic, although more tests are needed to determine this. i ) -
I should also point cut that the form taf (the second person smgulgr subject clitic
secn in (57¢/58¢)) is not used with vessi ‘be’ and avej *have’, which require the form ¢
~ii) Tét & 1 libbmu.
you SCL have the book
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Note that these clitics obligaterily appear in the absence of an overt subject,

as well:

(58) & La lesgia ! fibbra.
SCL reads the book.
“She is reading the book.”

b. 41 lesgial libbr.
SCL reads the book
“He is reading the book.”

¢ Tal lesgi! fibbru.
SCL read the book
“You are reading the book,”

I conclude on the basis of the data in (58) (again, following the above authors) that

Borgomanerese is a pro-drop language (like Italian), When there is no overt subject, the
subject clitics agree with a pro in subject position:

(5% AgrsP
//\
Spec Agrs’
Pro; A

Now that we have delermined that subject clitics in Borgomanerase are of

the type that identify a pro in subject position, et us return to the guestion of the naturc

of the subject elitic ngh. Given its near identity to the focative clitic ghi, and the fact

that it co-oceurs with it, let us assume that it is a locative clitic, too."” Now, a3 we have

"Note that the Jack of complete identity with the object locative clitic ghi should
not deter us from assuming that »gh is » tocati

ve. Subject clitics are commonly distinct
from their object clitic counterparts in the Northern ltalian dialects. For example, while
the third persan singular masculine subject clitic is al, its object clitic countemart is /.
Similarly, the second person singutar subject clitie is raf (or 1}, while its object clitic
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Jusl seen, subject clitics in Borgomanerese agree with an phonologically null subject in
Spec, IP. The inescapable conclusion, then, is that the presence of the locative subject

clitic ngh signals the presence of a co-indexed phonologically nuil locative in Spec, 1P,

Let us call this XP pro-loc:
(60) AgrsP
’/"HN\
Spec Agrs'
pro-lec, N
Agrs ...
ngh;

Further evidence that there is a phonologically null element occupying
subject position in the ghiconstruction comes from agreement facts. As can be seen in
{61), the ghi-construction involves obligatory 3rd persan singular marking on the verb,
even in the presence of a plural subject:*

(61) a Ngh é rivi-gghi  do  maii,
SLOC is arrived-LOC two,fem girls

counterpart is 2. There is 0o reason to assume, then, that the subject clitic version of the
locative should be identical to the abject clitic version of the locative. The nature of the
in the subject clitic locative witl be discussed in the Appendix at the end of the
chapter.

#See Cardinaletti (1997) and Chomsky (1995:Chapter 4} for a discussion of
agreement patterns with post-verbal subjects across languages; in §5.4.2.3.1 below |
discuss how this agreement patiern relates to Case assignment.

Note that in Chapter 4 I propose that Italian amive-type verbs (like in
Borgomanerese) optionally project a pro-loc. However, Italign (like English; sex
Chapter 5), in contrast with Borgomaneresc, generally exhibits agreement with the post.
verbal subject (Sono arrivate due ragazze * Are amrived two girls' / *E’ arrivato due
ragazze ‘1s arnved two girls'), in spite of the presence of pro-foe. 1 will simply assume
that pre-loc in ltalian, like theve in English (scz references cited above), does not have
the features necessary to trigger agreement.
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b. *Ngh () n rivajgghi do mati,
SLOC (SCL) are amrived.pl-LOC two.fem girls

This supports the hypothesis that a phorologically null XP (i.e., pro-foc) occupies Spec,
IP in the ghi-construction, In (61a), it is pro-loc which tripgers agreement with the

verb. In contrast, when ngh.,.ghi is absent, agreement with the post-verbal subject is

obligatory (62) (cf. (47)):
62) a *L e rivai do maii.
SCL(3sg) is arrived two.fem girls
b J n rivaj do maii.
SCL(3p1) are arrived.p! two. fem girls

Under our analysis, the fack of 3rd person singular marking on the verb in (62h)
indicates the lack of a pro-foc.

The conclusion that a pro-foc occupies Spec, IP in the ghi-construction now
raises the following questions. What is this phonologically null locative? Where does it

come from?
3.24.2.) Pro-loc: the null loestive

We have thus far seen that there are three locatives in the ghi-construction:
the subject clitic ngh, the phonolegically null locative {pro-loc), and ghi itself. Why is
there such a proliferation of locatives? The existence of a locative subject clitic in
addition to the empty locative in subject position simply follows from the fact that

Borgomanerese is a subject clitic language (i.¢., it has overt subject clitics which agree
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wilh the subject in Spec, IP). But why is there a ghi in addition to the empty locative in
subject position?
To account for this, consider the fact that Borgomanerese is a dative clitic-
doubling language. As seen in (63), Borgomanerese dative arguments arc doubled by a
dative clitic:
(63) a la Maria la paria-ghi a [ Piero.
the Maria SCL speaks-to him io the Piero
“Maria speaks to Piero.”
b. Te 1al da-ggu a I Mario®

you SCL give-to him.it to the Mario

“You give it to Mario.”
Recall from §3.2.3 our claim that the WLLGA ghi is the indirect {dative) object argument
of the verb it occurs with. Twould Jike lo propese here a slight modification of that
conclusion, Lel us say that both the phonologically null locative (pro-foc) and ght are
indirect object arguments of arrive-type verbs. This conclusion takes advantage of the
fact that Borgomaneresc is a dative clitic-doubling language, accommodating both pro-
loc and ghi by 1aking pro-loc to be the dative double of the locative clitic ghi, much as {
Piero is the dative double of the dative clitic ghi in (63a). At this point, then, we must
slightly adjust our previous assumptions: we will now take the pro-ioc to be the

WLGA. The clitic ghi oceurs with pro-loc in a clitic-doubling relationship. I assume

that pro-loc is simply part of the morphological inventory of Borgomanerese,

*Note that gu is simply the morphologicat realization of the clitics ghi and Ju
{‘to-him’ and ‘it’) when they occur together.
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Adopting Uriagercka’s (1995) analysis of clitic-doubling, we can account
for the co-occurrence of both the pro-loc and ghi by positing that at d-structure pro-toc
(the dative double) is in the Spec of the XP headed by ghi. Let us refer to this XP as
‘LocP’. Thus, the internal structure of the indirect object XP (=LocP) seen in (52)

(repeated here for convenience as (64)) is actually as in (65).%

(64} \iP
vl
,/\\
v VP
rive; /\-\
Spec v
na fiola T
Vv XP
! ghi

(65) WLGA clitic-doubling

LocP
//\\‘
Spec Loc'
pro-log, |
Loc
ghi;

The revised VP structure is thus the following:

““There is nothing crucial which hinges on the use of Uriagereka’s Spec-Hesd
analysis of clitic-doubling, which I use as a too! to illustrate how pro-loc and ghi are
both base-generated as indirect object arguments. )
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(66) VP

v
m
v VP
pe Vé' M
Spec v
na fjoia T T —
v LocP
Y /‘\\
Spec Loc'
pro-log; |
Loc
8hi;

The pro-ioc moves from its base position to subject position, yielding the following:*

(67) AgrsP
,"/\\
Spec Agrs’
prodoc; TN
Agrs VP
ngh; |

N
v VP
Ave TN
Spec v
nafiola .~
v LocP
b ~TN

“'To save space | have eliminated any functional projections {¢.g., TP, AgroP)

that may intervene between AgrsP and VP).
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The subject clitic ng# is in the Agrs head, as per our discussion of (60) above. Ghi, like

all ebject clitics, encliticizes to the verd {not depicted in (67)).

3.24.2.2 Pro-loc and the i-subject

Note that if we can motivate the ctaim that movement of pra-foc to subject
position is obligatory, we can explain the characteristic feature of the ghi-construction,
namely, that the “subject” (e.g., na Jfiola in (44)) must be post-verbs! (descriptively
known a5 “subject inversion®).

Pro-loc is a phonologically null XP. It has been independently argued by
Burzio (1986:129-130) (as well as Cardinalelti (1996) and Cardinaletti & Starke (1o
appear)) that pro, the more familiar phonologically nuil argument in Romance, must be
pre-verbal (i.c., must be in Spec, [P}, Burzio uses the following paradigm to show that
pro can only occur pre-verbaily ((68-69) correspond (o Burzio’s (105-106)):

{68) a. Josono alla Jesta.
1 am at.the party

b. Sono alla festa.
([yam at.the party

(69) a Ci somoioalla fesia.
LOCam 1 atthe party

b. *Ci  sono alla festa.
LOC am(}) at.the party

(68a) and (68b) are examples of a pre-verbal overt pronoun and pro-drop, respectively.

As can be seen in (69), the subject pronoun io ‘I occurs post-verbally when the locative
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expletive ci occurs in subject position. (69b) shows that the presence of ci in subject
position excludes pro-drop, suggesting that pro-drop cannod occur post-verbally, and
hence that pro cannot be post-verbal.

Given the VP-internal subject hypothesis, I will assume that subject pro is
base generated within VP, and its occupation of Spec, IP is 2 result of obligatory
movement 1o that position, Cardinaletti & Starke (to appear) and Cardinaletti (1996)
independently argue that pro is a ‘weak” prosoun.” Weak pronouns, they show, cannot
remain in their base positions, but rather must move overtly to Spec, IP. Consider, for
example, the case of the pronoun agit *he’ vs. the pronoun hui *he’ in Halian. Ascanbe
seen in (70a,b), the pronoun /ui can accur post-verbally as well as pre-verbally:

(70) a. Ha aderito lui.
has adhered he

b. Lui ha aderito.
he has adhered

Thus, Jui behaves like any other noun:

(71) a. Ha aderito Gianni.
has adhered Gianni

b. Gianni ha aderito.
Gianni has adhered

in contrast, the pronoun egfi cannot occur post-verbally:

(72) a. *Ha aderito egli.
has adhered he

24 more detailed discussion of Cardinaletti & Starke’s theory of weak profiouns

is deferred until Chapter 5.
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b. Egli ha aderito.
He has adhered

If the exelusively lefrward nature of movement is assumed (Kayne (1995)), we must
conclude that the post-verbal subjects fui and Gianai are in their base-generated
positions (Spec, VP) in (702) and (71a)). Since egli cannot oceur post-verbally, we
must further assume that it cannot remain in its bage-gencrated position, but rather must
move in the syntax to & Case related position (Spec, IP).

Pronouns like egli are thus XPs which exhibit clitic-like behavior. Such
weak pronouns also differ from “strong' pronouns such as /ui in that the former but not
the latter may refer to non-human- entities. This difference can be seen in (73a,b),
where esse ‘they-fem' may refer to cither girls or roses, while loro ‘they-fem’ can refer
only to giris. The wesk nature of esse and the strong nature of .lora is confirmed by the
fact that loro can oceur in its base position (74b), whereas esse cannot (74a).

(73) a Esse  sono trappo alte, (= the gitls; the roses)
they-femare very tall

b. Loro sono troppo afte. (= the girls; *the roscs)
they-fem are very 1all

(74)  a. “Hanno mangiato esse.
have eaten  they-fem
(cf.: Esse hanno mangiato.)

b. Hauno mangiato loro.
have eaten they-fem

Thus far we have examined two pmpeﬂiés of weak pronouns: (i) they can refer to non-

human entities, and (i) they must move overtly to a Case-related position,
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As Cardinabetti & Starke (to appear) and Cardinaletti (1996) point out, pro
qualifies as a weak pronoun. In addition to heing used as a quasi-argument {7Syand an
impersonal (76), pro can have both human and non-human referents, as can be seen in

a7

{75}  pro piove.
{(it) rains

(76) promi  hanno venduto un libro rovinato, in quel negozio.
they to-me have sold  a book damaged, in that shop

(77 pro  sono molte belle. {= the gitls; the roses)
(they) are  very beautifil

If pro is a weak pronoun, like egii and esse, then its obligatory presence in pre-verbal
position, independently argued for by Burzio (1986), is explained.

Let us now retum to the original gquestion we set out to address in this sub-
section: if we can motivate the claim that movement of the pro-loc argument to subject
position is obligatery, then we can explain the characteristic feature of the ghi-
construction (namely, that the “subject” must be post-verbal). Jt seems reasonabile to
assume thai pro-foc, like pra, is weak. Like pro, then (and weak pronouns in general),
pro-loc cannot remain in its base position and must move overtly to subject pasition,
yiclding (44), repeated here for convenience:

(44) Ngh ¢ rivai-gghi na foia.

SLOC is artived-LOC2 gisl
“A gir] (has) atrived.”

“Recall that the presence of the subject clitic ngh signais the presence of the
pro-loc in Spec, [P.

Given that pro-foc must oceupy the subject position, the d-structure object cannot move
to that position, and thus remains in sity (i.c., post-verbal). To put it differently, if the
d-structure object were to move to Spee, IP instead of the pro-foc, this would result in
ungrammaticality, since the pro-foc could not move to that position, as required. Thus,
whenever pro-loc is projected, Spec, IP has 1o be left open for occupation of the pro-
loc. The d-structure ob}ect thus remains in-situ, yielding the ‘subject inversion*
characteristic of the ghi-construction,
Recall that arrive-type verbs project the WLGA (i.e., pro-loc) optionally
(cf. the discussion in §3.2.3). if the WLGA iz not projected, then, the d-structure object
can either remain in situ or move to subject position, yielding the sentences in @7y and
{46), respectively (repeated here for convenience):
@47y L érive nafjola,
SCL is arrived a girl
“A girl arrived.”
(46) Nafiola 1 ¢ riva.

a girl SCLisamved,

“A girl amrived.”
The option for the d-structure object to remain in-situ follows from a more general
property of Borgomanerese, which (like Italian) allows *free inversion”.

There are two finatl pieces of evidence that supporl the explanation provided

here for obligatory subject inversion i the presence of pro-loe. First, as discussed

above, pro-drop can only be pre-verbal, This follows from the fact that pro (as a weak
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pronoun) must move in the syntax from its base-generated position. Thus, in the case of
a pro-drop construction like that in (78a), pro must move to Spec, IP, as in (78b).4

(78) a L ¢ riva
SCL is arrived.
“He (has) amrived.”

b. AgrsP
TN
Spec Agrs’
prog TN
Agrs

T
v‘
TN
v

rive

&

Given this analysis, we predict pro-drop to be impossible in the presence of the WLGA.
That is, both pra and pro-loc cannot be projected in one and the same structure, becanse
they would have to compete for the same syntactic position, since as weak pronouns,
both need to move overtly to subject position (compare {78b) with (67)). Note thet this
prediction is bome out:

(79)  *Ngh & riva-gghi,
SLOC is arrived-LOC

Second, Foletto (in preparation:Chapeer 6) argues thal in lialian (as well as
in many Northemn Italian diateets), when the negative quantifier nessuno ‘nobody” is
used as a pre-verbal subject, as in (80a), it does not occupy Spec, IP, the canonical

subject position normally occupied by non-quantified DP subjects, but rather occupies a

“The structure in (78b), which does not involve a Larsonian shell, is essentially
the one scen in (53) projected by #é ‘Ieave’; this is due 10 the fact that the second
internal argument is not projected in this case.

higher Spoc position. Nate that the hypothesis that the subject nzéin ‘nobody” in
Borgemanerese occupies a position other than Spec, IP (as Poletto argues for the
negative quantifier in Italian and other italian diajects) allows us to make a prediction:
with Spec, IP leRt open in the presence of the pre-verbal subject nziin, the ghi-
construction should be possible, as pro-foc is free to move to thal position. Ascan be
geem in (80b), this prediction is bome out; note that (80b) contrasts with {80c), in which
anon-quantified subject DP (La Maria) cannot occur pre-verbally in the presence of
pro-loc:

(80) a. Nessuno é arrivato.
nobody is arrived

b. Nzin  ngh ¢ riva-gghi.
nobody SLOC is ammived-LOC

. *La Maria ngh é rivé-gghi.
the Maria SLOC is arrived-LOC

To summarize, the above facts confirm that pro-loc i only licit when Spec,
I is left open as a position into which it can move. Pro-foe and pro are incompatible
because cach has the requirement that it must occupy Spec, [P; thus, if pro is present,
pro-loc is excluded {and likewise, if pro-loc is present, pro is exctuded). In addition,
the hypothesis that nziin accupies a position higher than Spec, IP (in contrast with other
subject DPs} explains why it is the anty DP subject zllowed to occur pre-verbatly in the

ghi-construction; by leaving Spec, IP open, pro-loc is free to move to that position.

“Poletto (in press) and (in preparation) argues extensively for a more articulated
functional structure, involving two AgrsP projections,
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Thus, once we recoptize that pro-foc must occupy Spec, 1P, the ‘subject inversion®

nature of the ghi-constriction is explained.
3.3 SOURCE-entailing verbs and the existential

The claim that pro-loc is the WLGA in Borgomanerese raises the question
of the use of the ghi-construction for the existential (seen in (27)), given that the
existential does not entail a GOAL. To address this question, T will take this
opportunity to clarify our analysis of pro-ioc.

The idea being presented here is that pro-log is simply part of the
morphological inventory of Bergomanerese, in the same way that NDL g#i and the
deictic locatives chi *here’ and /a ‘there’ are morphemes listed in the lexicon of the
language. The difference between pro-ioc, and, say, chi ot fa, is that pro-foc is n *weak
locative’, while ¢/ and la are ‘strong locatives® {again, terminology adopted from
C&8).* Now, let us consider the fact that GOAL-entailing verbs and SOURCE-
entailing verbs project their GOAL and SOURCE arguments optionally. As we have
seen, the optionally projected argument of a SOURCE-entailing verb can be either g PP
(81b), the NDL ghi (81c), or a deictic (streng) locative (81d):

(81) a La Marial’ @& nari.
the Maria SCL is gone

“One difference between a weak morphome and a strong morpheme (noted in
the preceding sub-section) is that while both are XPs, weak morphemes exhibit clitic-
like behavior.
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b. La Marial” ¢ nacia la stazion.
the Maria SCL is gone to the siation

¢ La Maria I ¢ naci-ghi,
the Maria SCL is gone-there

d. La Maria I' ¢ naci la.
the Maria SCL is gone there

The optionally projected argument of a GOAL-cntailing verb, like that of SOURCE-
entailing verb, can also be either a PP (82b), the NDL ghi (82c), or a deictic locative
(82d):

(82) a. La Marig{’ ¢ riva.
the Maria SCL is arrived

b. La Marial’ é rivt a la stazion.
the Maria SCL is amived af the station

c. La Maria I° é rivi-gghi.
the Maria SCL is arrived-there

d. La Maria ' ¢ riva chi.
the Maria SCL is armived here

The differcnce between SOURCE-entailing and GOAL-entailing verbs, however, lies in
the ability of GOAL-entailing verbs to select pro-loc as the opticnally projected
argument:

(83)  pro-locngh ¢ riva-gghi  nafiola.
pro-loc SLOC is arrived-LOC a girl

The term weak locative goal argument allows us to differentiate this morpheme, as used

with GOAL-entailing verbs, from the ather locatives.




Let us now retum to the question of the existential in Borgomanerese. As
noted, the existential appears to amploy pro-loc as well, in spite of the fact that this

construction does not entail a GOAL:

(84) pro-loc ngh  d.gghi tre maiqj.
pro-loc SLOC is-LOC three.masc boys

To account for the existential, I would like to suggest that pro-loc can also be used as
the morpho-syntactic instantiation of the lexical semantic category LOCATION. Given
this ana!ysis. let us take pro-loc to be 2 weak locative marpheme which can be used
either as the optionally projected GOAL argument (in which case it is the weak iocative
goa! argument), or as the optionally projected LOCATION argument (in which case it
is a weak locative argument {WLA)). Thus, the fexical semantic categorics GOAL and

LOCATION pattern together, while the odd man out is SOURCE.,

3.3.1 Speculations on the relevant lexical semantle distluction between SOURCE
vs. GOAL and LOCATION

The above observation raises the question as to why the weak locative {i.e.,
pro-toc in Borgomanerese) cannot be used as the morpho-gyntactic instantiation of the
lexical semantic category SOURCE (in opposition to PPs, NDL ghi, and deictic
locatives). While I do not have an answer to this question, it seems that the conceptual
categories GOAL and LOCATION must be formally distinguished from SOURCE,
since the grammar is sensitive to this distinction. Here I provide .a tentative analysis

which formally distinguishes the former two lexical conceptual categories from the
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latter, which is based on Jackendoff's {1990) observations conceming Goa! and
Location, and Pustejovsky’s (1991) theory of event structure. A more detailed analysis
of the lexical conceptual distinction between GOAL/LOCATION and SOURCE is a
matter for future rescarch,

As Jackendoff (1990:27) notes, a “...be-sentence cxpresses the end-state of
-[a]... go-sentence " He caplures this relation via an inference rule, which essentially
states that at the end of an event in which X goesto Y, it is the case that X is at Y. Note
that this conceptual relation between GOAL and LOCATION does not hold for
SOQURCE and LOCATION. That is, at the end of an event in which X goes from Y, it
is not the case that X is at Y {rather, X is not at Y). Given Jackendoff’s abservation, it
cotld in fact be argued that GOAL and LOCATION are one and the same lexical
semantic category. The only difference between GOAL and LOCATION is that the
former is embedded in a conceptual structure under the ‘Event’ GQ, whereas the Jatter
is embedded in a conceptual structure under the ‘State’ BE. This difference is sketched
out in (85a,b) (adapted from JackendofT(1990:27)), where X is the theme and Y is the
location (let us take (85a) to roughly represent an event described by arrive):

®5) 2 [gyw GO ([X], {p TO[ (YD)
b. [sue BE ([X], [pee ATL{{YD])

Thus, Y in both {85a,b) can be referred to a3 LOCATION."

“Nevertheless, in the remainder of this work I will refer to the former as GOAL,
for the sake of clarity.

0
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Hawever, note that according to Jackendoff, a SOURCE-entailing event (as
opposed to a GOAL-entailing event or a state at a LOCATION) is differentiated anly by
the presence of the Path-function FROM (instead of TO or AT; assume (86) represents
an cvent described by leave):

36)  [eum GO ([X]. {na FROM[([YDH))]
Thus, while Jackendoff's inference rule excludes an equation of a location-source with a
state at a location, the above structures do not express any formal distinction between a
location-source, a locationagﬁal, and a state at a location; all three are expressed as the
conceptual category Y (= LOCATION). Nevertheless, as we have seen, the weak
locative in Borgomanerese {pro-foc) can onky be used 1o instantiate the lexical semantic
category LOCATION in (85a,b), and not that in (86). It scems, then, that the former
and the latter must somehow be distinguished.

Once again, Pusicjovsky’s (1991) analysis of event structure, which was
discussed in §2.2.1, can provide a framework in which a location-source can be
structurally distinguished from a location-goal and a state at 2 location. Az we saw in
§2.2.1, a GOAL-entailing event such as that described by the verb arvive can be
represertted as in (8), repeated here as (87):

(t-7)] T

¢ €
GO  stateat a LOCATION Y

Note that in contrast, an exislential does not invelve such a dual event structure.

Rather, it is a ‘state’ with a non-complex avent structure (in the same sense that a

‘process’ has a non-complex event structure), which is represented in Pustejovsky’s
system in the following way (S indicates *state’);

(88) |S

¢
stale at a LOCATION Y

As we saw, like grrive, the verb Jeave describes an svent that involves two sub-events,
In conirast with arrive, hawever, the resulting state described by leave is the negation of
astate at a location. This was illustrated in (9) (repeated here as (29)), which describes

a state at a location on the left branch, and the negation of that state on the right branch:

(89) T
”_’_’_’I‘\\
¢ €z
siate at a LOCATION Y notat Y

Note that the ahove structures formatly capture Jackendoff"s ohservation
(expressed by his inference rule) which equates GOAL with LOCATION, M we
compare (87) with (89), we note a structural difference. In {(87) (the GOAL-entailing
event), ‘siate at a LOCATION Y is on the right branch of the event structure, while in
(89) (the SOURCE-entailing event) “stale at a LOCATION Y~ is on the left branch of
the event structure. Now consider (88): by virtue of the fact that theze is no feft branch,
the LOCATION is not on a left branch in the event siructure. Viewed in this way, we
can distinguish SOURCE from GOAL and LOCATION by stating that the former is the
conceptual category LOCATION which occurs on the left branch of the event structure,
while the latter two are instances of the conceptual category LOCATION whick do not

occur on the left branch of the event structure.
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Let us now retum 1o the fact that pro-foe, the weak locative morpheme in
Borgomanerese, cannot be selected by SOURCE-entailing verbg (in opposition to PPs,
NDL ghi, and deictic locatives). Given the above anatysis of the distinction between
SOURCE on the one hand and GOAL/LOCATION on the other, we can state pro-loc's
restriction in the foilowing way:

(90)  Pro-ioc cannot be used as the morpho-syntactic instantiation of the
iexical semantic category LOCATION when LOCATION occurs on the
left branch of the event structure.

Again, I cannot offer an explanation for the descriptive generalization in (90).
Nevertheless, the above analysis allows us to capture the intuition that at some ievel,
SOURCE-entailing and GOAL-entailing cventualities and the existential all entail the
same conceptual category, namely, LOCATION. At the samc time, it allows us to
capture the fact that at another level, a location-source is grammatically distinguished

from a location-goal and a state at a location,

3.4 Conclusions

The presence of the locative clitics ngh and ghi in the ghi-construction

indicate the syntactic presence of 3 phonologically null locative morpheme, pro-loc.

Although the locatives in the ghi-construction exhibit expletive-like properties, we have

seen that the analysis of pro-foc as a WLGA has allowed us to explain two facts, One is

the *subject-inversion’ nature of the ghi-construction. As a weak morpheme, pro-loc
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must move overtly from ils base position to Spec, IP, leaving the subject stranded in
post-verbal position, The fact that nzdn “nobody’ (which does not occupy Spec, IP) ¢
occur as a pre-verbal subject in the ghi-construction is consistent with this analysis.
The other fact this hypothesis allows us to explain is that the presence of pro-loc
correlates with a speaker-oriented interpretation of the location-goal. This fact woult
not have an explanation if pro-Ioc were analyzed as a pure expletive, with no semam
content. 1 also proposed that only unaccusatives which contain the lexical semantic
category GOAL or LOCATION can optionally select pro-foc as 2 second intemnal
argument. To explain why pro-foe cannot be associated with SOURCE, 1 appealed
an analysis of event structure which would allow us to formally distinguish the latte

from the former.
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APPENDIX: What is the »?

One final aspect of the subject clitic ngh needs clarification. Ngh is a

locative subject clilic, and its lack of morphological identity to gt should not come as a
surprise, However, it seems rather obvious that the gh in ngh is morphologically related
to ghi. Less immediately obvious, however, is the nature of the » which precedes gh.
Many [talian dialects have a locative clitic (deriving from Latin HINC), that resembles
Borgemanerese ngh: for example, Barese nge, Neapolitan nde (Calabrese (1996)), and
Sardinian nke (Jones (1993)). Whilc at first sight it might seem more straightforward to
analyze ngh as a single morpheme deriving from Latin HINC, there are three facts that
lcad me to assume that n and gh are two different clitics, the former most likely related
to partitive nu in Borgomanerese.

Firet, although there ars several Central and Southern Italian dialects that
have a locative clitic deriving from Latin HINC (such as Neapolitan =é), ta my
knowledge there are no Northern lialian Dialects which have such a locative clitic.
Second, in Biondelli (1853), there is an instance of the existenlial construction in
Borgomanerese in which there iz no n preceding the preverbal gh:

91) Al gh érana bf)z:aun omu...
SCLLOC wat a time a man... .
“Once upon a time there was a man...
The absence of n in an earlier stags of Borgomanerese suggests (hat it is a separate

clitic.

16

Third, there are many Northern Halian dialects which exhibit a co-
aceurrence requirernent between the locative expletive clitic and the partitive clitic.

Many dialects related to Borgomanerese require the partitive clitic in the presence of the

lotative expletive clitic, and/or (vice-versa) the locative expletive clitic in the presence

of the partitive clitic. For example, in varicties spoken in the Province of Belluno, the

existential (which uses the locative expletive ghe) requires the presence of partitive ne

(Nicola Munaro, personal communication), as can be seen in the following sentence:
92} a Ghe n ébo  Mario? (Italian; C'¢ Maria?)

LOC NE is-SCL Mario
“Is there Mario?”

b. Ghe n é-la  na macking?
LOCNE is-SCL a car
“Is there a car?”

{Ltalian: C'8 una Macchina?)

It is important to note that partitive ne, when obligaiorily used with the Jocative
expletive in the existential, does not make any p;lanitivc semantic contribution to the
sentence. This is attested by the fact that partitive rie is used with full DPs, both
definite and indefinite, as well as with proper hames (92a).

Padovano is an example of a language in which partitive ne requires the

presence of the locative expletive clitic ghe (Paola Beninca, personal communication);™

“When an overt referential indirect abject clitic is present, however, the locative
expletive clitic does not appear:

[0 I me ne da do.

SCL to-me NE givestwo ~ “He gives two of them to me.”
This demonstrates that the locative clitic ghe in (93} does not make a semantic
contribulion to the sentence.
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(93) Marioghe ne magnade (Italian: Mario ne mangia due.)
Maric LOCNE eat  two
“She eats two of them ™
Other dialects exhibit both co-occurrence requirements (i.e., the locative expletive
requires the partitive clitic, and the partitive clitic requires the locative expletive). This
is found, for exampte, in the dialect of Motta di Livenza, spoken in the Province of
Treviso (data from the ASIS):
(94) Locative requires partitive:
Ghe n  éunputel, (Ttalimn: C’é un bambino.)
LOCNEigsa boy
“There is a boy.”
(95) Partitive requires locative:
I ghe ne pariatuii. (Ttalian: Ne parfano i)
SCL LOC NE speak everyone
“Bveryone speaks about it."
I do not offer an explanation for this co-occurrence requirement between the
locative expletive clitic and the partitive. The point here is simply that, given that this

€O-OCCUITENCE requirenent £xists in many languages related to Borgomamxese; it seems

plausible to assume that the » in the subject clitic agh is the partitive clitic.” Again, it

“A question which this analysis raises is why the partitive clitic precedes the
locative in Borgomanerese, whereas in the other dialects cited it follows the locative.
This fact may not be entirely unexpected once we note a morphological difference
between the Bargomanerese partitive clitic and that found in the other dialects. In
contrast with Borgomanerese, whose partitive clitic is mu (i o viustu-nu tre *1 have seen
three of them’), the partitive clitic in the other dizlects is ne (like in [talian). It is
possible that, unlike the partitive clitic in the other dialects, nu is actually composed of
the partitive morpheme # plus the epenthetic vowel u (P, Beninea, personal
communication). The complex ngh (as opposcd to ghi-n), then, may result from
incorparation of the morphologically deficient » into gi within the clitic cluster.

We must also note that the order partitive-locative is only found in the subject
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must be noted that, as in the cascs discussed above, the partitive clitic in this case does
not have any partitive semantic import (compare, for example, the meaning of (93,

which is a true patitive, and the meaning of ¢ 14b)).

clitic ngh, where the alleged partitive clitic n has no panitive semantic value. The order
locative-pantitive is found when the partitive is used with its true partitive semantics:
() Ngh eé-ggu ire. (ltalian: Ce ne sono tre)
SLOC is-GHINU three

The clitic gu is the mompholagical realization of the two clitics ghi (localive) and
(partitive). ’
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Chapter 4

THE WEAK LOCATIVE GOAL ARGUMENT IN ITALIAN

4.1 Iatroduction

Unlike Borgomanerese, Falian has no diract evidence for a WLGA.
However, in this chapter we will see that Italian also makes 2 distinction between
GOAL-entailing and SOURCE-entailing VIDMs. The facts of Italian paralle! those of
Borgomanerese; the i-subject of GOAL-entailing VIDMs can get an unmarked
interpretation, while the i-subject of SOURCE-entailing VIDMs only gets a focused
interpretation. Furthenmore, only in the former case does the location(-goal) got a
speaker-oriented interpretation. [ show that this set of facis is best explained by
positing the existence of an optionally projected phonologically null WLGA (pro-loc).
Just as in Borgomanerese, 1 will show that SOURCE-ennailing verbs cannot optionatly
sclect pro-loc as a second internal argument, This proposal contrasts with the
influentia) analysis provided by Maro (1993;1997), who claims that a1l unaccusatives
select a SC complement with a null locative predicate. I provide a close comparison of

the two proposals, and argue that the present one is to be preferred. In the Appendix, 1
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provide a beief discussion of accounts in the literature (Saccon (1992) and Delfitto &
Pinto {1992)) for the correlation betwoen Lhe projection of 3 null locative and (he

urynarked status of the V-S word order.

4.3 The weak locative poal argument i ltaling

In the previous chapler we saw that the ghi-conatruction in Borgomanerese
involves & phonologically null Tocative (pro-loc), which is the weak focative goal
arguwment (WLGA), optionally projected by amive-dype verbs. | argued that the ghi in
the ghi-construction is the dative clitic double of pro-loc, which is base generated as
indirect object mrgument, and that the ngh is # subject clitic which sgrees in festures
with the pro-foc {which occupies Spec, IP at e-structure). The appearance of the clitic
ngh follows from the fact that Borgomanerese is » subjact clitic language, and the
appearance of the clitic ghi follows from the fact tha Borgomanerese is a dative clitic
doubling language.

We saw thal the ghi of the ghi-conmrciion, which was also descriptively
dubbed *locative expletive ghi’ (in order to differentiate it from the NDL ghi ‘here’ /

‘there’), is used in the existential construction in Borgomanerese as well:
(96) Ngh é-gghi tre mataf int la sionza.
SLOC is-[.OC three.mac boys  in the room
“There are three boys in the reom."
As we saw, Italian also uses its locative clitic, ¢i, as 2 locative expletive in the

exitiential construction:



(97 Cf sonotre ragaszi nella stanza,
LOC are thweebays im.the room.
“There are (hree boys in the room.”
While Borgomanerese uses its locative expletive ghi with amive-type verbs (as the clitic
double of the WLGA pro-loc) in addition to existentials, it is well known that Italiezn
docs not use the tocative expletive cf with amive-type verbs with post-verbal subjects,
as the following cxample shows:
OBy *Ci ¢ arrivata una ragazza, (intended inteepretation)
LOC isarrived a girl
C‘A 8"‘:1 mﬁvd-”
In fact, unfike Borgomanerese, Italian exhibils no overt syntactic difference between
GOAL-entziling and non-GOAL-entailing VIDMs with post-verbal subjects:
(99) E’arrivato una ragasza,
is arrived a girl.
“A girl arrived.”
(160) &’ partita una ragazza.
is left a gl
A girl left.”
Comparing (97} with (8) and (99), then, we might conciude that arrive-type varbe in
Itatian do not project a WLGA. Rowever, recall our explanation for the occurrence of
£hi in the ghi-construction in Borgomancrese: ghi is the dative clitic double of pro-ioe.
if we consider the fact that lialian is not a dative clitic doubling language, then pro-joc
in ftalian would not be doubled by ¢i. In other words, the lack of dative clitic doubling

means that the presence of pro-toc in Italian would not be signaled by an overt

morpheme in (99).> We thus have no direct evidence either for or against the

hypothesis that arrive-type verbs in Italian project a phonologically null WLGA.

' 4.2.1 Indirect evidence for the WLGA

It was first pointed out by Antinucci & Cinque (1977) that monadic verbs
split into two groups with respect to unmarked word order. The unmarked word order
for verbs like fumare ‘smoke’ and dormire *sleep’ is S-V, while verbs like errivare
‘arrive’ and venire ‘come’ allow V-$ as the lmmarked‘word order. That is, given an
unmarked context (such as that in (101)), the sentence in (102) with arrivare is
grammatical, whereas the sentence in {103) with dormire is not (compare (103) with
(104)):

(101) Che succede?
“What's happening?”

(102} Arriva Maria.
arrives Maria
“‘Mary is armiving "

(103) *Dorme Maria®'
sleeps Maria

(104) Maria dorme.
Maria sleeps
“Mary is sleeping.”

%The guestion as to what licenses ‘locative expletive’ ¢i in existentials in ltalian
will be addressed in §4.3.3 below.

' As Samek-Lodovici (1994) points out, the order V-8 in (103) forces a

contrastive focus interpretation on the post-verbal El.lbjﬂ:l This phenomenaon witl be
discussed in more detail immediately below.
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Many rescarchers since Antinucci & Cinque (1977) (¢.g-, Calabrese (1992).
Delfittc & D Hulst (1954), Delfitto & PFinto (1992), Pinto (1994), among others) have
claimed that this difference in behavior with respect to unmarked word order correlates
with the unergative-unaccusative distinction. However. it tums out that the word order '
facts and the unergative-unaccusative distinction do not line up so neatly. As was first
noted explicitly by Beninca (1988a), the word erder V-§ is not the unmarked word
order for all unaccusatives in Italian. In particular, she showed that given an unmarked
context such as that in (101), the sentence in (105) with partire 'leave’ is
inappropriate.”

(105) *Parte Maria.
leaves Maria

The order V-8 yields a marked interpretation for the single argument of partire.
Specifically, the post-verbal subject in (105) can only be interpreted as coﬁtrastively
focused, similarfy to what we saw above (footnote 51) for the unergative verb
dormire® Thus, (105) can be used felicitously only in a context which allows for a

contrastive focus interpretation of the post-verbal subject, such as that in (106a):

2This is also noted for the verb andarsene *leave’ {andare *go'+SI-NE} in
Antinucci & Cinque (1977:126-127, footmate 2; see footnote 57 below). Note that the
*#* in (105) is inlended to indicate the ungrammaticality of this string in an unmarked
context, not ahsolute ungrammaticality.

%Here the term ‘contrastive focus' is used to indicate an interpretation of the DP
as an individual which necessarily belongs to a set of known individuals. In sentence
(106b), Maria it interpreted as belonging to a set of individuals (e.g., 2 sct which
includes Maria, Gianni, Lucia, & Glorgio) which constitutes the context in which the
DP Maria can receive an interpretation in post-verbal position. The term ‘contrastive
focus’ as used here thus does not entail a negation or a contradiction of a previously
mentioned entity, but rather refers to the contrasi between the referent of the DP and the
other members of the set to which it belongs.
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(106) a. Chi parse?
who leaves
“Who is leaving?”
b. Parte Maria.

leaves Maria
“It is Maria that is leaving.”

4.2.1.f GOAL and the unmarked i-subject

Beninca (1988a) proposed that the interpretive difference between (£02)
(unmarked) and (106b) (marked) is related to the fact that arrivare has an “implicit
locative”, whereas partire does not.* Spesifically, she points out (p.424) that “partire
differs from arrivare in that it does not have a subcategorized locative argument (the

goal)... " For the purposes of exposition, let us refer to Beninca's hypothesis as the

*Severai researchers following Benincd, including Delfitto & D’Hulst (1994),
Delfitto & Pinto (1992), Pinto (1994), and Saccon (1992), have adopted the “implicit
locative” analysis of arrivare in order to explain the difference in behavior between
unergalives and unaccusatives with respect to unmarked word order. The above
researchers {with the exception of Saccen), however, differ fiom Beninca in thal they
extend the implicit locative analysis to all unaccusatives. This extension incorrectly
predicts that alt unaccusatives should allow V-8 as the unmarked word order. The
analyses of these authors will be discussed in more detail in the Appendix below,

Benincd also notes that some unergatives, such as tefefonare ‘telephone’ and
suonare ‘'ring (€.8., a doorbell)’ allow V-S as the unmarked word order:

(0] Ha telefonato Masiero.

has telephoned Masiero
(i)  Hasuonato il posiino.
has rung  the postrnan
She claims that such unergatives, like arrivare, have an implicit locative (with a deictic
interpretation; see below). We will not consider these unergative cases here, although it
is fikely that they can be subsumed under the analysis provided for arrive-type verbs.

*Beninca suggests (p. 125) that the possibility of an unmarked post-verbal
subjecl depends on the presence of a locative argument, which can serve as the theme
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‘GOAL-hypothesis.” Note that the GOAL-hypothesis makes a prediction: all VIDMs
which entail a GOAL should pattem with arrivare in (102), while VIDMs which do no-
entait a GOAL should pattern with partire in {106b) (with respect to the interpretation

of the past-verbal subject). If this prediction is borne out, then we are led 1o believe tha

the GOAL-hypothesis is correct.

4.2.1.1.1 Come, return, and enter vs. escape and exit

Recall from the discussion in Chapter 2 that the verbs in (107) were
classified as GOAL-entailing verbs, while the verbs in (108) were classified as non-
GOAL-entailing (SOURCE) verbs:

(07) arrive, come, return, enter

(108) leave, escape, exit
The GOAL-hypothesis predicts thal the verbs in (107) should allow V-S as the
unmarked word order, while the verbs in {108) should not. Note that this prediction is
bome out. The sentences in (109) are grammatical in an unmarked context, while the

sentences in (110) are not;**

(or “given” —as opposed to theme) of the sentence. See the Appendix at the end of this
chapter for a review of various explanations in the literature for the interpretive
difference between (102) and (106b). Beninci also notes that the implicit locative has &
‘deictic’ interpretation; I will discusa this fact in detail in §4.2.1.2 below,

**For many speakers, the difference between (102) and (106b) is much shamer i:
the non-compound tenses. The difference becomes fess clear, for example, in the
present perfect:

(i) E'arrivaia Maria.

is arrived Maria
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{109) a. Viene Maria.
comes Marna

b. Torna Maria,
returns Maria

c. Entra Mavie.
enters Maria

{110) a. *Seappa Maria.
escapes Maria

b. *Esce Maria.
exits Maria

Note that in talian the verb andarsene ‘leave’ also disallows V-S as the unmarked wond
ordex {noted by Antinucci & Cinque {1977); see fooinote 52 above), thus patterning like
a SOURCE-entailing verb (cf. the verb né ‘go’ in Borgamanerese (15a,b), which is also

used to mean leave):”’

(ii) 7?E’ partita Maria.
is leff  Maria
Since the presence of perfective aspect confounds this effect, [ will only consider the
simple ienses.

*’The verb andarsene ‘leave’ is morphologically compesed of the verb andare
‘go’ plus the two clitics se (reflexive si; the allomorph se is used when si clusters with
another clitic) and ne (the pantitive clitic). The verb andare ‘go’ (without the clitics se-
ne) allows a post-verbal subject in an unmarked context only if the eventuality is
interpreted as GOAL-entailing. Thus, there iz a contrast in the interpretations of (i) and
(i :
(i) E'andata Maria.
is gone Maria
{ii) Maria é gia andata.
Maria is already gone
The sentence in (i), if used in an unmarked context, can only mean that Maria went
someplace (GOAL), while the sentence in {ii) can either mean that Maria went
someplace (GOAL), or that Maria lefl (SOURCE). These facts suggest that the verb
andare 'go’ is ambiguous between GQAL-entatling and non-GOAL-entailing;
andarsene ‘leave’, however, is unambiguously SOURCE-entailing. Fer furiher
discussion of VIDMs which are ambiguous between GOAL-entailing and non-GOAL-
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(111) *Se ne wva Maria.
SE NE go Maria

To summarize, the VIDMs which ! claimed to be GOAL-entailing {and

which occur in the ghi-construction in Borgomanerese) allow V-§ as the unmarked

word onder, while the VIDMs which I claimed to be non-GOAL-entailing do not.

4.2.1.1.2 x-telic VIDMe

Now let us turn to the behavior of a-tclic VIDMs. Recall (Chapter 2) that
«-telic VIDMSs such as descend are ambiguous betwean non-GOAL-entailing (atelic)
and GOAL -entailing (telic) in English. The Itatian verb scendere ‘descend’ is also
ambiguous between non-GOAL-entailing and GOAL-entailing, 2s can be soen by
(112a,b):
(112} a. L'aereo ¢ sceso per 5 minuti.
the.airplane is descended for 5 minutes
“The aitplane descended for 5 minutes.”
b. L'aerec ¢ sceso (sulla pista) in 5 mimati,
the.airplane is descended on.the runway in S minutes
“The airplane descended (onta the runway) in 5 minutes.”
The GOAL-hypothesis makes a specific prediclion with respect to a-telic VIDMs like
scendere. In particular, it is predicted that in an unmarked context, the word order V-8

for this verb can be interpreted as grammatical only if it is interpreted as telic scendere

(i-e., only ifit is interpreted as an amive-type verb, entailing a GOAL). To put it

entatling, see §4.2.1_1.2 below,
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differently, the interpretation of this verb as non-GOAL-entailing (as atelic scendere) in
an unmarked context should be impossiblc with the word order V-8, if it is indead the
case that non-GOAL-~entailing verbs do not allow this word order in an unmarked
context. Now let us see whether this prediction is bore out.

Consider example (113), in which the subject of scendere is in post-verbal
position. In an unmarked context (such as that in (101) “What's happening?”), the vab
in (113) can only be interpreted as entailing a GOAL (i.c., the Spitfire has to have
Iandedj. This is confirmed by the fact that the order V-S with scendere is incompatible
with a durative phrase in an unmarked context;

(113) E’sceso Lo Spitfire (*per § minusi).
is descended the Spitfire (*for 5 minutes)
*The Spitfire descended (*for 5 minutes).”
Thus, our prediction is bome out: when the subject of scendere is post-verbal, the
sentence can only be interpreted as grammatical in an unmarked context if the verb is
interpreted as emailing a GOAL (i.c., it patterns with arrivare).

Note that there is another part to the prediction made by the GOAL-
hypothesis, In particular, this hypothesis predicts that given a context in which the
post-verbal subject of scendere is interpreted as contraslively focused, this vesb should
be interpretable as non-GOAL-entailing (i.c., as atelic scendere). In other words, it
should behave like partire. The sentence in (114) provides the contexi in which the
post-verbal subject in (115) can be interpreted as contrastively focused. The
grammaticality of (115) establishes that the prediction is bome out;

(114) What descended for S minutes?
(set: a dirigible, a helicopter, the Spitfire)
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(115) E’ sceso Lo Spitfire (per 5 minuti).
is gescended the Spitfire (for § minules)
“The Spitfire descended (for S minutes).”
Thas, if the post-verbal subject of scendere is contrastively focused, the verb is
interpretable a3 non-GOAL-entailing (i.e. it behaves like parsire), as is attested by its
compatibility with a durative phrase.

The GOAL-hypothesis thus makes correct predictions. Note, however, that
the following question arises at this point: is it simply the lexical semantic category
GOAL cntailed by arrive-type verbs which allows V-5 as the unmarked word order, or
is it the syntactic instantiation of this lexical semantic category, i.e., the presence of a
phonelogically null WLGA (a pro-foc) which allows V-$ as the unmarked word
order?”" In other words, do arrive-type verbs in Italian project a phonologically null
GOAL argument? Nothing in the discussion thus far has required us to claim that

arrive-type verbs in Italian syntactically project a WLGA.

*Given the facts concerning Italian scendere, the question arises as to what the
facts are concerning the same verb in Borgomancrese; if it is the syntactic presence of a
pro-loc which is responsible for the tclic interpretation of the eventuality (as well as the
unmarked interpretation of the V-8 word order), we would expect the same verb in
Borgomanerese to ocour with #gh...ghi under this interpretation (and without these
clitics under the marked interpretation). Unfortunately, I have not been able (o find an
appropriate equivalent of the a-telic verb scendere in Borgomanerese. Borgomanerese
uscs the verbs gni sgid ‘come down” and né sgjé ‘go down’ to express the notion of
‘descension’; both these verbs, however, are inherently telic (their choice depends on
the paint of view of the speaker). There is also the verb sbaséssi (shasé +S1) ‘descend’.
which like scendere can be used atelicly. However, the presence of the clitic ¢ excludes
the chitic ghi, making it impossible to test the above prediction with this verb
(Piedmontese exhibils the same complementary distribution between ye and se (Burzio
{1986:124)).



4.2.1.2 The syntactic prezence of pro-isc in Italian

Let us take the Borgomanerese data as evidence for the following
hypothesis:
(118) Pro-loc Hypotheals:

Italian arrive-lype verbs optionally sclect pro-foc; it is the syntactic

presence of this pro-foc that yields the unmarked interpretation for the

V-8 wond ordet.
Note that the Pro-loc Hypothesis makes two specific predictions. The first prediction ix
that since the mmarked interpretation of the V-8 word order is enabled by the syntactic
presence of the pro-for, it should correlate with a restriction on the interpretation of the
localion-goal such that the location-goal must isciude the speaker. This prediction
emerges because as we saw for Borgomanerese ((44), repeated here as (117)), the
presence of the pro-loc forces this speaker-oriented (SO) interpretation of the location-

goal:

(117) Ngh ¢é riva-gghi na fola.
* SLOC is amived-LOCa girl
“A girl (has}) arrived.”
(GOAL is necessarily SO)
[T it is the presence of the pro-loc that both forces this speaker-oriented interpretation of
the GOAL as well as allows far the unmarked interpretation of the V-S word order, then
the unmarkex! interpretation of the V-8 word order in Jtalian should necessarily involve

a speaker-onented interpretation of the GOAL. Nole that this prediction is bome oul.
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The sentence in (102), repeated here as (1 18), can only describe an eventuality where
the DP Maria has arrived in a location ¢hared with the speaker (cf. (117)):%
(118) Arriva Maria.

arrives Maria

“Mary is arriving.”

{GOAL is necessarily SO)
The sentence in (1 18) cannot be used to describe an eventuality in which, for example,
Mania arrived in China, if the person who utters (118) was not in China at the time of

Maria’s amrival. Thus, (118) corresponds to the Borgomanerese sentence in (117),

which exhibits overt evidence for the presence of a pro-loc.

Note that the V-S word order with partire ((106b), repeated here as (119)),
which forces a contrastive focus interpretation of the post-verbal subject, does not yield
such a speaker-oriented interpretation of the lacation(-source}:

(119) Parie Maria.

leaves Maria

“1t i3 Maria that is lcaving.™

(i-subject gets contrastive focus; SOURCE nol necessarily SO}
Thus, (119} can be used to describe any eventuality, even if the speaker is not at the
location(-source) at the time of Maria’s departure. This follows from the fact that
partire docs not synlactically project a pro-loc (as per the Pro-ioc Hypothesis in (116)).
Recall that Borgomanerese exhibits the same phenomenon ((45), repeated here as

(120)). The non-GOAL-entailing verb né ‘leave’ does not project a pro-foc {evidenced

by the lack of the locative clitics). This correlates with the lack of a restriction on the

This is what Beninca (1988a) refers to as the ‘deictic’ interpretation of the
implicit locative (sce footnote 55 above). :



interpretation of the location{-source). As mentioned in footnote 15, the post-verbal
subject, like that in Italian, gets a contrastive focus interpretation:
(120) L ¢ naci nafola.

SCLis gonea girl

“It was a girt that leR.”

(i-subject gets contrastive focus; SOURCE not necessarily SO)
As can be see, then, the first prediction the Pro-loc Hypothesis makes is bome out.

Now let us turn to the second prediction made by the Pro-loc Hypothesis:

the syntactic absence of a pro-loc with anrive-type vesbs (recall that arrive-type verbs
project pra-loc optionally) should yield a contrastive focus interpretation for the post-
verbal subject of arrivare, exactly like with partire in (119). Furthermore, the
contrastive focus interpretation should comelate with the fack of a restriction on the
interpretation of the GOAL, since it is the presence of the pro-foc which forces the
speaker-oriented interpretation. This prediction is borne out. That is, in addition to the

unmarked interpretation that obtains with the V-8 word order with arrive-type verbs, it

turns oul that the V-5 word order with these verbs can also yield 2 contrastive focus

interpretation of the post-verbal subject, Thus, the sentence in (102) can also be used in

the following context:
(121) Chiarriva?

who arrives
“Who is armiving?”
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Furthermore, when the order V-S is used with a contrastive focus interpretation on the
post-verbal subject, the GOAL is no longer necessarily interpreted as speaker-oriented,
The following example sketches ont these facts:*
{122} Arrive Maria.

arrives Maria

“It is Maria that is atviving,”

(i-subjeci gets contrastive focus, GOAL not necessarily S50)
The above example is comparable to the Borgomanerese example ((47), repeated here
a3 (123)) in which the lack of a ghi yields the lack of & restriction on the interpretation

of the GOAL;

(123) L ¢ rivd nafola
SCL is arrived a  girl
“It was a girl that arrived.”
(i-subject gels contrastive focus; GOAL not necessarily $O)
We noted in footnote 28 that (123} also yiclds a contrastive focus interpretation of the
post-verbal subject, rendering (122) and (123) completsly parallel,

Recall, too, that int Borgomanerese, the pre-verbal position of the subject of
rivé, which entails the lack of a pro-Joc (for reasons cited in §3.2.4.2.2), also yields an -
unrestricted interpretation of the GOAL ((46), repeated here as (124)):

(124) Nafiola ! e riva.
a girl SCL is amived,

“A girl arrived.”
{GQOAL not necessanily SQ)

“Note that both interpreiations of this sentence (i.e., unmarked (as in (118)) or
contrastively focused post-verbal subject (as in (122)) yield the same intonation.
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Note that Italian exhibits the same phenomenaon; when the subject is pre-verbal, the
location-goal does not have to include the speaker:®!
(125) Una ragazza é arrivata.

a gl is arrived.

“A girl arrived.”

{GOAL nol necessarily SO)
The pre-verbal subject precludes the existence of pro-foc. As predicted by the Pro-foc
Hypothesis, the location-gosl i3 thus nat necessarily interpreted as speaker-oriented.

To summarize, Lhere are several positive consequences to the Pro-loc
Hypothesis: First, it allows us to explain why the unmarked interpretation obtained by
the V-S word order yiclds a speaker-oriented interpretation of the GOAL. Second, it
explains why the V-8 word order can also yield a contrastive focus interpretation on the
post-verbal subject, as is the case with partire. Third, it explains why this latter
interpretation of the post-verbal subject correlates with the unrestricted interpretation of
the GOAL. Fourth, it explains why it is only the “subject inversion® construction that
potentiaily yields the speaker-oriented interpretation of the GOAL: the presence of a
pre-verbal subject necessarily correlates with an unrestricted interpretation of the
GOAL because Spec, IP is not available for pro-loc.

These facts all line up with those exhibited by Borgomanerese, where there

is overt phonological evidence for a pro-loc. Given thess consequences, let us adopt the

')t should be nated that both in Borgomanerese and §talian, Spec, P disfavars
indefinite DPs like una ragazza / na fjola “a girl’, most probably having to do with
structural locations outside of VP being associated with presupposed (in the sense of
Diesing (1992)) or speeific (in the sense of Eng (1991)) material. The sentence in (125)
would thus be more felicitous with a definite DP (idem for the Borgomanerese
example).

95

Pro-loc Hypothesis, Italian thus gets fhe same analysis as Borgomanerese (in (52)):

GOAL-entailing verbs optionally project 2 pro-loc as the indirect object argument:

{126) \11’
v
P
v VP
arrivare, " T
Spec v
una ragazza 7
XP
t; pro-loc

As noted at the beginning of this chapter, the difference between Borgomancrese and
ltalian is that ltalian does not involve dative clitic doubling of the pro-loc, nor does it
have a locative subject clitic.

Tns Ttalian, then, when pro-ioc is projected, it obligatorily moves to Spec, iP

(cf. the discussion in §3.242.2):%

6 Again, TP and AgroP are not represented since they are not crucial for the
purpose of the illustration.
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(127} Arrhve Maria, (unmarked interpretation; speaker-oriented GOAL)

AgrsP
TN
Spec Agrs'
pro-loc, TN
Aprs vl‘P

Thus, the structure in (127) corresponds to the sentence in (118), in which the post-
verbal subject is unmarked and the GOAL is necessarily interpreted as speaker-ariented.
The. structure which corresponds to the sentence in (122), in which the post-verbal
subject is interpreted as contrastively focused and there is no restriction of the
interpretation of the GOAL, is the following (where no pro-loc is projected):

(128) Arriva Maria, (marked interpretation; GOAL not necessarily speaker-

oriented)
VP
l
v'
N
A" Dp
arrivare Maria

This is the same structure as that projected by partire.

1 assume {following Burzio (1986) and researchers following him) that in the
cases where there is no pro-foc, a true expletive pro occupies Spe, TP,
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Note that this analysis makes the same prediction for Htalian as it did for
Borgomanerese with respect 10 the impossibility of pro-foc in the context of pro-drop.
That is, both pro and pro-foc cannot be projected in one and the same structure, because
they would have to compete for the same syntactic position, since as weak pronouns,
both need to move overtly to subject position (see (78b) above). Tn talian, we can

indircctly detect the absence or presence of pro-loc by the interpretation of the location-

goal. T the location-goa! i3 not obligatorily speaker-oriented, this means pro-ioc is not

present in the structure. Note that the above prediction is bome out: in a pro-drop
construction, the GOAL is freely interpreted, indicating the lack of pro-loc in the
presence of pro;
(129) £’ arrivata.
is arrived.fem.sg
“She (has) arrived.”
(GOAL not necessarily SO)

That is, (129) 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,

4.2.1.3 Further evidence for the WLGA

As I have argued, although there is no direct evidence for the syntactic
projection of a phonologically null WLGA argument in [talian, indirect evidence
deriving from the interaction of the interpretation of the GOAL (i.¢.. whether or not it is
necessarily speaker-oriented) and the interpretation yielded by the word order V-S (i.c.,

whether it is unmarked, or marked — with a contrastive focus interpretation of the post-
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verbal subject) suggesis that amrive-type verbs optionally project a pra-foc. Thus,
arrivare projects twe arguments in {1 18), while parfire only projects one argument in
{119). More generatly, then, we can claim that it is the presence of an extra argument
that yields the unmarked interpretation of the post-verbal subject in (118). Note that
this claim makes a prediction: projecting an additional argument with partire, suchasa
PP, should yield an unmarked interpretation with the post-verbal subject. Note that this
prediction is borne ont:
(130) a. Parte un razzo per la luna.
leaves a rocket for the moon
“A rocket is leaving for the moon.”
b. Mi parte il rreno.

to-me leaves the train

*The train is leaving on me.”
Consider (130a). With a PP syntactically present, the post-verbal subject of partire no
longer gets a contrastive focus interpretation. The sentence in (130a) can be used in an
unmarked context, just like the sentence in (118) with arrivare. While I will not
altempl 1o explain why the syntactic presence of an exira argument renders the post-
verbal subject ummarked, see the Appendix below for 2 discussion of some accounis

provided in the Jiterature.

4.3 The pro-loc hypothesis and Moro’s analysiz of unaccusatives

The hypothesis offered here bears important sitmilarities with the influential

analysis of unaccusatives proposed by Moro (1997) (originally proposed in Moro

(1989), (1990), (1991) and (1993)), which has been adopted by Delfitto & D’Hulst
(1994), Delfitto & Pinto (1992), den Dikken (1955), Pinto (1994), and Zwart (1992),
among others. Although Moro's proposal is similar in some respects to that offered
here, it is motivated by entirely different considerations. On the basis of the behavior
exhibited by copular constructions and existentials in English and Italian, Moro argues
that all unaccusatives in [talian take a small clause {SC) complement. According to
Moo, the argument that is normally taken to be the d-structure object of the verb is the

subject of a SC, in which a phonologically nul locative serves the predicate:

(13 - ‘TP
v
P
v SC
N

DP,,  prodicatc (loc)

Because the molivations for Moro's proposal are entirely different than those for the
proposal prasented here (represented in (127)), some substantial differences between the
former and the latter arise. First, while 1 argue that only GOAL-entailing verbs project
a phonalogically nulf locative (the WLGA}, Moro argues that all unaccusalives select a
null locative (which is not connecied to the lexical semantic category GOAL). Second,
in contrast to our analysis of ltalian, in which the pro-loc is optionally projected,
Moro’s analygis involves the obligatory presence of the null locative. Third, Moro
claims that the null locative functions as the predicate within the SC complement, while
the analysis here takes it to be an argument of the verb. Thus, the two analyses are al

substantial variance with one another. In what follows, 1 will review the motivations



for Moro’s analysis, and argue that his conclusions concerning the structure projected
by unaccusatives are not necessary. I further conclude thai only the present proposal
can explain both the facts discussed by Moro and the collection of facts discussed in

§4.2.1.2 above.

4.3.1 Motivation for the small clanse analysis

In order 10 understand the motivation for Moro’s (1997) analysis of

unaccusalives, it is necessary to briefly review his analysis of copular sentences.®

4.3.1.1 The small clause awalysis of copniar semtences

Moro noles that, on the surface, copular sentences (132) and non-copular
sentences (133) appear to have the same structure;
(132) [pe A picture of the wall] was [, the cause of the riot].
(133} [pp A picture of the wall] revealed (e the cause of the riot].
However, there are two major differences to note between copular and non-copular
sentences. First, in contrast with non-copular sentences, it is possible to reverse the two
DPs in copular sentences and obtain the same semantic interpretstion:

(134) [pp The cause of the riot] was [y, a picture of the wall]. (cf. (132p

“In the discussion which follows, all cxamples are taken from Moro {1997).
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Second, the extraction possibilities in ton-copular sentences are different than those in
copular sentences, In particular, in non-copular sentences, while extraction from
subjecl position is not possible {as can be seen in (135a)), extraction from objeci
position is {135b);
(135) a. *[Which wall}, did [,,, a picture of I; 1 reveal [, the cause of the fol]”
b. [Which riot); did [, a picture of the wall] reveal [, the cause of 1, ]?
The ungrammaticality of {135a) must be due to the position of the DP from which
extraction originates, because once the DP o picture ef the wall is placed in object
position, extraction becomes possible; _ »
(136) [Which wall]; did [, the cause of the riol}'reveal [oe 3 picture of t, |7
The impossibility of exiraction from subject position (as in (1352)) is expected, as it is a
straightforward subjacency violation
At a first glance, copular sentences appear to demonstrate this same subjeci-
object asymmetry as non-copular sentences:
(137) a. *[Which wall), was; [y a picture of t; ] ¢, [, the cause of the riot)?
b. [Which tiot), was; [, & picture of the wall] % [pp the cause of'; 1?
However, the asymmetry seen in (137) suddenly disappears when the order of the DPs
is reversed. That is, extraction in (134} is possible neither from subject position {[38a),
nor from wheat is the spparent object position (138b) (¢f, (137b)):

(138} a. *[Which riot]; was, [, the cause of t, ] 4 [or 8 picture of the wall)?

**No theta-role assigning head governs the DE a piciure of the watl, which as a
result fails to be “L-marked” (Chomsky (1986b)), thus couniing as a bamier,
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b. *[Which wall]; was; [, the cause of the riof] ¢; [, a picture of t,]?
in order to account for this apparently anomalous sct of facts, Moro
{adopting Stowelt’s (1578) .analysis of be as a wising verh), proposes that the copular
verb selects a small clause (SC). Thus, the analysis of (132), for example, involves the

DP a picture of the watl as the subject of the SC, and the DP the cause of the riot as the

predicate of the SC:
(139 v
v sC
he M
DP DP(pred)
et N

[a picwere of the wall)  [the cause of the riot]

{132) is derived by raising the subject of the SC to Spec, IP:

(140) ®
//A\\\
DF, r
& /\'\
{a picture of the wall] 1 \1]’
v
TN
v SC
be _ T
l DPipred)
PN

[the cause of the riot]
The ungrammaticality of (137a) is straightforwardly explained, since the DP a picture
of the wall occurs in a left branch position. The possibility of extraction in (137b) is

also explained, since the predicate DP the cause of the riet is selected by the verb,
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rendering it a non-barrier,* The sentence in (132) is what he terms the ‘canonical
copular sentence.” Now let us look at the derivation of (134):

(141} P
M

DP,
=

{the cause of the riof] 1

4

<

)e

{a picture of the wall]
As cam be seen by the structure in (141} (which Moro terms the ‘inverse copular
sentence”), the DP predicate the cause of the riot raises to Spec, IP, while the DP
subject a piciure of the wall yemains in situ. Given this structural configuration, the
extraction facts seen in (138a,b) are explained. Extraction from the DP the cause of the
riot induces a subjacency violation (138a), because it accurs in a left branch position
(Spec, IP). Similarly, extraction from the apparent “object” DP a picture of the wafl in

{138b) cannot ebtain, since this DF also occurs in 2 left branch position, given the SC

“Moro assumes that SCs are not projected by a head, but rather involve
adjunction of the subject DP to the predicate DP ((i) is adapted from Moro’s (1957)
example (85}, p. 56):

(i) DP_. (=8C)
//‘\\

DP,,, DF,_,
Given this configuration, since the SC (=DPN) is selected by the copular verb, the
actual predicate of the SC (which is a segment of the same category as the SC) is
selected by the copular verb as well.



hypothesis. This analysis clearly has an advantagec aver one in which the DP a picture
af the wail in (134) i3 taken to be an object, since the latter could not explain the
prohibition on extraction from this DP in (138b). The SC anatysis also explains why
the “reversal” of arguments in (132) and (134) yields the same semantic interpretation:

both sentences involve the same d-structure.

4.3.1.1.1 The smsll clause apalysis of ci-aentences

Given that the same cxiraction facts obtain in Italian, Moro provides
essentially the same analysis for Italian copuiar sentences.” Here I will briefly review
three additional facts Moro notes conceming Italian copular sentences and sentences
with i (i.e., existentials), which lead him analyze ¢i as the predicete of a SC. Our
teview of his analysis of sentences with ci will lead to an understanding of his claim
that all unaccusatives take a SC complement (§4.3.1.1.2 below).

Moro points aut that it is widely accepted that the locative ¢i which occurs
in Italian exisientials is an ‘expletive’ (analogous to English existential there) whose

function it is to occupy subject position when the “real” subject remains in situ (e.g.,

“More accurately, the analysis Moro provides for Italian differs from his
analysis of English in one respect which is not erucial to the present discussion, Very
briefly, he motivates an analysis of Italian in which the predicate of the SC is a pro
(rather than a lexical DP) co-indexed with the subject of the SC. The inverse copular
sentence thus involves movement of the pro predicate to Spec, [P, with the co-indexed
. Iexical DP adjoined to [P:

0] [ir {La causa dela rivolta), [, pro; fu {cunz foto  del muroy,])
the cause of.the riot pro was  a picture of.the wall

1G5

Burzio (1986)).* Compare the copular construction in (142a) with the existential in
(142b):

(142) & Molte copie del  iibro sono nello studio.
many copies of.the book are in.the studio

b.Ci  sono molte copie del  libro nello studio.
there are many copies of the book in.the studio

As Moro notes, however, several impontani facts remain unexplained under the view
that ci is an expletive. First, he points out that in copular sentences in Italian, such as
that in (1432), the predicate of the SC can be cliticized, as in (143b):

(143) a. Gianni ¢ wno scienziato,
Gianniis a  scientist

b. Giarnilo, ¢ ¢,
Gianni /o i
“Giamni is such.”
The view that i is simply an expletive inserted in subject position leads us to expect
that the presence of ¢, as in (144a), would have no cffect on the ability of the post-
copular DP to cliticize. However, contrary to what is expected, the presence of ci
blocks cliticization of the post-copular DP, as can be seen in (144b) (cf (143b)):

(144) a. ¢’ ¢ uno sclenziato,
thereisa  scientist

b.*ce loé.
there lo is.
“There is such.”

['will return to Moro’s exptanation for this fact below.

*The nature of English here will be discussed in Chapter 5.
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Second, as Moro explains, the following contrast receives an explanation
under the SC analysis; (145b) is ungrammatical because predicates cannot be omitted:

(145) a [Mohte copie del libro), erano {4 [fwllo studio]].

many copics of.the book were in.the studio

b. *[Mokte copicdel  libro]; erano [ £, {e]).
many copies of.the book were

Under the view that ¢t is an expletive, we would expect the presence of ci io have no
cffect on the restriction on omission of predicates. Contrary to this expectation,
however, when ci is present, the predicate is no longer obligatorily present;

(146) <" erano [o [molte copie del libro] [e] ).
there were  many copies of.the book

Third, as the following sentences show, the presence of ¢i precindes the existence of a
DP predicate:

(147) *¢’  crano [y [ molte copie del  libro] [, la cause della rivolta]].

there were many copies ofithe book  the cause of.the riot
As with the facts conceming lo-cliticization and predicate deletion seen above, the view
that ¢i is an expletive renders this fact obscure.
Why should the presence of an expletive have the effects scen above?
Moro propascs to explain these facts by analyzing ci as the predicate of the SC

complement of the copular verb essere, in contrast with what is traditionally assumed:
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(148) VP

’/’/\
\' sC
sone T T ——
DP xp
= of
[moite copie del tibra)

Sentences such as that in (146), then, are derived via raising of the predicate ci, which
adjoins to I°, and is co-indexed with pro, which occupies Spec, IP:

{149) 1P
/‘\M\
DP r
Pro; N

[molie copie det libra}
Ci-gendences arc thus taken to be ‘inverse copular sentences’, under Moro's analysis.
Once ci is taken 1o be the predicate of the SC projected by the copular verb, the
apparently anomalaus facts discussed above are explained. First, the fact that Jo-
cliticization is impossible in (he presence of ci in (144b) foliows from the fact that only

the predicate of the SC can lo<cliticize.” If i is the predicate of the SC, /o and ci are

“This is confirmed by the following contrast, noted by Moro (1997:29)
() [Lefoto  del muro); lo; furono [gct, 1]
the pictures ol the wall o were
“The pictures of the wall were such.”
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predicicd to be in complementary distribution, Second, the fact (seen in (146)) that the
absence of the apparent predicate correlates with the obligatory presence of ¢f follows
from the observation that a prodicate cannot be omitted, together with the hypothesis
that cf is the predicate. Third, the hypothesis that ¢t is 2 predicate also explains ci’s

complementarity with the predicate DP in (147), since 2 SC cannot have two predicates,
4.3.1.1.2 Moro’s unification of ci-sentences and unaccusatives

Now that we have reviewed the motivation for Moro's analysis of essere
*be’ as a copular verb which takes a SC complement, we are in a position to discuss the
motivation for his analysis of unaccusativea as verbs which aso take 3 SC complement. .
Moro notes that existential sentences with ci pass all tests for unaccusativity in Italian.
First, as can be seen in (150), existentials, like unaccusatives (151), take the auxitiary
essere ‘be’ in the compound tenses, and the past participle agrees in number and gender
with the subject:

(150) a. cf  sonostate tre fot

there are  been.3piF three phow.graphs(splF)
“There were three photographs,”

b. *ci hanro siato tre  fotografie.
there have been three photographs

(cf: Le foto del nuro fureno la causa della rivolta (canonical copular))
(i5) *(La cause della tivolta]; lo; furono [ ¢, i)

the cause of the riot lo were
{cf.: La causa della rivolta furomo le fote del muro (inverse copular))
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(151) a. Sono arrivate tre  ragazze.
are arrived three girls

b. *Hanno arrivato tre  ragazze.
have arrived three girls

Seoond, existentials allow ne-cliticization (152), which is only possible with
unaccusative subjects (and not unergative subjects} {153) (Burzio (1986));
(152) c¢; no,sono state [sc [gptre 4 ] ¢ ]
there NE are been three
*“There were three of them.”
(153) nc, sono arrivate [, tre ¢, ]
NE are arrived three
“Three of them arrived.”
Thus, there is no apparent empirical difference between esserci and other unaccusatives,
such 23 arrivare, which are claimed to project a single DP asgument. Esserci must thus
be considered to be an umaccusative verb.

According to Moru, this fact presents a significant theoretical problem,
which can be summarized in the following way. To sssimilate esserci inta the class of
unaccusatives “undermines the Unaccusative Hypothesis itself™ (p. 220), since, he
states, the defining property of unaccusativity is the projection of the verb's single
argument as a DP object (rather than a DP subject). However, as he demonsirates,
esserci, while demonstrably unaccusative, does not take a single DP object, but rather a
SC complement which contains a subject and a predicate (ci). How can arrivare, whose

"subject” is really a d-structure object, and esserct, whose “subjoct” is really the subject

of a SC complement, both be unaccusatives? In order to solve this apparent dilemma,
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Moro proposes to unify unaccusatives with esserei by redefining inaccusativity such
that all unaccusatives are assimilated under the SC analysis,

Given that unaccusatives other than esserci do not have any overt
morpheme like ¢/ which could potentially serve as the predicate of the SC argument,
Moro proposes that unaccusatives other than esrerci take a SC argument with a
phonologically null predicate. Using arrivare as an example, he thus proposes the
following striscture for all unaccusatives:

(154) a. Arrivano molte ragazze.

b. S
N
pro; VP
A\
A4 SC
arrivano /\\
2)3 !
P
moite ragazze

In (154b), the predicative pro moves to Spec, IP, while the “subject” moite ragazze

‘many girls’ remains in situ, yielding (154a). Presumably, in the case where the subject

DP molte ragazze moves to Spec, 1P, vielding Moite ragazze arrivano, the prodicative
pro temains in situ. Moro (1997:232) later suggests that the predicate of the
unaccusative SC is actually a locative {which incorporaies into the verb, for theoretical
rcasans which will not be discussed here).™

®For change of state unaccusatives, be suggests that the predicate is no1 a
locative, but rather the “expression of a quality.”
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{(155) VP

moite ragazze
4.3.2 Undersianding the small clanse analysis of unaccusatives

As noted earlier, there are obvious similarities between our proposal
concerning Italian amive-type verbs and Moro’s proposal conceming unaccusatives in
general. Both our analysis and Moro's motivate the existence of a phonologically null
locative XP selected by the unaccusative verb, in contrast with previous analyses of
Halian unaccusatives (e.g., Burzio (1986)), which claimed that such verbs take a single
DP abject. Nevertheless, given that each proposal is motivated by entirely different
considerations, Moro’s proposal involves enough significant differences from the one
presented here to warrant a close comparison of the two. Let us summanize the three
mujor distinguishing characteristics of the present analysis compared with Mora's: (i}
under our propesal, only GOAL-euntailing unaccusatives are claimed to projeci a
phoniologically nult pro-foc; (if) under our propesal, the phonologically null locative is
claimed to be projected as an indirect object argument of the verb, rather than the
predicate of a SC selected by the verd; and (iii) under aur propo;al the null Jacative is

claimed to be prajected optionatly. In what follows I show that Moro’s three
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conclusions (that the locative is projected by all unaccusatives, that the locative is a
predicate, and that the locative is obligatory) are not necessary. Establishing this allows
us to maintain the present proposal, which explains the cluster of facts ilfustrated in
§4.2.1 above, Nevertheless, our proposal supports the importani insight of Moro™s
theory, which holds that the locative which occurs with unascusatives is not an

expletive,”
4.3.2.1 A locative predicate for sll wnaccusatives?

Let us focus on the first difference between the two analyses. Concerned
with the defining characteristic of unaccusativity, Moro concludes that all unaccusalives
take a phonologically null locative. The particular point of concern is the claim that
unaccusatives project their single DP argument as an object. Moro questions how
esserci (which takes a SC complement) and arrivare (which is claimed to take a tingle
DP argument) can both be unaccusatives. In order to solve this apparent paradox, Moro
proposes that all unaccusatives must take the same type of complement, namely, a SC.

Nate, howevey, that this apparent problem only arises if we take the
defining property of unaccusativity to be the complement structure of unaccusatives,
The problem does not arise, however, if we deny that slt unaccusalives must take the

same type of compiement. In this regard, let us consider the Burzio’s Generalization,

"'Note that while I argue against Mora’s analysis of unaccusatives in general, 1
see no reason not to adopt his SC analysis of be,

13

which slates that a verb which fails to assign an extemal theta-role also fails to assign
accusative Case. Given this essential insight, it scems clear that the defining property
of unaccusativity is not “the projection of a single d-structure object,” but rather, the
lack of projection of an extemal argument. Given that unaccusatives are as
semantically heterogeneous as transilives {(see Chapter 2 and L&RH), there is no reason
to assume that unaccusative types are not as varied as transitive types. For example, we
find transitives which project a single DP object (e.g., cw!), or two internal arguments
{c.g., give, put), or a single SC argument (e.g., consider), or a propositional argument
{e.8, say). Similarly, we find unaccusatives which project a single DP object {e.g.,
break), or two internal arguments (¢.g., lie: Manhartan lies *(ar the foot of the Hudson),
see L&RH, p. 287, footnote 3), or a single SC argument (¢.g., be), or a propositional
argument (e.g., seem}. Under the proposal presented here, VIDMs (both GOAL-
auﬁling and non-GOAL-entailing) are taken to be unaccusatives which optionally
project a second intemal argument, much like the transitive verbs bring (e.g., I brought
a book (to the library}), take, buy {(¢.g., I bought a book (for John) / (John) a book), or

tell {c.g., I told a story (10 the girls) / (the girls) a story).™

1t might be suggested that the optional status of these XPs serves as evidence
that they are adjuncts, and not arguments. However, the ‘do so’ test suggests that these
XPs are paxt of the core eventuality of the verb, much like the PP subcategorized by put
{cf. discussion in §3.2.3):

® Sue put the book on the table, and *Tracy did so on the floor.

(1) Sue brought the book to the picnic, while *Tracy did so to the party.
See Larson (1988b) for a discussion of the argument status of such optional XPs with
verbs of motion.

Note, too, that given the theoretical possibility of there being as many
unaccusative types are there are transitive types, there arises a question as to whether
there are unaccusatives which allow dative shift. 1 would tike to suggest that escape
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To summarize, if an unaccusative is a verb which doeg not assign an
external theia-role, then there is nothing paradoxical about essercé and, say, partire or
arrivare, both pessing tests for unaccusativity, while at the kame time taking different
types of complements. To put it differently, the tests for unaccusativity do not entail
that all unaccusatives have the same type of complement. The unaccusative behavior
exhibited by bath types of verbs thus does not constitute an argument in favor of
claiming that all unaccusatives, like esserci, must take a SC complement.

There is, however, a specific point regarding ne-cliticization which may be
the main Jocus of concern for Moro, and which deserves more discussion, ifwe
maintain that se-cliticization can only obtain from a particular structural pesition (say,
from a d-structure object), then the claim that diffevent unaccusatives take different
types of complements presents a potential problem. That is, if ne-cliticization is only
possible from the position occupied by 2 ditect object, then how is it possible from the

subject of a SC (if, indeed, the apparent object of esserci is realty the subject of a SC)?

(and similarly, leave, exit, and enzer) is an example of a double object unaccusative, the
indirect object of which can undergo dative shift (Dowty (1991:footnote]$) also
suggests (but does not adopt} such an analysis):

(i)  Swe escaped from the poiice.

(iv)  Sue escaped the police.
The idea here is that the sentence in (iii) involves the projection of a d-structure object
(Sue) and an indireet object PP {from rthe police). The sentence in (iv) (without the
preposition) is the dative shift variant, with the indivect object NP the police
correspanding to the indirect object NP Mary in I gave Mary a book (see also Belletti &
Rizzi (1988) and Larson (1988a) for the analysis of psych-verbs as double-object
unaccusatives (note that psych-verbs differ from verbs like escape in that the former
involve movement of the indirect object to Spec, IP, while with the latter involve
movement of the direct object to Spec, IP). L. Burzio suggests (personal
communicaiion) that befzii may be another nnaccusative of this type. Note that the
analysis of these verbs offered here goes against Baker (1993).
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Note, however, that this question arises indcpendently of the ¢laim that esserci lakes a
SC complement. The moment we are bound to binary branching, the question arises
once we take note of the fact that ne-cliticization is possible from the direct object .of a
double object verb, as in (156):
(156) Ney, ho  dati [duet;]a Maria.

NE {Dhave given two  ta Maria.

“] gave two of them to Maria.”
Given a Larsonian shell, the direct object in {156) is not in the same syntactic position
as the direct object of a simple transitive like mangiare ‘eat’ (assuming that verbs like
mangiare do not project a VP shell).” Rather, the direct object is in the specifier of 2
VP complement to a V, insiead of sister to V (as is the case with the object of
mangiare). Itis well known that se-cliticizalion is also passible from the direct object

of & verd like mangiare:

"As Kayne (1984) suggests, a verb like give could conceivably involve a causal

veyb which takes a SC complement:

(1) john cauzed [ Mary to have a book]
Under such an analysis, the argument Mary does not get a thela-role from the causal
verb; rather, the verb assigns a theta-role to the whole SC, while Mary gets a theta-role
from the predicate of the SC. Note, howeves, that a problem arises once we atiempt to
sssimilate simple transilives like mangiare into this paradigm. While semantic
arguments can be made in favor of a SC analysis of dare, it is not obvious how one
could claim that a verb like mangiare, which as an ‘activity’ verb does not have a
compiex event structure, takes a SC complement.

Furthermore, note that under the view that all XPs must have heads, a SC
malysis differs minimally from a Larsonian-type analysis. The difference between the
two amounts to a semantic one: unlike the SC analysis, a Larsonian analysis takes
Mary and a book to be two arguments, rather than as occurring in a subject-predicate
relation. As such, both DPs get theta-roles from the verb, in contrast with the SC
analysis. The ramifications of this difference between the two analyses will be
discussed in §4.3.2.2 below, :
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(137) Ne, ho  mangiati fdvet; ],
NE {Dhave eaten  two
“1 bave eaten two of them.”
Furthermore, ne-cliticization is also possible from the subject of the SC complemerst of
a verb like considerare 'consider”:

(158) Ne, ho  considerato [ [solo uno t; ] veraments adatto).
NE (Dhave considered onlyone  truly appropriate

Thus, the data in {156-158) present a problem for the claim that ne-cliticization is only
possible from a specific structural position, independent of any questions concermning
the complement type of unaccusatives. The fact that ne-cliticization is possible in both
(157) and (158) in fact suggests that it is not restricted 1o a single structural position.
Given this observation, the claim that esserci lakes a SC while other unaccusatives (like
pariire) do not is wnproblematic. As such, the facts of ne-cliticization cannot be used as
an argument in favor of a generalized SC analysis of unaccusatives.

To conclude, Moro's preposal that all unaccusatives take a SC complernent
is driven by a single unfounded assumption: all unaccusatives take the same type of
complement. However, as we have seen, the defining property of unaccusativity does
not have to do with what type of complement the verb takes, but rather with the lack of
an external theta-role. In this perspective, the analysis of asseref as taking a SC
complement cannot serve as an argument in favor of a SC analysis for all unaccusatives.
The potential problem conceming re-cliticization remains a problem only if we assume
that it can obtain from a specific structural position. However, as we have seen, this

does not seem to be ttue. Since we are not forced to conclude that all unaccusatives
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take a SC predicate, we do not need to conclude that ail unaccusatives take a locative.

We can thus maintain that only GOAL-entailing VIDMs take a locative.

4.3.2.2 Two intermal arguments or a ssll cinuse?

Given that there are no theoretical considerations foreing us to adopt a
locative-predicate analysis for all unaccusatives, let us consider the question of whether
Moro's SC proposal could be extended just to GOAL-entailing verbs. As we saw in
$4.3.1.1.1, Moro provides several convincing arguments in favor of analyzing esserci as
a SC taking unaccusative, with ci as the locative predicate of the SC. Given our
arguments for analyzing ltalian GOAL-entailing unaccusatives as projecting a
phonclogicaity nuli locative, the question arises as to whether there are any
considerations which make a SC analysis of arrive-lype verbs, paralle! to a SC analysis
of exserci, more desirable than the analysis presented here.

Notice that the one significant difference between a SC analysis of amrive-
type verbs ((154b), repeated here as (159)) and cur analysis {(127), repeated here as
(160)), is that under the former the null locative is analyzed as a predicate while under

the fatter it is analyzed as a second internal argument.
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(159) S

moite ragazze
(160) AgrsP
/’\

Spec Agrs'
prodloc; TN
Agrs

VP
l
v
N
v VP
arrivare;  _7
Spec v
Maria "
v y
4
Kayne (1984; 1995) has proposed that verbs which are normally analyzed
as taking two intemnal arguments should be re-analyzed es taking a SC complement,
with the two XPs which are traditionally understood te be arguments re-analyzed as
occurring in a subject-predicate relationship {see footnote 73 above). The primary
consideration motivating this propose! in Kayne (1984) is the need for binary
branching. Note, hawever, that Larson’s (1988a) analysis of verbs which take two
internal arguments maintains binary branching without resorting to a SC analysis.
Furthesmore, given Kaync's (1995) arguments for the claim that every XP must have a

head, Kayne's (1984) SC propoesal is re-elaborated in Kayne (1995), such that the SC is

119

analyzed as containing a head. The syntactic difference between a Larsonian-type

malysis and o SC analysis is thus no longer obvious {see Kayne (1995:Chapter 7,

footnote 1)),

While there is no obvious syntactic difference between one claim and the

other, there is a clear semantic difference between the two. As noted in footnote 73

above, a Larsonian-type analysis takes the two complement XPs in question to be
arguments of the verb. As such, the verb assigns theta-roles to both (roughly, Theme to
the direct object, and Goat to the indirect object). A SC analysis, however, takes the
two camplements to be in a subject-predicate relation. As such, the verb assigns a
theta-role to the whole SC, while the predicate of the SC assigns a theta-role to the
subject (i.e., the Theme argument). Since predicates de not get theta-roles, the "Goal
argument” (= the predicaic) does not get a theta-role under this analysis.

It is difficult to find empirical arpuments in favor of onc analysis over the
other. However, a theoretical argument in favor of the Larsonian-type analysis and
against the SC type analysis can be made. In arder to make our argument, Jet us
consider those double object verbs which take the sccond intemal argument optionally,
such as tell, buy, bring, ctc. Under the view that the presence of two internal XPs

indicates the presence of a SC complement, a verb such as tefl would get the same

“From here on I use *Larsonian-type analysis’ to refer to any analysis which
takes the two internal XPs 10 be arguments of the verb, rather than as occumring ina
subject-predicaie relation. The question of whether the complement configuration
involves a VP shell, or some other type of binary branclnng structure (such as (16])
below) is irrelevant for the present discussion.
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analysis as give (the strocture in (161) is intended to essentially reflect the SC analysis

suggested in Kayne (1995), with /¢ as the possible head of the SC):

(161) VP
Spec v
Jokn f\
v XP (= 8SC, under Kayne)
teii //\
DP X
2o TN
astory X DP
to AN

Sue
A problem arises, however, when we consider a sentence in which the purported
predicate of the SC is not projected, as in (162):
{162) John told a siory.
Under the SC analysis, the predicate in (162) is missing. Recall that one of Moro’s
central argumenis in favor of analyzing ci as a predicate (see §4.3.1.1.1 above) is the
observation that predicates are never optionat (Moro (1997:105)). Since predicates are
nol omissible, the question arises as to how a verb like fefi could be analyzed.
One possibility which comes to mind involves claiming that the predicate in

John told a story is syntactically projecied, but is phonologically null. Once we gllow
sﬁch a possibility, however, then one of the central arguments in favor of Moro's
analysis of cf as a predicate disappears. That is, he claims that the sentence in (145b) is
ungrammatical because it has a missing predicate, while (146) (with ¢/ as a predicate)
does not. If we claim that a phonologically null predicate is possible in order to account

for (162) with tel!, then we must ask why a null predicate is not alfowed in the case of
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(145b). Thus, unless we want to lose Moro's explanation for (145b), and as a
consequence lose a central argument in favor of analyzing ¢f as a predicate, then we
cannot assert the existence of a null predicate.

To save the SC analysis, anather possible explanation for {162) which
comes to mind is the following: when the predicate is absent, a 5C is not projected.
Rather, a single intemal DP argument is projected, as in the case of a simple transitive.
There arises a semantic problem with this analysis, however. In particular, fel! would
assign a theta-role to the SC in the case of (161), but would assign a theta-role 1o the
direct object a story in the case of (162). Thus, in (161) a story gets the Theme theta-
role from the predicale, while in (162) it gets the Theme theta-role from the verb fell.
The semantic problem here is twofold. First, the DP g story gets ils Theme theta-role
from different predicates in (161} and (162), and second, the verb jelf assigns differem
types of theta-roles in cach case. This state of affairs is conceptually problematic, since
(161) and (162) do oot differ semantically. It alsa fails to explain why the DP 2 story
should get a Theme theta-rolc in both cases. If there are different theta-assigners in
cach case, then we should expect to find examples in which the theta-rote of this
argument differs from one example to the other. To put it differcntly, the idea that the
object DP gets its theta-role from different theta-assigners in (161) and (162), as well as
the idea that the verb assigns different theta-roles in each case, fails to explain why both

examples have the same semantics,™

"0Of course, the two examples obviously differ semantically in that the former
contains an explicit Goal argument, while the latter docs not. However, even in the
Jatter case the Goal argument is implicitly expressed, so that the basic semantic relations
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The conclusion we can draw from the above discussion, then, is that a SC
analysis of double object verbs which take the second internal argument optionally nms
into conceptua! probiems. A Larsonian-type analysis, however, has no problem in
dealing with (161) and (162). Whether of not the second argument is projected docs not
affect the theta relation between the verb and the direct object. In both cases, the verb
assigns its Theme theta-role. The difference between the two cases is simply whether

or not there is a second internal argument syntactically present.” Recall that given

(Theme and a Goal) obtain in both cases. The relation between (161) and (162)
contrasts with thal seen between (i) and (ii):

(i)  considered Jokn inteiligent.

(i) [ considered John.
The verb in (i) takes a SC complement, while the verb in (ii) takes an NP complement.
This difforence in complement types corresponds to 3 clear semantic difference. The
former means something like “I held this proposition to be true” while the latter means
- something like “1 thought about John.” This difference in meaning also cotresponds 1o
a diffcrence in stativity:

(il) 1 consider Jokn intetligent.  (*I am considering John intelligent)

(v}  Iam considering John. (*f consider John)
Thus, there is a clear semantic difference reflected by the choice of complement {SC of
NP). This suggests that the two sentences ! told a story fo John and ] told a story
{which do not exhibit such a semantic difference) do not involve this difference in
complement types (ihanks to L. Burzio for enlightening discussion).

"Needless 10 say, the concept of an optional argument presents problems for the
Theta Criterion, which states that every theta-role must be assigned (in addition to
stating that every argument must get 4 theta-role). The notion of optional argument, in
fact, seems to atrictly rely on the idea that a theta-role (in this case Goal), does not
necessarily have to be assigned. Thus, verbs like felf must be distinguished from verbs
like give, such that the former lexically specifies that the Goal theta-role can be astigned
optionally.
" N);tc that the question of unassigned theta-roles also arises within the NP

domain:

Q) The linguist analyzed *(the data).

(i)  TheJinguist 's analysis (of the data).
The NP the data in {ii) is optional, yet nevertheless is a complement of the head N
analysis. When it is not present, we must assume that the relevant lheta-role is not
assigned by analysis. The question of what allows the optional assigmment of a theta-
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Kayne (1995), the difference between a Larsonian-type analysis and a SC analysis
amounts to whether or not we call the second XP (in this case Goal) a predicate or an
argument. Given the problems with the claim that this XP is a predicate, I conclude that
the Larsonian-type analysis is to be preferred.

Let us note that the above discussion conceming tell carries over directly to
amive-type verbs (and to VIDMSs in general, since SOURCE-entailing VIDMs also
optionally project a second internal argument). Arrive-type verbs in ltalian optionally
project a second intemal argument, which can be realized as a locative PP, as a deictic
locative, as NDL, or as pro-loc (as we illustrated in §3.3 for Borgomanerese). Given
that the projection of the second internal argument is optional, the same issues arise for
arrivare as for refl. Thus, as we concluded for verbs like tef!, arrive-type verbs must get
a Larsonian-type analysis, rather than a SC analysis.” We (hus maintain the claim that

the locative projecied by arrive-type vetbs is an argument and not a predicate,
4.3.2.3 Optional or obligatory locative?

The discussion in the last scciion already touched upon the third and final

difference between our analysis and Moro's: while [ motivate an analysis of armve-type

role wilt not be pursued here {see Grimshaw {1390)). -

TA farther semantic argumens against a SC analysis of arrivare can be made.
Unlike the capular verb essere, arrivare has semantic content, raising the question as to
whether it is reasonable to view verbs with semantic content as copular verbs. That is, if
arrivare assigns a theta-role to the SC, the configuration essentially yields a semantic
jmerpretation in which a proposition artives. :
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verbs in which the null locative is projected aptionally, Moro claims that it is always
present. Empirical arguments were made in §4.2.1.2 for the claim that the pro-loc is
projected optionally. Moro's argument in favor of the non-optionality of the null
locative is essentially a theoretical one, centering on the need to assimilate all
unaccusatives with essere. However, as I argued in §4.3.2.1, there is no nead to chaim
that all unaccusatives take a SC complement. Consequently, the argument for the view
that the locative is always projected also disappears.”

In addition to the empirical arguments in favor of the claim that the
projection of pro-loc is optional, a final thooretical argument can be made, as well. As
we saw in §3.2.4.2.2, pro can only oceur pre-verbally, becausc as a weak XP it cannot
remain in its base position. Adopting the same analysis for pro-loc allowed us to

-explain why the construction with the projected locative always correlates with the
existence of a post-verbal subject. This can be demonstrated directly in
Borgomanerese, since Borgomanerese has an overt reflex of pro-ioc. Since Italian has
no overt reflex of pro-loc, this must be shown indirectly. It can be shown by the fact

that the interpretation of the GOAL as necessarily speaker-oriented (= presence of pro-

" Another argument against the claim that the null locative is always projected
comes from English. Moro analyzes ‘expletive’ there as the English equivalent of
itatian existential ci (and his nul} locative predicate selected by other unaccusatives).
The fact remains, however, that shere is optional with unaccusatives:

(i) There arrived four women.

(ii}  Four women arrived.

If there is the equivalent of the null locative in ltalian, then the simplest conclusion is
that the null locative in Italian is optionally projected as well. As we shal] see in
Chapter 5, the optionality of there follows if we take it (o be the WLGA selected bry
arrive-lype verbs in English (note that the optionality of there poses a problent for an
analysis of this morpheme as the predicate of a SC).
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{6c) is only possible with a post-verbal subject. Note, however, that under Moro's
analysis, the null locative pro is slways projected. The structure in {159) exemplifies
movement of his locative pro to subject position, while the “real subject” remains in
situ {the *inverse copular’ variant). When the “subject™ moves to Spec, IP inthe
*canonical copular’ variant (Molte ragazze arrivane), the locative pro remains in situ.
This claim, however, is at variance with the observation that pro, as a weak XP, cannot

remain in its base position.

4.33 Pro-ivc and the existential in Italian

Rexall our discussion of the existential in Borgomanerese in §3.3. We
aoted that the use of the ghi-construction for the existential indicated that the weak
tocative morpheme (pro-ioc) is also used as the morpho-syntactic instantiation of the
lexical semantic category LOCATION. This was sketched out in (84) (repeated here as
(163):

{163) pro-loc ngh é-gghi tre mataj.
pro-loec SLOC is-LOC three.masc boys

I assumed that, just as with the GOAL-entailing constructions in (14), ghi in the
existential is the clitic double of pro-loc, while agh is the locative subject clitic which
occupics the Agr head and agrees in features with pro-loc, which occupies Spec, TP at s-
siricture. 1 would like to suggest here that the exisiential in Italian should get the same
analysis. That is, in ltalian, pro-fac is also projected as the LOCATION argument.

This can be seen in (164);
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(164) pro-locci sonotre ragazzi.
pro-loc LOC are three boys
“There are three boys.”

Recall our discussion in §3.2.2.3 conceming the intuition that Italian
existentiat (or ‘expletive’) of is semantically different from the ‘referential’ NDL ci.
Compare (164) with {165):

(165) Ci somoandali fre ragazi.

there are  gone.3pl three boys

“Threc boys went there yesterday.”
Our proposal that the existential involves a pro-foc can explain this difference in
semantic inlerpretation: the *expletive-like’ interpretation of the locative in the
existential in (164) actually derives from the presence of pro-foc.” The fact that ci in
(163) vields a non-expletive-like interpretation derives from the fact that there i8 no
pro-ioe in this case.

Evidenee in fevor of this analysis of (164) and (165) comes from

Borgomanerese. Consider the fact, noted in Moro (1997), that the existential

™Under this analysis, we must take cf to be the clitic-double of pro-foc, Of
course, this raises the question as to why ci doubles pro-foc when it is a LOCATION
argument, but not when it is a GOAL argument. While I cannot offera principled.
answer 1o this question, lct us suppose (given Moro’s arguments) that the pro-loc in the
existential is a predicate of a SC complement of the verb essere *be’ (in contrast with
pro-loc as the WLGA). It is possible that the doubling of pro-foc with cf can obtam
with a predicate in Italian, but not with an indirect ebject argument. Perhaps pro-loc 8s

a predicate (in contrast with pro-foc an a dative argument} can be doubled by ¢i because

as a predicate, it is not marked for dative Case; there would thus be no Case clash
between the predicate and the non-dative ci. When pro-loc is projected as the WLGA,
however, it is marked for dative Case; under this view, the doubling of pro-loc (the
WLGA) with ci would thus result in a Case clash (see footmote 33 above, which
illustrates that ¢i, unlike ghi, is not specified for dative Case).
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interpretation of a sentence such as that in (164) contrasts with the following, which has
a “true locative" interpretation:
(168) C° ¢ Mario.

there/here is Mario
“Mario is there / here.”

Thus, the o in (166) is really the NDL ¢f, and not the existential ci. White {164) and
(166) are semantically distinguishable, they are morpholegically indistinguishable (both
involve the morpheme ci). Under our theory, however, the semantic difference between
(164) and (166) derives from the fact that the former involves a pro-foc while the fatter
does not.

Note that these two sentences are morphoiogically disambiguated in
Borgomanerese. Recall that the presence of the locative SCL ngh signals the presence
of » pro-foc in Spec, [P. Given this state of affairs, we predict that while the existential
containe a ngh (see (163) above), the Borgomanerese squivalent of the sentence in (166}
should not (since it containe no pro-loc). This prediction is borne out; the equivalent of
{166) in Borgomanerese can only be expressed without the SCL agh, indicating that
{here is no pro-Joc. Correspondingly, this senfence gets 3 “true locative™ (i.c.,
“referential”) interpretation:

(167) a L égghi Mario.
SCL is there/here Mario

b. *Ngh é-gghi Mario.
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Thus, in terms of the semantic interpretation of the locative, (167a) corresponds to
{166), and (163} coresponds 10 (164). Given this pamaliclizm, I will assume that the
Italian existential involves a pro-loc while the NDL docs ot occur with @ pro-foc.®
On this note, I would like to make one final comment concerning Moro's
analysis of the Italian existential. As we saw, he analyzcs the existential as an *inverse _
copular sentence’, with 7 as a raised predicate. Under the analysis of the existential I
suggested here, howevar, it s pro-loc which is the raised canstituent, whille ofis  clidc -
double (like Borgomanerese ghi) ¥ mumwmwﬂwcuﬁcammwfl :
verbal position not because it is a raised prodicate, but rather because it procliticizes o -
finite verbs, like all object clitics in Italian. As can be seem in the following example, ¢f
encliticizes to the imfinitival form of the verb essere:
(168) Sembruno esser-cl due ragazzi.

seem be-LOC two boys

“There seem to be two boys.”
The enclisis of ¢/ in {168) cannot be characterized as an instance of *NP raising' (if by
‘raising’ we mean movement to subject position). Similarly, then, the mavement of 2f

in { 164) cannot be characterized as raiging either; its position is simply the result of

*

®As Moro (1997:138) notes, it would be undesirable to posit the existence of
two different cis in order to explain the semeantic difference between (164) and (166).
Under the hypothesis offered here, recourse to such a goiution is not necessary; the
semantic difference between the two derives from the fact that the former involves a
pro-lac while the latter does not (supporied by the Borgomanerese facts in (163) and
(167)).

' Whether pro-loc in the existential is an indirect object argument or the
predicate of a SC selected by essere ‘be' remains an open question under this analysis. |
simply note here that Moro provides several convincing arguments for anelyzing essere
as taking a SC, and ] see 1o reason not to adopt this aspect of his analysis.
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clitic movement. That (164) involves a pro-ioc which has undergone NP-raising 1o the
matrix Spec, [P is again suggested by the facts in Borgomanerese. As can be seen in
{169), in a sentence with the raising verb smijé ‘seem’, the locative SCL ngh occupies
the marix Agr, which is indicative of a pro-loc in subject position:
(169) pro-locngh ¢ smija vessa-ghi do mati int la cilsina.
pro-loc SLOC is seemed be-LOC  two,fem girls in the kitchen
“There scemed to be two girls in the kitchen,”

Languages such as Piedmontese (Burzio (1986)), which unlike Italian (but
like Borgomanerese) do not exhibit proclisis of object clities on finite verbs in the
compound tenses, also allow us to determine more readily that the movement of the
Jocative clitic is simply obeying the laws of object clitic movement in the relevant
Imnguagc, rather than undergoing ‘raising’ (o subject position:

(170) a A {  era sta-ye tanta gent.
SCL SCI. was been-LOC many people

(L. Burzio, p.c.}
b. YAy era stait ianta gent.
Again, these facte suppest that, unlike the NP predicates in Moro’s ‘inverse copular

sentenices’, ¢f cannot be analyzed as a 'raised predicate’ ®

R As can be seen in (149) (which corresponda to Moro’s (1997-Chapter 2) {39b)),
Moro claims that theye is a pro in Spec, IP, which s co-indexed with ci, rendering his
analysis superficially similar to the one given here (see {127) above). What is not clear
in Moro (1997) is whether this pro is inserted as an expletive, or base generated as a
predicate of the SC. In his discussion in Chapter $ {pp. 219-220, which contains a
representation, (13), which is similar to his (39b), except for the fact that there is no co-
indexing between pro and ci), he explicitly states that the pro is “expletive.” This
statement (coupled with the lack of co-indexing between pro and ci in his revised
representation) indicates that he considers there to be no connection between these iwo
clemients. This differs from the analysis offered here, which holds that pro-loc and ci
are related via clitic doubling.
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4.4 Conclnsions

We have scen severat arguments in favor of positing the existence of a pro-
{oc in Italian, optionally projected as 2 goal argument by GOAL-entailing VIDMs. The
fact that SOURCE-emailing VIDMs never require a speaker-oriented inlerpretation of
the location-gource can be understood in the context of the facts sxhibited by GOAL-
entailing VIDMs. The latter verbs only allow a speaker-oriented interpretation of the
location-goat when the V-8 word order is used with an unmarked interpeetation of the
posi-verbal subject. When the V-8 word erder yields a contrastive focus interpretation
of the post-verbat subject, the speaker-oriented interpretation is no longer required, just
25 with SOURCE-entailing verbs. This phenomenon finds an explanation if we posit
the existence of a WLGA in Italian. This hypothesis is further suppotted by the
behavior of a-telic VIDMS like rcendere. The hypothesis tha only GOAL-entailing
verbs optionally select a phonologically null weak locative as a second internal
argument is thus motivated by a cluster of syntectic and scmantic facts concerning
telicity, the position and interpretation of subjects, and the interpretations of locations.
As such, the WLGA analysis is to be preferred aver the SC analysis, which does not

allow for an explanation of these interrelated phenomena.
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APPENDIX: Exglanation for the connectioy between the nutl locative and

wamarked V-S word order

While [ do not offer an explanation of the relstion between the unmarked
status of the V-5 ward onder with arrive-type verbs and the syntactic presence of a
locative argument, here I review some accounts offered in the literature.

Beninca (1988a) has suggested that the unmarked status of the V-S word
order with arrivare obtaing becanse the implicit Jocative argument serves as the *theme’
(i.e., ‘given', as opposed to the ‘theme’) of the sentence. An explanation along these
lines is also suggested by Saccon (1992; 1993}, who proposes that every sentence
requires 8 ‘subject of predication’ (SOP).” She notes {Saccon (1992:394)) that in
Coneglianese (a Northem Itatian dialect), rivar ‘amive’ can oceur with a post-verbal
subject, while an unaccusative like * go’ cannot:

(71} a El ¢ riva Iz Maria.
SCL is arrived the Maria

b. *El ¢ ndat la Maria,
SCL is gone the Maria

She explains this difference by claiming that rivar has an implicit locative which can

at as the SOP, while ‘go’ does not.* Thus, Saccon’s explanation essentially concurs

¥Saccon (1993:141) notes that the notion of an SOP is not unlike the notion of
‘theme’ or ‘topic’,

“She states: ““To anive’ ... can only have one final destination... On the
conlrary, ‘to go’ ... can potentially have a lot of destinations.” Her intuition seems to
accord with the claim mada here that arrive entails & GOAL, while go does not,
Contrary 1o Saccon, however, 1 claim here that go does have an implicil locative,
namely, SOURCE (which nevertheless is not syntactically projccted as a null
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with Benincd's, which recognizes the relevance of an extra syntactic argument. A
question which arises under this explanation, however, is to how o account for the
unmarked status of the sentence in (130a) {repeated here}, where the post-verbal subject

is followed by a PP:

(130) a. Parte unrazzo perla luna.
leaves 8 rocket for the moon
“A rocket is leaving for the moon.”

With the locative PP following the post-verbal subject, there is no straightforward sense

in which the PP serves as a theme, or as a SOP, at least not syntactically. It is too low
in the structure to be associated with any type of topic position. Normally, themes ot
topics arc analyzed as occupying a position at least as high as Spec, IP. Saccon

(1992:393) offers a different analysis of the structural position of the SOP (at Ieast for

Itatian and the alian dialects), in which it is taken to be right- or lefi-adjoined to the

VP
(172) a. Xmax b. Xmax
/'A\ TN
SOP{, pd VP VP SOP(. )

According to Saccon, then, the sentence in {171b) becomes granymatical once a PP,
acting as the SOP, is added:

(173) ET e ndat la Maria, a botega.
SCL is gone the Maria, to store

In (173), the SOP (ihe PP} is right adjoined to the VP. Is it possible that the PP in

(130a) is in the correct position to act as a theme, or as an SOP? While it does occur to

argument).
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the right of the i-subject (like the PP in (173)), there is no intonational break after the
direct object, in contrast with (173). According to Saccon, the intonational break in
(173) is indicative of right-adjunction. The lack of an intonational break in (130a),
then, suggests that the PP is not in the apprapriate structural position to be an SOP. 1f
anything, it has probably remained in its base-generated position within the VP.®
Another question which arises under the SOP-explanation is the unmarked status of the
sentence in (130b) (repeated here), which has a pre-verbal Benefactive clitic:

(130) b. Mi parteil itremo.

to-me leaves the train.
“The train is leaving on me.”

The “extra srgument™ in (130b) (i.e., mf) is not in one of the SOP syntactic positions
illustrated in (172) above, While the questions raised by the data in (130) romain open,
the important observation made by both Beninca and Saccon still stands: the unmarked

status of the V-8 word-order seems to rely on the presence of a second symactic

"Whilc | cannot offer any insights conceming the data in Coneglianese, note
that the Italian counterparts io the sentences in (1712} and (173) are not informationally
eqmvalmt The [talian counterpart to (171a) can be interpreted as unmarked (i.¢., used
in answer to the question *“What happened?’). The Italian countevpant to (173),
however, is not unmarked. Rather the i-subject is presented as new information. This
seems to be the case whenever an i-subject is followed by a right-dislocated XP, as in
(i)

(i) Ha telefonato Maria, alie due.

has teiephoned Maria, at two 0’clock
Thus, adding a right-dislocated PP (as in (173)) does not render a V-8 sentence with a
SOURCE-entailing verb informationally equivalent to a V-S sentence with a GOAL-
entailing verb.

1t should also be noted that the ltalian counterpart to (171b) is not
ungrammatical, but rather l‘eqtums 2 contrastive focus mlerprelatlon an the post-verbal
subject (as Jdiscussed earlier in this chapter).
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argument which serves some role as the theme, or subject of predication, or topic of the
sentence.

Delfitto & Pinto (1992), Delfitto & D Hulst {1994), and Pinto (1994)
provide an explanation for the grammaticality of the word order V-S with arrivare
which relies on a comparison of unaccusatives with uncrgatives and transitives.%
Delfitto & Pinto (1992) (D&P), for example, note (following Beninca (1988a)} that

while arrivare ajlows a definite posi-verbal subject (see (118) above), transitives and

unergatives do not:
(174) a. *He recensito il libro Gianni,  (transitive)
b, *Ha urlato Gianni.  (unergalive}
has yelled Gianni

In order to explain this difference in behavior, they propose (following Moro (1989))
that nnaccusatives undergo what they call 2 “process of reanalysis,” in which the
unaccusative is allowed to take & small clause (SC) complement, with a null bocative as
the predicate. The null locative predicate moves to Spec, IP, where it geis nominative
Case. The locative predicate, by virtue of being co-indexed wilk its trace, is also eo-
indexed with the subject of the SC (under the assumption that subject-predicate
relations involve co-indexing). This is illustrated in (175):

(175) pro; & amivate [ Maria, ¢

*These authors extend their explanation for arrivare to all unaccusatives,
including parrire.
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The nominative Case assigned in Spec, IP is transmitted to the subject of the SC via
(indirect) co-indexing between the null locative and the subject of the SC. According to
D&P, since transitives and unergelives do not project such a SC complement, ‘locative
preposing’ canmot obtain, Case transmission fails, and the sentences in {174) are
comectly ruled out,

If nothing clsc is stated, this analysis of unaccusatives incorrectly predicts
SOURCE-¢ntailing unaccusatives to allow V-S as the unmarked word order. However,
this problem can easily be remedied by recagnizing that SOURCE-¢ntailing
unaceusatives do not project 3 locative. As such, VS sentences with leave-type verbs
can be assimilated to the senlences in (174). As D&P note (p. 6, footnote 1), the
sentences in (174) are actually grammatical if the post-verbal subjects are intespreted as
contrastively focused. Since partire also allows a post-verbal subject, as long as it is
imerpretad as contrastively focused, D&P's anslysis of unaccusatives can be modified
such that it excludes SOURCE-entsiling verbs. Verbs like partire could thus get the
same analysis as iransitives and unergatives do under D&P. A question which comes to
mind, however, is how these sentences can be grammatical at all, if the post-verbal
subject of partire (and likewise, transitives and unergatives) do not pass the Case Filter
under this analysis. To answer this question, D&P supgeat that contrastive focus on an
NP is sufficient to salisfy the Visibility Condition. Such a suggestion tacitty assumes
that NPs do not need Case if they can become visible for theta-assignment in some

other way.
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Another question which remaina {noted by D&P) is why the sentences in
(174) improve once an indcfinite subject is used (noted by Beninca (1988a)):

{176) a. Ha recensito il libro qualcune.
has reviewed the book Gianni

b. Ha uriato qualcuno,
has yelled Gianni

The indefinite post-verbal suhjects in (176), vnlikes the definite subjects in (174) do not
necessarily get a contrastive focus interpretation. This contrasts with pertire, which
forces a contrastive focus interpretation of its post-verbal subject even when it is
indefinite:
(177) E’ partito uno studente.

islei  a student

“It was a gtudent that leR™
[ do not offer an explanation for these facts here.

A final comunent concems the claim that arrivare takes a SC complement.

As we saw in §4.3.2 above, arrivare must be analyzed as optionally taking a second
internal argument, not as taking a SC complement. Note that once we eliminate the
passibility of a SC analysis, Case transmission as proposed by D&P is no longer
passible, since no subject-predicate relation obtains between the “subject”™ and the (trace

of the) second internal argument ¥’

Y5ee §5.4.2.3.1 for an altemative analysis of Case assignment of the WLGA.
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Chapter 5

THERE: THE WEAK LOCATIVE GOAL ARGUMENT IN ENGLISH

5.1 Introduction

A central assumption made by Chomsky {1981, 1986a; 1995}, den Dikken
(1995), Groat (1995), Lasnik (1992; 1995), and Safir (1982; 1985}, among many others,
is that the morpheme there in there-sentences such as that in (178} is an expletive:™

(178) There arrived four women.

The expletive analysiz assumes that there is devoid of any semantic content, inserted
into subject position to satisfy the Extended Projection Principle (EPP). Several
generativists of the late 19608 and 1970s have noted, however, (hat the locative
expletive is allowed only with unaccusatives that have locational semantics, analyzing

there a8 a morpheme with locative semantic content, rather than as an expletive ('the

¥Eor the purposes of this chapter I will consider *there-sentences’ to be thase
constructions which involve there and a verb ather than be. To avoid confusion [ wil)
refer to there-sentences with be a5 the ‘existential’. Sce below in §5.4.1 for a discussion
of the verbs which may occur with there. Note also that from here on, ‘there’ refers to
so-called ‘expletive there” {uniess otherwise specified), and not stressable (“deictic’)
there.
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locative semantics view’; among others, Fillmare {1968), Kimball {1973), Kuno {1671),
Lyons (1967), and more recently, within the Principles & Parameters fmmework,
Freeze (1992) and Hoekstra & Mulder (1990)). While the fact that ifere is limited to 2
semantically coherent class of verbs presents a problem for the expletive analysis, this
problem is rarely addressed. Another problem raised by the expletive analysis has to do
with (he question of why there needs Case. As I will show in this chapter, this fact has
continually raised problems for linguistic theory. Morg’s (1993; 1997) analysis of shere
as a raised predicate climinates some of the problems of the expletive analysis,
However, a8 we shall see, Moro's analysis itself presents empirical and conceptual
problems, and furthermore does not address the question of the restriction of there o 8
subclass of verbs. ARer 1 review Moro’s work, [ offer an analymis of there which
unifies English with Borgomanerese and Ifalian: there is a WLGA. Cur analysis of
there is thus in spirit within the tradition of the locative semantics view. The analysis
presented here, however, differs in that it also provides answers to questions raised by
the locative semantics view. Far example, it explains why speaketrs understand there to
be fundamentally different from the deictic stressable there, seen in (179):

(179) Four women arrived there.

It will be shown (hat the “expletive-like’ properties of there follow from a weak locative

analysis.
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82 Expletive there and Case

It has long been noted that expletive there needs to occupy a Case-marked
position. This can be seen in (180):

(180) a. *itried [y [y there to amrive four women])
{cf. *f tried four women to arrive.}

b. *1t geems [,, there to have arrived four women}
(cf. *Jt seems four women to have arrived.)

¢. It is unnecessary [, *(for) [, there to have amived four women]]
(ct. Jt is unnecessary *(for) four women 10 have arrived.)

The fact that there needs Case immediately presents a problem for the Visibility
Condition {Lasnik (1992)), which states that NPs need Casc in order to be visible for
theta-assignment (Chomsky 1981). That is, why shoutd an expletive, which (as a non-
argument) does not need to be visible for theta-assignment, need Case?” To explain
this, analyscs of there as an expletive have claimead that Case is not reguired by there,
but rather by the post-verbal NP (the so-called ‘associale’; foiur women in {178)). Here
review Chomsky’s (1995:Chapter 4) (henceforth CH4) analysis of there, which adopts

this basic claim of preceding analyses (e.g., Safir (1982; 1985), Chomsky (1981; 1986a)

"Faor the purposes of the discussion in this section, 1 follow the cited authors in
assuming the Visibility Condition. Note, however, that if the Visibility Condition were
climinaied, the fact that there needs Case would require no special explanation; there's
status s an NP woukl be enough to explein why it needs Case. One of our arguments
against treating rhere as an expletive (sce §5.4.2.2 below), however, relies on the cited
anthors” appeal to the Visibility Condition.

In addition to the question of the need for expletives to get Case, the visibility
requirement also raises the question of why non-NP arguments (i.e., CPs, IPs, and PPs)
do not need Case in order to be assigned a thela-role. For example, the CP complement
of say or the IP complement of seem do not get Case, yet are assigned a theta-tole.
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{among others)). 1review CH4 in licu of reviewing all previous analyses of there,
because as the most recent analysis in the literature, it subsumes the egsential
characteristics of previoua analyses, while in addition offering solutions to residual
problems hitherte unsolved.

CH4 holds that the need for there to get Case is only apparent. The real
need is for the ‘associate’ to get Case. To summarize, CH4 assumes that the morpheme
there is not itself endowed with Case and phi-features; it is only endowed with the D (or
EPF) feature, ard as such checks off this feature on Agrs.® It is the Case and phi-
featurcs of the associate which raise at LF 10 be chocked off on Infl (the target). Given
this analysis, the sentences in (180) are ungrammatical because the lack of a Case
feamure on Infl means that the Case feature of the associate is never checked off

One of the advantages of the CH4 analysis over its predecessors sesides in
the claim that it is just the features of the associate which raise, and ot the entire DP
itself. Previous (*expletive replacement’) analyses, which claimed that the entire DP

raises at LF (e.g., Chomsky (1986a)), had difficuity explaining phenomena such a5 the

*Note Lhat an inconsistericy in assumptions arises in Chomsky (1995}, In
particular, while Chomsky assumes the Visibility Condition (i.c., that Case marking
obtains se that the NP can be visible for theta-assignment), he analyzes French expletive
il (e.g., I est entré trois filles ‘It has entered four women’) and English expletive i/ as
being lexically specified for a Case feature (in contrast with expletive there; soe also
Cardinaleti (1997)). It follows from his analysis that an NP (e.g., an expletive) can
require Case-checking simply because it possesses an inherent Case feature, and not
because it needs to be visible for theta-assignment. Thus, while the Visibility Condition
is assumed, it is also assumed that at lenst some instances of Case-checking are not
necessarily subsumed under the visibility requirement.

14]

lack of scopal ambiguity seen in (181a} (cf. (181b); Wiltiams (1984)), and the lack of
binding seen in (182a) (cf. (182b); den Dikken (1995)).
(181) a. There aren’t many peopie in the room.
b. Many people aren 't in the roam.

(182} a. *There seem to each other to be some linguists that are eligible for
the job.

b. Somee linguists seem 1o each other to be eligible Jor the job.
That is, as noted by Wiltiams (1984), the claim that the whole DP raises at LF
incorvectly predicts (181a) to be equivalent in meaning te {181b). Moreover, den
Dikken (1995) noted that this claim also predicts the DP some {inguists 1o bz able to
bind the anaphor each other in (182a), as is possible in (182b), These problems are
<liminated under the CH4 analysis, With only the Case and phi-features of the DP
Taising, the actual semantic features of the DP are left in situ at LF in {181a) and (182a).
As such, it is correctly gredicted that the (relevant part of the) DP cannol take scope
over negation in (181a) and cannot bind the anaphor in (182a). Only if the entire DP
moves (as in (181b) and (182b)) is a high scopal position of the semantic features of (he

DP obtained.
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5.2.1 Questions raised by the expletive analysis

5.2.1.1 Chemsky (1995)

Despite the advantages illnstrated above, the CH4 analysis also preserts
sorme problems, which I discuss here. These prablems were originally mized Laxnik
(1992; 1995), in his arguments against ‘Case-chain’ analyses, such as that of Safir
{1982; 1986). The firsi problem is the following. Case-chain analyses claim that the
associate in (178) ge1s Case via transmission through & chain. Specifically, there is
assigned nominative Case in Spee, IP, and transmits this Case to the associate by virtue
of being in a chain relation which it, which obtzins via co-indexation of the expletive
with the associate, as in (183):

(183) There, arrived [four women);
Lasnik points out that the chain analysis incorrectly predicis the following sentence to
be grammatical:”

(184) *Therel, seem [, therc2, to have arrived [four women); |
That is, there is no reason why (there!, therel, JSour women) could not form a chain,
much as (four women, £’ 1) or (there, i, four women) in (185a,b):

(185) a. [Four women), seem [, t; to have arrived t]

b. There, seem [, t, to have arvived [four women), |

*'Note that (184) is an adaptation of Lasnik's (1992) example (61) (*There is
likely there to be a man here). The change to the verb arrive is sitiply to render the
example directly relevant to the central discussion in this thesis.
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Lasnik suggests that the ungrammaticality of (184) ssems to reside in the fact that the
expletive NP (specifically, there2) does not get Case. Thus, the need for an expletive o

gel Case canniot be reduced to the need for the associate to get Case {via a chain); if it

did, (184) should be grammatical,”

Lasnik intended this observation to serve as an argument against chain
analysis (and conseguently against the claim that the associate ultimately gets
nominative Case through association with Spec, IP). Note, however, that Lasnik's
objection also applies straightforwardly to the CH4 analysis of there (which is neither a
Case-chain analysis, nor an ‘expletive replacement” analysis). That is, the sentence in
(184} is predicted to be grammatical by CH4 as well. Under CH4, there? checks off the
EPP feature on the matrix Infl, while there2 checks off the EPP feature on the
embedded Infl. The Case and phi-features of the matrix Inf] are avaitable to be checked
ol by these features of the associate at LF. The features of the associate can thus move
i a successive fashion, first to the Infl of the embedded IP. Since the embedded Infl
has no Case or phi-features for the assaciate’s features to be checked against, the
Features continuc 1o move up to be checked off in the matrix Infl. This derivation is the
same one which holds for the gramumaticel derivation in (185b) above. In (185b), just
as in (184), the (trace of) there checks offthe EPP feature of both the embedded infl
and the matrix Infl. The Case and phi-features of the associate move in a successive

fashion, first to the Infl of the embedded IP. Since the Embedded Infl has no Case or

*Lasnik’s explanation for there’s need to get Case will be discussed
immediately below (§5.2.1.2). '



. . As with the sentence in (184), (187) is predicied to be grammatical by CH4. The
phi-features for the associate's features o be checked against, the features continue to

: R i derivation of (187) involves the following structure, before the merging of there:
mave up to be checked off in the matrix Infl. Notice that the Case and phi-features

. . , .. , {188) __seem {;. _ 10 have arived [four women])
must also move through an intermediate functional projection which does not contam

. _ Subsequent movement of four women to the Spec of the lower IP yields the following
the appropriate features in {186), too, confirming that {184) canmot be ruled out by

o ) configuration:
claiming that the features of the associate cannot move through more than one head in

(189) __ seem [, [four women]; to have amvived t; ]
search of the appropriate features:

Sut lication of ‘Merge’ to there in the matrix Spex, [P viclds (187), If
(186) Ibelicve [ there to have ammived four women) ubsequent appli g pec

L nothing clse is said, the sentence in (187) is predicted to be grammatical, becanse the
Under the CH4 analysis, in {186) the Case and phi-features of the associaic would first

. Casc and phi-features of the associate can move at LF to be checked in the matrix Infl,
have to move to the embedded Infl. Since this head does not contain the appropriste

' just s in the derivation of (1BSb). The only difference between the derivation of (187)
featuree, they would have to move up again to the Agro head dominating the embedded .

and that of (185b) ia that in the former, movement of the associate obtains before the
IP, which presumably containg the appropriate features to check ofF those of the

werging of there, whereas in the latter, the merging of there in the lower Spec, [P
associate ™

obtains before the movement of the agsociate {see §5.2.1.2.2 for 2 discussion of the
The second problem has to do with the following sentence, which again

economy difference between the two operations Merge and Move appealed to by Lasnik
cannot be directly ruled out by the CH4 analysis (although see §5.2.1.2.2 fora

{1995)).
discussion of Lasnik’s (1995)/Chomsky’s {1995) analysis of this sentence):

Thus, neither {184) nor (187) can be straightforwardiy ruled out undes the
(187) *There scem four women to have arrived. {cf. (185h))

CH4 analysis. In what follows, 1 will review Lasnik’s {1992; 1995) accounts of (184)

and (187).

%The derivation should be similar to that for the DP shem in (i), where

presumably the Case and phi-featurcs of this DP move to Agro.

{i) 1 believe [,, them to have arrived]
This raises the question of how the Case and phi-features of the DP rhem are checked in
(i) under the CH4 analysis:

(i) It is unmecessary [ for [j, them fo have arrived]]
Since only features move at LF, it is conceivable that these features can be checked off
by adjoining directly ta the complementizer for, which is traditionally taken to be the
Case-assigner in such constructions.
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£2.1.2 Lasnik (1992; 1995)

5.2.1.2.1 Lasnfk (1992): Case marking the expletive

Lasnik's (1992) (and {1995)) approach to Casc checking of the associate in
sentences such as (178) does not fail within the tradition of Case-chain and cxpletive
replacement analyses, which involve some form of linking between the associate axi
Spec, IP. Rather, following Belletti (1988) he claims that ymaccusatives have the ahility
to {optionally) assign partitive Case to their d-gtructure objects. Thus, while he still
assumes that the associatc moves 1o the position of the expletive at LF, he claims that
this movemeni does not obtain for Case reasons. Rather, the associate moves to the
position of the expletive to “replace” it. There must be replaced because it is am
illegitimate LF objoct, which as such must be detcied at LF. Thus, “replacement”
involves obligatory movement of the associate to the position of the expletive, in order
to satigfy the EPP.

In order to account for the ungrammaticality of (184), Lasnik (1992)
proposcs that the visibility condition be extended in scope such that it is a constraini not
only on theta-marking, but on mavement operations, as well, That is, be proposes that a
particular position cannot be visible as the target of movement if that position is not
assigned Case. Thus, because the position of there2 in (184) is not marked for Casc, the

associatc cannol mave to that position at LF, and the derivation crashes,
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In order to explain the ungrammaticality of (187), he also proposes that
Case marking be an s-structurs requirement, in addition to an LF requirsment.
Furthermore, he claims that partitive Case marking of the associale by the unaccusative
verb obtains under govemment. Thus, the sentence in (185b) would be grammatical
under Lasnik (1992) because the associate finds itself in the appropriate structural
configuration at s-structure to be Case marked. In the sentence in (187), however, the
sssociate is not govemed by the verb at s-structure. This sentence thus violates his
requirement that N¥'s be in a Case marked position at s-structure.

Note (hat while Lasnik’s (1992) proposals do account for (184) and (187},
these proposals are incansistent with Minimalist principles. First, his “visibility
condition on movement” can only be claimed to apply 1o LF movement. Sentences
such as thal in {190) demonstrate that a particular syntactic position does not have to be
Case marked in oxder for it to be a visible target of overt movement:

{190) John, secms [;p 1" {0 b belicved [ t 10 have bocn ammested & ]
That is, the two intermediate Spec, IP positions (those occupied by t' and (") are not
Case positions, yet are nevertheless available as positions to which {or through which)
movement can obtain. Thus, in order to allow (190) but to exclude (184), Lasnik’s
extended visibility condition must be restricted such that it can only apply 2t LF. This
restriction of application of a principle to just one level is inconsistent with a central
Minimalist assumption, which does not allow the application of 2 particular principle to
make reference to levels such as d-structure of s-structure. Similarly, the requirement

that an NP be Case marked at s-structure in addition to LF (to account for (187)) is also
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inconsistent with: this Minimalist assumption (this problem is also noted in Lasnik
{1995:footnotc 12)).

In what follows, I review the analyscs of (184) and (187) offered in Lagnik
(1995), which eliminate the problems created in Lasnik (1992). It wilt be shown,
however, that the Lasnik (1995) analyses raise other questions which, 1 claim, vender

these more cutrent analyses likewise undesirable.

5.2.1.2.2 Lawnik (1995): aliernative propossis

The analysis of (187) provided in_ Lasnik (1995) follows the analysi given
in Chomeky (1995). In particular, Lasnik claims that a sentsnce such as that in (187} is
blocked by the principke ‘Procrastinate’ in the following way.™ At the atage in the
derivation seen in (188), either the operation ‘Merge’ may apply to there in the
embedded Spec, IP, or the aseociate can ‘Move* to the embedded Spec, IP (as noted
above). According to Lasnik, the latter operation involves a violation of Procrastinate,
since under the former operation (i.c., merging of rhere), the movement of the associate
would be unnecessary. In other words, insertion of there is less costly than movement
of the associate, since the operation Merge does not violate any principles, while the

movement aperation violates Procrastinate, Thus, application of Merge to there blocks

*Again, (187) is an adaptation of the sentence given in Lasnik (1995) (There is
likely someone 10 be here). For the purposes of this discussion, however, the two
sentences are equivalent.
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the movement of the associate at that point in the derivation, successfully ruling out the
derivation that produces (187).

Whether or not this explanation can be maintained rests on the tenability of
the claim that Merge must obtain before Move. [t has been argued by Ura ( 19985), for
example, that these operations da not compete with one another; according to Ura, two
operations compete with one another only if they arc both created by the application of
‘Move’. Assuming that the question raised by Ura remains open, the question of the
tenability of Lasnik’s explanation for (187) likewise remains open.

If it indeed turns out that Merge and Move must be compared as operations,
and that Merge is less costly than Move, we are still lefl with the question of Lasnik's
{1995) explanation of the sentence in (184). To account for {184), Lasnik observes that
Zhere ig not penmitted with unergative verbs:

{191) a. *There laughed someone,

b. *There someone loughed.

As Lamnik noles, the assumption that shere is an expletive is not enough (o rule out the
sentences in (191), for if there is inserted into Spec, IP simply 10 satisfy the EPP, there
is no reason why (191) should not be possible. To explain (191), then, Lasnik takes
advantage of the idea that ‘expletive replacement’ involves LF adjunction of the
associate to there, which is claimed to be an *LF-affix’. Such an LF-affix, he proposes,
has the specific requirement that an NP marked with partitive Case be affixed to it.
Sinee unergative verbs do not assign pantitive Case to their (single external) arguments

{in contrast wilh unaccusatives), (191} is ruled out by virtue of the fact that the NP
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adjoined to there at LF ia not marked with partitive Case: the requirement of there is
thus not satisfied. Lasnik further suggests (footnote 10) that this morphological
requirement of ihere allows us to rile out (184). In particular, in {184) the associste
(which gets partitive Case from the unaceusative verb arrive) adjoins to fhere2, an LF-
affix whosc needs are satisficd by this adjunction process. However, the new complex
[four women - there2), is “arguably not itself a partitive NP* (Lasnik (1995:footnote
10)). Thus, when the whole complex moves to adjoin to therel, the requirements of
therel! will not be satisfied.

There are two objections to this analysis that ] will consider. The firstisa
theory intermal one: recall our discussion above conceming the problom with ‘expletive
replacement’ analyscs of there, which is eliminated once Chomsky's (1995) theory of
LF feature movement {used in the CH4 analysis of theve) is adopted. In paxticular, we
saw that the claim that the entire associate moves w the position of the expletive leads
10 problems concerning scope and binding, exhibited in the examples in (181} and
(182). Note that the LF-affix analysis adopted by Lasnik inherits this problem from
previous expletive replacement analyses. Although under Lasnik the associate adjoins
to the expletive (rather than fully replacing it), it is still in a position from which it can

¢-command everything dominated by [P.* This analysis thus makes incorrect

*There are two considerations which Jead to this conclusion {den Dikken
{1995)). The first simply has to do with the ECP: in order for the trace of the aesociate
to be licit, il must be c-commanded by the associate. The sscond has 1o do with the
definition of c~command. Under the assumption that adjunction of the associste to there
creates the configuration seen in (i), we must assume thal what counts as the first node
dominating the associate carmot be there, since it is only a segment, not a category
(Chomsky (1986b), Kayne {1995)):
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predictions concemning the scntences in (18 1) and (182), in contrast with Chomsky's
{1995} analysis, which assumes that only the features of the associate mave at LF.
Given that the latter makes correct predictions concerning (181) and (182) while the
former does not, the latter must be favored over the former, Asa consequence, Lasnik’s
proposal that there nceds an NP with partitive Case affixed to il must also be
abandoned, since under the feature movement analysis, the Case and phi-features adjoin
to Infl at LF, and not to the cxpletive which occupies Spec, IP. Once this proposal is
abandoned, Lasnik's explanation for the ungrammaticality of {184) is no loniger tenable,
The second objection to Lasnik’s analysis concerns the claim that there
requires an NP with partitive Case affixed to it. This claim is motivated by the
observation that unergatives cannot occur with there, while unaccusatives can, Note,
however, that even if an LF-affix analysis could be maintained, we do not gain anything
by claiming that zhere is licit only with an associate marked with partitive Case, Such
an explanation amounis to an alternative way of describing the fact that there occurs
with unaccusatives, but not with unergatives. Furthenmore, this claim is in iteelf not
empirically comect. As we shall discuss in §5.4, it is well known that there is not ficit

with alt wnaccusatives (c.g., Burzio (1986), Milsark (1974), Levin (1993)). In order for

{i) 1P
/A\\
there r
/\ //\\
[four women] there 1

The first full node dominating the associale, then, is [P. As such. under Lasnik’s
anaiysis the associalc can c-cormand (and take scope over) any material dominated by
EP, giving rise to the problems conceming (181) and (182).
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Lasnik’s analysis to be descriptively adequate, then, it would have to be revised such
that the morphological requirement of there were slated in the following way: “rhere
selects an NP which must be marked with partitive Case only by a subclass of
unaccusatives.”

I would like to suggest here that this revised claim could be gasity
paraphrased in the following way: “rhere is selected by a subclass of unaccusatives.”
Once the descriptive generalization is stated in this way, it seems less obvious that rhere
is a scmantically empty morpheme. For the moment, [ will not address this conclusion,
nior will T elaborate on the claim that the unaccusatives which sclect there form a
sernantically homogeneous class; 1 reserve a detailed discussion of these guestions for
§5.4.1.1. Rathes, here [ simply note that these arc problems raised by an expletive
analysis. [ tumn now instead to 8 discussion of Moro’s (1997} analysis of there. As will
be shown, Moro’s proposal can directly provide a solution to the unsolved problems

created by an expletive analysie.
5.3 Movo’s analysis of there as a rajsed predicate
As we saw in §4.3.1,1.1, Moru (1997) provides several arguments in favor

of analyzing ltalian ‘expletive’ ci as a SC predicate. He shows that some of the

arguments used for this analysis of ci apply directly to expletive there in English.™ For

*Hoekstra & Mulder (1590), following More (1989), also analyze English there
as a raised predicate.
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example, as we saw in the Italian sentences in (145) (repeated here as (192)), the PP in a
copular construction is obligatorily present:

(192) a. [Molte copie del libro); erano [y t, [nclle studio]}
many copies of.the book were in.the studio

b. *[Molte copic de!  libro); erane [ t; [e]]
many copies of.the book were

It is well known that the same facts hold for English {((193a,b) comespond to Moro's
(1997:119) {65a,b)):

(193) a. [Many copics of the book]; were {& t; in the studio]

b. *[Many copies of the book), were [5¢ ¢, €]}

Moro proposes that (193b} can receive the same explanation as (192b): given an
analysis of the PP as the predicate of a SC, (193b) is excluded on the grounds that
predicates are not deletable. As with Italian ci, however (seen in (146)), the presence of
expletive there suddenly renders the presence of the PP optional {{194) corresponds to
Moro's (1997:119) (65¢c-d)):

(194) There were many copies of the book (in the studio).
Why should the presence of an expletive, which is purportedly inserted in Spec, 1P
simply (o satisfy the EPP, have (his effect? As Moro notes, this fact is readily explained
once there, tike ltalian ci, is taken to be the predicate of the SC, as in (195):

(195) __ were [, [many copies of the book] [there] ]
As such, the sentence in (194) (without the PP} does not involve a missing predicate.

Rather, the predicate is there, which raises to subject position, while the SC subject
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many copies of the book remains in situ. (194) is thus an instance of what Moro calls an
‘inverse copular” zentence.

" Similarly, Moro shows, the phenomenon seen in [talian in (147) (repeated
here a5 (1962)} also holds in English (196b):

(196) a. *c’ erano [g [y molte copie del 1libro] [z 1o cause della rivolta]].
there were many copies of the book  the cause of.the riot

b. *There were [y [, many copics of the book] [pe the cause of the
riot]]

Again, the fact seen in (196b) receives no explanation if there is taken to be a
semanticatly nul} element inserted directly in Spec, IP. However, the hypothesis that
there originates as the predicate of a SC complement of be readily explains the
ungrammaticality of (196b): a SC cannot contain two predicates.”

Analogously to ltalian (discussed in §4.3.1.1.2 above), Moro extends this

analysis of there as 4 raised predicate to &1l unaccusatives, Thus, English there is

"This explanation requires the assumption that the only possible place for the
NP the cause of the riot in {196b) is as the predicate of the SC. As Moo notes, this
contrasts with a sentence soch as that in (194), where the PP, which appears to act as a
predicate in the ahsence of there, is also permissible in the presence of there. As Moro
explains, Whis is possible under the hypothesis that in the presence of there, the PP i

taken 1o be an adiunct, rather than a predicate. Moro offers the following data as

" evidence in favor of this hypothesis (carresponding to Mora's (1897:119) (66a-b)):

()  To whom does it seem that many people are indebied?

(i)  “To whom does it seem that there are many people indebted?

(cf.: It seems that there are many people indebted to John)

The idea is that {i-ii) arc explained if the AP indebted io whom is taken to be a predicale
in {i) but an adjunct in (i), under the assumption that extraction from an adjunct leads to
ungrammaticality (it is not ¢lear to me, however, that (i) merits a full **°). It cannot be
similarly shown that a PP co-occuring with there (as in (194)) is an adjunct, gince (as is
well known) extraction from a PP adjunct does not lcad to ungrammaticality (e.g.,
Which kitchen did he eat in?). Moro notes that NPs can never be adjuncts.
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analyzed as the phonologically overl counterpart to Italian’s null locative predicate.
This is seen in (197a) with the verb arrive (Moro's (1997:244) example (60); compare

with the structure for ktalian in (159) above, repeated here as (157b)):

(197 a. S
N
there; VP
v sC
arrive i
DP 4
=
many girls
b. S
N
pro; VP
A
A% sC
arrivaro T
DP g
PN
moite ragazze

_In the following section we will see the advantages Moro's analysis of there

. has over an expletive analysis.

53.1 The elimination of problers caused by an expletive analysis

As Moro shows, many problems created by analyses of there as an

expletive are eliminated under his raised predicae analysis. Two of these were
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discussed immediately above;*® here I show that the problems which remain under CH4
{§5.2.1 above) are also readily explained under Moro's theory.

The two sentences which have not received an explanation under CH4 (nor
under previous expletive replacement analyses) were (184) and (187), repeated here as
(198) and (199):

(198) *Therel, seem [ there2, to have arrived [four women]; ).

(199) *There reem four women to have arrived.
Note that the ungrammaticality of these sentences receives a ready explanation under
Moro's analysis of there as & raised predicate.” The sentence in (198) is

straightforwardly mled out hecause the unaccusative verb selecis a SC in which only

#Moro also notes that his analysis explains the ungrarnmaticality of the sentence
in (i) (which Lasnik (1992) points out has never received an adequate explanation),
which contrasts with the sentence in (ii):

® 1 believe there (1o be) a picture of the wall in the room.

(i) 7 believe Joln (10 be) the cause of the riot,

According to Moro, the fact that the copula is required in (i) follows from the more
peneral fact that in inverse copular sentences, the predicate (in this case, there) can raise
anly if there is a landing site available. The copula must thus be present in order to
provide the landing site. This would also explain (iii) (an inverse copular sentence):

(i) 1 believe the cause of the riot *(10 be) John. (cf. (i) and (ii))

Note, however, that this explanation incorrectly predicts (iv) (a canonical copular
sentence) (o be possible without the copula:

(iv) [ believe a picture of the wall *{to be) in the room.

That is, (iv) should pattern with (ii). 1 cannat offer an explanation for the
ungrammaticality of this sentence without the copula. However, if we lake sheretobe a

predicate, the descriptivc generalization seems to be that the copula cannot he omitted
when the predicate is a locative.

"Most of Moro's discussion of there as 2 raised predicate revolves around
examples involving the copular verb be. In this section [ have modified his examples by
changing the verb to arrive (1o make the examples directly relevant to the central
discussion in this thesis). Since Moro (1997:Chapter 5) proposes that unaccusatives,
like be, take a SC complement, nothing crucial will hinge on this change.
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one predicate is admissible. Adding a sccond there to the sentence would simply
involve adding an extra predicate. The sentence in (199), as More points out, is ruled
ou as a violation of locality conditions on movement. That is, the associate occupies
the intermediate specificr position as a result of movement (scen in (189), re-¢laborated
here as (200)):

(200) __seem |y, [four women), to have arrived [oc 1 there ]
In arder to derive (199), the SC predicate there must then move 1o the matrix Spec, IP,
skipping the intermediate Spec position which is occupied by four women ((201)
comesponds to More’s (1997:121) (75b)):

(201) *There; seem [ [four women]; to have amived [« 4 L ]]

Note that {199} is thus analogous to the standard case of super-raising, secn in (202):
(202) *Mary; seems [y that [,y it was believed (i, t; to be intelligent]])
Neither can the sentence in (199) be successfully derived by first raising there, because
the trace of rhere would block movement of the NP into that position (also noted by

Zwarnt (1992:foolnote 5)):
(203)  There; scem [ 4 10 have amived [o [four women] 4 |]

To conclude this sectian, we have scen that Moro's analysis of ¢here as the
predicate of a SC selected by the unaccusative allows for a straightforward explanation
of data that have never been satisfactorily accounted for under an expletive analysis. As
we shall see immediately, however, there are several questions raised by the predicate

analysis which require explanation.
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5.3.2 Questions rafsed by the predicate analyyis

As we have seen, Moro’s analysis of there as a raised predicate provides
answers to the questions raised by the data seen in §5.3 above, and also allows fora
straightforward explenation of the sentences in (198) and (199), a feat that expletive
analyses seem {o never have accomplished. However, 28 we shall see immediatety
below, the predicate analysis in tum raises severa] questions which need to be
addressed. At the end of this section, I will conclude that the claim that there is a raised
predicate of a SC selected by the unaccusative verb is not tenable. In §5.4 1 will offer
an alternative analysis of there which provides a solution to the problems raised by both
the expletive analysis and the predicale analysis,

The first problem raised by Moro's analysis has already been touched upon
in §4.3.2.2 above. That ig, in the context of his digcussion of English, one of Moro’s
many anguments in favor of analyzing shere as a predicate instead of an expletive
centers around the sentences in (193) and (194), ropeated here as (204a,b);

{(204) a. Many copies of the book were *(in the studio).
b. There were many copies of the book (in the studia).
Why should the presence of an expletive render the PP i the studic optional? The
predicate analysis provides a ready explanation for this question: omitting the PP in
{204a) “...would amount to omitting the predicate of the clause, and would thus be just
as serious as omitting come from Jokn has come, yielding *Jokn has” (Moro

(1997:105)). A missing PP in (204b}), however, does not involve a missing predicate,
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because the predicate is there. While this analysis may be lenable for there as it ocours
with the verb be, it runs into problems once we consider other unaccusative verbs, such
as arrive. In particular, the contrast seen in (204) does not obtain with other
unaccusatives:

(208) a. Four women arrived (at the station},

b. There arrived four women {at the station).

As can be seen in (205a), a missing PP with arrive still yields a grammatical sentence.
Under an analysis which claims that unaccusatives such as arrive take a SC
complemnent, this fact presents a problem, since (205g) without the PP (and without
there) would necessarily involve a missing predicate. As we discussed in §4.3.2.2
above, there is no ciear solution to this problem.

Another problem with the analysis of there as a predicate has to do with the
question of Case assignment. Returning to the question of visibility (raised, for
cxample, in Lasnik (1992); §5.2.1.2.1 above), it is not clear why a predicate (as 2 non-
argument) would require Case. According to Moro (1997), the fact that there needs
Casc follows from his analysis. He states (p. 120), “.. Case is assigned to there as to all
raised DPs in copular sentences, irrespective of whether they are argumental or not.
Assuming the analysis of there as a raised predicate, Casc assignment to it is no longer
surprising [, as it was under expletive analyses,] but rather exactly what we would now
expect.” This only follows, however, if Case assignment to a raised NP predicate (as in
(141)} is likewise unsurprising. If the Visibility Condition holds (see footnote 89

above), then it should indeed be surprising that a predicate NP (a non-argument)
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requires Case. Under visibility, then, it would follow that even a predicate analysis of
there could not offer a ready explanation of Case assignment.'*

A final question left unanswered by Moro’s analysig of there is the very
question that was left unanswered at the end of §5.2.1.2.2 in the discussion of Lasnik’s
expletive analysis of there. Thal is, there is only permitted with a small subclass of
unaccusatives. It has been suggested by some (c.g., Freeze (1992) and Kimball {1973)),
furthermore, that the verbs which can occur with there all entail some sort of
‘locational” semantics. Of course, this observation is not without ils problems; for
instance, as we shall se¢ below in §5.4.1, it is not true that al! unsccusatives which have
locational semantics can ocour with there. On the other hand, it is clear that there is (in
some yet to be determined way) linked to the semantics of the vetb it occurs with, In
contrast with expletive analyses, Moro also suggests (1997:278, footnote 14) that there
has semantic content; he states that the “...content [of there] is to be derived from the

discourse: by default, it denotes the whole world, ... allcrnatively, it can be restricted to

111, on the other hand, we assume (along with Moro) that visibility is not a
factor in Case assignment (i.¢., to explain why an NP predicate, as a non-argument,
needs Case), then a predicate analysis of there would have no advantage over an
expletive analysis with respect to the issue of Case assignment; under both analyses, one
could claim that there gets Case simply because it is an NP. The analyzis | offer below
would have the same lack of advantage; see §5.4.2.2.
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a specific domain, when an adjunct PP is added... "' However, an explanation for the
lexicat restriction of there is not given.

In the remainder of this chapter, I will motivete an alternative analysis of
there whith aims to provide an explanation for this semantic restriction. Specifically, |
will show that there, like pro-foc in Borgomanerese and Itatian, should be viewed as a
weak {ocative, optionally selected by GOAL-cntailing verbs. In other words, there is a
weak locative goal argument. This analysig will also allow us to eliminate the problems

raised by both the expietive analysis as well as the predicate analysis of rhere,

8.4 There is a weak locative goal argnment

It has long been noted (e.g., Burzio (1986), Freeze (1992), Kimball (1973),
Kuno (1971), Levin (1993), L&RH, and Milsark (1974), among many others) that

expletive there can only occur with 2 subset of unaccusalives in English.'? 1 it tarmns

"In fine with the expletive view, however, Moro (1597:145) states that “...chere
does not add any ‘lexical® content of its own [; as such,] we might call ita
‘propredicate’. This offers us the possibility of remaining within the traditional
terminology and consideving there as an expletive, provided 1hat the proper syntaciic
source of there is indicated. Specifically, rhere can be considered the expletive of the
predicale of the small ¢lause, rather than the expletive of the subject of predication.”

‘“English contrasts with other Germanic languages (¢.g., Dutch) which use a
locative expletive analogous to English zhere with all classes of verbs (transitives,
uncrgatives, and ail umaccusatives; see, for example, Vikner (1995) and Zwart (1992)).
The analysis provided heze for English there thus cannot be directly extended to
locative expletives in other languages. However, it should be noted that our analysis
docs not preclude the possibility of the use of a weak locative as a true expletive (i.e., a
semantically null NP inserted into subject position to satisfy the EPP) in other
languages. For our purposcs, we can assume that Dutch er “there’, for example, differs
from English there in that the former has entirely Jost its semantic content, while the
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out that the class of verbs that allows there is semantically homogensous, then this fact
should cali into question the ciaim that rhere is a semantically empty NP, inserted in
subject position simply to satisfy the EPP. However, it may not be immediately
obvious what the verbs which occur in there-sentences have in common semantically
(noted, for example, by Milsark (1974); see Appendix below for discussion of a
discourse theoretic analysis). Freeze (1992) characterizes the class of verbs which
occur with there as “focative unaccusatives’ (also used in Tortoms (1996)). The term
‘locative unaccusative’, however, does not precisely characterize the group of verbs that
occur with there. As we saw in Chapter 2, unaccusatives such as feave, exit, and escape
entail the existence of a location (specifically, SOLUURCE). Nevertheless, these varbs do
not occur in there-sentenices. On the other hand, there is something to Freeze’s intuition
{also expressed in Hockstra & Mulder (1990)) that the group of unaccuaatives that
occur with there entail a location of some sort. The question, then, is how to
characierize the group of verbs which occur with there such that it includes some
tocation denoting unaccusstives while excluding others,

Given the discussion of Borgomanerese and Italian in the previous chapters,

I'would like o suggest that there, just like pro-loc, is @ weak locative goal argument. n

latter is stifl lexically specified as [locative] (scc Cardinaletti (1990) and Vikoer (1995)
for a discussion of expletive constructions in the Germanic languages).

Note that Zwart (1992}, adopting Mom's analysis of English rhere ss s raised
predicate, argues that Dutch er i3 ambiguous between an expletive and a raised
predicate. [n our tevms, then, it is also possible that er is ambiguous between a truly
semantically empty expletive and a WLGA (see Chapter 6); I consider this issue a
matter for future research.
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the following we will see that this hypothesis is supported by the fact that there is

vestricted ta occurring with GOAL-entailing VIDMs.

5.4.1 The lexical resiriction of there

Levin (1993) gives a list of the unaccusative verbs which occur in there-
sentences. These verbs include some Verbs of Inherently Directed Motion (VIDMs)
(206), Vetbs of Appearance (VOAS) (207), Verbs of Manner of Motion {(MOMs) (208),
and Verbs of Existence {(VOEs), Verbs of Spatial Configuration, and Meander Verbs
(209a-c);"™

(206) arrive, ascend, come, descend, drop, enter, fall. go. pass, rise
{207) cppear, arise, begin, develop, emerge, occur, eic.
(208) fly, jump. march, run, roll, waik, etc.
(209) a exiss, grow, remain, survive, ek,  {VOEs)
b. hang, lie, sit, stand, eic. {Verbs of Spatial Configuration)

c. climb, meander, ftrn, wander, etc. (Meander Verbs)

3 put aside the few transitive verbs and the’small list of transitives used in the
passive which Levin (1993:90) lists as occurring in there-sentences. It is posziblc,
however, that the ‘transitives® are actually covert unaccusalives; enter is included
among (hese verbs, but as we have seen, in ltalian and Borgomary:wsc this verb selects
the auxiliary be, revealing its unaccusative siatus. As discussed in foomote 72, I thus
take such verbs, even in their apparently transitive uses (e.g., Mary entered the room), 1o
e unacensative VIDMs. Other apparenily tranaitive verbs listed in Levin, such as fake
Pplace, are idiomatic, and may just be verbs of occurrence (in which case they‘should
patiern with GOAL-entailing VIDMs; see below). The transitive vetbs uscd in the
passive mostly include verbs of creation and putting (e.8., create, write, hang, place),
which have an ‘appeatance’ sense (see discussion below on verbs of appearance).

164



The following verbs are not among the VIDMs listed in Levin (1993) as accwming in
{here-sentences:

(210) *depart, *escape, *exit, *flee, *leave, *revede
VODs also do not occur in there-sentences (noted, .., by Burzio (1986), Kimball
(1973), and Milsark (1974), as well):

(211) *die, *disappear, *expire, *lapse, *perish, “vanish
Finally, Verbs of Change of State (COS) are Listed as uniformiy being excluded from
there-sentences. For the purposes of exposition, 1include only a handful of these verbs
here, since the group which includes these verbs is large (see Levin (1993:240-248) for
a compiete list of COS verbs):

(212) “alter, *break, "bend, ®change, *freeze, *melt, elc.
$.4.1.1 There bs selecied by GOAL-entaliing VIDMs

Let us consider the verbs which can occur in there-sentences, putting agide
for the moment the VOAs in (207) and the verbs in (209). This leaves us witha
subclass of VIDMs in (206) and the MOMs ia (208). Note that the VIDMs in (206)
include the GOAL-entailing VIDMs arrive, come, and enter, and the e-telic VIDMs
ascend, descend, drop, fail, pass, and rise. We can characterize all of these VIDMs as
GOAL-entailing once we recognize that the fact that the a-telic VIDMSs are only
peimitted in there-senlences in their GOAL-entailing sense. Furthermore, it is well

known that this also holds for the MOMs in (208) (see, a.0., Burzio (1986) and
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Hockstra & Mulder (1990)). This can be seen try the following contrast (taken from
Hoekstra & Mulder {1990:34)):
(213) a. There walked a man inio the room.
b. *There watked a man with a dog.

The analysie | would like to provide takes the -telic VIDMs in {206) and
the MOMs in {208) to be lexically GOAL-entailing VIDMs.'** Once we can show that
these verbs are lexically GOAL-entailing, we can claim that only GOAL-entailing
VIDMs can occur in there-tentences. To show that theae verbs are lexically GOAL-
entailing, 1 will adopt the essentials of L& RH's analysis of MOMs.

It is well known that MOMs are basically unergative, but also
systematically exhibit unaccusative behavior (see L&RH for references). This
“gystematic palysemy"” is very productive in English, and L&RH show that these verbs’
status as both unergatives and es unaccusatives in English is aftested by the fact that
they occur in the unergative resultative pattern {wilh a fake reflexive object, for

cxample, as in (214a)), as well as in the unaccusative resultative patiern, as in (214b)
{caampies adaptod from L&RH):
(214) a. They jumped their way clear of the vehicle.
b. They jumped clear of the vehicle.

R4Ser footnote §$ in Chapter 2 for comments concerning go. It is clear thal
English go, which is GOAL-entailing in rhere-sentences, has a different use than .
Borgomanerese né *go', which is basically a SOURCE-¢ntailing verb. As we saw in
footnote 57, ltalian andare ‘go’ is ambiguous between a GOAL-entailing and a non-
GOAL-entailing VIDM.
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‘I'hcyalsonowthatwhenthmcvetbsareunednsunmmives,mcymixmpmcdu
verbs of directed motion. This difference in meaning can be detected in the examples in
(214). Specifically, the referent of the NP that does the jumping in (2145} has reached a
focation-goal. Furthermore, this sentence describes an event which involves a single
jutnp, and not several successive jumps. This is not true of (214a), which contains the
unergative instance of Lhe verb; this sentence can describe an event which involves
several successive jumps.

To account for this systematic meaning shift, they propose a lexical rule
which takes the ‘constant’ of the verb which appears in the unergative lexical semantic
temnplate (i.¢., the basic form of the verb} and maps it onto the lexical semantic template
(hat unaccusative verbs of directed motion aprpear in. The net effect of this mapping
rule is that the lexicon contains both an unergative and an unaccusative instance of the
verb. Note, however, that this is not equivalent to saying that the lexicon lists two
differont instances of this verd. Rather, the unaccusative instance of thiz verb is
systematically dexived from the unergative instance of the verb via the bexical mapping
rule, climinating redundancy and captaring the systemalicity of the potysemy. The
appeal of a lexical rle is that it captures the fact that the meaning of the unaccusative
instance of a verb such as jump entails a dirscted change, involving a single jump which
ends in 2 reached goal; it does not entail a process involving successive jumps. As
L&RH note, alt verbs which entail that their single argument undergoes a directed
change project this argument intemally (a fact which they capture in their ‘Directed

Change Linking Rule'). Thus, the lexical mapping fule they propose capturcs the fact
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\hat when the verb describes » directed change, the verb is unscgusative. To putit
differenily, it captures the fact that when the verb is unaccusative, it describes a directed
change.™

Note that L&RH's mspping rule states that MOMs arc mapped onto the
Jexical semantic template of ‘verbs of directed motion'. Let us make this mapping rule

more specific, and claim that the verbs in question are mapped onto the lexical semantic

105 &R H’s proposal contrasts with other accounts in the literature which take the
meaning shift discussed abave 10 be derived compositionaily by the syntactic presence
of the resultative XP or a goal PP (see L&RH for references, which includes Dowty
(1991) and Hoekstra & Mulder (1990), among others; sce also Kizu (to appear)). 1
briefly note here two objections to this latier type of account. First, if the goal-entailed
(or telic) meaning of the unaccusative instance of jump were derived compoasitionally
through the syntactic presence of a PP, then we would predict (214b) tobe interpretable
as an evend which involves reaching 2 geal through successive jumps (contrary to fact).
The lexical account, on the other hand, ncatly captures the fact that the unaccusative
verb describes a directed change, rather than an event thal involves a process of repeated
events.

Sacond, il is widety held in the literature {hat i Italian, it is the presence of the
PP which allows the unaccusative use of a verb of motion such as correre ‘run’. This
claim is sketehed out in (i) and (ii):

() Ho corso.

(Dhave run,

(i) Sonp corsa  *(a casa).

(Tam run.fem *(io home)
The shove data would be consistent with the claim that it is the syntactic presenice of 2
PP which yields the goal-entailed meaning of the unaccusative instance of the verb.
However, contrary 1o what is widcly held in the literature, it tums out that the presence
of the PP in (i) is not obligatory; soro corid is grammatical as long as the location-goai
is interpretable from context. This is illustrated in the following sentence (which is
given in English for ease of exposition): *T was sitting in the living room minding my
own business, when suddenly I heard a huge crash in the kitchen; soro corsd, and what
do U sez but the whole pilc of dishes on the floor” The eventuality sono corsa is
obligatorily interpreted as entailing goal (in this case, “the kitchen'). The point here is
1he! the syntactic account of the meaning shifi predicts sono corsa {without the syntactic

of the PP) to be impossible, contrary to fact. Note that a lexical analysis such

as L&RH's does not have a problesn explaining this fact.
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template of ‘GOAL-entailing verbs of inhercntly directed motion®. 1 adapt this aspect
of their mapping rule simply because the verbs in question specificatly take on a
GOAL-entailing meaning when used as unaccusatives. If we understand the mapping
rule to work in this way, we can claim that the unaccusative instances of the MOMs and
the GOAL -entuiling instances of the a-telic VIDMs are lexically GOAL-entailing,
making them lexically identical to GOAL-entailing VIDMs like arrive.'®
Now that we have concluded that the MOMs and the e-telic VIDMs that
occur in there-geniences are lexically GOAL-entailing (i.c., they are instances of arrive-
type verbs as used in this construction), let us tumn to VOAs. [ would like 10 suggest
that VOAs are GOAL-entailing VIDMs. To better understand this hypothesis, let ug
compare both VOAs and VODs with GOAL-entailing and SOURCE-entailing VIDMs,
respectively. While VOAs and VODs are considered in the literaturs to be classes of
verbs distinct from VIDMs, note that they exhibit no behavior that justifies this
distinction. For example, as L&RH note, VOAs and VODs do not participate in the
causative alternation (examples from L&RH:121):
(215) a. *The programmer appeared a picture (on the acreen).
b. *The thief disappeared the dicycle (from the garage).
As noted in Chapter 2, however, neither do VIDMs:'?

1% As stated in footnote 11, let us assume that the lexical mappmg rule apph- o
the atelic instance of a-telic VIDMs such as descend. Under this view, the mapping
rule in question would target atelic verbs of motion in general, regardiess of their basic
unergative {€.g., jump) of basic unaccusative {¢.g., descend) status.

’Some Italian dialects may use some VIDMs transitively (noted, for example,

in Moro (1997:234); see also references ciled thercin). The two most common such
uses are with scendere ‘descend’ and safire ‘ascend’ (examples from P. Benincd,
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(216) a *Mary arrived Sue (at ihe stotion).
b. *Mary lefi Sue.  (» “Mary caused Suc to leave™)
Funthermore, a3 LERH claim, VIDMs cannot occur with resubiative XPs (also noted by,

among others, Simpson (1983))."® This is illustrated in the following examples ({217a)

'is taken from L&RH):

(217) a. *Willa arrived breathless.

b. *Sue left sad.
Note that VOAs and VODs are also restricted in the same way (the examples in (218)
are ungrammatical under the intended interpretation):

(218) & *Willz appeared worried.

b. *Sue disappeared worried.
Thus, VIDMs (both GOAL- and SOURCE-¢entailing) exhibil the same properties as
VOAs and VODs, Further evidence which supports a imification of these verb classes

comes from many Northern ltalian dialects, such as Borgomanerese. Borgomanerese

personal communication; see also Benincd (1984));
(0] o 3ce30 il gatto / la spazzatura. (causative)
(1) have descended the cat / the garbage
I brought the cat / the garbage down.”
(i) He 3ceso fe scaie. (non-causative)
(1) have descended the stairs
“I went down the stairs.”
However, note that the phenomenon is very restricted. First, as pointed ont to me by P.
Beninci, the direct object in these cases can never be animate:
(i) *Ho  sceso  Mario. {causative; cf, (|))
(1) have descended Mario
Furthermore, this phenomenon is never attested with arrive, come, return, feave, go,
escape, eic. {i.e., with the majority of VIDMs).

‘*However, see Tortora (lo appear) for arguments against the claim that VIDMs
cannot occur with resultative XPs,
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does not have translation equivalents of verbs such as ‘disappear’ and ‘appear’. In order
to express the notion of appearance, the GOAL-entailing VIDMa #iwé *amive’, gni
‘come”, and gni fora ‘come out’ must be usod. Similarly, in order to express the notion
of disappearance, the SOURCE-emtailing VIDM a8 ‘go; leave' must be used. From
these observations 1 conclude that there is no principled reason not to consider VOAs to
be GOAL-entailing VIDMs, and VODs (o be SOURCE-eniailing VIDMs. This is
congistent with the conclusion arrived at by LERH (p. 241), who note, *.. [ojne could
ask whether [the verb come] and possibly some of the other verbs of inherently directed
motion are better viewed as verbs of appearance in all their uses.” The hypothesis made
heve, however, changes the focus of the conclusion by reducing VOAs to GOAL-
entailing VIDMs, rather then the other way arcund.

5.4.1.1.1 Thereisa WLGA

1 have now argued that all of the verbs which oceur in there-sentences are
lexically GOAL-entailing VIDMs (continuing to momentartly put aside the verbs in
(209)). Note, furthermore, that all of the verbs excluded from rhere-sentences are non-
GOAL-entailing verbs. The verbs in (210) are alt SOURCE-entailing VIDMs, as are
the VODs in {211) (as concluded in the discussion immediately above). The COS
unaccusalives in (212) do not entail & location of any sont. Given this conclusion, let us
restate this generalization in terms of the basic hypothesis put forth in this dissertation:

only GOAL-entailing VIDMs can select fAere as an optional second internal argument;
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in other words, there is a WLGA, the English correlate of the WLGA pre-foc in
Borgomanerese and [talian. Thus, just a3 was observed for pro-loc in Borgomanerese
(and [talian), while SOURCE-entailing verbs may optionally project either a PP or a
‘strong’ locative a3 3 second internal argument (219b,c), GOAL-entailing verbs may
optionally project a PP, a strong locative (here or there), or ‘weak' there {220b-d):
(219} a. Four women left.
b. Four women left from the station.
<. Four women left there,
(220) a. Four women arrived,
b. Four women arrived at the station.
€. Four women arrived there ., ! here.
0. There,, arrived four women,

The d-struciure of the sentence in (220d) is the following:

{221) VP
|

A%

N

v VP
amrive, M
Spec v
PN TN
Sfour women A Xp
Y FAN
there

1 shall illustrate immediately below in §5.4.2 why I take the morpheme there in (220d)
1o be a ‘weak locative’, like pro-loc in Borgomanerese and Italian, in contrast with

‘strong’ there. For the moment, howgver, note that as a weak XP, there in (221) cannot

172



stay in its base position (see §3.2.4.2.2 for a discussion). As such, it must move to

subject position; (222} is thus the surface structure of the sentence in {220d):

(222) AgrsP
Spec Agrs'
there, PN
Agrs \|ﬂ’
\'s
~N
Vv VP
arrive;, " T
Spec v
four women N
v 5
L

Note that the hypothesis that here is a WLGA raises a question conceming
the semantic cffect its syntactic presence may have. It has tong been noted that there-
sentenices involve a speaker-oriented interpretation of the location-goa), or as Kimball
(1973:265) puts it, an interpretation of ‘coming into being for the speaker’.'® In the
discussion of Borgomanerese and Italian, 1 demonstrated that the speaker-oriented
interpretation of the location-goal was due to the syntactic presence of the WLGA, pro-
loc. A natural hypothesis for English there-sentences which would captuse 2 cross-
linguistic generalization, then, would be the following: it is the syntactic presence of
the WLGA rhere that forces this speaker-oriented interpretation of the location-goal,

Just like pro-loc in Borgomanerese and Italian. Note that the speaker-oriented

"®Kimball (1973) claims that “...the existential there can appear with a sentence
if it cxpresses coming into being of some object, where this coming inte being can
include coming into the perceptual field of the speaker.”
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interpretation cannot be attributed simply to the semantics of the verbs which may occur
in there-sentences, because the use of these verbs in non-there-sentences (e.g.. (220a))
docs not necessarily involve such an interpretation.

Unfortunately, however, as can be seen by (220d), the post-verbal position
of the subject directly correlates with the presence of the WLGA skere in English
(although see footnote 119 below for a bricf discussion of locative inversion). As such,
it it nol immediately obvious whether it is the post-verbal position of the subject or the
presence of the there which forces the spraker-oriented interpretation of the location-
goal. In order to maintain that it is the presence/absence of there which counts, let us
recall the facts of Borgomanerese {Chapter 3, §3.2.2.4), which can enlighten this
discussion. Borgomanerese differs from English in that it allows “free inversion® (like
Mtatian), regardless of whether or not a locative occupies Spec, IP. As we saw, the
shsence of the weak locative in Borgomanerese correlates with the absence of a
speaker-oriented interpretation of the location-goal; this is the case even when the
subject is post-verbal (i.c., even in a normal ‘free inversion® construction, as in (47)).
Thus, the speaker-oriented interpretation obtains not duc to the post-verbal position of
the subject, bui rather to the presence of the weak locative. [ take these facts as indirect
evidence that the speaker-oriented interpretation of the location-goal in English there-
sentences derives from the presence of there, and not from the syntactic position of the

subject."® Nate that this conclusion serves as a piece of evidence against an expletive

"""One could ask whether locative inversion constructions serve as cvidence
against the hypothesis in the text, since (like there-sentences) they involve a speaker-
oriented interpretation of the location-goal, in spite of the fact that there is no there:
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analysis of there: this marpheme catmot be semantically empty if its presence affects

the semantic interpretation of the sentence.

(i) Into the room walked four women.
Locative inversion does not serve as & counter-example to our claim if we hypothesize
the existence of a phonologically null locative which occupies Spec, IP in (i) {suggested
to me by P, BenincA, personal communication). This analysis entails that the PP into
the room does not occupy Spec, [P, but rather the Spec of a bigher functional projection.
This goes against Hoekstra & Mulder (1990), who claim that the PP occupies Spec, IP.
However, | think certain facis point against this claim. First, note that subject-sux
inversion is nat possible in locative inversion sentences, suggesting that the PP (like
sentential subjects) does not occupy Spec, IP:

(i)  *Did into the room walk four women?
Second, localive inversion constructions are not easily embedded, again suggesting that
the PP occupies a position higher than Spec, IP, (i.e., one which interferes with the
‘Comp ficld’).

(iii)  *John regreited / claimed / said that into the room walked four women.

Further evidence that it is not the post-verbal position of the subject which yields
the speaker-oriented interpretation of the location-goal comes from English sentences
such as that in (iv) (pointed out to me by M. Exx; see also Faber (1987)):

(iv) JOHN arrived.
If the sentence in {iv) is used in an unmarked context, e.g., in answer to the question
“What happened?” (with a rising intonation on John), the focation-goal is necessarily
interpreted as speaker-oriented. Thus, (iv) cammot be used to indicate that John arrived
in China, if the speaker was not in Chins at the time of arrival (unless, of course, John is
interpreted as contrastively focused). Note that this contrasts with the sentence in (v),
which has a rising-falling intonation on errived:

(v)  John ARRIVED.
In contrast with (iv), (V) in an unmarked context does not necessarily yield a speaker-
oriented interpretation (the following is an example context: A picks up a ringing
phone; B is standing next 1o A, waiting to hear from A what the phone call is all sbout;
B asks A “What bappened?”, and A says “John ARRIVED.” In this context, John’s
arrival can be in China, even though A is not in China at the time of John's atrival), As
was suggested to me by M. Eng, the intonation in {iv) (which correlates with the
speaker-oriented interpretation) may indicate a low syntactic pasition of the NP John,
feaving Spec, IP open to be occupied by a phonologically null locative (much as in the
locative inversion sentence in (). Under this view, it is the presence of the
phenologically null locative which farces the gpeaker-oriented interpretation of the
location-goal, This interpretation does not obtain in (v) because John octupies Spee, IP
(which yields the diffevent intonation).
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54.1 There b weak

In Chapter 3 (§3.2.4.2.2) 1 introduced Cardinaletti & Starke's {to appear)
(C&S) heory of weak pronouns and adopled 8 weak pronoun analysis of pro-loc. Here
I show that there, like pro-loc, must be analyzed as a weak XP. [n order to show this, in
what follows I will present additiona! particulars of C&S’s analysis which were not
discussed in Chapter 3.

C&S provide extensive cross-linguistic evidence which shows that
pronouns divide into three distinc grammatical classes: ‘strong pronouns’, ‘weak
pronouns’, and clitics. The first two types of pronouns, strong and weak, exhibit
syntactic and semantic differences, In §3.2.4.2.2 we discussed two properties of weak
pronouns which differcntiate them from strong pronouns: (i) weak pronouns can rcfer
1o non-human entitics, and (ii) weak pronouns must move overtly 10 a Case-related
position. This was illustrated with the two morphologically distinct third person plural
feminine nominative pronouns, loro as esse, in (73) and (74) (repeated here as (223)
and (224} for convenicnce):'"!

(223) = Esse  romo froppo alte. {= the girls; the roses)
they-fem are  very

b. Lore  sono troppo aite. (= the girls; *the roses)
they-fem are very tall |

"4 ore is also used as the third person masculine pronoun, and is used as an
accusative and dative, as well as a nominative.
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(224) a. *Hanno mangiato esse.
have eaten they-fem
{cf.: Esse hanno mangiato.)
b. Hanno mangiato loro.
have eaten  they-fem
“They have eaten.”
The sentence in (223) shows that esse can refer to [- human] entities, while loro is
restricted to [+human] entities; (224) shows that esse, in contrast with foro, cannot
remain in its bage position (Spec, VP), but rather must move avertly to Spec, IP.
in addition to these facts discussed in Chapter 3, there are several other
syntactic differences exhibited by these two pronouns. First, as can be seen in (225),
lore can be coordinated with another NP, whereas esse cannot (examples all taken from
C&S):
(225) a. Lore e quelle accanto sono troppo alte.
they-fem  and those besides are too  tall
“Those and the ones next to them are too tall.”
b, *Esse e quelle accanto sono troppo alte.
they-fem  and those besidés are too  tall
“Thase and the ones next to them are too tall.”

Furthesmore, ioro can be modifizd, whereas esse cannot:

{226) a Anche foro sono troppo alte.
also they-fem are too  tall
“They are slso too tall.”
b. *Anche esse sono troppo alte.
also they-fem are loo  tall
“They are also too tall."
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Another syntaciic difference between these two pronouns is that fere can oceur in
peripherad positions, such as in a cleft (227a), left dislocation (227b), right dislocation
(227¢), and in isolation (227d), while esse is allowed none of these options (228a-d):
(227) a Somo iovo che sono belle.
are thcy-fem that are beautiful
*1t is them that are beautifu).”

b. Loro, loro sono belle.
They-fem, they-fem are beautiful.

c. Arriveranno presto, loro.
will.amrive 3pt soon, they-fem

d. Quali sono belle? Loro,
which are beautiful? They-fem.

(228) a. *Sono esse che sono belle.
are they-fem thatare beautifut

b. *&3se, esse sono belle.
They-fem, they-fem are beautifil,

. *Arniverannc  presto, esse.
willamive.3pl soon they-fem

d. *Quali sono belle? Esse,
which are beautiful? They-fem.

To summarize, Joro and esse exhibit a semantic difference: foro can only refer to
[+human} entitics, while esse can refer to both buman and non-human enfities. This
semaniic difference correlates with a difference in syntactic behavior: foro has a free
syntactic distribution, while esse can only occur in Spes, IP. This correlation suggests
the following hypothesis: if a pronoun X can refer (o both human and non-human
entities, X must be weak; as such, we predict it to exhibit the syntactic behavior

exhibited by the weak pronoun esse.
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C&S note that in contrast to [talian, which has twe morphologically distinet
third person piural feminine nominative pronouns, French has the single morphological
form elles ‘they (fem)’. Like Itzlian esse, French efies can refer to both human and nosi-
human entities. This fact suggests that effes is a weak pronoun, like asse. Yet
unexpectedly, unlike esse, elles can be coordinated, thus exhibiting the syntactic
behavior exhibited by the strong pronioun loro. However, C&S note the revezling fact
that when elles is coordinated with another NP, it can onty refer to a [+human] entity.

This can be seen in (229):

(229} a Elles  sonttrop grands. (= the girls; the roses)
they-fem are too big
“They are too big."”
b. Elles et celles d'a coté sont trop grands.(=the girls; *the roses)

they-fem and those besides are too big.

“They and those besides are too big.”
Thus, when elfes is coordinated with another NP, it suddenly exhibits the semantic
limitation exhibited by the strong pronoun loro. Why should coordination restrict the
semantic interpretation of elles in this way? C&S propose that the behavior of elfes can
be understood in the context of Italian esse and foro if French, just like Italian, is
analyzed as having two third person plural feminine nominative pronouns, one weak
and one strong. Unlike Jtalian, however, the two pronouns in French are homophonons:
eiles,,,, and efles,,,,,. Note that the facts seen in (229) directly follow under this
hypothesis: elles is disambiguated in a coondinate structure, since only strong pronouns
can be coordinated (and as such, only the [+human] interpretation of the pronoun

should be possible in such a context). In other words, the [-human] interpretation is
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excluded in the coordinate structure, because efles,_, is excluded from this structure.
French thus provides an example of a pronoun which is ambiguous between strong and
weak,

Now that we have seen the motivation for positing the existence of these
two distinct grammatical classes, let us return to the question of there in English. It is
well known that the morpheme there in there-sentences exhibits a distinct semantic and
syntactic behavior from ‘deictic’ rhere (see, for example, Allan (1971; 1972)). Inthe
context of the above discussion conceming elles, . and elles,, ., the hypothesis that
English possesses a weak there and a strong there would allow us to capture a cross-
linguistic generalization. In support of this hypothesis, note that the syntactic
restrictions exhibited by the weak pronoun esse in [talian are exacily the same
restrictions exhibited by weak fhere in English. That is, weak there cannot be
coordinated (230a), modified (230b), clefied (230c), or used in isolation {230d) {cf.
Allan (1571), who uses some of these tests also to show that this morpheme is different
from strong “deictic’ there). This contrasis with the behavior of strong fkere, seen in
(231) (note that (230c,d) are ungramematical under the intended interpretation):

(230) a. *Here and there arrived four women.
b. *Right there arrived four women.
€. *Itis there that arrived four women (at the station).
d. Where did four women arvive? *There.

(231} a. Four women arrived here and there.

b. Four women arrived right there.
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¢. It is there/ar the station that four wonten arvived.

d. Where did four women arvive? There.
Note, (00, that as with Italian esse, these syntactic restrictions exhibited by weak rhere
correlate with a sernantic distinction: weak there does not have the same ability to refer
1o a contextual location as strong (deictic} there.''? Furthermore, like the weak pronoun
esse, there cannot remain in its base position:

(232) *Four women arvived there

To put it differently, the syntactic behavior exhibited by a weak pronoun such as esse
allows us to understand there’s obligatory occupation of Spec, IP within the greater
context of a general cross-linguistic phenomenon. The obligatory overt movement of
weak there to subject position is not an isolated fact about there, but rther a general
cross-linguistic fact about weak pronouns that they cannot remain in their base

positions. '

""How this semantic restriction relates to the ability of 2 weak pronoun such as
esse to refer to a {—human] entity will be discussed below in §5.4.2.1

"Moro (1997:279, footnote 22) states that *'...tkere.. has the characteristics both
of maximal projections and of heads, in that it occupies a spec-position but cannot
contain cither specifiers or complements.” This observation is conaistent with the
analysis of there in (230b) as 8 weak XP. However, the fact that fhere can be modified
by right in (231b) is evidence that there are two distinct morphemes in the English
lexicon. This eanclusion contrasts with that of Moro (1997:138-14S), who claims that
the ‘expletive-like’ behavior of ihere is derived syntactically, suggesting that the
English lexicon contains only one there. It is not clear, however, how the syntactic
precess Moro proposes can account for the fact that there in (230b) cannot be modified
while there in (231b) can. Furthermore, his proposal does not allow for a unification of
these morphological facts and those exhibited by weak esse and strong loro in Italian, or
weak elles and strong elles in French. Under the hypothesis that there are two different
theres, however, the modification phenomena follow directly from a more general
universal fact aboutl weak and strong pronouns.

Note that the hypothesis offered here is reminiscent of Sampson's (1972)
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$4.2.1 The feature deficiency of weak XPa

As we saw above, the differences in syntactic behavior exhibited by strong

pronouns vs. weak pronouns correlate with a semantic difference. This wes illustrated
‘ with Halian's two morphelogically distinct third person plural feminine nominative

pronouns, strong Joro and weak esse, as well as with elles, ., and elles,,,,. in French.
We saw that loro is restricted to [+human) referents, while weak esse can refer to both
[+humnan) and [-human] referents. In order 1o aceount for this pattern, C&S propose
that the strong and weak pronouns differ in their featyre composition. Streng pronouns,
they argue, have a feature specification which is lacking in weak pronouns,
Specifically, a strong pronown such as loro is spevified for the feature [+human], while

a weak pronoun such as esse is not specified for a value of this feature.''* This

conclusion that the English lexicon contains two rheres: for him, one is underlyingly ar
it (oqr weak fﬁm) and the other is underlyingly at that (our sirong rhere). This is
consmu)tl with C&S’s observation that / is a weak pronoun (and that t4at is a strong
pronoun).

"C&S (p. 33) actually claim that the weak pronoun’s lack of [+human)
specification is due to a missing functional head in its structure. This contrasts with the
structure projected by a strong pronoun, which projects the functional head in which the
feature resides, This is illustrated in (i) and {i#) (Y use a DP for the purposes of
exposition, althongh C&S use a CP; FP refers to a generic ‘functional projection®):
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‘impoverishment' in the specification of the feature {human] is what enables the weak
pronoun te refer lo {+ or -~ human] referents: with no value for the feature specified, the
pronoun is “free to corefer with any...mtecedent” (C&S:33). The strong pronoun, on
the other hand, is constrained by its feature specification to corefer with an antecedent

that is [+human].

54.2.2 The feature deficlency of weak there

In what follows, I will show that this feature ‘impoverishment’ exhibited by
weak proziouns has a correlate in the weak locative. The discussion wilt center around
weak there, but the conclusions will be assumed for pro-loc, the weak locative in
Borgomanerese and Itafian. As we shall see in §5.4.2.1.1.1, the speaker-ociented

interpretation which is forced by the syntactic presence of the weak locative can be

(i) strong pronoun: (i) weak pronoun:
DP FP
P e Ny
Spec D Spec F
/\ /’\
D FP F NP
[+human] " esse
Spec F
TN
F NP
lore

C&S’s analysis thus suggests that the entire fhuman] faature is missing in the weak
pronoun. This contrasts with the analysis [ provide in the text, which holds that the
weak pronoun possesses the [human) feature, which however is not specified for a
value. It will become clear below why [ modify C&S’s proposal in this way.
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reduced (o the more general phenomenon of festure impoverishment exhibited by weak
XPs.

As we saw above, the semantic difference exhibited by strong vs. weak
pronouns is captured by positing the existence of an impoverished feature specification
for weak pronouns. Let us consider how this analysis of weak pronouns can bear on the
analysis of the weak Jocative. It is well known that weak there and strong there differ
semantically. The former has been characterized as ‘non-referential® or ‘non-deictic’,
and the latter has been characterized as “deictic®. For example, while Freeze (1992)
takes weak rhere to be lexically locative, he states that it is ‘pleonastic’, and *...must be
distinguished from the deictic there, which is referential and for which kere may be
substituted"’ (footnote 15). He also states that “...eslablishing that the proform there is
locative does NOT make it deictic: it has a [+LOC] feature, but it does not refer to a
place within some utterance context” {footote 11). Thus, weak there is semanlically
deficient with respect to atrong thiere, much like Italian weak esse is semanticaily
deficient with respect to strong oro.

Let us capture this distinction between weak there and strong there in the
same way the distinction between esse and loro is captured. In order to do so, we must
consider which features are needed to minimally distinguish strong there from here and
from the demonstrative shar. First, let us suppose that there has the feature [locative),
which is what differentiates it from thaz (cf, Freeze's (1992:footnote | 1) suggestion,
noied in the preceding paragraph). Furthermore, as was noted in footnote 20 above,

*deictics’ such as here and there employ the speaker as their reference point (Frawlcy
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(1992)). To differentiate between the two, then, let us adopt this essential insight and
assume the existence of 3 feature [speaker) (following Fillmore {1971), Cinque (1972),
and Vanelli (1995), among others), Thus, the deictic locative here encodes a location
near the speaker by means of a positive value for the feature (i.c., [+speaker]), while the
deictic locative there encodes a location removed from the speaker by means of &
negalive value for the feature (i.e., [-speaker]), This gives us the following
characterization of the two deictic locatives:

{233) a. strong there: [+Hocative], [- speaker]

b. strong here: [+locative], [+speaker}

We saw above that the semantics of weak esse in llalian can be accounted for by
positing the Jase of the value for the frature [human]. Let us take this analysis of weak
esse as a key to the appropriate analysis of weak there. That is, in order to ascount for
the scmantics of weak fhere, let us posit the logs of the value for the feature [speaker).
This gives us the following lexical characterization of weak there:

(234) weak there:  [+locative], [speaker)
Given this anatysis, the difference between weak there and strong there paralicls the
difference between weak esse and strong Joro in Italian, or weak elfes and strong elles
in French (see §5.4.2): the weak instance of the pair is missing a value for the relevant
feature, while the strong instance of the pair has a value specified for the relevant

feature:
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{23%) a. weak rhere: {speaker] strong shere:  [-speaker)
b. weak esye; [human) strong loro:  [+human]
¢. weak elles: [human) strong efles:  [+human}
Note that this analysis of weak there captures the widely held intuition that thig
morphemie is semantically locative, yet at the same time is semantically impoverished

with respect to deictic there,

5.4.2.2.1 The speaker-oriented interpretation

As was demonstrated in the previous chapters (§3.2.2.4, §4.2.1.2) and
above (§5.4.1.1.1), it is the syntactic presence of the weak locative which yiclds the
speaker-oriented interpretation of the location-goal, Now that I have provided an
analysis of the weak locative in terms of features, § will offer an explanation for this
phenomenon. I would like to suggest that the speaker-oriented intempretation of the
location-goal obtains as a result of the fact that the feature [speaker} is not specified for
a valuc (see (234) above),

Let us suppose that, although the feature (speaker] is lexically unspecified
for a value, there is a grammatical constraint such that it must ultimalely be specified.
There are two possible ways in which this feature can be assigned a value: (i) by
refering 10 a location in the linguistic or spatial context, or (i) through ‘default’
assignment. Let us first discuss the former possibility. Until now, we have addressed

the intevpretation of the WLGA in the absence of any linguistic context. Note,
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however, that if the syntactic context provides a location, the WLGA refers to it.
Concemning English, Kimball (1973:265) notes that “*[the] restriction on speaker
placement [in there-sentences) can be relaxed to the extent that the speaker can be
replaced by some point of reference, with respect to which the moving object is coming
into being. Thus, we might have, ‘Sherry was sitting in the house when there entered a
white dove,’ 5o with respect to Sherry the dove is coming into being.” Thus, the matrix
sentence Sherry was sitting in the house provides a location that weak fhere can refer to.
In ltalian, we can see that the syniactic context need not contain an explicit PP (such as
in the house in Kimball’s English example) in order to serve 85 a deictic anchor for the
WLGA. Recall (Chapter 4) that the location-goal in (118) (repeated heve as (236)) must
gel a speaker-oriented interpretation;
(236) pro-loc arriva Maria.
pro-loc arrives Maria
“Mary isariving™  (i-subject unmarked; GOAL is speaker-oriented)
However, once such a sentence is embedded under another senience, as in (237), the
location-goa! is no longer speaker-oriented:
(237) Erano tutti contenti perché arrivava Maria.

(they)were all happy because arrived Maria.
“They were all happy because Maria was arriving.”

Although the location-goal is not spesker-oriented in (237), note that its interpretation is

still restricted. In particular, the location of Maria’s arrival can only be that of the

happy people (thanks to P. Beninci for pointing this out to me). This is the case in spite

of the fact that there is no PP in the matrix sentence denoting a lacation. 1t is important

to note that this restricted interpretation is not a logical necessity; an imaginabic
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(although non-existent) interpretation of (237) is that the people (who werg not in
China) were happy because Maria arrived in Ching, 'S This fact illustrates that the
WLGA refexs to the deictic coordinates of the sentence, and not just any location that
may have been previausly mentioned in the discoursc. Thus, even if the discourse
which precedes the sentence in {(237) includes a discussion of China, China cannat serve
as the location that the WLGA gets its reference from (if the happy people were not in
China).""* The WLGA thus behaves like an anaphor, in that it is an NP which does not
have any inherent reference of its own, and 50 musl get its reference from somelhing in
a syntactic domain,
In the absence of any syntactic context from which the WLGA can derive

itg reference, the feature [speaker] is assigned the default value ‘+' (possibility (ii)
above). The question arises as to why the default vatue is not *-* instead. Whilc 1 do
nat offer a principled answer to this question, let us note that from a conceptual
standpoint, it is simpler if the default value is *+', rather than “-, If the latter were the
default value, the number of lacations that there could refer to wmﬂd be unrestricted,
since there are an indefinite number of locations which are removed from the speaker

(pointed out to me by both A. Cardinatetti and M. Eng). The former value, on the other

1] kS . . * m
. *This, in fact.. is a pessible interpretation if Maria is contrastively focused
(which is expecied, given owr discussion in Chapter 4). It is important to keep in mind
however, l!m we are concemed with the interpretation of the location-goal under the '
unmark)ed Interpretation of the embedded sentence (i.e., the case in which pro-loc is

""“Thus, the feature [speaker] differs from th i
) ‘ ¢ feature [human] in that the latter
can take its value from a referent in the context {cf. the referential possibilities exhibited

by esse),
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hand, restricts the number of locations to one.'"” It is important 1o note that the
interpretation of the location-goal is obligaterily speaker-oriented in the absence of
syntactic context, even if a location is provided in the discourse. Thus, if the person
who utters (236) is not in China at the time of Maria’s arrival, the location-goal cannot
be China, even if it has been previously mentioned in the discourse,

One final comoment must be made concerning the asgignment of the default
value ‘+". If nothing else is said, this process ultimately renders weak there
indistinguishable from kere (seen in (233b) above). This is problematic, since
sentences which contain the weak locative do not require that the location-goal be
interpreted ag ‘here’. What is required to remedy this problem is a modification of our
analysis of here in (233b). To do (his, let us note that there is another difference
between here and strong there that has not yet been mentioned, and which is not
encoded in {233). In particular, here (in contrast with strong there) uses the moment of

speech as a reference point; in other words, kere can only refer to the location the

"""A question which comes to mind is the following: if the speaker-oriented
iut:rp!dalio‘rll of the location-goal is degived through the presence of tt;k wc?k .:ta;ve,
then why doesn’t the existential {which also uscs weak'there) getasp l:r oFi -
interpretation? 1 cannot offer & principled answer to this question here. . mis ;qu;
that a location-goal differs conceptually from a state at a locanoq. 'I'hefoonmr s
to be a single spatial point at the end of 2 pat'h; this is Fomeptmhzed. r exampA sm; o
an arrow =¥, the point of which indicates a sm_gle spatial point as the gaé‘l’);v A st
location, on the other hand, can conceptually }mrolve extmdafi spao;'d o e the
distinct conceptualizations are ;.o bﬂele mc?d;lt 1; ut:;; m is tn:ye d ﬁ:;o'p;] ofth

iscussion. However, for the pres : assume r
fh?::;fe question. The speaker-oriented inmwnon of the location gol:l ::vgln ll,:s
derived compositionally through both the gyntactic presence of'lhe vlv'eakﬂ“ pr sc: m?ion
this spatial conceptuatization of a locutlon-ggal {thanks to Y. Li for Cl?nt)
here; he is not, however, responsible for the inconclusiveness of this point).

189

speaket is in at the moment of speech. Thus, Aere is anchored to the speech act ina

way that there is not.''* Given this distinction, let ug change our analysis of here in

(233b) to that in (238b):
(238) a. strong there: [+locative], (~speaker)
b. strong here: [+locative], [+speaker], [+speech act]

Thus, weak rhere (after it has been assigned a posiltive value for the feature [speaker))
and strong Aere differ in that only the latter contains the feature [+speech act]:
{239) 2. weak theve: [+Hocative], [+speaker]
b. strong kere: [tlocative), [+speaker], {+speech act]
The lack of the feature [+speech act] for weak there captures the fact that when weak
there is used, the speaker does not have to be in the location goal at the moment of

speech in order for the sentence to be true, in contrast with #ere,

""*As Cinque (1972:581) points out, *...there exists no word that specifies the
place of the Speaker in a time different from the present, an cquivalent of “here” in the
past tense, so to speak.” He noftes that in contrast, the deictic element entailed by the
verb come, for example, is not anchared to the time of utterance. Under our analysis,
weak there and pro-loc (as WLGAs) are wards which specify the place of the speaker at
a time different from the present (i.c., a “here” with no ancher to the time of utterance),
Even given our analysis, however, Cinque’s statement (hat there exists no such word
still seems correct, since the WLGA is not lexically specified for {+speaker).

Also note that under our analysis, weak there must be taken to be
vitimately it specifics [+speaker]), contrary to its characterization in the #i
Again, however, the traditiona) intuition that this mo

our claim that it is not lexically specified for a value

‘deictic’ {since
terature.
rpheme is not deictic is captured by
for the feature [speaker].
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5.4.2.1 Other Advantapes of the WLGA Analysiy

Here { would tike to show that there are several other advantages io the
analysis of there as a WLGA, in addition to those noted above. To consider these
advantages, let us return to the questions raised by both the expletive and predicate
analyses of rhere, discussed in §5.2.1 and §5.3.2 above.

As we saw in §3.2.1, there are two sentences discussed in Lasnik (1992;
1595) that do not receive an explanation under an expletive analysis of there. These are
repeated here for convenience:

(240) *Therel, seem [, theve2; to have arrived [four women]; 1.
(241) *There seem four women to have arrived.
In §5.3.1 we saw tha the ungrammalicality of these sentences receives a ready
explanation under Moro's analysis of there as a raised predicate. The sentence in (240)
is straightforwardly ruled out because the unaccusative verb selects a SC in which only
one predicate is admissible; the second there would simply have no source. The
sentence in (241) is straightforwardly rulod out as a vielation of locality conditions on
movement. That is, in order to derive this sentence, the SC predicate there must move
to the matrix Spec, IP, skipping the intermediate Spec position which is occupied by
Jaur women;, this is illustrated again here:
(242) *There; seem [;, (four women); to have arrived [oc ¢ 1 ]]

Thus, (241) is analogous to the standard cases of super-raising.
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These advantages of Moro’s analysis can be extended to the analysis of
there as a WLGA. Under the WLGA analysis, the sentence in (240) is ruled out
becanse adding a second there svould amount to having two indirect object arguments,
violating the theta-criterion. The sentence in (241) is ruled out as an instance of super-
raising under our analysis as well, since the WLGA there undergoes NP raising from its
d-structure position as an indirect object to jts s-structure position in Spec, IP, With
respect lo these questions, then, our analysis is in spirit more like Moro's analysis, and
adopts his important insight which allows for a straightforward explanation of the data:
there is base generated VP-internally, not inserted in Spec, IP to satisfy the EPP,

In addition to providing a straightforward account for the sentences in (240)
and (241) (which have always been problematic under expietive analyscs), the
hypothesis that there is a WLGA allows us to eliminate the problems raised under the
predicate analysis. First, recall from §5.3.2 that the analysis of there as the predicate of
a SC complement of unaccusative verbs such as arrive predicts that the presence of
there is obligatory in the absence of 3 PP, As we saw, this is an incorrect prediciion;
the example is repeated here for convenience:

(243) a. There amived four women,
b. Four women arrived,
That is, (243b) necessasily involves a missing predicate under Moro's analysis (see
§4.3.2.3 and §5.3.2 for a discussion of why this state of affairs is problematic). Under

the hypothesis thas there is a WLGA, however, (243b) is expected: as we have seen

VIDMs project their second internal argument optlionally. Second, note that the



question which was left unanswered at the end of §5.2.1.2.2 (in the discussion of
Lasnik’s explctive analysis of there) is also left unanswered by Moro’s analysis: whyis
there only permitted with a small subclass of unaccusatives? The analysis of rhere as a
WLGA not only provides an answer to this question, but also allows for a unification of
the English facis with those exhibited by Ttalian (Chapler 4) and Borgomanerese
(Chapter 3). Third, the analysis of there as the predicate of a SC raises a question
conceming Case assignment. If the concept of 'visibility® is maintained as an
explanation for Case agsignment, it is nod clear why a predicate (as a non-argument)
would require Case (se¢ §5.2 and §5.3.2 for a discussion), However, under the analysis
offered here, the need for there o get Case is straightforward: there is an asgument, and
as such needs Case in order to be visible for theta-marking. In what follows, } will

discuss the issue of Casc assignment in more detail.

5.4.2.3.1 The WLGA and Case assignment

The analysis of weak there as an argument allows us to explain in a
strightforward way why Case is assigned to this morpheme. Here I show how, exactly,
Case assignment works under this analysis. We shall see that there are good reasons for
claiming that tkere and the i-subject are assigned Case by one and the same Case
assigner (namely, Infl). Afier I provide evidence which shows that nominative is

assigned to both arguments, I will suggest a modification of Chomsky’s (1995:Chapter
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4) amalysis of Case checking; in particular, I will propose that the nominative Case
feature in Infl survives (i.c., is not deleted) if it is checked off by a weak NP.'"?
There are at least two possible analyses of Case assignment of there, One

analysis can take advantage of zhere’s status as 8 second intemnal argument, and simply

stipulate that it is assigned inherent dative Case by the unaccusative verb that sclects it.

Under such an analysis, we can continue to assume that the {Casc feature of the) i-
subject checks nominative in Infl (at LF). Such an analysis might be desirable because
it would involve ne additional complications to the system. However, this analysis
would cause us to miss an important cross-linguistic generalization concerning i-
subjects and agreement. In order to understand the nature of this generalization, let us
aurn to ghi-sentences in Borgomanerese.

As we noted in §3.2.4.2, ghi-sentences involve obligatory third person
singular agrcement on the verb, even wher the i-subject is third persan plural. This was
itlustrated in (61a), repeated here as (244):

(244) Ngh ¢é riva-gghi do mati.
SLOC is arrived-LOC two.fem girls

We concluded from this fact that pro-loc (which occupies Spec, IP) triggers (singular)

agreement on the verb (i.¢., pro-loc checks the phi-features in 10f1).'® Assuming that

"*The development of this section has benefitted greatly from a discussion with
L. Burzio, although he is in no way responsible for any of its flaws.

"*In the discussion which follows, "triggering agreement on the verb” shou!d be
understood as “checking phi-features in Infl.” Similarly, “assignment of nominative
Case™ should be understood as “checking the nominative Case feature in InfL.”

On the basis of the behavior of expletives in several Romance and Germanic
languages, Cardinaletti (1997) concludes that expletives which arc unambiguously
marked for nominative Case (e.g., French if) trigger agreement with the verb. If we
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Case and agreement go together (an assumption traditionally made in the analysis of
there-sentences),”' the example in (244) would suggest that in addition to checking the
phi-features on Infl, pro-foc alzo checks the (nominative) Case feature on this head,
Keeping this conclusion in mind, let us now tum to the question of how the i-subject
gets Case.
A concern which immediately comes to mind regarding Case assigmment of

the i-subject is the Case filter. The claim that pro-loc chacke nominative Cage in (244)
would seem to suggest that the i-subject cannot also be assigned notinative. Lamik's
(1992; 1995) analysis of Casc assignment in there-sentences could provide a solntion to
this problem. As we saw in §5.2.1.2.1, he claims (following Belletti (1988)) that
unaccusalives have the ability to (optionally) assign partitive Case to their d-struchoe
objects. He instantiates this idea by claiming that the i-subject checks partitive Case in
Spec, Agro at LF. In spite of the dictates of the Case filter, however, there are at lcast
two picces of evidence which lead to the conclusion that the i-subject is assigned
nominalive Case, rather than some other Case agsigned in Agro. First, as is illustrated

in Burzio (1986; to appear), subject inversion with pronouns in Italian (which are

relax this generalization to encompass all weak motphemes which arc unambiguously
marked for Case (not necessarily for nominative), the Borgomanerese example is
consistent with this generalization; as we saw in (51) in Chapter 3, ghi is
unambiguously marked for dative Case,

'"'That the i-subject triggere verb.agreement in there-sentences has always been

the principle factor driving the assumption that the i-subject raises (at LF) to get
nominative Case (although see Lasnik {1992; 1995)).
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morphologically marked for Case) reveals that the Case of the i-subject is
nominative:'?

(245) Arriveré io / "me.
will-arrive I / *me

The second piece of evidence which suggests that the i-subject is assigned nominative
Case is somewhat more complicated, requiring a discussion of agreement in ghi-
sentences. Let us anticipate the conclusian of the discussion: contrary to appearances,
the i-subject agrees with the verb in (244). This means that both the pro-loc in Spec, IP
and the j-subjcct check off the phi-features in Infl, Under the assumption that Cese and
agreement go together, it will follow that the i-subject (in addition to pro-foc) i
assigned nominative Case,

The apparent lack of agreement betwesn a third petson plurai i-subject and
the verb exhibited in (244) is common in Romance. Let us refer to languages which
cxhibit this type of agreement pattern as *3§G-1PL" languages. Both Cardinaletti

(1997) and Chomsky (1 995:Chapter 4) conclude on the basis of this type of agreement

"“As far as ] know, it is impossible to show in Romance that a post-verbal third
PEVSON Pronoun gets nominative Case, because such pronouns (i.c., the ‘strong’
pronouns; see §3.2.4.2.2) are all ambiguous batween nominative and accusalive (c.g.,
Malian fui ‘*hehim’, fef ‘she/her’, lore *they/them’; atso pointed out by Saccon
(1993:132)). Thc third person pronouns which are unambiguously nominative are all
weak (c.g., alian egli ‘he’, esse “they-fem’), and as such cannot occur post-verbally.

. I nate lwre that Beninc (1995) discusses some data on exclamatives which may
call into question the use of examples such as that in (245) as evidence for the
mominative status of i-subjects. As Beninca shows, pronouns with nominative
morphology are used in contexis in which there is no nominative Case assigning head:

(i) Furbo, io (ad accettarve)!
) sly, 1 (o accept)
P. Beninca suggests (personal communication) that pronouns such as io may not
nrecessarily be marked for nominative. I leave this matter open,
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patiern in French that (the phi-features of) such i-subjects do not move at LF to check
the phi-features in Infl. Note that this claim predicts the following: any i-subject
should be possible with a verb that exhibits 38G morphology. This is an incorrect
prediction; it is well known that only third person (singular and) plural i-subjects are
permitied with third person singular verbal morphology in 35G-3PL languages. This
can be seen, for example, in Borgomanerese, which does ot allow first and sccond
person i-subjects in the ghi-constriction:

(246) 8, *Ngh @& riva-gphi 1€ / vian.
SLOC is arrived-LOC yousg you.pl

b. *Ngh & rivi-gghi mé /njau.
SLOC is amived-LOC | / we

The diabect of Conegliano (Saccon (1992;1993)) also exhibits apparent lack of
agreoment between the verb and the i-subject. This can be seen in (247) (taken from
Saccon (1993:133)), where & non-agreeing subject clitic (ef) occurs with a third person
feminine i-subject:

(247) E! ¢ ndat ela.
SCL(-agr) is gone she

Nevertheless, the apparently non-agreeing i-subject can only be third person, and not
first or second, as can be secn in (248):

(248) *Ei endat . Saccon (1993:113)
SCL{(-agr) is gone you

[t is imponant to note that the ungrammaticality of the sentences in (246} and (248) is
not due to a general ban on first and second person i-subjects. Such subjects are

possible, as long as they agree with the verb, This can be seen in the l}alian example in
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(245) abave, az well as in the following examples fram Borgomanerese (249a,b) and
Concglianese (249¢):

249) a !  summariva njau.
SCL be.Ipl arrived we

b. I sén  rivée mé
SCLbe.1sg arrived 1

c. Te sé ndat &,
SCL(+agr) arc gone you

Ceneglianese (Saccon (1993:133)
Again, as far as [ know, the agreement pattem seen in (249a-¢) is found in all 35G-3PL
languages. The ungrammaticality of {246) thus casts doubt on the clajm that the phi-
features of the i-subject in 3SG-3PL languages do not raise to check off the phi-features
in Infl; if they did, we would expect (246) to be grammatical, contrary to fact.

The sbove set of facts thus suggest that the third person piural i-subject in
35G-3PL languages does in fact agree with the verb, contrary {o appearances. In
support of this conclusion, let us turn to Burzio (1991; to appear), who argues for the
notion of ‘pseudo-agreement” in order to account for an apparently independent set of
facts concerning impersonal/reflexive si in Romance, As can be seen in (250),
impersonal si can occur with a third person singular i-subject:

(250) &i inviterd anche lui,
SI will-invite.3sg also he
“He will be invited as well.”
Burzio shows that si can also occur with a third person plural i-subject {251a); however,
it cannot occur with a first or second person i-subject (251b);
(251) a. Siinviterannc anche lovo.

SI will-invite.3pl also they
“They will be invited as well.”
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b. S inviteremo  anche noi.
SIE will-invit=. Ipl also  we

He argues that the ungrammaticality of (251b) can be explained (i) if we take both the i-
subject and the impersonal subject si to be connected to Infl, and (i) if agreement is
defined as follows:
{(252) « agrees with § if: (Burzio (1991))
(a) (Strict Agreement) o and P have identical ¢-features, or
{b) (Pseudo-Agreement):
(i) P has no gender, no number, no person
{it) « is third person
The featureless clement si (peeudo-)agrees with the third person verb in (250) and
(251a); it cannot, however, (psewdo-Jagree with the non-third person verb in (251b).
The above cases arc thus unified with the case of reflexive si, which sceurs with both
singular and plurat third person antecedents (253a,b), but not firet or second person
antecedents, as in (253¢):
(253) a Lui si invitera.
he SIwill-invite.3sg
“He will invite himself.”
b. Loro siinviteranno.
they SI will-invite 3pl
“They will invite themselves.”

c. “Noi si inviteremo.
we SI will-invite. 1pl
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As Burzio (to appear) points out, the phenomenon of pscudo-agreement is again found
in *quirky subject’ (QS) constructions in Icelandic. He nofes that QSs in Icelandic
wpparently do not trigger verb agrecment:
(254) Strdkumum var bjargad.
the boys.dat was,3sg rescued
“The boys were rescued,”
To account for this, he proposes that the QS has both a ‘quirky Casc' and a nominative
Caac assigned to it, such that nominative is ‘stacked’ onto the QS:
(255} ([[NP]Q-Case]Nam]  (Burzio (io appear))
According to Burzio, the agreement features in Infl arc blocked by the Q-Case shell,
and as such cannot see into the inner NP; the plural feature of the NP thus does not
veach Infl. He fusther proposes that the outer shell has no agresment features, resulting
in default (i.e., 35G) agreement between the QS and the verb, To support this analysis,
he notes (citing SigurSsson (1991 )) yet another property of QS sentencas in Ieelandic,
namely that they cannot occur with first and second person nominative objects; rather,
they are limited to third person nominative objects, as in (256):

(256} Hennivoru syndir bilarnir.
her.dat were shown the-cars.nom

Under the assumption that the QS is connected to Infl (in spite of the apparent lack of
agreement between QS and verb in sentences such as that in (254)), this fact is
accounted for under the (independently needed) notion of pseudo-agreement, [n
particular, note that the nominative object triggers agreement on the verb. I{ the
nominative object were first o second person, then the QS Aenni ‘her.dat’ (the outer

shell of which is featureless) could not pseudo-agree with the first or second parson
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features in Infl, and as such, would not be licit. In other wards, the hypothesis that the
{featureless outer shell of the) QS pseudo-agrees with the verb, and the fact that the
nominative object also checks agreement in Infl accounts foc the obligatoriness of a
third person: nominative object.
To sum up, then, the fact that (apparently non-agrecing) i-subjects in

Romance can only be third person is part of a more general cross-linguistic
phenomenon. This restriction of objects to third person (regardless of number) in the
presence of third person verbal morphology is captured under Burzio’s formulation of
the notion of pscudo-agreement, which covers the apparently independent phenomena
concerning impersonal/reflexive si and quirky subjects in Icelandic. 1 conclude, then,
that the third person plural i-subject in 3SG-3PL languages does in fact (pscudo-Jagree
with the verb (as in, ¢.g,, (244) above). Furthermore, under the assumption that Case
and agreement go together, I conclude that the verb assigns nominative Case to the i-
subject. Our carlier conclusion that the verb also assigns nominative to pro-foc in (244)
results in the claim that the verb assigns nominative to two different arguments. As we
discussed sarlier, concern over the Case filter might lead us to prefer an alternative
solution to Case assignment of the WLGA and the i-subject. However, any solution
which involves Case assignment of these two arguments by distinct Case assigning
heads would not atlow us to explain the obligatoriness of third person i-subjects in the
WLGA-construction, and it would not allow us to unify this fact with the similar facts

revolving around impersonalrefiexive si and QSs in Icelandic.
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Lel us see how the above discussion bears on the analysis of the WLGA in
English. In apparent contrast with languages like Borgomanerese (sce (244)), in
English it 3s the (plural) i-subject in there-sentences that triggers (plural) agreement

with the verb, rather than the WLGA:

(257) There have arrived four women.
(257) seems to indicate, then, that there, unlike pro-loc, does not trigger verb agreement
(this is assumed by both Chomsky (1995:Chapter 4) and Cardinaletti (1997)).
However, as we saw for QS sentences in Icelandic, there are good reasons to
hypothesize that there does in fact (pseudo-Jagres with the verb. Under such a
hypothesis, we predict that the i-subject can only be third person; note that this is 2
correct prediction:

(258) *Theream1'® (intended interpretation)
Like the case of QSs in Icelandic, the ungrammaticality of {258) is explained if we
assume that both the WLGA and the i-subject are connected to Infl; since the

(featureless) WLGA (pscudo-)agrees with the third person verb, the i-subject must also

'"BThe ungrammaticality of (258) cannoi be due to a ban on first and second

person (=definite) i-subjects in there-sentences. As Milsark (1974} and Belletti (1988)
note, definite i-subjects are permilted under a Jist reading:

(i) Who was there at the party? Well, there was Sue, there was Bill...
First and sccond person i-subjects are permitted in such a context:

(i) Who was there at the party? Well, there was you, there was me...
Note that in (ii), there is no agreement between the first / second person i-subject and
the verb. This indicates thal in contrast with sentences such as that in (257), there is no
link between Inft and the i-subject in (if). This is confirmed by the fact that such i-
subjects cannot be nominative:

(1i1) *Well, there was Ifhe/they...
Thus, sentences such as that in (i1) do not serve as a counter-cvidence to the claim being
made in \he text. '
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be third person. The hypothesis that shere is an argument base-generated in
complement position which moves to subject position and (pseudo-Jagrees with the
verb suggests that there is in fact a quirky subject. If so, then we should not be
surprised that there-sentences in English exhibit the same characteristics as QS
sentences in [eelandic.

To summarize, we have shown that the obligatoriness of third person i-
subjects in WLGA constructions in both Borgomancrese and English can be explained
if we adopt Burzio's notion of pucudo-agreement, which is independently needed to
account for the facts surrounding impersonat/reflexive si and QS sentences in Icelandic.
Thus, both the WLGA (pro-foc and there) and the i-subject agree with the verb. Since
nomjnative Case and agreement go together, 1 conclude that both the i-subject and the
WLGA are assigned nominative by Infl.

The evidence which shows that both the WLGA and the i-subject check
nominative Case in Infl suggests a modification of Chemsky’s (1995:Chapter 4)
analysis of nominative Case assignment which (1} accounts for the da_ta discussed
above, and (ii} eliminates an undesirable aspect of his analysis, Chomsky claims thal
the nominative Case feature on Inf] iz [-interpretable], and as such must be checked-off;
once this feature is checked-ofY, it is deleted. Under this theoty, then, Case checking in
the WLGA construction would work in the following way: when the pro-loc/there
argument checks off the nominative Casc feature in Infl (via spec-head agreement), this
feature is deleted; as such, the nominative Case feature in Infl is no longer an availablc

targel for checking of the nominative Case feature of the i-subject at LF. Chomsky
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(1995:274) and Cardinaletti {1 997) both argue for such an analysis of Case checking in
French expletive constructions such as the following (see footnote 90):

(259) Mestemtré  irois hommes,
itis entered three men

Note that this analysis entails that the Case feature of the i-subject is never checked off.
In other words, under this analysis the i-subject is never assigned Case (in violation of
the Case filter), an undesirable consequence,

To eliminate this consequence of Chomsky's and Cardinaletti’s anaiysis, |
propose the follewing: if the nominative Case feature in Infl is checked off by a weak
NP {i.c., either a weak argument or an expletive), this feature is not delsted from Infl.™™
As such, it is available to be checked off again by the i-subject. This analysis ajlows us
to render Chomsky's and Cardinaletti*s analysis of French-type expletive constructions
unproblematic from the point of view of the Case filter, which rcquires that every NP be
assigned Case. Furthermore, it allows us to account for the fact thal both the WLGA
and the i-subject check nominative Case in Infl.

Recall that Chomsky and Cardinaletti assume that there is an expletive, and
claim thai unlike French i, it does not check off the Casc and phi-features in Infl;
rather, it is the (Case and phi-) features of the i-subject which raise at LF to check off
these features. Note that this hypothesis incorrectly predicts the sentence in {258) 1o be
grammatical. Thus, the hypothesis that sere is an expletive cannot explain the above

set of facts concemning i-subjects in {here-sentences, and cannot unify them with the

"*We might assume that one of the properties of weak NPs is that they are not
‘strong’ enough to delele the Case feature they check off,
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similar set of facts exhibited by QS sentences in [celandic and impersonal/reflexive si

constructions in Italian.

§.4.3 Verds of Existence

Now let us retum (o the verbs in (209). As we saw, zhere can occur with
VOEs, Verbs of Spatial Configuration, and Meander Verbs, in addition 10 GOAL-
entailing VIDMs. The fact that there can oceur with VOEs is consistent with the facts
of Borgomanerese and Italian, and the hypothesis put forth in Chapter 3 (§3.3): the
weak localive can be used as the morpho-syntactic instantiation of the Jexical semantic
catepory LOCATION. [fit can be shown (hat Verbs of Spatial Configuration and
Meander Verbs as used in there-sentences have an ‘existence’ meaning, then we can
claim that these verbs are VOEs ag well. The hypothesis that weak there is used as a
LOCATION argument can thus apply to al three classcs of verbs in (209).

In fact, putting aside GOAL-entailing VIDMs, it is wetl known that when
non-be verbs are used in Zhere-sentences, they function as VOEs. This is noted, for
example, by Milsark {1974:156), who demonstrates that the verb grow has two
meanings: “increase in size or maturity™ and “live rootedly.” Note thal the latter is
arguably an ‘existence’ reading, whilc the former is a ‘change of state’ reading. As
Milsark notes, when grow occurs in a there-sentence, only its existence reading is
possible:

(260) There grew some corn in our garden last year.
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L&RH show that Verbs of Spatial Configuration (as in (209b)) have multiple meanings
(much like grow). The verb sis, for exampie, has a *simple position’ reading, a

‘muintain position’ reading, and an *assume position” reading, seen in (261 a-¢) (adapted

from L&RH, p. 239):

{261) a. The book was Sitling on the table,
b. Mary was sitting on the chair.
<. Mary sat as quickly as she could, (= ‘sit down’)
Like with tbe verb grow, when the verb Sit occurs in a there-sentence, only one reading,
the ‘simple position” reading in this case, becomes available:
(262) There sat four women in the back of the room.
L&RH arguc that Verbs of Spatial Configuration in their ‘simple position’ sense are
VOEs. Thus, the verb in (262), which describes the location of the NP four women, is a
VOE. We can conclude, then, that Verbs of Spatial Configuration, as used in rhere-
sentences, are lexically VOES,
Finally, the same argument can be made for Meander Verbs, Like Verbs of
Spatial Configuration, Meander Verbs have multiple senses. This can be seen, for
example, with the verb wander:
(263) a. Four women wandered through the forest.
b. A beautiful river wandered through the forest.
In (263a), the verb wander deseribes spatial displacement of the NP four women; in
{263b), it mainly describes the location of the NP it is predicated of, Note that when

wander is used in a there-sentence, only the latter scnse is possibie:
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(264) a. *There wandered four women through the forest.
b. There wandered a beautifil river through the forest.

Just lke the verb sit, then, wander has an existence sense when it is used in a there-
sentence. In other words, Meander Verbs as they occur in there-sentences ars VOES.

We can conclude, then, that the two types of verba that occur with there are
GOAL-entailing VIDMs and VOEs {which entail the conceptual category
LOCATION). Thus, as was demonstrated for the weak locative morpheme (pro-foc) in
Borgomanerese and Italian (see §3.3 and §4.3.3), the weak locative there is optionally
selected by both GOAL- and LOCATION-entailing unaccusatives as a second internal

argument.

$.S Conclusions

The analysis of there as a WLGA captures the intuition that this morpheme
is both expletive-like and at the same time has semantic coatent. It explains the
restriction of there to GOAL-entailing VIDMs and VOEs (capturing the traditional
intuition, expressed, for example, by Kimbatl {1993) that there-sentences are possible
with VOAs and VOEs). It also explains why the presence of there has an effect on the
semantic interpretation of the sentence it appears in, and why the syntactic presance of
there entails thal the subject of the sentence must be post-verbal. The particular
properties of this morpheme, that it is ‘non-deictic’, that it cannot be modified,

coordinated, used in isolation, or remain in its base position, were shown to follow from
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the fact that it is weak. Thus, the properties exhibited by there are not unique, but
rather can be understood in the Beneral context of weak pronouns. Like other weak
pronouns, fhere has an impoverished set of features, but is not wholly deprived of a
fcature composition; it still has the feature [locative] and the feature [speaker],
rendering it non-semantically null. This analysis of there, which is extended to pro-ioc,
also alfows us to better understand Why the presence of this mompheme forces a speaker-
oriented interpretation of the location-goal. The WLGA analysts of there also has the
advantage of eliminating several problems raised by an expletive analysis, Asa

modification and extension of Moro’s theory, it also allows us to eliminate the problems

created by a predicate analysis. There gets Case because as an argument it is subject 1o
the visibility requirement; the claim that both there and the i-subject are assigned
nominative Case by Infl is supported by the faci that there-sentences are restricted to

third person i-subjects.
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Chapter 6

CONCLUSIONS

The central hypothesis in this dissertation raiscs many guestions which are
beyond the scope of this thesis. Here I briefly conclude this work by touching upon
some of these questions, with the hope that they will serve as points for future research
into the nature of weak and expletive morphemes.

One question raised by the theory put forth here concerns languages which
use a weak locative morpheme with all classes of verbs, Putting the facts of
Borgomanercse and Ilaklian aside, the hypothesis that weak there in English is not an
expletive is supported by the fact that it only occurs with GOAL-entailing
unaccusalives, and that its presence forces a speaker-oriented interpretation of the
location-geal. Note, however, that the claim that there is an argument in English does
not preclude the possibility that the weak locative in other languages isa ‘pure
expletive’. Our hypothesis, then, leaves open the question of the status of Dutch er, for
example (soe Zwart (1991)), which occurs with all classes of verbs. As stated inl

footnote 102 above, it is possible that Dutch er is ambiguous between an expletive and

2 WLGA. Zwart, who adopts Moro's analysis of English existential there as a raised
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predicate, argues thal er is ambiguous between a ecmantically empty expletive and a
raised predicate, Whether Zwart's tests {which show that existential er is base
generated in complement position) will reveal that er is also hase generated as a
compizment of GOAL-entailing VIDMs remains to be seen,

‘Pleonzstic’ ye in Piedmontesc is a case which is intcrmediate between
English there / Borgomenercse ghi, on the one hand, and Dulch r on the other. Unlike
the former, it occurs with all ynaccusatives, but unlike the latter it cannot occur with
unergatives and transitives. Given that ye occurs with all unaccusatives, it cannot be a
GOAL argument. At the same fime, however, the question arises as to why it is
restricted to unaccusatives. 1f ye were 8 pure expletive, we would expect to find it with
transitives and unergatives, contrary ko fact. Piedmontese unergatives such as lefefuné
allow i-subjects just like unaccusatives do, 50 the restriction of ye to unaccusatives
cannot be due to the lack of availability of the subject position. Calabrese 1992:111)
cluims (following DeVincenzi {1988) and Kratzer (1987)) that all unaccusatives in
ltalian take a (null) spatio-lemporal argument. Considering this suggestion, a
possibility which comes to mind conceming Piedmontese ye is that it is the overt
morpho-syntactic instantiation of this argument. As with Dutch er, however, these
questions conceming ye remain open,

A question raised by the claim that existential there is a LOCATION
argument concerns languages which use a weak non-locative morpheme (i) for the
existential, such as Black English (¢.g., Wolfram (Y991): it's a picture on TV “There’s a

picture on TV"), Norwegian, and Swedish (see, 2.0., den Dikken {1995) and Vikner
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(1995)). At first glance, such languages wouid seem to call into question the claim
{suggested alse by Freeze (1992)) that there is a connection between the locative
morphology of weak there and the locational semantics of existentials. However, the
claim that weak there in English is a LOCATION argument does not necessarily
preclude the possibility of languages which setect a weak non-locative as a second
internal argument. Perhaps Black English does not have a weak locative in its
morphological inventory. 1 leave this question open as a matter for further
investigation.

A final question ] would like to address here is how the claim that weak
there is an argurnent bears on L&RH's (Chapter 6) discourse theoretic explanation for
the restriction of there-sentences ta & subclass of unaccusatives. 1 would like to show
that although my analysis does not preclude a discourse theoretic analysis of there-
sentences, discourse theory is not enough to explain the lexical restriction of there, nor
does it allow for a unification of the facts of English with those of Borgomanerese and
Italian.

It has been argued (see, for example, Rochemont {1986) and Rochemom &
Culicover (1990)) that there-sentences allow for presentational focus of the post-verbal
subject, such (hat the subject is interpreted as being *“intreduced on the scene.” Bimer
(1992; 1994) argues for a more fine-grained analysis of the information status of the
post-verbal subject. Specifically, she claims that the post-verbal subject must be
interpreted as relatively unfamiliar with respect to the materia! that precedes the subject.

L&RH (Chapter 6), adopling the essentials of Bimer’s account of the discourse function
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of inversion constructions, argue that the fact that inversion constructions are restricted
to cortain types of verbs follows from (his requirement, Specifically, since the post-

verbal subject must be relatively unfamiliar, a verb is licit in such constructians only if

it is ‘informationatly light', rendering it relatively more familiar than the post-verhal
subject. As L&RH state, ...if a verb in the locative inversion construction did
contribute information that was not predictable from context, it would detract from the
newness of the information conveyed by the post-verbal NP."* Their analysis makes
specific reference (o the locative inversion construction (sce footnote 110 above).
However, they take their analysis of locative inversion to be applicable to there-
sentences; in the discussion which follows, then, I use L&RH’s examples of locative
inversion to illustrate certain points, keeping in mind that the conclusions they draw
from the locative inversion examples are applied to rkere-sentences.

L&RH aote that locative inversion does not pemit the large class of
Change of State (COS) unaccusatives (see in (212) above). They claim that this is duc
to the fact that COS verbs are not informationally light, They note: “by predicating an

externally caused, and therefore unpredictable, change of state of their argument, these

verbs themselves contribute discourse-new information and hence are not eligible for

the construction.” As evidence in favor of this view, they discuss the verbs break and
open, both of which have (at least) two different senses. One is the core change of state
meaning {e.g., the vase broke; the door opened), and the other is the ‘appearance’

tneaning (e.g., the war broke). They demonsirate that the locative inversion
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construction only allows the latter meaning ((265) is adapted from L&RMY, p. 234,
cxample (33)):
(265} a. Thenm broke the war._.
b. Underneath him opened a cavity...

L&RH note that such cases of multiple senses of verbs which are basically COS verbs
are sporadic, and as such probably do not result from any systematic meaning shift.
However, they claim that in the atiested cases, such as thosc above, “the shift in
meaning is accompanied by a ‘bleaching’ of the verh’s meaning so that little more than
the notion of appearance is left” (p. 234), In other words, the verbs become
informationatly light, allowing them to occur in the locative inversion construction.

Two observations can be made concemning this explanation for the restricted
distribution of rhere. First, the task of defining “informational lightness’ may not be so
straightforward. Note that if what is required of the verb is informationsl lightness,
then we would predict the COS verbs affer and change, which express a pure change of
state (with no additional information as to how the change of state comes about), to be
possible in there-sentences. As can be seen by the following sentence, however, this
prediction is not bomne out:

(266) *There changed / altered the sky from purpie to blue.
{cL.: The sky changed / altered from purple to blue.)

It is difficult to sce how change and alfer are not sufficiently informationally light, with
respect to the COS verbs break or medt, for example. As noted above, L&RH point out
that all COS verbs predicate an externally caused (and therefore unpredictable) change

of state of their argument; under their view, this is sufficient to render these verbs non-
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informationally light, However, while it is true that the entailment of an extemaily
caused (and hence unpredictable) change of state may count as coninibuting discourse
new information, it is not clear how such information is any more ‘heavy” than, say, the
information entailed by verbs like walk vs. rui, which are found in abundance in there-
sentences and locative inversion constructions. That is, like alter and change, walk and
run are not entirely deplete of discourse new information {vet the former are banned
from there-seniences, while the latter not). Walking entails a different manner of
motion than ruaning, so these verbs do involve extra information which goes beyond
the notion of appearance. Recall that L&RH suggest that break is possible in (265a)
because the verb’s meaning has been ‘bleached’, leaving little more than 1he notion of
appearance. But if such bleaching (to the point of yielding a verb which has no mare
than a pure appearance sense) were required to make the verb sufficiently
informationally light, we would expect all motion verbs in there-sentences to have little
more than an appearance sense (i.c., we would expect no difference in meaning between
two different appearance verbs). However, as we just saw with waik and run, this is not
the case. Similarly, eater and arrive (also found in there-sentences) involve
information that goes beyond the appearance sense. Entering is a very spexific type of
arriving; the meaning of enter entails passing through a threshold (in contrast with the
meaning of errive). Without a way to distinguish this additional information furmnished
by enrer (specifics of crossing a threshold) from that fumished by change (cxistence of
an extemally caused change of state), it is difficult to establish that the former is

informationally Jight, whilc the latter is not. Given the extra {i.c., discourse new)
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information furnished by enfer or run, we would expect these 1o be ineligibie for the
there-construction, contrary to fact. Thus, the verbs enter, run, waik, etc. show that
there-sentences allow verbs which have some discourse new information. Given this
state of affairs, it iz not clear how alter and change can be excluded from there-
sentences by virtue of their not being informationally light, while at the same time
inctuding the other verbs.

The second observation regarding L&RH's cxplanation for the restricted
distribution of there is that it cannot be adopted for Borgomanerese and Italian, As we
saw, pro-loc (the weak locative) is restricted 1o GOAL-cntailing verbs, just \ike rhere.
However, neither the ghi-construction in Borgomanerese nor sentences with pro-loc in
Italian have the same discourse function as there-sentences in English. As we noted in
Chapters 3 and 4, the pro-loc sentences in Borgomanerese and Ttalian do not involve
narrow focus (neither presentational nor contrastive) of the i-subject. Rather, the whole
sentence is interpreted a8 new information, such that there is no requircment that the
post-verbal subject be interpreted as relatively unfamiliar with respect to the material
that precedes the subject (in contrast with there-sentences in English). Given this state
of affairs, the restriction of pro-loc to GOAL-entailing VIDMs cannot be given the

same explanation as the restriction of there to the same verbs. The WLGA hypothesis,
however, allows a unified account of the English phenomenon with the Borgomanerese
and [talian phenomena.

It is important {0 note that this proposal docs not preclude a discoutse

analysis of there-sentences. It may be that the semantics of a there-zentence is such that
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the construction ‘lends’ itself 1o the specific discourse function it has (to “introduce the
referent of the NP onto the scene,” with the requirement that the NP be relatively
unfamiliar with respect to the material that precedes it). The semantics of (he sentence
compositionally obtains as a result of various independent semantic and syntactic
factors. For example, the fact that there is a weak XP means that it must overtly move
from its d-structure position to Spec, 1P (see (222) above). The net result of this
syntactic operation is that the ‘subject’ NP remains post-verbal, Furthermore, the
syntactic presence of the weak locative forces the speaker-oriented interpretation of the
location-goal. In other words, the view here is that "the compositional semantics of the
comstruction allows the construction 10 have the discourse function that it does,” rather

than “the discourse funetion of the construction is what makes the construction select

the types of verbs it does.”
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