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1. Introduction

In this paper, we investigate the properties of argument shift phenomena in Germanic and Italian. We focus on scrambling in German and Dutch and compare its properties with those of Non-Resumptive Dislocation (NRD) in Italian.

The main results of this comparison overview can be summarized as follows:

a) Similarly to Scandinavian object-shift, both scrambling and NRD affect elements that encode familiar information (cf. 2.1 and 4). In this sense these operations can be called discourse-driven;

b) Both scrambling and NRD display non-quantificational properties requiring an analysis in terms of A-movement (rather than in terms of A’-movement).

In section 2 we discuss the properties of scrambling in German. We argue that a distinction is to be made between scrambling affecting stressed items and scrambling affecting destressed items. While the former displays clear properties of A’-movement, we show that the latter is to be treated as A-movement discarding arguments having been brought forward in favor of A’-movement in the literature. 

Similarly to other A-movement operations in German, in fact, scrambling affecting destressed items will be shown to be: (a) restricted to arguments, (b) clause-bound, and (c ) able to create new binding possibilities.  In 2.2, we will propose an analysis of scrambling as movement to the specifiers of the functional heads licensing weak pronouns.

In section 3, we discuss the properties of NRD in Italian and show , contrary to B & P that it cannot be treated as an instance of focus movement, since a) it displays a different discourse trigger, b) is not viable to reconstruction for either scope or binding and c) is strictly clause-bound.

Furthermore, we show that, in NRD, dislocated direct objects cannot co-occur with pre-verbal subjects. Assuming that the dislocated direct object is licensed in an A-position, we provide an account of this fact in terms of Relativized Minimality.

Related to this, we consider the role of Case in the definition of a particular notion of Minimality which is able to catch the relevant asymmetries between scrambling in German and Dutch and NRD in Italian.

2. The properties of scrambling in German

Scrambling has been used as a cover term for different operations that affect word order in the German middlefield. It is important to distinguish two such operations in order to detect the constitutive properties of the operation of word order change that we are interested in this paper. Depending on whether the moved item bears stress or not, the movement operation displays quite significantly different properties.


The operation of scrambling in which the moved item is stressed shows clear properties of A'-movement: it can affect arguments as well as predicates and is not clause-bound. This operation moves contrastive topics and comes with a special intonation, the so-called hat contour comprising a fall-rise tone on the moved topic and a fall tone on the (constrastive) focus-element in the remainder of the clause. This operation has been called focus scrambling by Neeleman (1994), I-topicalization by Jacobs (1997) and T-scrambling by Haider & Rosengren (1998). Because the moved item bears stress, we shall use the term S-scrambling. This movement operation is illustrated in (1) and (2), in which letters of stressed syllables are given in small capitals. In Dutch, contrary to German, an object cannot scramble over the subject. However, if the operation is accompanied with the special intonation of a contrastive topic, scrambling of the object across the subject is fine (cf. (1bc)). (2) is an example of long distance S-scrambling in German: the embedded object has been moved into the middlefield of the matrix clause.

(1)
a.
dat Jan de boeken niet koopt



that Jan the books not buys


b.*
dat de boeken Jan niet koopt



that the books Jan not buys


c.
dat ZULke boeken selfs JAN niet koopt



that such books even Jan not buys

(2)
Noch gestern haben DIEse Frau alle geglaubt, dass NIEmand einladen wird


Still yesterday have this women-AKK all believed that nobody invite will


‘Of this woman everyone believed still yesterday that noone would invite her’

Once the distinction is made between S-scrambling and scrambling operations in which the moved element bears no special stress, it can be shown that scrambling proper is restricted to arguments (3) and strictly clause-bound as well (4). In (3), the infinitival predicate has been scrambled across negation leading to ungrammaticality. In (4), long distance scrambling of the embedded object results in ungrammaticality.

(3)
a.
weil jeder oft gewinnen möchte



since everyone often win wants


b.*
weil jeder gewinnen oft möchte



since everyone win often wants



since everyone often wants to win’

(4)
a.
Gestern hat niemand geglaubt, dass er die Maria einladen wird



yesterday has nobody believed that he the Maria invite will


b.*
Gestern hat niemand die Maria geglaubt, dass er einladen wird



yesterday has nobody the Maria believed that he invite will



‘yesterday nobody believed that he will invite Maria’

Scrambling can create new binding possibilities. In (5a), the quantifier cannot A-bind the pronoun simply for lack of c-command. However, if the direct object quantifier is scrambled across the subject containing the pronoun, the latter can be bound with no WCO-effect being noticible.

(5)
a.*
weil seinei Mutter jedeni liebt



since his mother-NOM everyone-AKK loves


b.
weil jedeni seinei Mutter liebt


since everyone-AKK his mother-NOM loves

Scrambling CAN lead to scope ambiguities. Stress in the former statement is on the modal "can", since there seem to be two groups of speakers. For speakers of the first group, scope is solely a matter of surface relations. For these speakers, including one of the authors, the scrambled structure in (6b) is as unambiguous as the base structure in (6a), though the scope relations have been inverted by scrambling. For speakers of the second group, the base structure is unambiguous as well, but the scrambled structure is ambiguous. In (6b), these speakers not only get the reading that results from surface scope (as speakers of the first group do), but also get the reading that results from reconstructing the scrambled object into its base-position.

(6)
a.
weil [mindestens eine Frau] [fast jeden Mann] liebt



since at least one woman-NOM almost every man-AKK loves


b.
weil [fast jeden Mann] [mindestens eine Frau] t liebt



since almost every man-AKK at least one woman-NOM loves

It is important to note that also for the second group binding relations are strictly read off from surface relations. In German, scrambling may not only create new binding possibilities, it may also destroy binding possibilities, as the example adopted from Haider & Rosengren (1998) shows. Even for speakers of the second group, the unbound anaphor in (7b) cannot be saved by reconstructing it into its base-position.

(7)
a.
dass der Mann die Bilder einander anglich


that he the pictures-AKK each other-DAT made-alike


b.*
dass der Mann einander die Bilder t anglich



that he each other-DAT the pictures-AKK made-alike


c.
einander hat der Mann  die Bilder angeglichen



each other-DAT has he the pictures-AKK made-alike

To sum up, the fact that scrambling is a) restricted to arguments, b) clause-bound and c) can create new binding possibilities, speaks in favor of an analysis in terms of A-movement. Moreover, the fact that scrambling cannot be reconstructed for reasons of binding speaks against an analysis in terms of A'-movement, since as is shown in (7c), an anaphor that has been A'-moved into [Spec,CP] can be bound via reconstruction. Thus, there is little reason to assume that scrambling in German should not be A-movement.


One argument that played an important role in the debate on the nature of scrambling was the observation that scrambling can license parasitic gaps. If parasitic gaps can only be licensed by A'-movement, as seems to be the case in English, then scrambling ought to be A'-movement, so the argument went. Neeleman (1994) provides an excellent discussion of this argument and convincingly argues that the evidence that is given by examples of the type of (8a) has been overrated. It is sufficient here to present his strongest argument, namely the observation that the so-called parasitic gap in (8a) can also be licensed by A-movement. In (8b), the presumed parasitic gap is licensed by a passive subject. This observation also holds for German (cf.(8c) and (8d)). Given Neeleman's observation, the argument coming from the licensing of (so-called) parasitic gaps is mute.

(8)
a.
dat Jan het boek [zonder pg in te kijken] aanprijst



that Jan this book [without at to look] offers



‘that Jan offers this book without looking at it’


b.
dat [de boeken] door Jan [zonder in te kijken] angeprijst worden



that the books by Jan without at to look offered were



‘that the books were offered by Jan without looking at them’


c.
dass Hans die Buecher ohne zu lesen weitergegeben hat



that Hans the books without to read on-passed has


d.
dass die Buecher ohne zu lesen weitergegeben wurden



that the books without to read on-passed were

In an influential paper, Grewendorf & Sabel (1999) investigate scrambling in German and Japanese and argue that clause-internal scrambling in German, contrary to clause internal scrambling in Japanese, must be A’-movement. Their claim is decisively based on two arguments/observations. First, scrambling of a potential binder in German, contrary to scrambling in Japanese, cannot license an anaphor contained in a DP. Secondly, they argue that the lack of WCO-effects with scrambling in German should not be taken as evidence for an A-movement analysis, since clear instances of A’-movement in German can be found which do not give rise to a WCO-effect either. I will take up this issue in the following subsection.


To illustrate their first point, let us look at the data in (9). In (9a) , the anaphor contained in the direct object is licensed by the c-commanding subject. In (9b), the anaphor contained in the subject cannot be licensed by the direct object, a potential antecedent, for lack of c-command. If scrambling were an instance of A-movement in German, so they argue, then the direct object in (9c) should be able to license the anaphor, contrary to fact. Since in the parallel case in Japanese the anaphor is licensed (9df), clause internal scrambling in German must be an instance of A’-scrambling.

(9)
a.
weil Peter i einen Freund von sich i eingeladen hat 



since Peter-NOM a friend of himself-ACC invited has


b.*
weil ein Freund von sich den Peter eingeladen hat



since a friend of himself the Peter-ACC invited has


c.??
weil den Peter ein Freund von sich eingeladen hat



sine the Peter-ACC a friend of himself-NOM einvited has


d.?*
[IP otoga i i-no sensei-ga [VP karera i–o hihansita ]] (koto)



each other-GEN teacher-NOM them-ACC criticized


f.?
[IP karera i–o [IP otoga i i-no sensei-ga [VP hihansita ]]] (koto)



they-ACC each other-GEN teacher-NOM criticized

Note, however, that the two constructions are not completely parallel and thus seem to me not to be fully comparable. The complex DP in Japanese contains a prenominal anaphor, in the German  complex DP, the anaphor is introduced postnominally by a preposition. Arguably, the anaphor in the German DP is governed (either by the preposition or the noun) while the Japanese anaphor, presumably occupying SpecDP is ungoverned within the DP and can thus extend its binding domain to the entire clause. Nominals like friend or teacher contain a subject argument which is either externalized in their predicative use or interpreted referentially when they are used as arguments. So they are different from picture-nouns where a postnominal anaphor is presumably licensed by an implicit subject (or PRO). Consistent with this observation, the postnominal anaphor in German  behaves like a long distance anaphor in being strongly subject-oriented, as is shown in (10). In (10), only the subject qualifies as an antecedent for the anaphor within the complex noun phrase. Thus, I would like to contend that (9c) is ungrammatical not because scrambling is not an instance of A-movement in German but because an object does not qualify as an antecedent for the subject-oriented anaphor in German.

(10)
weil der Peter i den Hansj zu einem Freund von sich i/ ??j geschickt hat


since the Peter-Nom den Hans-ACC to a friend of himself sent has

Since the binding of anaphors is the only empirical argument they advance in favour of an A’-movement analysis and since clause-internal scrambling in German in their account would stand out compared to clause internal scrambling in Hindi (which has been shown by. Mahajan (1991) to be a clear instance of A-movement) and Japanese (which they themselves argue to be an instance of A-movement as well), I feel justified to conclude that the observation in (10)  weakens their argument to a degree that it seems ill-advised to base such a strong claim on the sole data of (9).

2.1
Vikner's argument

Vikner (1994) puts forward an important comparative argument in favor of an A'-movement analysis of scrambling in German. Vikner points out that scrambling in Dutch and object shift in Scandinavian, contrary to scrambling in German, may not permute arguments. For instance, in Icelandic, a definite direct object cannot move across the indirect object, as is shown in (11).

(11)
a.
Petur keypti bokina ekki


Peter bought book-the not


b.*
Petur syndi bokina oft Mariu


Peter showed book-the often Mary-DAT


c.
Peter zeigte das Buch oft der Maria


Peter showed the book often the Maria-DAT

If object-shift is analyzed as A-movement into AgrO, then the contrast in (11) can be explained as a violation of (relativized) minimality (cf. Rizzi 1990): the intervening indirect argument in an A-position would block object-shift of the direct object in (11b). If scrambling in German is A-movement as well, so Vikner argues, then it is surprising that no minimality effect can be observed in this language (11c).


Vikner concludes that free permutation of arguments in German calls for an account in terms of A'-movement: not only would this account explain the lack of minimality effects, adjunction would also be the most elegant way to derive the great number of possible word-orders in German. (12) shows for the case of three arguments that all possible permutations, namely six, are grammatical. The permutations of the base order in (12a) are most easily derivable by (multiple) adjunction to VP and IP.

(12)
a.
weil Peter der Maria das Buch zeigte



since Peter the Maria-DAT the book-AKK showed


b.
weil Peter das Buch der Maria zeigte

c.
weil das Buch Peter der Maria zeigte

d.
weil der Maria Peter das Buch zeigte

e.
weil der Maria das Buch Peter zeigte

f.
weil das Buch der Maria Peter zeigte


‚since Peter showed the book to Mary’

Vikner then goes on to challenge the arguments that favor an analysis of scrambling in terms of A-movement. He notes that almost all the arguments are based on the lack of weak cross-over effects in German scrambling. Given that wh-movement does trigger weak cross-over violations (13a), it is argued that scrambling and wh-movement cannot be of the same kind.


However, so Vikner argues, it is not possible to have this kind of weak cross-over violation at all in German and concludes that the crucial difference would not seem to be between scrambling and wh-movement but between German and English. As is shown in (13b) not even (local) wh-movement does trigger a weak cross-over violation in German.

(13)
a.*
Whoi does hisi mother love?


b.
Weni liebt seinei Mutter nicht?



Who-AKK loves his mother-NOM not



‘who is such that his own mother does not love him’


c.
Weni liebt [ti [ seine Mutter nicht ti]]

The observation is correct, but the above conclusion is invalid. It is true that no weak cross-over effects are observable in a single clause in German. However, when it comes to long distance movement, we can detect an interesting contrast (cf. Frey 1993). Long distance wh-movement of the embedded object does give rise to a WCO-effect if the pronoun is contained in the matrix subject, but does not if the pronoun is contained in the embedded subject, as is illustrated in (14). If A'-movement in German, as Vikner argues, were exceptionally not subject to WCO, then the contrast in (14) would remain unexplainable.

(14)
a.
Weni glaubt  Peter dass  seinei Mutter t nicht liebt



Who-AKK believes Peter that his mother not loves



‘who does Peter believe is such that his own mother does not love him’


b.*
Weni glaubt seinei Mutter daß der Peter t nicht liebt


Who-AKK believes his mother that the Peter not loves



‘who does his own mother believe is such that Peter does not love him’

However, if we assume that the WCO-effect can be circumvented by prior scrambling of the wh-word (cf. 13c), then the contrast in (14) follows simply from the fact that scrambling is clause-bound. Given this assumption, scrambling can provide an A-binder for the pronoun in the embedded subject but not for the pronoun in the matrix subject. Consequently, wh-movement in (14b) only leads to an A'-bound pronoun in the matrix clause and  therefore does give rise to a WCO-violation in as much as wh-movement does in English.


On the other hand, the (well-motivated) assumption that German scrambling is A-movement gives us for free the property that scrambling, contrary to S-scrambling, is clause-bound. Were scrambling indeed an operation of A-bar movement then it would be hard to explain why long distance scrambling, for instance in (4b) above, cannot make use of [Spec,CP] of the embedded clause as a licit escape hatch. If scrambling is treated as A-movement, then movement via the embedded [Spec,CP] falls prey to the uniformity condition on chains, an option that we may assume is open for the A-bar movement operation of S-scrambling.


At this point, a question concerning the A/A’-dichotomy arises, namely, how the distinction between A- and A’-positions is to be made. It seems ill-adviced to me to base the distinction on the L-or non-L-relatedness of the respective head. Due to V2, Spec,CP should count as L-related in German, nevertheless movement to this position clearly and unambiguously has the properties of A’-movement. Furthermore, there are languages in which movement into a designated focus position, an operation that is standardly analysed as A’-movement, is accompanied by verb movement. Thus, I would like to propose to make the nature of movement dependent on the type of feature that is checked in the target head, irrespective of L-relatedness. If the feature checked is an operator feature, [wh], [foc] or [neg] to name a few, then the movement operation will have the properties of A’-movement. If a non-operator feature is checked, for instance, [Specificity] or [Topicality] of an argument, then the movement operation will have properties of A-movement. That is to say, that A-movement will be extended to check other features than just Case. S-scrambling involves movement of a contrastive topic. A contrastive topic presupposes a set of alternatives and by introducing a variable that ranges over the members of the presupposed set, will involve, despite of its topicality, an operator feature. Therefore, S-scrambling counts as A’-movement.  In a parallel fashion, the features checked by scrambling (proper) will thus have to be of the non-operator type.


To conclude, Vikner's refutation of the A-movement approach to German scrambling fails, but the comparative issue that he raises is important and must be taken seriously. We will take it up as a challenge to our approach. Assuming that German scrambling is A-movement, we have to find an explanation for the fact that scrambling in German can freely permute arguments but is severely restricted in Dutch in a similar way as is object shift (assuming that this operation is to be analysed as A-movement as well) in Scandinavian.

2.2
Weak Pronouns and Scrambled DPs

Having argued that scrambling is A-movement, we have to address the question of what the landing positions of this type of A-movement are. In this paper, I want to propose that one type of scrambling, specifically the movement of thematic DPs, is movement into the Specifier-position of heads licensing clitics. In German object clitics can be licensed in two different positions, one below the subject and one above it, as is shown in (15). Subject clitics are licensed in a position above the position for object clitics, as is shown in (16ab). We thus arrive at the representation in (17).

(15)
a.
weil der Hans ihn gestern t getroffen hat



since the Hans him yesterday met has


b.
weil ihn der Hans gestern t getroffen hat



since him the Hans yesterday met has

(16)
a.
weil er ihn gestern getroffen hat



since he him yesterday met has


b.*
weil ihn er gestern getroffen hat



since him he yesterday met has

(17)
[C [Cl-S  [Cl-O1[ Su [Cl-O2 [ … ]]]]]

Given the structure in (17), it can be shown that all the orders in (12) above can be derived without adjunction by assuming that scrambled DPs move into the Specifiers of heads licensing clitics. (12a) corresponds to the base order. In (12b), the direct object has moved into the Specifier of the lower clitic-object position, whereas the order in (12c) results from movement of the direct object into the higher clitic-object position.  (12d) involves movement of the indirect object into the higher clitic-object position. Finally, in (12ef) both clitic positions above the subject are filled with the two objects in alternating orders. Summing up, the scrambling orders in (12) can be derived without adjunction, simply by using positions which we have independent evidence for.


One argument that could be launched against this account of scrambling is the observation that weak pronouns are subject to conditions that are not observed by scrambled DPs and which are specified in (18).

(18)
a.
weak pronouns appear in the order NOM>ACC>DAT


b.
weak subject pronouns precede scrambled DPs

Weak pronouns reach their licensing positions by either XP-movement only or by XP-movement (if necessary) and subsequent head movement. In the latter case, they form a cluster and I would like to propose that condition (18a) pertains to clitic clusters, which are licensed in the highest clitic head position. Since scrambled DPs do not form clusters, they are not subject to condition (18a). Furthermore, if weak pronouns ‘cliticize’ by XP-movement only, they can appear in various orders and different positions, very much like scrambled full DPs. This later option is available in Westflemish (cf. Haegeman 1994) and various German dialects (cf. Gärtner & Steinbach 2000).


To account for condition (18b), I will assume that weak subject pronouns always have to move to the highest clitic position and that a clitic-licensing head cannot simultaneously license an element in the head position and another element in its Specifier.


The proposal that one type of scrambling is movement into the Specifiers of heads licensing clitics is supported by cross-linguistic considerations. Alexiadou & Anagnostopoulou (1997) argue that there are some striking resemblances between scrambling in Germanic and clitic doubling constructions in Greek and Romance.


It is interesting to note that in those languages (or dialects) that allow for clitic doubling as in River Plate Spanish and Romanian a typical WCO-violation can be circumvented by the introduction of a clitic (data taken from Suner (1988) and Dobrovie-Sorin (1990), respectively), as is indicated in (19) and (20). In River Plate Spanish (19), the WCO-effect induced by QR at LF is obviated if the quantifier phrase is doubled. Likewise, a WCO-effect induced by the overt operation of Wh-movement in Romanian (20) is obviated by clitic-doubling of the wh-phrase.

(19)
a.*
Sui madre quire a todosi



their mother likes a everyone


b.
Sui madre los quire a todosi



their mother them likes a everyone

(20)
a.*
[A cuales de ellos] i no aguanta ni su i madre


a which ones of them not stand even their mother


b.
[A cuales de ellos] i no  los aguanta ni su i madre 



a which ones of them not them stand even their mother

We have seen above that overt scrambling in German can obviate WCO-effects induced by QR and proposed that the lack of WCO effects in local wh-movement can be explained by assuming that the wh-object first scrambles across the subject containing the pronoun, providing an A-binder for the latter before wh-movement moves the wh-object into SpecCP.


Assuming that scrambling is movement into the Specifiers of clitic positions, will allow us to correlate the parallel effects of Scrambling in German and Clitic Doubling in Romance (and Greek) with respect to WCO.


The data in (19) and (20) provide indirect evidence against Vikner’s and Grewendorf & Sabel’s (1999) position that WCO-effects are not a good criterion for deciding whether scrambling is A- or A’-movement, since they clearly show that a WCO-effect that is induced by an uncontroversial instance of A’-movement is circumvented by the introduction of clitics which are assumed to be base-generated in or related to an uncontroversial instance of an A-position.

3
Non-resumptive dislocation in Italian (NRD)

In the previous section, we discussed scrambling which is the preferred strategy for discourse driven argument displacement in Germanic. In Romance, the most natural way of dislocating topic-like elements is to resort to different kinds of doubling constructions.

As for Italian, recent research focusing on the fine structure of the left periphery allowed a more precise definition of the position of topic elements in the syntactic hierarchy, leading to the conclusion that they are located in the specifier position of dedicated layers, both higher and lower than the position of the CP left-peripheral focus phrase.

(21)
[FORCEP …[TOPP* …[FOCP …[TOPP* [FINP…[IP]]]]]]
[Rizzi, 1997]

In this section, we focus on  NRD which differs from ClLD in a number of respects.

NRD is illustrated in (22) and (23), where the indirect and the direct object, a Marta and questo libro, respectively, are shifted from their base VP-internal positions to a position located between the inflected verb and a constituent assigned contrastive focus.

(22)
C: Mario ha appena incontrato Marta. Anche se la conosce poco, credo che la chiamerà presto.

[Mario has just met Marta. Though he still doesn’t known her very well, I think he’ll call her soon]

No, io penso invece che PAOLO a Marta telefonerà presto (non Mario)

[No, instead, I think that PAOLO to Marta will phone soon (not Mario)]

(23) C: Credi che debba dare questo libro a Mario?

[Do you think that I should give this book to Mario?]

A GIORGIO, questo libro, devi dare

[Benincà&Poletto, 2002] 

[TO GIORGIO, this book, you must give]

Syntactically, the most evident difference between NRD and ClLD concerns clitic resumption, since unlike ClLD, clitic resumption in NRD is not licensed (see also discussion in Pili, 2000, Benincà and Poletto, 2002). This is particularly clear with dislocated direct objects, since in this case the presence of the clitic is mandatory.. 

The lack of resumptive clitics in NRD led Benincà and Poletto ,( 2002) to conclude that these cases should be analysed as instances of focus movement. Contrary to Benincà and Poletto, we will show that the dislocated element in NRD, similarly to ClLD has the discourse properties of a topic rather than of a focussed element. 

Note that the topic status of NRD-elements can be easily checked on the basis of the contexts, which provide the background for sentences involving NRD. In both cases above, the displaced constituent mandatorily picks up an element introduced in the previous sentence.

Apart from the lack of a resumptive pronoun, ClLD and NRD differ syntactically in a number of respects that we will discuss in detail in the subsequent sections:

a) the simultaneous licensing of a contrastive focus element is mandatory;

b) the co-occurrence of a pre-verbal subject with a dislocated direct object is barred;

c) a rigid order is detectable;

d) dislocation is clause-bound 

Similarly to ClLD, however:

e) dislocated elements cannot undergo reconstruction for binding and for scope.

In the next sections we consider properties (d) and (e) and see how in each case NRD-elements display a behavior not compatible with focus-movement.

3.1
Lack of reconstruction effects and clause-boundedness

In this section we test the availability of reconstruction effects  in order to assess the A/A’-status of NRD elements. We have seen in the previous section that NRD-elements correspond to constituents represent old rather than new information.  In particular, if NRD is comparable to a topic construction we do not expect to find reconstruction effects (as is the case with ClLD, cf. Cinque, 1990). If on the other hand, NRD were more akin to focus movement, then we expect to find reconstruction effects which are characteristic for quantificational A’-chains (cf. Rizzi 1997).

The properties we want to test include the availability of reconstruction for binding and for scope. The former of the two is illustrated in (24).

(24)
a. Mi chiedevo quando SUOi FRATELLOj Maria avrebbe presentato a ciascun ragazzoi tj  


[I wondered when his/her brother Mary would introduce to every boy]


b. Mi chiedevo quando MARIA suo*i fratelloj avrebbe presentato a ciascun ragazzoi tj  

As (24a) shows, a focused constituent dislocated in the left periphery can be reconstructed into its base position where the pronoun can be interpreted as bound by ciascun ragazzo .

Comparing (24a) with (24b) we find, however, that the bound reading is not available in case the direct object suo fratello undergoes shift without being in focus, suggesting that, in this case, reconstruction does not apply.

A further asymmetry between focus constructions and NRD consists also in the availability of reconstruction for scope. Consider (25):

(25)
a. Mi chiedevo quando volessi presentare uno studente  ad ogni professore (((;(()


[I wondered when you would introduce a student to each professor]

b. ?Non sapevo quando MARIA uno studente volesse presentare a ogni professore ((()

(25a) shows that as long as the direct and the indirect object remain inside VP they can take scope over each other (see among others the discussion put forth in Giorgi and Longobardi,1990, concerning the lack of asymmetries between DO and IO in Italian Double Object Constructions with respect to binding and scope phenomena).(25b), however, is non-ambiguous. Since (25b) lacks the narrow scope reading of uno studente, we conclude that reconstruction may not apply for scope taking either.

A further property with respect to which NRD and focus movement behave differently is clause-boundedness. Similarly to other instances of A’-movement (as e.g. wh-movement) it is possible to show that focus movement in Italian is not clause-bound:

(26) MARIAi credevo che ti Pietro volesse invitare ti (non Marta)

[MARIA I thought that Pietro wanted to invite (not Marta)]

In (26) Maria is extracted from its base position and lands in the specifier of the matrix focus phrase moving successive-cyclically through the focus position of the embedded clause.

If NRD were to be treated on a par with focalization, it would be quite natural to expect a pattern similar to (26)., but as (27) shows, this is not the case.

(27)
a.
Credevo che MARTA i suoi fratelli avrebbe dovuto incontrare 



[I thought that MARTAsubj her brothersobj should have met]


b.
*I suoi fratelli credevo che MARTA avrebbe dovuto incontrare

In (27a) we have an ordinary case of clause-internal NRD, while in (27b) the dislocated element is extracted from the embedded clause. We take the impossibility of (27b) to show that NRD, unlike focus movement is clause-bound.
  

To summarize, NRD displays properties that are familiar from topic constructions rather than from focus constructions:
: a) NRD-elements represent old information and b) they do not exhibit any reconstruction effects. Furthermore, we observed that NRD, unlike focus movement but on a par with scrambling in German and Dutch is clause-bound.

3.2
Linear order

Sofar, we have seen that direct and indirect objects can be displaced to a position preceding the finite verb. A closer inspection shows that also adjunct PPs like locatives and temporals can occupy these positions, when they are part of the background of an utterance.

(28)
a. Mi chiedevo se MARIA sul tram avessi incontrato  


[I wondered if MARIA on the tram  had.subj.2p.sing met]


b. Mi chiedevo se MARIA ieri avessi incontrato


[I wondered if MARIA yesterday had.subj.2p.sing met]

Similarly to ClLD, several elements may undergo NRD. Contrary to ClLD, NRD involving the internal arguments of the verb is restricted to order IO>DO.

(29)
C: Mi chiedo se Luisa avrebbe voluto regalare quella macchina a Giovanni (I wonder whether Luisa would have liked to give that car to Giovanni)

a. Io, invece, mi chiedo se MARIA a Giovanni quella macchina avrebbe voluto regalare

[Instead, I wonder if MARIA to Giovanni that car had.cond.3p.sing wanted to buy]

b. *Io, invece, mi chiedo se MARIA quella macchina a Giovanni avrebbe voluto regalare

Furthermore, locative PPs and temporal expressions precede arguments in the relative order Temp >LOC. 

(30) C: Ti chiedevi se avessi presentato Luisa a Giovanni, in discoteca?

[Did you wonder whether I introduced Luisa to Giovanni at the disco?]

a. Niente affatto, mi chiedevo se MARIA in discoteca a Giovanni avessi presentato 

[Not at all, I wondered if MARIA at the disco to Giovanni had.subj.2p.sing introduced]

b.??Niente affatto, mi chiedevo se MARIA a Giovanni in discoteca avessi presentato

(31) C: Ti chiedevi se avessi visto Luisa, ieri, in discoteca?

[Did you wonder whether I saw Luisa yesterday at the disco?]

a. Niente affatto,  mi chiedevo se MARIA ieri in discoteca avessi visto

[Not at all, I wondered if MARIA yesterday at the disco had.subj.2p.sing seen] 

b. ??Niente affatto, mi chiedevo se MARIA in discoteca ieri avessi visto

Summarizing, the order of elements in the NRD area corresponds to (32):

(32) TEMP-LOC-IO-DO… V

The fact that we can determine that an ordering sequence like (32) must be respected is not only important because it signals a further clear difference between this construction and resumptive dislocation, but also because it shows that the DO surfaces to the immediate left of the finite verb and, apparently, must be adjacent to this element.    

In other words we could also say that, given the impossibility of inserting syntactic material between them, there is a specific adjacency requirement between the direct object and the finite verb.

In the next section we will see how this requirement can be interestingly related to another peculiar property of NDR constructions, namely the fact that the co-occurrence of preverbal subjects and displaced direct objects is barred.    

3.3
Preverbal subjects

Let us consider now the requirement blocking the simultaneous realization of preverbal subjects and dislocated direct objects in NRD in more detail. The relevant data are the one in (33):

(33)
a. *Io credo che DOMANI Mario Marta rivedrebbe volentieri 

[I think that TOMORROW Mariosubj Martaobj would see again with pleasure]


b. *Io credo che DOMANI Marta Mario rivedrebbe volentieri

Considering the data, note that the restriction is limited to the case of overt pre-verbal subjects and does not hold if the pre-verbal subject is pro. 

This includes the cases in which the subject is simply not overtly realized (34a), undergoes ClLD (34b) or ClRD (Clitic Right Dislocation) (34c), or is wh-moved (34d)
:

(34)
a. Io credo che A MARTA Mario presenterebbero 


  [I think that TO MARTA Mario pro-they would present]


b. Mario, DOMANI Marta rivedrebbe volentieri  

[Mariosubj, TOMORROW Martaobj pro-would see again with pleasure]  


c. ?DOMANI Marta rivedrebbe volentieri, Mario

d. Vorrei conoscere la persona che OGGI questo libro leggerebbe volentieri  

[I would like to know the person that TODAY this book pro would read with pleasure] 

The only case in which both the pre-verbal subject and a non-resumed direct object are overtly realized in this area is when one or the other of them is contrastively focused, as shown in (34’).

(34’)
a. MARTA Mario rivedrebbe volentieri


[MARTAsubj Marioobj would see again with pleasure]


b. MARIO Marta rivedrebbe volentieri


[MARIOobj Martasubj would see again with pleasure]

Case (34’a) must be presumably analysed on a par with case (34 d), i.e. with a pro in subject position coindexed with the contrastively focused subject, while case (34’b) is an ordinary case of object focalization across a pre-verbal subject.

It is interesting to note that the subject restriction only holds for displaced direct objects and is irrelevant for dislocated indirect objects and adjuncts as is shown in (35).

(35) a. Mi chiedevo se IERI Mario a Maria avesse telefonato 

[I wondered if YESTERDAY Mario to Mary had phoned] 

b. Mi chiedevo se IERI a Maria Mario avesse telefonato

(36)
a. Mi chiedevo se UN FILM Mario ieri avesse visto


  [I wondered if A FILM Mario yesterday had seen]


b. Mi chiedevo se UN FILM ieri Mario avesse visto

The data in (34-36) shows that unlike dislocated DOs, NRD-PPs can freely occur with preverbal subjects, either preceding or following them, displaying the patterns (36’a) or (36’b):

(36’)
a. Subj > NRD > Vfin 


b. NRD > Subj > Vfin

One possibility to account for the patterns in (36’) would be to hypothesize that NRD indirect objects and adjuncts can be licensed in two different positions, one preceding and one following the pre-verbal subject.

A second possibility would be to say that it is pre-verbal subjects that can be licensed in different positions, as independently suggested in Cardinaletti (1997, 2002).

Without entering the details of Cardinaletti’s analysis, I will assume for Italian an approach along these lines and conclude that a pattern like the one in (36’) is simply derived from the possibility of licensing pre-verbal subjects at at least two different levels. The discussion of the position of pre-verbal subjects is important because it provides us with useful elements to determine the  position of NRD-topics, that, though left-peripheral, will be shown not to be part of the CP functional layer.

Without introducing the complete set of functional projections hosting the subject in the IP periphery in Cardinaletti’s analysis, we will limit ourselves to consider two positions, a lower one, immediately adjacent to the inflected verb and a higher one, Spec,SubjP, a layer where the predicational properties of the subject are specified (Cardinaletti 2002).

As to the lower of the two subject positions, given the direct adjacency to the finite verb, we can safely conclude that it is Spec,TP.

The identification of the higher subject is less straightforward. We have, in principle, two possibilities. Assuming the structure proposed for the left periphery in Rizzi,1997 (21), the first possibility is that in cases like (35a) the subject undergoes ClLD. Alternatively, we suggest, the subject could be hosted in the Spec of SubjP
. 

Independent evidence that a subject position that can be distinguished from a ClLD position exists below FOCP (and higher than TP) is directly supported, for Italian, by data we have already presented, in particular (33a), (34b) and (35a).

From (34b), we know that co-occurrence with a pre-verbal subject is possible in case the subject undergoes ClLD.

Given this, it follows that, if a ClLD position for subjects were available under FOCP, there would be a possibility for (33a) to be fine
.        

The fact that, instead, (33a) is not acceptable, clearly suggests that this position is not available. Finally, the unavailability of a ClLD position in (33a) forces the conclusion that also in cases like (35a) Mario cannot be a ClLD element
. 

Given that a higher subject in a case like (35a) is not a ClLD topic, we will conclude that it must be hosted in Spec,SubjP and that the representations of (35a)-(35b) are (37a)-(37b), respectively:

(37)
a. [FOCP IERI … [SubjP Mario …[a Maria …[TP pro [avesse telefonato]]]]] 


b. [FOCP IERI … [SubjP …[a Maria …[TP Mario [avesse telefonato]]]]]

Though NRD-topics (adjuncts, indirect objects and direct objects) apparently target a left-peripheral position, as a result of our discussion it is clear that they are not hosted in one of the positions pertaining to the CP-area. Instead, they surface in the IP-periphery, sandwiched between higher and lower pre-verbal subjects.  

We showed that NRD-direct objects differ from indirect objects in certain respects, including the focus requirement and the incompatibility with the pre-verbal subject.

There is, in fact, a further important difference between NRD oblique arguments and NRD direct objects that concerns Case.

In 3.1 the lack of reconstruction effects both for binding and for scope led us to the conclusion that NRD dislocated phrases display a behavior essentially different from the one of constituents clearly undergoing A’-movement in Italian (for instance focus movement). On the other hand, the peculiar pattern of interaction of NRD direct objects and pre-verbal subjects, together with the fact that the movement is clause-bound led us to the conclusion that the position targeted could be of the A type..

Consider the case of NRD direct objects. Now, we have in principle two possibilities: either the DO moves to the NRD area leaving an anaphoric trace or it is merged directly in its surface position and bound to a pronominal empty category in argument position (a configuration somewhat similar to what has been proposed for German base generation analysis of scrambling in the literature, cf. Fanselow 1993).

In either case, the relevant fact to note is that, independently from the precise identification of the empty category foot of the chain, this chain lacks overt morphological specification for accusative case, so that the case of the direct object is morphologically non-distinct from the one of the subject.      

On the other hand, the problem does not arise both for indirect objects and for adjuncts: the former can be assigned case PP-internally by the preposition that distinctively marks the DPs grammatical functions, while the latter are commonly assumed to bear no Case.  

3.4
Minimality effects

In the previous discussion, we suggested that the positions where non-ClLD pre-verbal subjects can be licensed in Italian are (at least) two, namely Spec,TP and Spec,SubjP.

At this point, a question arises as to the reasons of the incompatibility, that can be summarized as follows. If two positions are in principle available, and, as we saw, it is possible for pre-verbal subjects to occupy one or the other of the two, apparently without restrictions
, we have to provide an account of the fact that they cannot be simultaneously realized.

We also suggested that a potential problem, whose consequences should be made more precise, is that NRD direct objects bear a Case non-distinct from the one of subjects.

What we would like to suggest here is that a possibility whose viability could be considered is to resort to an account of the incompatibility in terms of Relativized Minimality (Rizzi, 1990, 1998, 2002, Chomsky 1995, 1998, 1999).

Taking for instance a case like (33a), whose representation is (39), and assuming that the direct object is licensed in an A-position, and, moreover, that also the higher subject position, Spec,SubjP, counts as an A-position, since it optionally hosts preverbal subjects, we would expect a minimality effect to arise due to the fact that the subject crosses the direct object in its raising to Spec,SubjP.

(39)
Io credo che [FOCP DOMANI …[FINP Mario …[Marta [rivedrebbe volentieri]]]]

However, it seems that the simple categorical distinction is not sufficient to account for the minimality phenomena observed. If it were, in fact, we would expect analogous effects in case of NRD indirect objects, but as already seen in (35), this is not the case. 

(35)
a. Mi chiedevo se IERI Mario a Maria avesse telefonato 

[I wondered if YESTERDAY Mario to Mary had phoned] 

b. Mi chiedevo se IERI a Maria Mario avesse telefonato

We can imagine that a fact relevant for the account of the observed effects is that  the RM violation arises between two elements that are not only licensed in A-positions but are also non-distinct as far as Case is concerned.

This line of approach is in the spirit of recent developments in the definition of RM, for which the original categorial A-A’ distinction (Rizzi, 1990) is refined along the lines of the classification reported in (40) (Rizzi, 2002:19).

(40)
a. Argumental: Person, Number, Gender, Case 


b. Quantificational: Wh, Neg, Measure, Focus


c. Modifier: Evaluative, Epistemic, Neg, Frequentative, Celerative, Measure, Manner


d. Topic

This approach goes in the same direction of what independently assumed in Hinterhoelzl (2000) for which Case can render DP-arguments categorically distinct. 

Maintaining an analysis for which both NRD direct objects and NRD-indirect objects (and adjuncts) land in A-positions, the facts suggest an important difference between the two cases. In the latter case but not in the former distinctiveness or lack of Case can prevent crossing of the NRD-topic by the subject from a RM violation.

4
A unified account

In this section, we show that both phenomena, NRD in Italian and scrambling in German (and Dutch), can be treated as a uniform phenomenon. In both cases we have A-movement that is triggered by a discourse feature [+familiar] (cf. Hinterhölzl (2000, 2002)).

We have shown that scrambling in German must be treated as an instance of A-movement. For Italian we have presented several pieces of evidence that strongly suggest that NRD targets an A-position as well.

A) NRD of the direct object cannot cross the subject (this is parallel to scrambling in Dutch)

B) NRD cannot be reconstructed for reasons of binding (this is parallel to scrambling in German and Dutch)

C) NRD cannot be reconstructed for reasons of scope (this is parallel to scrambling in German with speakers of Dialect 1)

D) NRD of the indirect object can cross the subject (this is parallel to scrambling in German)


E) NRD is clause-bound.

Furthermore, it is important to note that NRD in Italian is not dependent on Verb movement. This is another parallelism with scrambling in German and Dutch (compare (1) with (2) in section 2). Indeed, recently Holmberg has argued that his generalisation has been misinterpreted, arguing that object shift in Scandinavian is not dependent on head movement of the verb since it  is blocked by any intervening element (phonological minimality). If the intervening participle is removed by another operation, like topicalization in (40), then object shift is valid again.

(40)
Kysst have jag henne inte (bara hallit henne i handen)


kissed have I her not (only held her by the hand)

In the following, we will argue that the generalisations in A) – D) can be derived by assuming that A-movement is subject to the minimality condition in (41).

(41)
a)
A-movement of an argument across an overt categorically non-distinct 


argument is blocked


b)
Case (that distinctively marks grammatical functions) can render DP-


arguments categorically distinct (cf. Hinterhölzl 2000)

The role of Case in (41) will explain the difference in scrambling between German and Dutch. DPs in Dutch have lost their Case-distinction. Thus a scrambled object in Dutch may never cross another argument, including the subject. Along the same lines, NRD of the direct object targeting a position above the subject will only be licit if the subject is removed, for instance, by moving into a higher Focus-position.

Incidentally, there is independent evidence that Case is relevant for obviating minimality violations. A) Crucially, scrambling in German is blocked as well in cases in which two arguments receive the same Case as in ECM-constructions. This is illustrated in (42). While the embedded subject can scramble across the Case-distinct matrix subject (42b), the embedded object cannot scramble across the non-distinct embedded subject. This is shown by the fact that (42a) cannot be interpreted as meaning that ‘Hans saw Maria kiss Otto’.

(42)
a.
weil Hans den Otto die Maria küssen sah



since Hans-Nom the Otto-ACC the Maria-ACC kiss saw


b.
weil den Otto Hans die Maria küssen sah



since the Otto-ACC Hans-NOM the Maria-ACC kiss saw


B) In Westflemish and Dutch, Case-marked pronouns can scramble across full DP-arguments. Furthermore, scrambled pronouns can appear in various orders in Westflemish, pretty much like scrambled DPs in German.


C) In Italian, indirect objects do not give rise to minimality effects with respect to the subject. This is indicated by the contrast in (43). (43a) is ungrammatical because the direct object has scrambled across the nondistinct subject. The parallel case in (43b) involving an indirect object is fine, however. We can account for the grammaticality of (43b) by assuming that the preposition ‘a’ which introduces indirect objects in Italian has the same function as Case has in German. It makes the indirect object distinct from the subject and the direct object as is indicated in (43c). 

(43)
a.*
Penso che Mario un libro vorrebbe comprare



I think that Mario a book would like to buy


b.
Penso che Mario a Marta vorrebbe telefonare



I think that Mario to Marta would like to phone


c.
Mi chiedevo quando MARIO a Maria quella lettera avrebbe spedito

Summing up, we have shown  that both scrambling in German and long object shift in Italian are instances of A-movement triggered by a discourse-related feature and we argued that the different restrictions on this operation in Italian, Dutch and German can be subsumed under a uniform notion of minimality.
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� That there are two licensing positons for object clitics (one below and one above the subject) is a relatively conservative assumption. Instead, one could assume that there is only one position for licensing object clitics, which is above the subject and that the subject itself has moved into a higher position in (15a). Since this alternative proposal is neutral with respect to the main argument defended in this section, I will not pursue this issue any further.


� Note that, as (i) below shows, the ungrammaticality of cases like (27b) does not depend on the fact that a focus constituent does not immediately precede the fronted NRD topic:


(i)	*MARTA i suoi fratelli credevo che avrebbe dovuto incontrare


� An argument Benincà and Poletto (2002) discuss is the presence of WCO effects involving NRD displaced elements in cases like (i):


A MARIA, Giorgioi, sua madrei presenterà


[To Maria  George   his mother will present]


These cases, however, as we will see in more detail in sec. 3.3, have to be independently ruled out given the impossibility of co-occurrence of dislocated direct objects and overt pre-verbal subjects.


� Apart from non-overt realization of the subject and ClLD , the other case in which  the preverbal subject position is occupied by pro is when the subject is postverbal:


*Io credo che DOMANI Mario avrebbe potuto invitare Maria


[I believe that TOMORROW Marioobj could have invited Mariasubj]


The marginality of a sentence like (i), however, is due to independent reasons, namely to the impossibility of realizing double foci in Italian, assuming, with Belletti (2001), that postverbal subjects occupy a lower VP-peripheral focus position.  


� Here we are assuming that the specifier of Finiteness can be identified with the highest of the subject positions in the hierarchy proposed in Cardinaletti, 2002.


� Note that (33a) is not ameliorated even in case we separate the subject from the focus constituent  and the direct object forcing an intonational break.   


� Further evidence that subjects in Romance can occupy a left-peripheral position without necessarily being dislocated comes from Paduan, a North-Eastern Italian dialect allowing subject clitics that obligatorily appear in ClLD contexts (the case (i), below, cf. Benincà 2000, Benincà&Poletto, 2002):





(i)		Mario doman l compra na casa	[Benincà&Poletto, 2002] 


[Mario tomorrow buys a house]


(ii)		Mario doman compra na casa





The example in (ii) shows that, in Paduan, a subject can be non-adjacent to the finite verb without having to be necessarily a ClLD element. This suggests the availability of a subject position different from Spec,TP and located to its left (a subject located in Spec,TP would be expected to be directly adjacent to the finite verb).   


� Restrictions are expected to arise in case the subject is a ‘weak’ element, as in the case of pro in Italian (see Cardinaletti, 1997, 2002 for detailed discussion). 


� An alternative possibility would be to imagine that, for some independent restriction of the grammar, only one of the two subject positions can be realized, either Spec,TP or Spec,FINP. This would mean that, in case Spec,TP is occupied by the DO, the overt subject can only resort to resumptive strategies involving pro in order to be licensed (cf. 33). 








