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This paper reconsiders and develops a proposal presented in Belletti (2001). The discussion which follows leaves the core insight of the original proposal essentially unchanged. Some aspects of the implementation will be revised, though, in a way which will lead to changes in some areas; the overall empirical coverage of the proposal itself will also be widened.

Recent studies on the cartography of the left periphery of the clause, started with  Rizzi (1997) and subsequent work (cfr. Poletto (2000), Beninca’ (2001), Poletto & Beninca’ (this volume), Pollock & Poletto (this volume) and references cited therein), have come to the conclusion that the clause (IP, henceforth for simplicity) external area, traditionally labeled CP, is indeed a much richer and articulated space than traditionally assumed. Several dedicated positions split the single head C, including positions indicating the Force of the following clause and its Fin(itness). As extensively discussed in Rizzi (1997) and related work, between Force and Fin various other CP internal positions are identified: crucially a Focus position surrounded by (possibly iterated) Topic positions. Processes of Focalization and Topicalization are thus analyzed as involving movement of a phrase to the dedicated position in the left periphery
. In this view, the different interpretations of the peripheral constituent either as a topic or as a focus with respect to the following sentence,  is an automatic reflex of the derived configuration. Under the general idea that a relation which closely recalls an agreement relation, and which is often assimilated to it, is established between the head of a phrase and the constituent filling its Spec
,  a focus head and the phrase in its specifier will share the focus feature/interpretation; an identical relation will account for the topic interpretation of a phrase in the specifier of the topic projection. These by now fairly standard assumptions, provide a very simple and straightforward way of expressing the mechanisms granting the possible different interpretations related to different configurations. The interpretation as focus or topic of an element in the left  periphery is an automatic consequence of it filling the specifier of different heads. A simple conclusion of the sort could not be as easily drawn in a CP projection not internally analyzed and split in the different positions discussed in the references quoted. The relation between syntax and the interpretative interface (LF) is expressed in an optimally simple way: the interpretation is read off the syntactic configuration. The same analysis should also lead to an equally simple way to express the  relation of the syntactic configuration with the phonetic/phonological interface. In  particular, as far as the stress contour of a clause and its overall intonation are concerned, they should be directly determined from the syntactic configuration. Typically, a focussed constituent in the left periphery is strongly, often contrastively, stressed; a topicalized phrase in the peripheral position is associated with a special downgrading intonation:

(1)     a A GIANNI ho dato il libro (non a Piero)

        to G. I have given the book (not to P.)


   b A Gianni, (gli) ho dato il libro

             to G. (I) to him (cl) have given the book

Both intonations should be directly read off the different syntactic positions the phrases occupy in the CP area.

The proposal to be developed in the present work analyses the fine grained structural cartography of the clause (IP) internal low area. It will be suggested that the area immediately above VP displays a significant resemblance with the left periphery of the clause, the so called CP area just discussed. In particular, a clause internal Focus position, surrounded by Topic positions, is identified in the low part of the clause
. Partly different intonations are associated to these positions as opposed to the parallel positions in the left periphery. Different interpretations are also associated to the positions of what we may call the “clause internal periphery” as opposed to those in the clause external one. Both the interpretations and the related intonations are thus linked to properties of the configuration. Without attempting at a systematic investigation of the various detectable differences holding between the left peripheral positions and the clause internal parallel periphery but just pointing out some of the crucial ones,  in what follows I will mainly concentrate my attention on the properties of the clause internal focus, with some reference to the clause internal topic
.

Before entering the close empirical investigation, one further general question should be raised at the outset. If the conclusion of the proposal to be presented here is on the right track a significantly parallel configuration introduces the VP and the IP. Assuming that this sort of duplication is justified on empirical grounds, as the present article will attempt to show, the question as to why such a parallelism should exist arises. Although a solid answer to this at present relatively complex question cannot be produced, it is worth pointing out that similar conclusions, differently  phrased and in different perspectives, have already been reached  in the literature. Most recently Chomsky (2000) has precisely singled out CP and VP as “(strong) phases” in the sense of the recent version of the MP, i.e. syntactic units which share a certain amount of independence and which are the domain of syntactic operations.  According to our proposal, CP and VP would be parallel in that VP has a CP-like periphery. Furthermore, various proposals have appeared in the literature ultimately attributing to VP a periphery resembling that of the clause. The idea has led to the assimilation of the VP of the clause to the general format of small clauses, some of them VP small clauses. In this type of approach small clauses are analyzed as full clauses (Starke (1995), Sportiche (1995)) including a peripheral C projection.  The proposal presented here can be seen as a contribution within this same line of approach to clause structure, providing a more fine grained design of the assumed  VP periphery.

1. The position of postverbal subjects
.

Let us briefly review the fundamental data arguing for the plausibility of the proposal that a clause internal focus position be present in the VP area
. 

Subject inversion is a widespread phenomenon in Romance. The topic has been extensively addressed in the literature reaching the general conclusion that so called Free Subject Inversion is a fundamental property of Null Subject languages somehow linked to the possibility of  leaving the preverbal subject position phonetically unrealized.
Among the Romance languages, French has a special status in that it does not display the phenomenon of free subject inversion, a consequence of its non-Null Subject nature. Indeed, the kind of inversion structures allowed in French, so called Stylistic Inversion (SI) structures (Kayne & Pollock (1978), (2001)), have very different properties  from those found in Null Subject Romance languages: descriptively, they require a “trigger” for inversion (wh, subjunctive..), while no overt trigger is required in the case of Free Inversion (FI). Basing my discussion mainly on Italian as far as FI is concerned
, the following contrasts arise with French:

(2) a Ha parlato Gianni

         has spoken Gianni

b E’ partito Gianni

   is left Gianni

c *A parlé Jean

     has spoken Jean

d *Est parti Jean

     is left Jean

e Le jour où a parlé/est parti Jean

   the day when has spoken/is left Jean

f Il faut que parle/parte Jean

  it is necessary that speak/leave (subjucntive) Jean

g Il giorno in cui ha parlato/è partito Gianni

   the day in which has spoken/is left Gianni 

h E’ necessario che parli/parta Gianni

 it is necessary that speak/leave (subjucntive) Gianni

The fact that next to (2)g,h,  possible in French as well ((2)e,f), (2)a,b are also perfectly wellformed in Italian while they are excluded in French, strongly indicates the different nature of the two inversion processes, SI and FI. The word by word parallelism of (2)e,f and (2)g,h must be considered epiphenomenal, the Italian structures in (2)g,h plausibly involving the same “inversion”
 process at work in (2)a,b, different from the one at work for (2)e,f,. In their recent analysis of SI, Kayne & Pollock (2001)  have crucially characterized the phenomenon as involving the high, clause external periphery of the clause. Briefly put, in their analysis the subject is moved out of the clause
 to a position within the left periphery; the remnant IP is subsequently moved pass the subject in a further higher position of the left periphery.  One crucial feature of this analysis is that the subject is very high in the clause structure. A natural way to characterize the difference between SI and FI would then consist in assuming that the postverbal subject is not high in FI. As in traditional accounts, we could reach the conclusion that FI is indeed a clause internal phenomenon.

According to this (rather traditional) hypothesis, the same order VS can be thought of as  being obtained in two very different ways in the two processes: a. through IP remnant movement as for SI; b. through movement of  the verb over the subject as for FI. 
I will assume that this characterization is fundamentally on the right track.  As a general guideline, I will adopt the restrictive working hypothesis that remnant type movements be limited to those cases where interpretive/intonational factors seem to call for them. I assume that, although not always explicitly discussed, this should be taken to be the case for SI in the frame of K&P analysis, but not necessarily in the case of FI. The next step is then to determine how internal to IP the postverbal subject is.

1.1. Postverbal S is low in the clause structure

The distributional evidence concerning the respective location of the subject and adverbs which are located in a very low position in the clause structure according to Cinque’s (1999) hierarchy, discussed in Belletti (2001) and also pointed out in Cardinaletti (2001), point to the conclusion that the postverbal subject is very low in the clause as it follows low adverbs. Consider the contrasts in (3) in this perspective:

(3)  a ?Capirà completamente Maria

          will understand completely Maria

        b ?Spiegherà completamente Maria al direttore

           will explain completely Maria to the director

        c ?Capirà/spiegherà bene Maria (al direttore)

           will understand/explain well Maria (to the director)

        d  Capirà/spiegherà tutto Maria (al direttore)

          will understand/explain everything Maria (to the director)

(4)   a *Capirà/spiegherà Maria completamente (al direttore)

          will understand/explain Maria completely (to the director)

       b *Capirà/spiegherà Maria bene (al direttore)

           will understand/explain Maria well (to the director)

       c *Capirà/spiegherà Maria tutto (al direttore)

           will understand Maria everything

Notice incidentally that similar data have been discussed also for Icelandic in  Bobaljik & Jonas (1996) giving opposite results:

(5)   það luku sennilega einhverjir studentar alveg verkefninu

         there finished probably some students completely the assignment

(6)   *það luku sennilega alveg einhverjir studentar verkefninu

           there finished probably completely some students the assignment

          (Bobaljik & Jonas (1996, (21))

The contrast between (3)-(4) and (5)-(6) suggests that a further, higher position is available for subjects in Icelandic, but not in Italian.

Note that  no special intonation is associated with the sentences in (3). This will always be the case in the examples to be discussed here, unless explicitly indicated. The examples in (3)b,c,d, where the postverbal subject is followed by a PP complement (see 3.1 below  on this possibility) are particularly significant in that they indicate that further lower portions of the clause can be present following the subject (i.e. a PP complement)
. Given the guidelines indicated above, as there do not seem to be reasons to admit a complex derivation including remnant movement steps, I assume that these steps are not implemented in the derivation of these sentences. Whence the significance of these cases. 

A closer discussion of the lack of the “?” in example (3)d is also relevant in this connection. Suppose that the “?” on (3)a,b,c is due to some interference effect between the adverb and the postverbal subject, which should ideally immediately follow the verb. The perfect status of (3)d is an indication that no interference operates here. The relevant notion characterizing the disturbing proximity between the adverb and the postverbal subject must be hierarchical, as all the examples are alike from the linear point of view (Rizzi (1996) for a proposal). As “tutto” is supposed to move in the clause leaving its original location
, contrary to adverbs, it can be assumed that it is precisely this movement which is responsible for the establishment of the relevant necessary distance between “tutto” and  the postverbal subject. Notice now that, were the Vadv/tuttoS order to be obtained through remnant movement of the relevant portion of the IP
 leaving the subject behind, there would not be any way to capture the relevant hierarchical distinction between the adverbs and “tutto”, both equally included in the remnant moved portion.

From the above considerations, we can conclude that the shape of paradigms (3) and (4) is a clear indication that the subject is low in the clause structure.

1.2 Postverbal S and extraction

If we abstract away from the case of postverbal subjects of unaccusatives
, it appears that the postverbal subject is not a felicitous extraction domain. Both “ne” cliticization and wh-extraction are less than perfect, as illustrated in (7):

(7)       a  Ha telefonato il direttore del giornale al presidente

                has phoned the director of the newspaper to the president

            b ?? Il giornale di cui ha telefonato il direttore al presidente

                    the newspaper of which phoned the director to the 

                    president

            c ?? Ne ha telefonato il direttore al presidente

                   of it has phoned the director to the president

            d ?? Ne hanno telefonato molti al presidente

                   of them have phoned many to the president

If we put together the observations of the preceding section and the shape of paradigm (7), we can conclude that the low position of the subject is not an extraction domain, as extraction gives rise to CED type effects.

K&P point out a distinction as for extractability from the postverbal subject in French SI. While extraction of “en” appears to be impossible, “combien” extraction gives better results:

(8) a  *Le jour où en ont téléphoné trois    (K&P (19a))

            the day when of them (cl) have called three

b  ?*Le jour où en sont partis trois       (“””     (19c))

        the day when of them (cl) are left three

c   *Le criminel qu’en ont comdamné trois  (“”” (21))

       the criminal that of (them) have condemned three

d    Combien ont téléphoné de linguistes?   (“”” (29a))

      how many have called of linguists

e    Combien sont partis de linguistes?        (“”” (29b))

      how many are left of linguists

Their interpretation of the contrast is in terms of c-command. The IP preceding the subject is moved pass it through remnant movement. In the resulting configuration “en” does not c-command its trace within the subject from which it has been extracted. Hence a violation of  proper binding is created. No equivalent violation is created  in the case of “combien” extraction via wh-movement as the wh-quantifier is further raised to the appropriate  high position in the CP where wh-phrases normally end up. From there it c-commands its trace as required. As no contrast is displayed in the Italian examples between “en” extraction and wh-extraction , this is an indication that a similar analysis should not be extended to the FI  structures.
 The conclusion must  be that the position occupied by the postverbal subject in FI is not a felicitous extraction domain altogether. If the proposal  which follows is on the right track,  a natural reason can be provided for that as such position is identified with a the Specifier of a Focus phrase
, not an argument position in the sense relevant for CED.
 We now turn to the core of our proposal.

2. The interpretation of the postverbal subject in FI

I briefly review here the fundamental paradigm leading to the proposal. Question-answer pairs like the following indicate that the postverbal subject can be interpreted as new information focus:

(9) a Chi  è 
partito / ha  parlato ?

         who has left/has spoken

      b E’ partito / ha parlato Gianni

         has left/has spoken Gianni

      c #Gianni è partito / ha parlato

           Gianni has left/has spoken

Note right away that this is one most typical pragmatic exchange involving a postverbal subject and its related interpretation. However, with the appropriate intonation and in the appropriate pragmatic conditions, a postverbal subject can also receive the topic (given information) interpretation:

(10)  a Che cosa ha poi fatto Gianni?

           What has Gianni finally done

       b Ha (poi) parlato, Gianni

           he has finally spoken, Gianni

In what follows I will mainly concentrate my attention on the new information focus interpretation, keeping the possibility of exchanges like the one in (10) in mind, as they can be taken to provide a direct  indication of the fine configuration of the low IP internal area under discussion (see section 5 for more on that).

It is very clear from the contrast between (9)b and (9)c that  the postverbal and the preverbal  position
 have a very different informational content: only the former can carry new information. The postverbal subject  is also informationally new when the whole clause is new information. (9)b is also an appropriate answer to a general question like (11), while (9)c would not be, unless some presupposition is held by the speaker concerning the subject:

(11)  Che cosa è successo?

  What happened

Let us concentrate our attention on the case of the so called narrow new information focus reading of sentences like (9)b.

According to the general guidelines assumed in this work, the focus interpretation of the postverbal subject should optimally come out of the syntactic configuration in which the subject DP is inserted. As we have shown that the subject is low in the clause structure, this naturally leads to the proposal that it should fill a low Focus position (or Topic, see section 5 below).
 This in turn argues in favor of the existence of such a position clause internally. However, in order to make the point stronger, a possible alternative should be considered first in line with the assumed guidelines: the postverbal subject  fills a Focus position indeed, but  this position  is not clause internal. Rather, this position should be identified with the left peripheral one already proposed and independently justified in the literature. According to this alternative, the subject is actually very high in the clause structure and the portion of the clause preceding it is even higher. Within this analysis , FI would look much more akin to SI than we have hypothesized so far. The following section closely discusses, and dismisses on further empirical grounds, this alternative which the data discussed in section 1 already put into question. 

2.1 The subject is not high in FI

We saw in 1 data involving the distribution of low adverbs leading to the conclusion that S is low in FI.  We also noticed some properties (extraction) differentiating SI and FI. We now look at other differentiating behaviors of SI and FI which appear to be naturally derived if the postverbal subject is thought of as being high in the former case, but low in the latter. Consider the following contrasts:

(12)      a       non ho ho incontrato che (i/dei) linguisti 

      I  have ‘not’ seen ‘that’ (the/some) linguists

             b       Non hanno parlato che (i/dei) linguisti

                       have ‘not’ spoken ‘that’ (the/some) linguists

             c    *(che) (i/dei) linguisti non hanno parlato 

                      (‘that’) (the/some) linguists ‘not’ have spoken

(13)     a Non conosco alcun linguista

   I do not know any linguist

b Non parlerà alcun linguista

   will not speak any linguist

c *Alcun linguista non parlerà

                Any linguist will not speak 
 (14)   a    non ho visto nessuno

(I) have not seen nobody

          b    non ha parlato nessuno

                has not spoken nobody

          c  *nessuno non ha parlato 

                nobody has not spoken

In all the examples above the postverbal noun phrase is an NPI element which needs to be licensed by the negative marker “non”. Suppose that licensing is obtained through c-command: in all of the b examples the postverbal subject behaves like the direct object of the a examples and differently from the corresponding preverbal subject of the c examples. This strongly suggests that the necessary c-command relation is established in the b examples as it is in the a examples. This in turn suggests that the b sentences should not be analyzed as involving a high subject and a higher remnant IP. If that were the case, the relevant c-command relation could not be established and the resulting sentences should be as ungrammatical as those involving a preverbal subject are.
 Indeed, precisely paradigms with this type of distribution of judgements are discussed by K&P and used as an argument in favor of their analysis of SI in terms of remnant movement of IP pass the high subject. The relevant examples that they discuss in this connection are reproduced in (15):

(15)   a Jean a peu vu de linguistes

   Jean few saw of linguists

b *De linguistes ont peu vu Jean

     of linguists have few seen Jean

c *Le jour où ont peu téléphoné de linguistes

              the day where have few phoned of linguists

        d  Il n’a pas vu de linguistes

             he has not seen of linguists

        e *De linguistes  ne sont pas venus

             Of linguists are not come

        f  *Le jour où ne sont pas venus de linguistes         

              the day where are not come of linguists

If “peu” and “pas” are taken to be the licensor of the polarity noun phrase introduced by “de”, lack of c-command  can be held as the responsible factor ruling out the “de”-phrase from the preverbal subject position. Similarly, lack of c-command could account for the same impossibility in (15)c,f involving SI. This sort of paradigm is then utilized by K&P as a substantial argument in favor of their analysis of SI, referred to above. It is worth pointing out that the shape of the Italian paradigm remains unchanged if the relevant examples are made equally complex as the  SI cases:

(16)   a Il giorno in cui non hanno parlato che (i/dei) linguisti

            the day when have not spoken that (the/some) linguists

b Il fatto di cui non parlerà alcun linguista

   the fact of which will not speak any linguist

c Il momento in cui non ha parlato nessuno

            the moment in which has not spoken anybody

The postverbal subject of FI is then not a high subject. Then, if it is correct to assume that it fills a Focus position, this position cannot be the high, left peripheral one.

2.2 The postverbal subject does not fill the left peripheral Focus.

Furthermore, the identification of the focus position of postverbal subjects with the left peripheral one, does not seem justified on empirical grounds if the kind of focal interpretation is considered in more detail. In Italian, the peripheral focus position is systematically associated with a contrastive/corrective interpretation and carries a special stress, as mentioned in connection with (1). No equivalent interpretation or intonation is necessarily associated with a postverbal subject. We noted above that the postverbal subject is the carrier of new information. But note that the peripheral focus position cannot be associated with simple new information:

(17)
a Chi  è 
partito / ha  parlato ?

                 Who has left/has spoken?

       b (*) GIANNI è partito/ha parlato

            GIANNI has left/has spoken

(18)     a Che cosa hai letto?

          What have you read? 

       b (*) Il LIBRO ho letto (non il giornale)

           THE BOOK I have read, not the newspaper

(17)b and (18)b are not appropriate answers to genuine questions of information. Contrast or correction is necessarily implied. It would be difficult to understand why the opposite should hold for postverbal subjects.
 From this it is legitimate to conclude that the focus position hosting the postverbal subject cannot be the same as the one located in the left periphery. Rather, it must be a clause internal position and the VS order is not obtained  through a remnant topicalization process moving a portion of IP over a left peripheral high subject. We maintain that an analysis along these lines could hold for SI as in K&P, but not for FI.

The most direct way to phrase the proposal is in term of a diagram like (19)a which postulates the presence of the clause internal focus position right above the VP.  This is a too simple version of the proposal, though, which must be enriched so as to allow for topic like positions to also be present in the low, clause internal domain. In this way the possible topic interpretation of postverbal subjects illustrated by sentences like (10)b will be directly captured. This leads to the version in (19)b, which assumes a strict parallelism between the clause internal VP periphery and the clause external one in the CP left periphery, mentioned at the outset. 
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2.3 Why is S focus (or topic) in FI? 

We have established that S typically is new information focus in FI and we have made the hypothesis that this is a consequence of S filling a clause internal focus position where it is interpreted. The question then is: what forces S to be in focus? Or, put it differently: why is S necessarily focalized in FI?

In Belletti (2001) I related that to Case: if Case is only assigned locally, there is no available Case assignor for S in the lower portion of the clause. S moves to Focus in order to be licensed by a different feature from Case, namely Focus. However, the hypothesis of allowing Focus to play a role comparable to Case can look as a weakening of the general approach, as it is not obvious what Case and Focus should have in common which would allow them to play an essentially equivalent role.
Moreover, in recent versions of MP, Chomsky has made the proposal that Case assignment can be a non local process  and that Case can also be available at a distance, with the (agreeing) Case assigning head looking for its Case assignee target also in a non local domain.  If some process of the sort has to be admitted, we should look for a different reason accounting for the focalized nature of the postverbal subject.  Let us speculate on what such a reason could be.

I would like to speculate that some reason ultimately due to economy could be a the source of that. Let us ask: what would fill the preverbal subject position in FI structures? Or, alternatively put, what would satisfy EPP in FI? I will assume that, as in traditional accounts, the preverbal subject position is filled by a non overt expletive pro, the associate of the postverbal subject:

(19) pro ha parlato Gianni

              has spoken Gianni

No expletive is present in structures containing a preverbal subject, as the EPP is satisfied by the lexical subject in those structures. Hence, FI structures contain one element more than the structures containing a preverbal subject. Suppose that a kind of economy principle drive the selection of the initial Lexical Array (LA, Chomsky (2000)) to the effect that a bigger in size LA is to be chosen only for some “purpose”, or, to put it in Chomsky’s terms, only if this choice has a reflex on the outcome. Focalization could precisely be one such reflex. It can be assumed that exactly the same ultimate reason is responsible for the topic interpretation of the postverbal subject as well.
If this line of interpretation is on  the right track, focalization (or topic interpretation) of the postverbal subject could be derived without having to admit any special licensing property for the focus (or topic) feature, comparable to Case
. I tentatively make this assumption here.

3. On VSXP

3.1 VSO and VSPP

A fairly clear contrast can be detected with VSXP word order according to whether what follows S is a direct object or a PP. The following examples (discussed in part in the references quoted) illustrate the contrast:

(20) a (?) Ha telefonato Maria al giornale

                has phoned Maria to the newspaper

        b  *  Ha comprato Maria il giornale

                has bought Maria the newspaper

        c (?) Ha parlato uno studente col direttore

                has spoken a student to the director

        d  *  Ha corrotto uno studente il direttore

                has bribed a student the director

        e (?) Ha sparato il bandito al carabiniere

                has shot the gangster at the policeman

       f   *   Ha colpito il bandito il carabiniere

                has hit the gangster the policeman

        g (?) Ha telefonato il direttore del giornale al presidente

                has phoned the director of the newspaper to the president

        h  *  Ha incontrato il direttore del giornale il presidente

                has met the director of the newspaper the president

The sentences in (20) should be pronounced with continuous intonation, with no special break between S and the following complement. When a break intervenes, the picture changes in a way discussed in 3.2. 

The crucial difference between a direct object and a prepositional object is that the former is a DP while the latter is a PP. DPs need Case, while PPs do not.
 Rather, it is the DP embedded within the PP which needs Case and such Case is provided/checked within the PP, due to the presence of P. A Case related account thus suggests itself which I will phrase in the following terms. Assume that the direct object  must be associated with a relevant Case assigning/checking head. Assume such Case related  head
 to be located outside VP in a position higher than the Focus projection hosting the postverbal subject. This is the crucial factor ruling out VSO: the relation of O with the Case assigning/checking head cannot be established due to the intervention of S, ultimately, due to RM.
 Consider the simplified representation in (21) illustrating this point:
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As no external to VP relation is required for PPs, no RM violation is brought about by the presence of a PP following the postverbal S.

Two further considerations have to be made, before moving to the discussion of  VS#O (#, an intonational break) . The VSPP sequences in (20) appear to be best appropriate in situations where the whole VP is taken to be new information focus. The most direct way to characterize this interpretation within the guidelines assumed so far would be to assume that it is actually the whole VP, rather than just the subject which moves to the specifier of the Focus phrase. We leave this as an open possibility. It should be noted that, if this hypothesis is adopted, nothing changes in the proposed account for the different status of VSPP vs VSO, as all the relevant hierarchical relations involved remain unchanged.
  Note that PP can also be topic in sentences displaying the VSPP order. This would be the case in a sentence like (22)b as an answer to (22)a, normally associated with a downgrading intonation on the PP:

(22) 
a Chi ha sparato al carabiniere?

    
b Ha sparato il bandito al carabiniere

In these sentences only the subject should fill the Focus position.
As a last remark, something should also be said on the mild (for this reason put in parenthesis) “?” attributed to the VSPP examples in (20). As also hinted at in previous work, the less than perfect status of these examples could be related to a tendency to have a narrow focus interpretation of the postverbal subject, hence a preference to have it in the last position.
The tendency is not respected in the relevant examples in (20), whence their less than perfect status. On the other hand, no grammatical principle is violated, whence the acceptability of these sentences.

3.2 VS#O

Judgements change according to whether a pause intervenes between S and O, for O a direct object. Consider the following two possible sentences:

(23)    a L’ha comprato Maria, il giornale

              it(cl) bought M., the newspaper

           b Ha comprato Maria, il giornale

              has bought M., the newspaper

(23)a is a case of clitic right dislocation, (23)b is a case of so called emarginazione “marginalization” in Antinucci & Cinque (1977) sense. After the pause, indicated in both cases by the coma, a downgrading intonation characterizes the pronunciation of the following direct object. Although apparently very similar, the two structures can be considered to significantly differ. The distinction, which only manifests itself in few special contexts, has been brought to light in Cardinaletti (2001) and Frascarelli (2000). Consider the following question-answer pairs:

(24) A: Chi ha comprato il giornale?

                 Who bought the newspaper?

            B: a L’ha comprato Maria, il giornale

                   It(cl) bought M., the newspaper

                b *Ha comprato MARIA, il giornale

                    has bought M. the newspaper

As the different writing of the two examples is meant to suggest, the postverbal subject is necessarily contrastively focussed in the case of emarginazione while it is not necessarily so in the case of right dislocation. This explains why  a sentence like (24)Ba can be a felicitous answer to the question of information in (24)A, while (24)Bb cannot. (24(Bb essentially reproduces the judgement reported in (17)-(18). The following account can be provided for the distinction.

Consider the analysis of (24)Ba first. Following Cecchetto (1999), I assume that the right dislocated phrase fills a clause internal low topic position; the clitic is raised to the appropriate clitic position in the higher portion of the clause, leaving behind the topicalized object, with a stranding type of derivation which  assimilates these structures to clitic doubling structures in most important respects
. Given the shape of the VP periphery assumed here, this amounts to claiming that the right dislocated phrase fills the low topic position below the clause internal focus. We can assume that the necessary Case requirements are fulfilled by the clitic in these structures
. Hence there is no need to directly associate the topicalized direct object with the Case head located above the Focus projection. The postverbal subject fills the low focus position, accounting for its possible interpretation as new information focus.

Let us elaborate more on how the clitic fulfills Case requirements in (24)Ba. As  the clitic moves to the (Specifier of the) Case projection it ends up in a position higher than the position filled by S. In this position no interference by S occurs, hence accusative can be correctly assigned/checked.
 Note that lack of clitic would leave the direct object as the only element to fulfill Case requirements. But with O in VP and anyway lower than S, there is no way to avoid interference by S. The structure is consequently impossible, as we saw VSO structures are in general. The following schema summarizes the two different situations:

               2       

            O


                 v+Acc

                             (S)

                            

                          Focus

                                         Topic         VP        

                                                      (S)

                                                                (v)

                                                                         V          O

Given the very different status of (24)Ba and (24)Bb , an analysis along the lines just proposed is not to be extended to (24)Bb. As a matter of fact, an analysis along these lines could not be extended to (24)Bb, given the analysis just developed. Lack of the clitic in (24)Bb indicates that the object has to be related to its Case assigning head directly, without the mediation of the clitic. Hence, the structure is impossible as VSO usually is, as we discussed above. The presence of a pause in VS#O should not make any difference. The fact that the same word order is in fact (only) acceptable with an interpretation of the subject as contrastive focus rather than new information focus indicates that a different structure and derivation should be associated with this interpretation/intonation. Let us make the restrictive hypothesis that not only the contrastive focus interpretation  is available in the left peripheral focus position, but that in fact this interpretation is available only in that position. If this is the case, the contrastive focus interpretation is an indication that the element carrying it is located in the high left peripheral focus position. This means that the postverbal subject should fill the peripheral focus position in (24)Bb. Note that this has a direct consequence as far as the object is concerned. We can think that movement of the subject to the clause external focus position frees the object to establish the appropriate relation with the VP external Case assigning head. Schematically, if in (24)Ba the order of the relevant projections is the one indicated in (25), with S intervening between the object Case assigning head and O itself, in (24)Bb the order is the one indicated in (26), where S does not create any intervention effect, it being much higher in the structure:

(25) …. v+Acc ….[Focus (S)]….[Topic (O)]…..[VP (S)…..(O)]
  

(26)….. [Focus S] …..[IP……… v+Acc ….[Focus ]….[Topic  ]…..[VP …..(O)] ] 

If this is the correct hypothesis, the natural analysis of sentences like (24)Bb must imply that other topicalization processes are at work to reach the final word order: topicalization of the direct object into the peripheral topic position located below the focus projection (Rizzi(1997)), and remnant topicalization of the remaining portion of the IP pass the peripheral focalized subject and topicalized direct object:

(27) …..[ [IPk  ei ha comprato ej]Top [[MARIA] Foc] [[il giornale] Top]……IP
k

3.2.1 A follow-up on VS#O 

Given the described analysis of the “emarginazione” cases of VS#O, a natural question to ask is what would happen if the IP remnant movement part of the derivation does not take place.

It appears that sentences resulting from this kind of derivation are relatively acceptable:
 

(28) a ?MARIA, quel giornale, ha comprato

    Maria, that newspaper, has bought

b ?QUEI RAGAZZI, Maria, hanno criticato 

      those boys, Maria, have criticized

c ?IL RESPONSABILE, le soluzioni, troverà

     the responsible, the solutions, will find 

We can assume that the same procedures involved in the derivation of the “emarginazione” “VS#O” cases would extend to (28), modulo absence of the IP remnant movement step.

Note that direct objects are not normally allowed to be topic, without a clitic being present in the following clause. Well known contrasts like the one in (29) are easily detectable:

(29) a Il discorso, (Gianni) lo leggerà (Gianni) (a tutti)

               the discourse, (G.) it-cl will read (G.) (to everybody)

b *Il discorso, (Gianni) leggerà (Gianni) (a tutti)

                 the discourse, (G.) will read (G.) (to everybody)

As the constituents in parenthesis indicate, their presence and location appears to be irrelevant: the source of the contrast in (29) and in particular the ungrammaticality of (29)b, is solely to be identified in the absence of the clitic. Suppose that necessity of the clitic here is due to the fact that the empty position to which the topicalized phrase should be linked would not otherwise have a precise status (an assumption often made).
 The fact that the clitic can be missing in (28) is further indication that the possibility comes as a byproduct of the clause external focalization of the subject. Indeed, the phenomenon appears to be more general, as the possibility is also manifested if another constituent, different from the subject, is focalized, as indicated in (30)a which contrasts with (30)b:

(30) a  A GIANNI, il libro, ho dato

                to Gianni, the book, I have given

            b *Il libro ho dato a Gianni

                 the book I have given to Gianni

We can conclude that O can be topicalized without presence of the clitic only if another constituent is simultaneously focalized in the left periphery. We leave open for the time being a precise speculation as to exactly what kind of parasitic use of focalization the topicalized object is allowed to make, this crucially depending on what the exact explanation for the impossibility of (29)b turns out to be, one option being the one alluded to above (and footnote 47). We just note here that the equivalent of the “emarginazione” VS#O type sentences not involving the remnant step seems indeed to be possible, as one would expect. Note also that in all the possible cases, O is adequately Case licensed IP internally due to lack of intervention of S. Lack of intervention is brought about by focalization of S in (28) and by movement of (null subject “pro”) S to the preverbal subject position in cases like (30).

We conclude by pointing out that the kind of parasitic use of focalization that a topicalized direct object seems to be able to make which we just discussed, and which allows it to appear without a clitic in the following sentence, seems to be constrained in a precise manner: it is available only in the respective order illustrated in (28) and (30) with the focussed phrase preceding the topic phrase. The opposite order gives impossible results. Compare (28), (30) with (31):

(31) a  *Quel giornale, MARIA, ha comprato

                  that newspaper, Maria, has bought

b  *Maria, QUEI RAGAZZI, hanno criticato 

      Maria, those boys, have criticized

c  *Le soluzioni, IL RESPONSABILE, troverà

      the solutions, the responsible, will find

d  *Il libro, a GIANNI, ho dato

      the book, to Gianni, I have given

We can describe the different status by speculating that only a topic in a complement-like relation with focus can take advantage of presence of focus in the structure. If topic has focus as complement, the same advantage cannot be taken. We leave open further elaborations on this point.
 

3.2.2 VSO, S pronoun

A systematic class of “exceptions” to the general ban against VSO in Italian is provided by those cases where S corresponds to a personal pronoun. Consider in this respect the contrast in (32):

(32) a  Di quel cassetto ho io le chiavi

                of that drawer  have I the keys

            b *?Di quel cassetto ha Maria le chiavi

                of that drawer has Maria the keys

While the sentence in (32)b can only be rescued with a special contrastive/corrective intonation/interpretation on the postverbal subject “Maria”, no similar special intonation/interpretation needs to be associated with the pronoun in (32)a. The contrast between the personal pronoun and the lexical noun phrase suggests that pronouns should avail themselves of a further position in the postverbal domain, which is excluded for lexical noun phrases. This further subject position should be higher than the one filled by the lexical noun phrase and such that it would not interfere in the Case assignment of the direct object. Converging evidence is provided by the contrasts in (33) below. While a lexical postverbal subject noun phrase must follow low adverbs, a postverbal pronominal subject must precede them:

(33)   a  Di questo mi informerò io bene

                 of this will inform myself I  well

              b *?Di questo si informerà Maria bene

                    of this will inform herself Maria well

              c  Spiegherà lei completamente al direttore

                  will explain she completely to the director

              d *?Spiegherà Maria completamente al direttore  (cfr. (3))

                    will explain Maria completely to the director

Notice that if a low adverb precedes the postverbal pronomial subject, the latter necessarily receives a special contrastive/corrective interpretation ((34)a). This suggests that in this case the postverbal subject fills the higher focus position and the sentence is associated with a very different representation involving remnant movement of the clause above the postverbal subject, as in the analysis of (24)Bb above. The contrast in interpretation in (34) below indicates that, contrary to the postverbal pronominal subject the postverbal lexical subject can remain clause internal, thus not requiring any contrastive/corrective interpretation, as assumed so far:

(34)  
a  Di questo mi informerò bene io (non tu /..non importa che 

                lo  facciano altri)

                of this will inform myself well I (not you/…it doesn’t 

                matter that other people do it)

b  Di questo si informerà bene Maria

                of this will inform herself well Maria

3.3 VSO, VSPP: FI vs SI

In concluding this discussion, it is worth pointing out that a contrast in acceptability in VSXP structures seems to be detectable in French SI as well, with VSPP judged more acceptable than the excluded VSO. For instance, K&P quote pairs like the following:

(35)  a  Qu’a dit Jean à Marie?          (K&P (133))

            what said Jean to Marie

         b *A qui a dit Jean tout celà?

              To whom has said Jean all that

Although similar at first sight to the contrasts in presented (20), it is fairly clear from K&P’s discussion that the similarity of the two paradigms in the two languages should not be taken as an indication that the processes involved in the derivation of SI and FI should ultimately be the same. The most significant indication that this would not be the right approach is provided  by the fact that the VSPP order of Italian does not appear to be subject to the numerous constraints the equivalent order appears to be subject to in French. An illustration of that is provided by the fact that no so called counterdefinitness requirement constrains the nature of the PP in the VSPP order of Italian, as it does in French:

(36) a (?) Sta parlando Maria a qualcuno

                    is talking Maria to somebody

  b (?) Sta parlando Maria a Jean Jaques

           is talking Maria to Jean Jaques

  c  *Sta salutando Maria qualcuno

        is greeting Maria somebody

  d  *Sta salutando Maria Jean Jaques

         is greetin Maria Jean Jaques

  e  ?*Qu’a avoué Pierre à quelqu’un?

          what has confessed Pierre to somebody

  f   Qu’a avoué Pierre à Jean Jaques?

      what has confessed Pierre to Jean Jaques

     (K&P (140)a,b, quoted from Cornulier (1974))

Furthermore K&P remind the observation in Kampers-Mahne (1998) that VSPP is actually impossible in the structures where SI is induced by the presence of the subjunctive mood:

(37) *Il faut que le dise Jean à Marie

              it is necessary that it(cl) say (subjunctive) Jean to Marie

VSPP in Italian FI does not make any such distinction:

(38) a  E’ necessario che lo dica Gianni a Maria

      (it)  is necessary the it(cl) say(subjunctive) G. to M.

           b   Mi sembrava che lo stesse dicendo Gianni a qualcuno

    (it) seemed to me that was(subjunctive) saying it(cl) G. 

    to somebody

The order VSPP is equally possible in both cases.
 

3.4 On VSO in other Romance languages

As has been described in the literature (Zubizarreta (1998), Ordoñez  (1997), Motapanyane (1995)) VSO, O a direct object, is a possible word order in various Romance languages, not requiring any special stress or intonation associated to the sequence. I repeat below some examples from the reference quoted:

(39)   a  Todos los días compra Juan el diario     

             Every day buys Juan the newspaper

              (Zubizarreta (1998))

          b  Espero que te devuelva Juan el libro        

              I hope that cl-you return Juan the book

              (I hope that Juan returns the book to you)

              (Ordóñez (1997))

          c  O invita cam des Ion pe fata acesta           

              her invites quite often Ion ‘pe’ girl the-that

              (Ion invites that girl quite often)

              (Motapanyane (1995))   

But why should it be so? Why should there be such a difference between Italian (and Catalan…, cfr. Picallo  (1998)) on the one side and Spanish and Romanian on the other, limiting the domain of investigation to (some of) Romance?

There are in principle two attacks to this problem: a) the languages allowing VSO avail themselves of a further subject position, higher in the structure than the Focus  (or Topic) position hosting the postverbal subject in Italian and such that it would not interfere with Case assignment of the object; b) the languages allowing VSO avail themselves of a further way to Case mark the direct object, allowing it to remain VP internal, with no need to be associated to the VP external Case position, thus reducing VSO to the same status as VSPP in Italian.

In favor of the first approach, which is the one adopted, with differences, in the references quoted and in Belletti (2001) among others, is the observation that a similar higher subject position seems anyway available in other languages, e.g. Icelandic (see (5), (6) above), and, possibly, in Italian as well limited to hosting subject pronouns only, as in the discussion in 3.2.2. In favor of the second alternative goes the following consideration.  There appears to be a correlation between availability of VSO and existence of a special Case marking of direct objects in the same set of languages involving a preposition under certain conditions (e.g animacy of the object in Spanish, see Torrego (1998), from which I draw the examples in (40)). The preposition is also visible in object Clitic doubling constructions also possible in both Spanish and Romanian, in Romance:

(40) a  Ana saludò a uno amigo

                Ana greeted to a friend

b  Juan lo visitò al chico

                Juan visited to the boy

The hypothesis could then be that, at least in VSO, there can be recourse to an “abstract” version of the preposition for Case marking the direct object. Of course, the next step should be a thorough investigation of the conditions under which the abstract preposition should be licensed. I leave the two alternatives open here at this rather speculative stage, noticing that the correlation between possibility of VSO and existence of a preposition available to Case mark the direct object appears to hold beyond the Romance domain as it is also found in other languages as well, e.g. modern Greek.

4. On VOS

To the extent that VOS sequences are possible in Italian, we note that they are only marginally so and only appear to allow for a special interpretation. In order to be able to have sentences like the following (30),  the VO sequence must be given in the immediate context, i.e. it must be topic:

(41)    a ??Capirà il problema Gianni

               will understand the problem Gianni

           b ??Ha chiamato Maria Gianni

              has called Maria Gianni

           c ??Ha letto il romanzo Gianni

               has read the novel Gianni

For instance, a sentence like (41)a could constitute a possible answer to (42):

(42)      Chi capirà il problema?

             who will understand the problem?

In (41)a, the given part of the VP, VO, is repeated word by word. Of course, there are other more natural ways to answer (42). In the by far most natural answer to (42), the direct object is not fully repeated, but is rather pronominalized, as in (43)a; (43)b,c are the respective more natural answers than (41)b,c to the relevant parallel questions:

(43)   a Lo capirà Gianni 

            it will understand Gianni

         b L’ha chiamata Gianni

            her has called Gianni

         c L’ha letto Gianni

            it has read Gianni

We can account for the difference between the relatively strong marginality of (41) and the full acceptability of (43) in the following terms. Suppose that O is not allowed to remain in the position where it checks its Case. O can transit through (the Spec of) the Case position, but must void it.
 This leads us to conclude that VOS is impossible in Italian. I assume that this is the right idealization of the data. If O can empty the Case position, the structure is rescued, though: this is precisely what cliticization does. Whence the full acceptability of (43). But why is it that VOS has a slight degree of acceptability and is not fully ungrammatical, then? It is clear, for instance, that VOS is felt as more acceptable than VSO by Italian speakers. Suppose that, as suggested by the interpretation, VOS can be attributed an analysis to the effect that no violation of grammatical principles is involved. According to this analysis the constituent containing the VO sequence is interpreted as topic. Assume for concreteness that it fills the low topic position right above the clause internal focus. S fills the low new information focus position. To the extent that they are considered acceptable, these sentences would then illustrate an instance of clause internal remnant topicalization.
 We can speculate that this analysis is felt as somehow more costly than the more straightforward one whereby O is pronominalized and then cliticized. Whence, the non perfect status of the sentences in (41).
 

As an independent indication that this might be the correct approach to the problem, it is worth pointing out that the more “prototypical” the situation illustrated by the VO sequence is, the better the status of VOS becomes. Thus, for instance, sentences like the following (44) can often be heard in live radio broadcasting of soccer games, where VO pictures a typical situation in the games and counts as if it were taken from a given list of possibilities: 

(44)
 Protegge  l’uscita del portiere il terzino sinistro

             protects the coming out of the goal keeper  the left back

Another case where VOS is fully acceptable, and which does not involve pronominalization of O, is the one given in sentences like (3)d above, repeated in (45) following, where O is the quantifier “tutto”: 

(45)     Capirà tutto Maria    

            will understand everything Maria

As noted in connection with the discussion of paradigm (3), the quantifier “tutto” moves in syntax to a position high enough so as to enable it not to give rise to the same interference effect that low adverbs give rise to, which leads to the marginal flavor of VAdvS. The perfect status of (45) as opposed to the usually impossible VOS indicates that “tutto” should be located in a different position than the position a normal direct object would fill in VOS. As a possible way of characterizing the difference, we can assume that “tutto” is not in the object Case position. Possibly, “tutto” never ends up in this position altogether, as its quantifier status does not impose Case requirements on it. If the problem posed by VOS is linked to the impossibility of filling the object Case position, as we are assuming, we understand why “tutto” should not cause any similar problem. Note also that the perfect status of VtuttoS as opposed to the impossibility of VOS is further indication that the relevant ordering constraints do not involve any linear requirement. Furthermore, no topic like interpretation is necessarily attributed to VO, O= tutto, as expected under the adopted analysis.

4.1 More on [VO] remnant topicalization

We note that the postverbal subject in VOS is not c-commanded by the material contained within the remnant phrase. This leads us to expect that if some c-command relation is required to hold between O and S, this should not be possible. Indeed, it appears that binding relations cannot hold between O and S in VOS. Consider the following question-answer pair, necessary to provide a somewhat natural context for (the limited availability of) VOS in (46)b:

(46) a Chi ha salutato Gianni?

               Who greeted G.

   b *Hanno salutato Giannii i proprii genitori

      greeted(pl) G. his own parents

Note that the opposite direction of binding significantly improves the judgement:

(47)  a Chi ha salutato i propri genitori?

                Who greeted his own parents

    b Ha salutato i proprii genitori Giannii

     
     greeted (sing) his own parents G.

     c Chi ha baciato la propria moglie?

                Who kissed his own wife

 d Hanno baciato la propriai moglie tutti i candidatii

                       have kissed (pl) theis own wife all the candiates

The acceptability of binding in (47)b,d, can be assumed to be obtained through reconstruction of the remnant VO, with O interpreted in its base position where it is c-commanded by S.

The relative acceptability of the various answers to the questions in (48)  following (granted the usual marginality of VOS) may appear as problematic, at least at first glance:

(48) a Chi ha detto la verità?

                Who has said the thruth

   a’ Che cosa/chi ha espresso la verità? 

       What/who has expressed the truth

(49) a Non hanno detto la verità che due studenti

               have “not” said the truth “that” two students

   b Non ha detto la verità nessuno

      has not said the truth nobody

   c Non ha espresso la verità alcunché/alcun ministro

     has not expressed the truth anything/any minister

If  “non”, the licensor of the polarity expression in the postverbal subject position, is contained within the remnant moved VO sequence, the sentences in (49) should be impossible. But they are perfectly acceptable. How can this be? Suppose that, in fact, “non” is not contained within the remnant moved [VO] constituent, but that it is outside the topicalized constituent, in a position from where it does c-command the postverbal subject. As  a matter of fact this is directly suggested by the fact that the negation is attached to the auxiliary and not to the lexical verb. In the assumed analysis of VOS as involving remnant topicalization of the [VO] constituent, the verb involved in the process is the lexical verb; the auxiliary must be higher in the clause. The negation should then be at least as high as the auxiliary to which it is attached. This is schematically indicated in the simplified representation (50):

(50)…[IP  non+hanno   [TOP [VP ei detto la verità]j Top [Foc [che due studenti]i Foc   Top [VPj]]]]….]

Hence, the (marginal, as always for VOS) acceptability of (49) is not problematic for our general assumed account of the (marginal) VOS word order.  

It is interesting to note at this point that a contrastive focus interpretation/intonation on the postverbal subject in sentences like (49) leads to an even stronger marginality than the one normally associated with VOS. This is coherent with the restrictive assumption that contrastive focus is only established in the left peripheral focus position, and not in the clause internal one, reserved for new information focus only. If the postverbal subject fills the left peripheral focus position when it is contrastively focussed/stressed, then the remnant portion of the clause to be topicalized must contain the whole clause itself (with the subject trace); this in turn implies that the negation should be contained within the remnant topicalized portion, whence c-command would not hold between “non” and the polarity phrase in the postverbal subject. Indeed, it appears that it is not possible to associate the relevant interpretation/intonation to the following sentences in (51) B, D:

(51) A Hanno detto la verità tutti i partecipanti

                Have said the truth all the participants

B 1*? No, non hanno detto la verità CHE GLI STUDENTI

             No, have “not” said the truth “that” the students

                2*? No, non ha detto la verità NESSUNO

                       No, has not said the truth nobody

            C  Ha espresso la verità quel comportamento/quel ministro

                 Has expressed the truth that behavior/that minister

            D *?No, non ha espresso la verità ALCUNCHE’/

                    ALCUN MINISTRO

                    No, has not said the truth  anything/any minister

Sentences word by word identical to (51)B,D, e.g. (49), can be (marginally, as always with VOS) acceptable in the context of (51)A,C, but the intonation involved is not the contrastive one suggested by use of the capital letters on the postverbal subject in (51)B,D. In those cases the whole sentence might count as a correction, and the postverbal subject is not contrastively stressed/focussed.
 It is only in the latter interpretation/intonation that the sentences in (51)B,D are judged as very weird, indeed impossible. This is further illustrated by pairs like the following, which explicitly indicate the strong marginality arising if contrast/correction is exclusively put on the postverbal S:

(52) a  Ha detto la verità GIANNI (non Mario)

                 has said the truth Gianni (not Mario)

   b  *?Non hanno detto la verità CHE GLI STUDENTI ( non 

            i professori)

        have “not” said the truth “that” the students (not 

        the professors)

   c  *?Non ha detto la verità NESSUNO (non Gianni)

        has not said the truth nobody (not Gianni)

As a final remark on this point, we note that if we take the negative quantifier “nessuno” in the preverbal subject position where “non” licensing is not required in Italian as “non” does not show up altogether, and we associate it with contrastive focus intonation/interpretation, the resulting sentence is perfectly acceptable, as (53)b illustrates in the pair in (53):

(53) a Tutti hanno detto la verità

               everybody has said the truth

   b No, NESSUNO ha detto la verità (non tutti)

      no, nobody has said the truth (not everybody)

This indicates that there is nothing intrinsically wrong with this particular intonation/interpretation, but that the problem in (52)c is indeed structural in nature. 

5. Postverbal S can also be Topic 

As we have assumed that a low topic position is available below the clause internal focus one, nothing in principle should prevent a postverbal subject to fill the topic position in some cases. This possibility is available, as already illustrated in (10), and it is the only available one in some contexts. These contexts are wh-interrogatives to be discussed in 5.1. Let us first consider some further examples of simple declaratives where postverbal S appears to be a low topic, a possibility open by the proposed account. As also suggested by the downgrading intonation on postverbal S, the most suitable analysis of the examples b and d of the exchange in (54), has the subject as a topic. This would precisely be the low topic in question:

(54) a  Che cosa ha poi fatto Gianni per quella questione?

                What has then done Gianni for that matter

   b Sì, sì ha poi parlato, Gianni, al direttore

       yes, yes has then spoken Gianni, to the director

   c Che cosa farà Gianni?

      what will do Gianni

   d Partirà, Gianni

      will leave, Gianni

The PP “al direttore” in (54)b is a further topic. It is known from the left periphery that topics can be iterated. There wouldn’t be any reason for this not to happen for clause internal topics as well. 

5.1 Postverbal subjects in wh interrogatives

We start by noting that wh interrogatives allow and in fact require that the subject be postverbal. Contrasts like the following are well known and widely discussed in the literature:

(55) a Che cosa ha detto Gianni?

               What has said G.

           b *Che cosa Gianni ha detto?

                What G. has said

Without trying to provide an account for the reason(s) why the subject could not be preverbal in these interrogatives,
 let us try to determine where it is found when it is in the postverbal position.

We start by noting that wh interrogatives are systematically incompatible with left peripheral focalization. The illformedness of the sentences in (56), shaped on similar ones discussed in Rizzi (1997), illustrate this point:

(56)  a *Che cosa A GIANNI  hai detto?

              What TO GIANNI have you said?

        b *A GIANNI che cosa hai detto?

             TO GIANNI what have you said?

This kind of illformedness is interpreted by Rizzi as due to the fact that wh words end up into the specifier of the peripheral focus position, this position being unique, it cannot contain both a contrastively focussed phrase and the wh word. Assuming this to be the right approach, we could suppose that since in the approach developed here the postverbal subject is located in a different clause internal focus position, no incompatibility should be expected between wh interrogatives and clause internal focalization. It could then be assumed that there is no particular issue raised by wh interrogatives and that the postverbal subject of interrogatives like (55)a could be a postverbal focalized subject. 

However, the situation does not appear to be that simple. The next observation to make is that focalization appears to be a process normally affecting one single constituent per clause.
For instance no more than one constituent can undergo focalization in the left periphery:

(57)   *A GIANNI MARIA ho presentato

            to G. M. (I) have introduced

This impossibility could be traced back once again to the fact that there is only one focus position in the left periphery. The problem seems to be more general, though.  It appears that left peripheral focalization is also not compatible with clause internal focalization. It does not seem to be possible to associate the right interpretation/intonation to sentences like the following, with the left peripheral phrase contrastively focussed and the direct object in (58)a and the postverbal subject in (58)b interpreted as new information focus (underscored, for clarity); the sentences are attributed a star under this interpretation:

(58)   a  *A GIANNI ho regalato un libro

              to G. (I) have given a book

          b  *UN LIBRO ha letto  Gianni
                a book has read G.

The shape of paradigms (56), (57) and (58) suggests that a constraint  is operative to the effect that a sentence can only contain one focussed element. This constraint does not seem to make a distinction as to the kind of focus in question, as (58) reveals.
 If this is the case, wh interrogatives containing a postverbal subject are unlikely to be analyzed as involving a focalized postverbal subject and a wh word in the left peripheral focus position; they would constitute an isolated exception to the set of the paradigms in (56), (57), (58). I conclude that in fact the postverbal subject of wh interrogatives fills the low topic, not the low focus, position. A possibility made available by the analysis proposed, and made use of in other cases as well as those illustrated in (54) and (10). 

Further independent indication that this hypothesis is on the right track is provided by data from some northern Italian dialects. In these dialects (“Fiorentino” and “Trentino”) a particular subject clitic (F) or no clitic at all (T) appear in inversion structures in declarative clauses. The data are taken from Brandi & Cordin (1981).

(59)   a  Gl’è venuto le su’ sorelle   (F)

              it+has come his sisters

          b  E’ vegnù le so’ sorele        (T)

              has come his sisters

In wh interrogatives the subject must be in a postverbal position, much as in standard Italian. However, a different clitic from the one which shows up signaling inversion in declarative clauses appears in these cases. The subject clitic appearing in wh interrogatives is the one found in right dislocation. Consider (60) and (61) in this respect:

(60)   a Quando l’è venuta la Maria?   (F)

               when  she+has come the Maria?

          b Icché l’ha portato la Maria?

              What she+has brought the Maria?

          c *Icché gl’ha portato la Maria?

                What it+has brought the Maria?

(61)   a Quando è la vegnuda la Maria?   (T)

             When has-she come the Maria?

         b  Cosa ha la portà la Maria?

              What has-she brought the Maria

         c *Cosa ha portà la Maria?

               What has brought the Maria? 

               (Brandi & Cordin (1981, 15a,b, 74, 75)

These data are perfectly coherent with the analysis proposed above: the right dislocated subject of (60) and (61) fills the low topic position as in the analysis developed for standard Italian both for subject inversion in wh interrogatives and for right dislocation more generally. The interesting aspect of these data from the dialects is that the nature of the position occupied by the postverbal subject is revealed and made visible by the nature of the subject clitic (F) or by its very presence (T).

A last piece of evidence that the postverbal subject is not a focalized subject but rather a topic in wh interrogatives comes from contrasts like the one in (62) involving weak crossover configurations:

(62)    a *?Attualmente, in un suoi appartamento vive Giannii
                 At present, in one his apartment lives Gianni

           b   Attualmente, in quale suoi appartamento vive Giannii?

                At present, in which his apartment lives Gianni?

(62)a shows that a wco violation is induced by a postverbal subject in declarative clauses, while no such violation is induced by a postverbal subject in a wh interrogative. For reasons which we will not develop here, focus is known to give rise to WCO violations. Thus, the impossibility of (62)a can be seen as typical WCO violation induced by focus, as the postverbal subject fills the clause internal focus position according to our analysis.
 The fact that no comparable violation is at work in the wh interrogative (62)b is a further indication that the postverbal subject in these interrogatives is not focalized. The status of sentences like (62)b is perfectly compatible with the proposed analysis that the postverbal S is in topic position in wh interrogatives and the contrast between (62)a and (62)b indirectly supports the overall approach.

6. Concluding remarks.

The main purpose of this article has been the identification of different positions in the low IP area surrounding the VP. These positions appear to be related to different type of interpretations and associated intonation. The aim has been internal to the cartographic perspective presented at the outset. The main empirical domain analyzed has been the one concerning the distribution of postverbal subjects; however, the aim of this work has not been that of providing a systematic and comprehensive analysis of subject inversion structures. Several issues related to VS structures have not been touched upon, which are central for a detailed account of this complex phenomenology. Two of them are dealt with in some detail in Belletti (2001): the integration within the proposed clause structure and the assumed processes of clause internal focalization/topicalization of structures containing unaccusative verbs; the availability of nominative Case for postverbal subjects. For a discussion of these issues the reader is referred to the reference quoted.
 

The evidence presented here strongly indicates that the low IP VP-periphery is plausibly rich in the positions made available. These positions appear to be tightly connected with discourse related relations of Focus and Topic in a way significantly parallel to the positions available in the clause external (left) periphery.
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1With “topicalization” of an element I refer here to the process through which that element is dealt with as a/the “topic” of discourse, the “given” information. In the literature the term “topicalization” often indicates the process that here we refer to as “focalization”: the singling out of an element of the clause as the “new” or “contrastive” information. This terminological distinction should be kept in mind to avoid potential confusion. 


I make use of the labels Focus and Topic here as commonly done in the current literature. It should be kept in mind that these labels are just a first approximation to a more adequate way of expressing aspects of the relation between discourse and syntactic configuration. The issue of the appropriateness of the labels arises here in a way comparable to the similar issue concerning the appropriateness of  labels for Th-roles. In both cases it concerns the expression of the relation between formal syntax and the interpretive interface.


� I am using the term Spec in a traditional fashion incorporating classical X’ terminology. The proposal to be developed here can also be phrased in a bare phrase structure frame.


� See also Brody (1990) and the references quoted above. For a first formulation of a similar proposal assuming the presence of a clause internal focus position see Belletti & Shlonsky (1995);  see also Ndayiragije (1999), Jayaseelan (2001).


� As for the topic interpretation it is conceivable that it is uniform in both peripheries and is assimilated to “given”, “known”, “non-focus” interpretation. Although the notion “topic” no doubt requires further refinements on both semantic and pragmatic grounds (cfr. Buring ( 1995)), in what follows I am going to assume the general interpretation mentioned above, as “given” information.


� Throughout this work the term “postverbal” is used in purely descriptive terms to refer to  a subject appearing following the verb.


� Most of the data in this section concerning Italian are presented in in more detail in Belletti (2001).


� The literature is extensive in GB. See among others: Burzio (1986), Rizzi (1982), and the references cited therein.


� Given the subtlety of some of the data discussed in this work, I am sure to control for the relevant pragmatic and intonational variables involved only in Italian. Given the appropriate intonation and pragmatic situations assumed throughout, the conclusions to be reached should extend to the Romance area more generally. See Costa (2000) for a recent discussion of closely resembling data. 


� On the potentially misleading effect of the term “inversion”, see Belletti (2001).


� A silent doubling subject clitic remains inside the IP, thus accounting for the “stylistically” rather marked status of the construction.


� Note that this characterization, which needs further qualification, creates the expectation that other XP complements may be allowed to intervene between the verb and the postverbal subject in SI but not as easily in FI. The question is complex, but, as the discussion in K&P suggests, this could only be a partially correct conclusion, as VOS and  VPPS seem possible orders in French SI, at different levels of acceptability and with constraints regarding the interpretation of the object (preferably idiomatic). However, as will be discussed in section 4 below (see also the previous quoted work of mine), VO/PPS is not possible in Italian FI, unless the VO sequence receives a particular topic-like interpretation/intonation, which we will precisely interpret as involving the topicalization of a remnant constituent, although to a clause internal rather than to a clause external position. 


� On the impossibility for a direct object to follow the postverbal subject see section 3 below. 


� As it will be discussed in more detail below, the external Focus position, which one might want to suggest to be the position hosting the postverbal subject (combined with IP remnant movement), appears to always carry a corrective/contrastive interpretation/intonation which is completely absent in the examples discussed in (3)-(4), as noted  in the text. This strongly suggests that an analysis with the postverbal subject located in the left peripheral position and movement of the remnant IP across it is not revealing  and should be dismissed for these cases of subject inversion. I will limit this kind of analysis to those cases where the postverbal subject is indeed contrastively/correctively focussed, which also display various differentiating  behaviors  with respect to the non-contrastively/correctively focussed postverbal subject under analysis here. See sections 2.1, 2.2, 4.1 in particular for discussion.


� See Nicolis (2000) for recent discussion.


� Or the whole IP if S had moved out of the IP as in French SI according to K&P.


� In other words movement of “tutto” puts it further away from the position of the postverbal subject while “low adverbs” remain closer to it , with V in its final functional position in both cases. It is this hierarchical distinction which would be lost under a remnant movement analysis.


A reviewer claims that French SI appears to give rise to contrasts analogous to those in (3)-(4). If so, this might shed doubts on the overall analysis of  SI as involving movement of the remnant IP across the left peripheral subject, developed by K&P. As there is no explicit discussion of this point in K&P, I assume that their analysis of Frech SI can be maintained, pending further evidence on this point.


� On which see Belletti (2001).  See also  Saccon (1993), Pinto (1994).


� Extraction remains bad with wh-interrogatives (actually worse than with relatives):


(i)*?Di che cosa/di quale giornale ha telefonato il direttore al presidente?


        Of what/of what journal has telephoned the director to the president





As we will argue in section 5, the postverbal subject fills a different position in wh-interrogatives than in declaratives. The evidence indicates that both positions are impossible or very marginal extraction domains.


One could try to relate the general impossibility of extraction out of a postverbal subject  to the same  impossibility of extraction out of the preverbal subject position, an instance of  the operation of a “leftness constraint”. However, in order to obtain the desired word order, such a reductionist attack , potentially attractive and taken for instance in Longobardi (1998), would necessarily require the postulation of a derivation including a wider  (unjustified) use of remnant movement than the one admitted here, given the adopted guidelines. Moreover,  extraction appears to be worse when it takes place from the preverbal subject position than from the postverbal one. We could use diacritics ranging from * to “??/?*”. Thus,  if (ii) is a clear *, (iii) and the examples in the text can be judged as slightly more acceptable:


(ii) *la ragazza di cui il fratello ha telefonato alle 5


        the girl of whom the brother called at 5





(iii) ??la ragazza di cui ha telefonato il fratello alle 5 


          the girl of whom called the brother at 5





See Belletti&Rizzi (1988) for a possible account phrased in terms of CED/subjacency and differences in the number of crossed barriers in the two extraction sites.


Such a distinction  could not be easily expressed within  the reductionist approach which identifies the extraction site in the two cases. I will not attempt a precise update of the mentioned previous account for the distinction here.


� K&P point out that not all cases of wh-extraction are equally wellformed for different speakers. However, they assume that the right idealization is that wh-extraction is to be considered essentially possible.


� In some of the most typical cases discussed here and in previous work. But see below for cases where the postverbal subject gets the topic (given, old information) interpretation. As for  possibility of extraction no difference seems to be detectable as to whether the postverbal subject is  focus or topic. See also footnote 18.


� The A vs A’ distinction is probably not refined enough to provide an adequate characterization  of the notion relevant for CED. For the sake of the discussion the matter is simplified in the text and is left open here. 


Note incidentally, that, in those cases where V (or part of the clause containing V as in remnant type derivations, cfr. section 4) is in focus or topic  the clause internal focus and topic positions must be considered transparent domains for extraction of V to undertake morphological checking. See also Belletti (2001).


� For the sake of simplicity, I disregard here the important conclusions reached in Cardinaletti (1997, 2000) that there is more than a single preverbal subject position in the clause.


� The focalized status of the postverbal subject is further indicated by pairs like the following, also pointed out and discussed in some detail in Belletti (2001). See also Moro (1997) for a detailed discussion of (ii).


(i) a (Pronto, chi parla?) 		(ii) a (Chi è?)


             (hello, who speaks)                       (who is (there))                                                                                        


     b  Parla Gianni                             b  1 Sono io


        speaks Gianni                                   am I= it’s me


     c  *Gianni parla                                2 Sono Gianni


              Gianni speaks                                   am Gianni =it’s Gianni              


                                                                     3 E’ Gianni


                                                                        It’s Gianni


                                                                 c  *Io/Gianni sono/è


                                                                       I/Gianni am/is





� A possible alternative according to which the postverbal subject remains in its VP internal original position, assumed for instance in Cardinaletti (2001), is not viable in the restrictive approach adopted here according to which both the interpretation and the intonation should optimally be read off the syntactic configuration directly.


� In these “non….che” sequences the total omission of the article is more or less felicitous, depending on conditions yet to be understood and properly described. Although interesting in itself, I will not undertake a systematic description  here, which will take the discussion too far afield.


K&P seem to implicitly assume that the French “ne …que” construction is not submitted to the same kind of c-command requirement of “ne” over the “que” phrase that we are proposing for Italian. They allow for an extension of their analysis of SI to cases like the following (K&P (175), (176)):


Ne sont venus que Jean et Marie


Are not come that Jean and Marie





Ne sont venus qu’eux


Are not come that they





However, we think that c-command can still be taken to be the relevant notion here and that the facts in (i)-(ii) call for a better explanation. As also K&P indicate, these instances of SI are very peculiar and demand readjustments in their system anyway.


� Similar facts hold with the NPI “alcunché”:


(i)    a	questi esperimenti non mostrano alcunche’


               these experiments do not show anything





         b      da questi sperimenti non risulta alcunche’


                 from these experiments does not follow anything





         c     *alcunche’ (non) risulta da questi esperimenti


                  anything does not follow from these experiments





In these cases and, more generally, with indefinite subjects of unaccusative verbs, the subject is likely to remain VP internal (Belletti (1988), (2001)).


� Note furthermore that, as is well known,  the negative marker “non”, normally disappears when “nessuno” is a preverbal subject in Italian:


Nessuno (*non) ha parlato


Nobody has (*not) spoken





With the described analysis it would not be obvious how to force presence of “non” when the subject appears in the  postverbal position, in fact a concealed preverbal position normally excluding presence of “non”. 


� A reviewer points out that paradigms similar to (12)-(14) appear to hold in French SI as well. If this is the case, it is an open question how the analysis of SI proposed by K&P could analyze them in a way coherent with the interpretation provided for the relevance of the examples in (15). Possibly, not all cases of  SI should be uniformly analyzed as involving IP remnant movement to the left periphery, as I am assuming following K&P’s proposal. I leave the question open, once again pending further evidence on the relevant SI data.


� As well as the interpretation associated to VOS structures to be reviewed in 4 below. See Kiss (1998 ) for a clear  distinction of the two types of focuses.


� A sustainer of a “remnant IP” analysis could suggest that, contrary to the text proposal, a new information Focus position could also be available in the left peripehry and that whenever it is activated remnant IP movement is always required. Note that under this view one should also explain why this is the case  for new information Focus but not for contrastive/corrective Focus. How could the relevant distinction be expressed? Furthermore, all the evidence discussed in the text pointing to the “low” location of the postverbal subject in FI would be lost under any approach locating the postverbal subject in a “high” position, in the left periphery.


� Although those languages which have a particular focus particle might make the relation between Focus and Case look more plausibly strict.


� If one were to assume that once the preverbal subject is interpreted as a topic (Solà (1992), Ordoñez (1997) on Spanish) it fills an external topic position, here too the reflex on the outcome would be a special interpretation. On preverbal subject positions see Cardinaletti (2000). See also footnote 41 for a possible alternative.


� For reasons of space, I do not address the Case issue on the postverbal subject here. See Belletti ((2001), in progress) for a proposal.


� Clauses behave essentially like PPs: the order VSCP appears to be possible although with some complications hinted at in Belletti (2001) and which I will not further discuss here:


ha detto la mamma di andare a letto


has said mom to go to bed





ha detto la mamma che ha telefonato Gianni


has said mom that has telephoned Gianni





� Identifiable with the original AgrO head of Chomsky (1993). In the implementation proposed in the text it is assumed that the Case feature has to be related to small “v”, the head only present in transitive (and intrasitive) VPs (not in unaccusatives). In (21) this is obtained through movement of small “v” to Acc.


� The argument is a fortiori valid if S were to remain in VP. The relation between the Case assigning/checking head and O is the Agree relation of Chomsky (2001, 2002).


�  If the whole VP is in focus, the fact that “ne” extraction out of S remains systematically impossible in VSPP suggests that location in focus remains anyway responsible for this independently of whether a bigger constituent than S is located in Focus. 


� This could possibly be related to the fact that, in this way, S could be stressed through the NSR, allowing it to carry the prominency which seems to fit well with focus (usually interpreted as the result of a focus alignment operation; see Cinque (1993), the important work by Zubizarreta (1998) in this perspective, and current work by Guasti & Nespor). With  PP following S and being also interpreted as part of the new information focus, prominency must be spread in a way which is felt less than perfect.   


� See Cecchetto (1999) for convincing evidence that the topic position involved in right dislocation is indeed low in the clause structure. On the possibly “extended” analysis of doubling structures see Belletti (in prep). 


� I assume that RM is not violated by the movement of the clitic to the appropriate Case/head projection. 


Assume that movement of S to Focus frees O, here clitic, to move outside VP without RM being violated. On the intermediate VOS stage involved in this type of derivation, I assume that it is admitted as movement of the clitic continues.  The assumption here is that  if O does not move outside VP (and then further up) the Agree relation with the v+Acc head cannot be properly established if S intervenes, as in the discussion of (21). See 4 below for more on VOS.


Note that past participle agreement holds in these structures ((24)Ba) as in the general case. This further suggests that the first portion of the movement of the clitic to the Case assigning head is performed as XP-movement ( a widely assumed hypothesis, see Belletti (1999) and the references cited there).  


Note finally that if sentences like (i) (discussed in Belletti (2001, note 21)) could have a derivation involving (clause internal) remnant topicalization of V+O to the Topic position above the Focus phrase followed by movement of the clitic projection (producing no violation of RM, as discussed in the reference quoted), the same derivation could not extend to (ii) (equivalent to (24)b in the text) as the topicalized direct object follows the new information postverbal subject:


L’ha comprato Maria


It(cl) bought Maria





L’ha comprato Maria, il giornale 


It(cl) bought Maria, the newspaper





Hence, a different derivation must also be allowed along the lines suggested above, with movement of the clitic projection directly starting out of the topicalized direct object, below the focalized subject, with no remnant VO topicalization stage involved in this case.


� We can assume that it is sufficient that one of the two elements involved in the doulbling construction (the clitic) fills a Case position for the structure to be wellformed as the other (the lexical noun phrase) element fills an A’ position,  the Topic position (for more on doubling cfr. Belletti (in prep.)).  


� The notation (S) and (O) is simply meant to indicate that the intervention of S is obtained independently of whether the position relevant to determine it is the VP base position or the derived clause internal focus position. 


� Note that, with the relevant intonation, sentences with the VSO order containing a contrastively focalized  S and a topicalized O do not easily admit a NPI subject of the type illustrated in (12), as expected under the proposed analysis:


?*Non hanno detto che (i/ dei) LINGUISTI la verità


                  have “not” said the truth “that” (the/some) linguists the truth





The judgment improves if the object is right dislocated and a clitic is present, as expected:


Non l’hanno detta che (i/dei) linguisti,la verità


It(cl) have “not” said “that” (the/some) linguists the truth





As is clear from the proposed account, we agree with Cardinaletti’s (2001) insight that Right dislocation and emarginazione should be given a different analysis. However, the way to set the distinction is different. According to Cardinaletti (2001) the direct object remains in the VP internal position when it is “marginalized” and does not fill a topic position, while it does fill such a position in right dislocation. According to the analysis proposed here, in both cases the direct object fills a topic position, although a different one in the two cases (the clause internal one in (24)Ba and the peripheral one in (24)Bb). The empirical evidence on which Cardinaletti  bases the distinction concerns very subtle judgments. According to her, a quantifier cannot be right dislocated, as expected, while it can be “marginalized”; hence, only in the first case it should fill a topic/A’ type position while not in the second. We believe that the data are too subtle to be really usable to draw such a clear-cut distinction. Although the tendency probably goes in Cardinaletti’s direction due to reasons yet to be understood, it seems that in both emarginazione and right dislocation a quantified direct object is not admitted:


a *Non l’ha invitato Gianni, nessuno     (Cardinaletti (2001, (4)a,  judged *)


                    him(cl) has not invited Gianni, nobody





              b  ?* non ha invitato GIANNI nessuno  (Cardinaletti (2001, (5)B, judged ok)


                       has not invited Gianni nobody





a *Non l’ha detto/a Gianni, qualcosa


                    it(cl) has not said  Gianni, something





b ?*Non ha detto GIANNI qualcosa


       has not said Gianni something





It seems that the hypothesis that the direct object is in a topic position also when it is “marginalized” is not really put into question by these data. Although the residue, if real, remains to be understood. 


Consider finally the following fact: “ne” extraction from the object works perfectly well in VS#Ostructures:


Ne ha letto GIANNI, uno


Of them(cl) has read Gianni, one


This suggests that “ne” extraction is performed from the object (base) position, a typical extraction site, prior to the application of the other focalization and topicalization processes involved to reach the final structure along the lines of (27). Note that this suggests, differently from K&P, that the correct c-command relation between “ne” and its extraction site can be obtained through reconstruction. 


� It would seem that the interpretation probably does not force this step, as IP would be interpreted as topic also in situ. The plausible assumption seems to be that the topic interpretation can either be read off the structure or come from a negative definition: “non focus”. See also Rizzi (1997). 


� Although they are slightly more marginal than the sentences analyzed as (26) (whence the “?”), a fact which we leave unexplained for now.


� Presumably, it would be a variable. As the topicalized phrase is not an operator, it would not qualify as an adequate binder for it.  Whence the impossibility. The fact that a real operator cannot be a topic either:


(i)*nessuno ho visto


      nobody I have seen





(to be contrasted with NESSUNO ho visto, where the operator is in focus)


could receive different accounts. See Cinque (1990). Descriptively, we can state that there seems to be an intrinsic incompatibility between the operator status and the topic position.


� Of course the perfect:


IL LIBRO ho dato a Gianni


The book I have given to Gianni





is  a regular instance of left peripheral focalization, which, as such, never requires a clitic.


� One possibility could be to say that the special topic construction we are dealing with is in fact selected by focus (L.R., p.c.). Alternatively, if the role of focus in licensing the low topic consists in making the operator-vbl interpretation available for the topic (normally excluded, see the preceding footnote 47), it could be tempting to say that in the excluded Topic-Focus order, Focus would interfere in the establishing the relevant relation between topic and the IP internal vbl. No interference arises with the other order Focus-Topic.


� Similar contrasts are also presented in Benincà (1988), Cechetto (1999).


� It could be that the partial similarity of the Italian and French paradigms reflects the operation of an ultimately similar constraint. I do not pursue this question further here. See Alexiadou & Anagnostopoulou  (2001) for recent discussion which also give a central role to Case.


� As also rediscussed in Torrego (1998), the doubling clitic only shows up in the dative in Peninsular Spanish.


� Thanks to A.Roussou for pointing this out to me.


� This could be due to the fact tha Italian is not an Object shift language, although the object shift position is probably not to be identified with the object Case position. On the necessity to empty the object Case position see also Belletti (1999). See also the recent discussion in Chomsky (2000, 2001) in connection with the analysis of Object shift.


� See Belletti (2001) for further elaboration on this point. In what follows I eliminate the “??” diacritics on VOS for the ease of the discussion. It should be kept in mind though, and it will be stressed throughout the text , that VOS is systematically marginal in status, as discussed here.


� This could be due to the fact that the remnant type process involved is used here as a kind of “parasitic” savaging strategy.


� Cardinaletti (2001) detects a contrast between (346)b in the text, judged ungrammatical (footnote 13, (i)) and (i), judged perfect (her (35)b) (see also Ordoñez (1998) on Spanish):


Ha visitato Gianni un collega della propria moglie


Cardinaletti suggests that, for yet to be understood reasons, embedding of the reflexive anaphor improves the judgement. She idealizes the data so as to assume that binding of the object over the subject is indeed possible and that the relevant data is (i). However, we do not find any significant improvement between (i) and (46)b in the text. If S is made plural in (i), so as to disambiguate the structure, the resulting sentence appears to be as unacceptable as (46)b:


*Hanno salutato Gianni i genitori della propria moglie


Similar data hold for quantifier binding:


*Hanno salutato ogni ragazzo i suoi genitori


Sentences of this kind, but with singular number, are judged ok by Cardinaletti, who agrees about the degradation of the judgement with the unambiguous plural number (p.c.). To the extent that a real idiolectal distinction has to be captured here, it is conceivable that it could be characterized by assuming that Cardinaletti avails herself of an “object shift” type of  derivation whereby the object is allowed to remain in the object Case position (from where it would c-command the focalized subject), not being forced to leave the position through cliticization. This option is not readily available in general, as we discussed. 


� Of course, if contrastive focus could also be clause internal, we would not necessarily expect any degradation in (51) as opposed to (49). This constitutes further indication that contrastive focus is to be limited to the left peripheral area.


� I will not make any concrete hypothesis as to what the correct analysis of a corrective clause should be. I assume that hierarchical relations are preserved in this kind of clauses as in simple declaratives.


� See Rizzi (1996) and the references cited there; see also Poletto (2000).


� Possibly up to the whole clause.


� This suggests that the core notion of focus is one and the same for both kinds of focuses identified. See Rooths (1992) for a formalization of what might be taken to be the core semantics of (any) focus. Answers to multiple questions are usually brought up as examples of sentences containing multiple foci. However, this is probably an oversimplification and, possibly, a not refined enough view of the interpretation of this kind of pairs. A detailed discussion of this topic would take us too far afield. I postpone to other work in progress a closer discussion of multiple question/answers pairs. For now, I just assume that the case of multiple questions can be put on the side, and that real cases of multiple foci do not exist indeed.


� Note that any kind of focus induces wco violations. So, there is no difference in status depending on whether the focalized element is either contrastively focussed or is new information focus, as the postverbal subject in (51)a. (i) is equally impossible:


*?Attualmente in un suoi appartamento vive GIANNIi 


                  At present , in his own apartment leaves Gianni





� In a sentence like (i) with the focus of new information on the verb and the postverbal S interpreted as topic, no WCO appears to arise:


Attualmente, nel suoi appartamento dorme, Giannii


At present , in his own apartment sleeps Gianni





� The Case issue is also taken up in Belletti (in prep.) within the larger context of the analysis  of doubling structures.
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