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1.  Introduction 

My goal in this paper is discussing a version of the directionality parameter that is adequate enough to capture the most basic correlations pointed out in the recent typological literature. In doing so, I will first consider the directionality parameter proposed by Saito and Fukui (1998) and claim that it is more adequate than a canonical version of the Head-Complement parameter. The reason that makes Saito and Fukui (1998) theory particularly interesting is that, by adopting it, it is possible to capture the correlations between the order of verb and object in a certain language and the direction of adjunction operations in that language. On the other hand, the Head-Complement parameter, by definition, is only concerned with the order of heads and complements and, consequently, leaves adjunction structures out of consideration. However, after discussing the advantages of Saito and Fukui's theory, I will also point out some serious drawbacks and this will lead me to propose an alternative formulation of the directionality parameter that aims at inheriting the advantages of Saito and Fukui's formulation but avoids its problems.

Saito and Fukui proposes a parametrized version of phrase structure theory. They argue that the output of the fundamental operation Merge, which combines two syntactic objects into a more complex one, is an ordered pair and propose that the choice of the object that transmits its label is parametrized. In some languages (those of the Head-Complement type, like English) what projects is the first element of the ordered pair, in other languages (those of the Complement-Head type, like Japanese) what projects is the second element. As Saito and Fukui observe, this theory derives both the results that are standardly explained by adopting the Head Parameter and the “directionality of adjunction” condition, namely the fact (originally observed by Saito 1985) that there is a strong correlation between the direction of adjunction in a certain language and the value of the Head Parameter in that language. For example, leftward adjunction operations like scrambling are easily allowed only in head final languages like Japanese, Turkish and Hindi while rightward adjunction operations like extraposition and Heavy NP Shift are easily allowed only in head initial languages
. An illustrative example suffices to show how Saito and Fukui's theory derives the “directionality of adjunction” condition. Suppose that in a language like Japanese the direct object NP (or DP) undergoes movement and adjoins to the VP. A priori it can either adjoin to the left or to the right, but the site of adjunction is not without consequences. If the moved  NP adjoins to the left, given the setting of the Head Complement parameter in Japanese (which, assuming Saito and Fukui's theory, is codified in the definition of Merge), the VP will project and the syntactic object that gets formed will be selected by INFL, in the usual way. But now suppose that the direct object NP adjoins to the right. Since it is the second element of the ordered pair, the direct object will project and the derivation will crash (because INFL does not select for an NP). So, adjunction to the right of the VP is not possible in Japanese. The converse reasoning applies to the English case. In this language a direct object NP can only right-adjoin to the VP, because, if it left-adjoins, it projects. This is supposed to explain the absence of scrambling in English. 

Despite the fact that it is a simple and elegant account, Saito and Fukui's theory faces some difficulties. First, as we will see, the theory in its simplest form predicts that specifiers should be located in the right side of the tree in VO languages but they appear to be to the left side. Saito and Fukui deal with this problem but their treatment does not extend to a crucial case, namely the position of the subject in Spec,VP. Second, even in English and Japanese there are constructions that are prima facie counterexamples to the “directionality of adjunction” condition but Saito and Fukui do not consider them. I will discuss these two complications but I will show that they are not real problems. However, there is a third and very severe problem for Saito and Fukui's theory, namely the fact that it runs into a overgeneration problem that is very hard to avoid. For this reason, I will end up  rejecting Saito and Fukui's theory. However, my alternative proposal sticks to what I take to be the most important tenet of this theory, namely the idea that the directionality parameter must capture both the order between head and complement and the direction of adjunction. In particular, I will propose a condition that constraints the way the tree develops by making the left or right placement of a node dependent on its branching or non branching character.

Before entering the core of this paper a couple of general remarks are required. The first one concerns the fact that several recent influential theories have adopted the hypothesis that adjunction is not allowed by Universal Grammar and have re-analyzed adjunction configurations as cases of Spec-Head configurations that typically involve a covert head (cf. Kayne 1994 for a phrase structure theory that does not distinguish specifiers and adjoined elements and Cinque's 1999 work on adverbs for a systematic exploitation of this idea). So, it might appear that what I am going to say in this paper is irrelevant if these kind of theories are adopted. However, this would be too quick a conclusion. As a matter of fact, even theories that assume that real adjunction does not exist must distinguish specifiers that are created as part of a feature checking operation (say, Spec, IP or Spec,CP) and others that are not (say, adverbs that are base generated in the Spec of specialized positions, as in Cinque's hierarchy). As will be become clear, the version of the directionality parameter that I will end up adopting can be implemented in any theory that distinguishes between Spec positions created by feature checking movement and others non-complement positions occupied by maximal projections, and that much seems to be a common trait to the currently available theories. However, even if I will remain neutral on the question if real adjunction is allowed or not, I will use for convenience the label "adjunction" as a cover term to refer to configurations in which a maximal projection does not sit in a Spec created by a feature checking operation and is not in a complement position either
.

A related but distinct observation has to do with another facet of Kayne's (1994) work, namely its rejection of the Head Parameter. Kayne has argued against the Head Parameter based both on a theory internal argument (the right formulation of phrase structure theory would not allow for such a parameter) and empirical evidence (there are languages that seem head final in certain constructions and head initial in others and furthermore it is possible to find inconsistencies even in languages that are usually described as consistent). My paper, which by virtue of  offering  a new version of the directionality parameter is exploring the opposite view of Kayne's on this matter, obviously does not aim at offering conclusive evidence on this debate. My goal is more limited. Assuming that the core of the correlations pointed out in the Greenbergian tradition are correct and need to be explained (on this, see paragraph 2), I will try to develop a theory that can account for them as completely as possible. The fact that these correlations are statistical means that there are languages in which they do not hold. Although the theory of directionality that I propose can directly account for consistent languages only (those in which the observed correlations hold), having  a theory of directionality introduces some constraints on what makes inconsistent languages inconsistent (on this see paragraph 4). Needless to say, future research can show that inconsistencies cannot explained by adopting the strategies that are compatible with the proposed version of the directionality parameter. However, a parallel claim can be made for theories that negate the existence of any form of the Head Parameter, like Kayne's. For example, such theories predict that what appears to be a consistent complement-head order across categories in "pure" OV languages is the result of a conspiracy of reasons because the complement-head order would be triggered by a different factor in each category that displays it. So, ultimately these theories can be successful only if future research will be able to identify such different factors. In the meantime, it seems to me that the most productive strategy is making the competing theories as precise as possible and, as I said, I will try to do that by discussing in detail a specific version of the theory that assumes that the Head Parameter exists.

This paper is organized as follows. In section 2, I briefly summarize Dryer's (1992) work on word order. In section 3, I begin my critical analysis of Saito and Fukui's theory by studying what the theory predicts on the base position of subjects. In section 4, I discuss if this theory can explain Dryer's observation that the order of noun and relative clause correlates with the order of verb and complement, whereas the order of noun and adjective does not. Section 5 and section 6 are devoted to adjunction operations in English, Romance and Japanese that seem to be inconsistent with the setting of the directionality parameter in these languages. In section 7, I present the overgeneration problem that leads me to reject Saito and Fukui's theory and in section 8 I present my alternative version of the directionality parameter. Section 9 concludes the paper.

2. What are Correlation Pairs?

Since the typological results summarized in Dryer's (1992) are directly relevant for our topic, it's worth opening this paper by giving a brief outline of them.  Dryer, based on a large sample of 625 languages, tries to identify those pairs of grammatical elements whose order correlates with the order of verb and object. More specifically, he proposes the following definition:

(1)
If a pair of elements X and Y is such that X tends to precede Y significantly more often in VO languages than in VO languages, then  <X,Y> is a Correlation Pair and X is a Verb Patterner and Y is an Object Patterner with respect to this pair.

In most cases, Dryer's investigation identifies as Correlation Pairs pairs of elements that had already been recognized as such in the Greenbergian tradition (cf. Greenberg 1966). For example, the following elements form Correlation Pairs (the list is not complete): adpositions and NPs (to + John), noun and genitive (father + of John), verb and (subcategorized) adpositional phrases (slept + on the floor), copula and predicate (be+ a teacher), tense/aspect auxiliary verb and VP (has + eaten dinner), complementizer (or adverbial subordinator) and embedded clause (that + John is sick or because + John has left). Interestingly, in all these cases it is plausible (or at least  conceivable) to imagine that that the Object Patterner in the Correlation Pair is a complement of the Verb Patterner. However, there are at least two clear cases in which a Correlation Pair is not formed by head and complement. They are pairs formed by noun and relative clause (the man + who I saw) and pairs formed by adjective and standard (taller + than John) in comparative constructions. Curiously, Saito and Fukui do not mention this, but it seems to me quite clear that the existence of such Correlation Pairs introduces a substantial advantage of their theory with respect to a more canonical version of the Head Parameter. In fact, whereas a canonical version of the Head Parameter has nothing interesting to say on these Correlation Pairs because it is only concerned with the order of heads and complements and, under standard assumptions, relative clauses and standards in comparative constructions are not complements, Saito and Fukui's theory can easily derive the observed correlation. The reason why Saito and Fukui's theory can be successful in this respect should be clear: in a VO language the first element in the ordered pair projects, therefore if the relative clause (or the standard) were in the initial position, it would project and an uninterpretable object would be formed. Conversely, in OV languages. To restate this point in slightly different terms, the "directionality of adjunction" condition has been originally intended by Saito (1985) to capture adjunction configurations created by scrambling-like movement. However, if this hypothesis is right, also base generated adjunction configurations should be dependent on the directionality parameter and this is what typological researches suggest
. 

Probably the most substantial difference between Dryer's results and the former typological literature is introduced by the fact that Dryer can show that noun and adjective do not form a Correlation Pair. This pattern is particularly interesting since relative clauses, which, like adjectives, are modifiers of the noun, do hold to a Correlation Pair, as I just said. I will go back to the interesting contrast between adjectives and relative clauses in paragraph 4.

Summarizing, the recent typological research confirms the existence of a correlation between the order of verb and object and the order of other pairs of elements. In at least two cases, the elements that form a Correlation Pair cannot be seen as a head and its complement and this makes Saito and Fukui empirically superior to a canonical version of the Head Parameter
.

3. Specifiers and the Base Position of Subjects

Saito and Fukui's theory, if taken in its simplest form, predicts that specifiers ought to be located to the right in VO languages, as I can show by using a representative example. Think about the case in which the subject is merged (as part of the operation Move, if the VP internal subject hypothesis is right) with the node that I will informally call I' (it is the node that results from merging the INFL node with the VP). Given the setting of the directionality parameter in English, the node I' can project only if it is the first element of the ordered pair when it is merged with the subject. Therefore the latter element should be placed in the right branch of the tree. The same holds for wh phases in English when they are merged with the node that we can informally call C'. To block this unwanted consequences, Saito and Fukui assume that movement is allowed to create a structure that diverges from the X’-schema which holds in a certain language when it has a Last Resort character
. As I understand it, the intuition behind Saito and Fukui's theory of specifiers is the following (I rephrase my understanding of this intuition in the terms of the more recent minimalist technology). So-called adjunction operations (scrambling and cognate type of rightward movement), but crucially not feature checking movement,  are very similar to simple cases of phrase structure constructions, that is cases of pure Merge in which a more complex syntactic object is created out of two objects selected from the Lexical Array. Both these operations are subject to the directionality parameter. The only difference between scrambling and pure Merge is that in the former case what is merged is the second copy of the constituent that undergoes movement whereas in the latter case what is merged is by definition a first copy. Apart from this, the way in which the structure is extended in pure Merge and adjunction operations is exactly the same. On the other hand, the cases in which a specifier is created as an output of feature checking movement are different. Whatever the most adequate characterization of feature checking movement turns out to be, it must be assumed that the creation of a Spec position is ancillary to another operation (either feature movement, as in Chomsky 1995, or Agree, as in Chomsky 1998 and 1999) rather than being a simple case of Merge. In particular, the creation of a Spec position as part of feature checking movement is a form of pied piping and pied pied material is uniformly placed in the left branch.

Even if we adopt Saito and Fukui's treatment for specifiers, there is an important issue that remains open and they do not discuss, namely the base position of subjects within the VP
. The point is that Saito and Fukui's theory still predicts that base generated subjects in VO languages should be located to the right of the VP, since the operation that merges the subject with the VP is "pure merge" rather than feature checking movement. Is this a good prediction? Although a complete answer would require a detailed typological search that is outside the scope of the present work, I suspect that, contrary to what is normally believed, the answer might be positive. Take English. The assumption that subjects in English are base generated in Spec,VP and this node is located in the left branch of the tree is motivated mostly by conceptual reasons (specifiers, when visible, are located in the left branch of tree and Spec,VP by uniformity should be placed on the same side). However, this conceptual reason dissolves if one assumes Saito and Fukui's theory, as I just said. Crucially, the available empirical evidence fits Saito and Fukui's theory more than the standard picture. I will assume, as a null hypothesis, that the superficial position of the subject in a expletive construction signals its base position. If so, the fact that transitive expletive constructions like (2) and (3) are (marginally) acceptable only if the subject follows the direct object suggests that the subject is generated into the right branch of the tree (the marginal acceptability of transitive expletive constructions in English has been  pointed out by Richard Kayne) 
.

(2) There entered the room a strange man

(3) There hit the stands a new journal

Even more telling is the case of languages in which postverbal subjects  are much more widespread, due to the availability of the expletive null subject pronoun. If one looks at the studies on postverbal subjects in Italian in the early GB tradition before the VP internal subject  hypothesis was established (cf. Rizzi 1982), one can see that the standard description was that postverbal subjects are right adjoined to the VP. This is suggested among other things by the fact that in transitive sentences the postverbal subject follows the direct object
:

(4) Non ha detto niente Gianni

NEG has said nothing Gianni

"Gianni didn't say anything"

(5) ?* Non ha detto Gianni  niente

NEG has said Gianni nothing 

The contrast between (6) and (7) is even more revealing. Assuming that the extraction site of the clitic ne is the sister position of the verb (see Burzio 1986 and Belletti and Rizzi 1981 for a discussion of ne cliticization), the desired word order is only derived if the postverbal subject is located in the right branch of the VP.

(6) Ne hanno mangiate tre i ragazzi

(they) of-it have eaten three the boys

(7) ?? Ne hanno mangiate i ragazzi tre

(they) of-it have eaten the boys three

If we stick to the null hypothesis that also in Italian expletive constructions a postverbal subject surfaces in its base generated position, the prediction of Saito and Fukui's theory seems to be confirmed. Let us conclude cautiously that the consequences of this theory for the issue of where subjects are base generated seem positive, at least in the subset of VO languages that I am considering in this paper
.

4. The Absence of Correlation 
In this paragraph, I briefly consider two main circumstances in which the word order between two elements does not reflect the order of verb and object. 

The first one is Dryer's observation that relative clause and noun form a Correlation Pair whereas noun and adjective do not. I think that, since in Saito and Fukui's theory feature checking movement does not obey the directionality parameter, it is not hard to explain why adjective and noun do not form a Correlation Pair (although, as always, a fully satisfactory investigation would require an extended crosslinguistical search  together with a fine grained analysis of each case). In particular, I propose that that the difference between the noun and adjective pair and the noun and relative clause pair is reducible to the fact  that noun and adjective (but crucially not noun and relative clause) can morphologically agree (in gender and number). In particular, the presence of agreement plausibly indicates that a movement into a Spec position takes place in the structure (say, to establish a Spec-Head relation which is instrumental for the checking of the agreement between noun and adjective). Various theories of this kind have been proposed (cf. Cinque 1994). If these theories are right, it is expected that some rearrangement between noun and adjective can occur. On the other hand, since they never agree, no rearrangement between relative clause and noun can take place and the order between them displays the base configuration, which in turn depends on the setting of the directionality parameter
.

The second case in which the order of verb and object does not determine the word order in the sentence is inconsistent languages. If Saito and Fukui's theory is adopted (but the same holds for the version of the directionality parameter that I am going to propose in paragraph 8), the privileged strategy to treat inconsistent languages is the one used to explain the difference between the noun and relative clause pair on the one side and the noun and adjective pair on the other side, namely to posit an occurrence of feature checking movement when an inconsistent order is observed. Since it does not obey the directionality parameter (because specifiers are uniformly located in the left branch), feature checking movement can obscure the basic word order. Of course, this strategy is hardly anything new (for example, this is the treatment adopted by linguists who posit that German and Dutch are OV in the base configuration and assume that the order found in the matrix clause is forced by the V-2 requirement)
. Generally speaking, one specific task of theories that assume a directionality parameter is reducing inconsistencies as much as possible to cases in which feature checking movement has concealed the consistent configuration
. Specularly, as I said in the introduction, the task for theories (like Kayne's 1994) that assume that languages are all VO in the base configuration is explaining the consistent complement-head order across categories in "pure" OV languages as a result of a conspiracy of factors.

5. Detachment in the "Wrong" Direction in Romance and English

Saito and Fukui's theory, as I said, correctly predicts that scrambling of the Japanese type should not be possible in English and Italian. However,  these languages do have constructions in which a constituent is “detached” to the left of its argumental position. Although Saito and Fukui do not discuss them, it is clear that these constructions are potentially troublesome. Before considering them, let us ask how their theory can handle cases of left detachment in Head-Complement type languages. It seems to me that the logic of the approach leaves only two possibilities open. The first one is to say that whenever a left detachment takes place an abstract head is involved and the left detached constituent actually occupies the specifier position of the maximal projection headed by the abstract head. If this is the case, the left detachment case becomes a sub-case of the familiar Spec-Head configuration that is treated within Saito and Fukui's theory by the assumption that feature checking movement does not obey the directionality parameter. The second possibility capitalizes on the fact that what prohibits left adjunction in Head-Complement type languages is the fact that a left adjoined constituent is bound to project and this, in typical cases, leads the derivation to crash since selectional restrictions are violated. But there is a node of the syntactic tree that, by definition, is never selected: the root. So, I conclude that the prediction of Saito and Fukui's theory is that in English and Italian left detachment ought to be possible at the root (always) and in a embedded position only if the left detached constituent sits in  a specifier position.

If we now look at the literature on left detachment constructions, we observe that this prediction is borne out.  Take Italian (and Romance in general). There seems to be a significant agreement in the literature on the fact that two different left-detachment constructions must be distinguished, Hanging Topic exemplified in (8) and CLLD (Clitic Left Dislocation) exemplified in (9). One simple way to distinguish them is by observing which kind of pronoun functions as a resumptive element. In the former construction it must be a clitic, while in the latter it can be a strong (stressed) pronoun
:

(8) Gianni, lui è arrivato tardi (.... ma suo fratello non è venuto proprio)

Gianni he(STRONG PRONOUN) has arrived late but his brother not has come at all

(9) Gianni l’hanno visto ieri

Gianni (they) him(CLITIC) have seen yesterday

The point which is relevant for us is that Hanging Topic is described as being uniquely a root phenomenon, while CLLD can take place in a embedded context too:

(10) * Che, Gianni, abbiano visto lui deve essere vero 

That Gianni (they) have seen him(STRONG PRONOUN) must be true 

(11) Che Gianni lo abbiano visto deve essere vero 

That Gianni (they) him(CLITIC)  have seen must be true 

Switching to English, a distinction parallel to the one observed in Romance is reported in the literature (cf. Lasnik and Uriagereka  1988 and references cited therein). Two left detachment constructions are described: Topicalization and Left Dislocation
. These are easily distinguishable because only in the latter a “resumptive” pronoun occupies the canonical position of the left detached constituent. Furthermore, and crucially for us, whereas Topicalization can take place in a embedded context, Left Dislocation is uniquely a root phenomenon (examples 12-13 are from Lasnik and Uriagereka  1988: 155)

(12) That Syntactic Structure you should read, is obvious

(13) *That Syntactic Structure you should read it, is obvious

In his work on left periphery Rizzi (1997) has argued extensively (and based on a line of  argument totally independent from the one I am pursuing in this paper) that in Romance CLLD and English Topicalization the left detached constituent sits in a specifier position of a maximal projection headed by a null topic head. So, assuming that the standard description of detachment constructions in English and Romance is correct and also assuming that Rizzi is right, the pattern of left detachment fits the requirements of Saito and Fukui's theory: real adjunction is only allowed at the root while other putative cases of left adjunction are more properly analyzed as cases of Spec-Head configuration with an abstract head
.

6. Detachment in the "Wrong" Direction in Japanese 

Saito and Fukui's theory predicts that right detachment should only be possible at the root in Japanese. This is due to the same reason that restricts left adjunction to the root in English and Romance: the root is the only node of the syntactic tree which is not selected. In this paragraph, I show that this prediction is borne out. Japanese, alongside a sentence like (14), which displays (one of) the canonical word order(s),  also admits a sentence like  (15),  in which a constituent (in this case the direct object) is right dislocated. I will call Japanese Right Dislocation (JRD) the construction exemplified in (15)
.

(14) Taro-ga susi-o tabeta

Taro-NOM sushi-ACC ate

(15) Taro-ga t  tabeta (yo) susi-o

Taro-NOM ate sushi-ACC

The word order in the JRD sentence (15) is obviously compatible with a structural analysis in which the right dislocated constituent is right-adjoined to the root. However, in order to test the prediction of Saito and Fukui's theory, we need to show that right-adjunction to the root is not only possible, but also obligatory in JRD sentences like (15). In the following I do this by applying to JRD the same diagnostic applied by Saito (1985) to scrambling. Saito has attributed the contrast between (17) and (18), both derived from (16), to the  Proper Binding Condition (PBC), which states that traces must be c-commanded, because only in the former sentence the trace of the scrambled PP contained in the scrambled CP is c-commanded:

(16)  John-ga [CP Bill-ga [PP sono mura-ni] sundeiru to] omotteiru

John-NOM Bill-NOM that village-in lives that thinks 

(17) [PP sono mura-ni] [CP Bill-ga tPP sundeiru to] John-ga tCP omotteiru

that village-in Bill-NOM lives that John-NOM thinks

John thinks that Bill lives in this village

(18) * [CP Bill-ga tPP sundeiru to] [PP sono mura-ni] John-ga tCP omotteiru

Bill-NOM lives that that village-in John-NOM thinks
If the right dislocated constituent is actually right adjoined to the root in JRD sentences, a contrast is predicted to hold between (19) and (20) which is analogous to the one between (17) and (18). (19) should be fine since the right dislocated PP, which by hypothesis is adjoined to the root, c-commands its trace within the scrambled CP. (20), however, should be bad because the scrambled constituent which contains the trace of the right dislocated  PP is adjoined below the root. This prediction is borne out fully.

(19) [CP Bill-ga tPP sundeiru to] John-ga tCP omotteiru [PP sono mura-ni]

Bill-NOM lives that John-NOM thinks that village-in

John thinks that Bill lives in this village

(20) *[PP sono mura-ni] John-ga tCP omotteiru [CP Bill-ga tPP sundeiru to]

that village-in John-NOM thinks Bill-NOM lives that

Saito and Fukui's theory also predicts that, since in a VO language a right dislocated constituent does not need to be adjoined to the root, the counterpart of (20) in a VO language should be fine. Even this prediction is borne out, as Italian sentence (21) shows
:

(21) [PP In quel villaggio], John lo crede [CP che Bill ci abiti tPP]
In that village John it believes that Bill there lives

Consider a further prediction. If JRD is only a root phenomenon, multiple right dislocation ought not to be possible, since if two (or more) constituents are right dislocated, one of them (the most embedded one) is not “adjoined” at the root. The following sentences, both cases of multiple right dislocation out of sentence (16) above, show that this prediction is borne-out
:

(22) * tNP [CP Bill-ga tPP sundeiru to] omotteiru, [PP sono mura-ni] [NP John-ga]

Bill-NOM lives that believes that village-in John-NOM

(23) *John-ga tPP  [CP Mary-ga tPP sundeiru to] itta] [PP sono mura-ni] [PP Bill-ni]

John-NOM  Mary-NOM  lives that said in that village to Bill

Summarizing, in Japanese, as well as in Romance and English, detachment in the "wrong" direction is possible if the target of scrambling (or its rightward counterpart) is the root. This follows under Saito and Fukui's theory because the root is the only node which does not need to be selected and the scrambled (or right dislocated constituent) can project with no harm.

7. An Overgeneration Problem

There is a overgeneration problem by which Saito and Fukui's theory is affected. As usual, I illustrate it with a representative example. Imagine the following situation in a VO language: a direct object (or a subject) scrambles and adjoins to the VP. A syntactic object which is a DP is formed. If the Lexical Array from which the sentence originates contains an INFL node that must be merged with the VP, the derivation crashes because a DP occupies the position that should be occupied by a VP. However, if the Lexical Array contains a category that can select for a DP, say a transitive verb, nothing should go wrong. So, it might appear that Saito and Fukui's theory cannot exclude (24) and (25). Similarly, it is not clear how Saito and Fukui's theory can rule out a sentence like (26) in which a PP adjoins to the IP in which it is base-generated, projects and is selected by the matrix verb.

(24)  *I saw [DP [DP  the boy] [VP arrived tDP ]]

(25)  *I saw [DP [DP  the boy] [VP tDP cried ]]

(26) *I spoke [PP [PP  with John] [IP Mary bought a house tPP ]]

From an abstract point of view, the structure underlying these ungrammatical cases is (27), in which a constituent  adjoins to a preexisting structure  and projects. The object with label , no matter what its internal composition is, should have the same distribution of any other object with the same label. 

(27) [ [  …t ……]]

One can think that this problem can be fixed by adopting the Uniformity Condition on Chains, which is formulated as follows by Chomsky (1995: 253):

(28)

A chain is uniform with regard to phrase structure status (where the phrase structure status of an element is its relational property of being maximal, minimal or neither)

The condition in (28) together with the relational definition of maximal projection (“a maximal projection is a category that does not project any further”) can exclude the configuration in (27). Take (24) as an example. In (24) the DP the boy is a maximal projection in its base position but is not a maximal projection in its scrambled position, since the copy in the upper link of the chain further projects. Therefore, the Uniformity Condition on Chains is violated and (24) can be excluded
. 

I think that this solution to the overgeneration problem is not satisfactory. For one thing, it is known that the Uniformity Condition on Chains is not without problems
. A more specific problem is that a configuration which is identical to (27) but for the fact that it is base generated rather than created by movement remains ungrammatical but cannot be excluded by making use of the Uniformity Condition on Chains, since there is no chain to begin with
. Take the structure in (29a). The object N' (the result of merging the noun pictures and its complement PP of Siena) is merged with the CP that fascinate Mary, which projects since it is the first element in the ordered pair. In the next step of the derivation (that is, 29b), there is an element that can select for the CP in (29a), namely the verb said. 

(29a) [CP [CP that fascinate Mary] [N' pictures of Siena]]

(29b) [CP John said [CP [CP that fascinate Mary] [N' pictures of Siena]]

The problem is that, under Saito and Fukui's theory, (29b) should be fine. This becomes particularly clear if one goes back at the analogy with (VP peripheral) scrambling: according to Saito and Fukui, a DP (or NP) can be merged with the VP in Japanese even if the VP does not select for a DP (or NP), because the bigger object with the label VP that is created is correctly selected by INFL in a later stage of the derivation. Analogously, it should be possible to merge the CP with the N' in (29a), even if a CP does not select for a category with label N, because the bigger object with the label CP that is created is correctly selected by the lexical verb said  in the stage of the derivation illustrated in (29b).

One way-out from this problem is restricting the range of application of Saito and Fukui's theory to adjoined structures created by movement (scrambling and cognate rightward movement), leaving aside base generated adjoined structures (like relative clauses). One can think of technical ways to achieve this result and in fact I must stress that Saito and Fukui do not discuss in their paper base-generated adjoined structures So, strictly speaking, the problem illustrated with (29) does not apply to any of the examples that they say they want to cover with their theory.  However, it seems to me that, if one chooses this way-out, Saito and Fukui's theory looses its main appeal which is precisely its ability to capture with a unique assumption such diverse directionality phenomena, like the order between head and complement, the direction of scrambling-like operations and the left or right placement of relative clauses and standard in comparative constructions. In particular, it would remain a mystery why noun and standard in comparatives and relative clause and noun do form a Correlation Pair and an important empirical generalization would be lost.

8. A Revised Version of the Directionality Parameter

In this section, I discuss a version of the directionality parameter that aims at inheriting the positive features of Saito and Fukui's approach but avoids the overgeneration problem that we just saw. In particular, I will try to derive the basic result that adjuncts and complements are placed on the same branch of the tree without making the choice of the element that projects dependent on its left (or right) placement. So, the source of the overgeneration problem disappears. The key of the revised theory of directionality is a condition like (30) that makes the placement to the left or to the right of a node dependent on its branching on non branching character
:

(30) 

· In languages of type A (VO languages), the algorithm that extends the tree locates a branching node to the right of the root and a non branching node to the left of the root. 

· In languages of type B (OV languages), the algorithm that extends the tree locates a branching node to the left of the root and a non branching node to the right of the root. 

      However:

· The algorithm that extends the tree always locates a maximal projection to the left of the root (no matter if the language is VO or OV) if the maximal projection is pied-pied as part of feature checking movement.

Let us make some illustrative examples to see how the condition in (30) works. Imagine that in English the noun rings must be merged with the PP with a diamond. When it is extracted from the Lexical Array, the noun rings is a trivial case of root. The first clause in (30) dictates that the branching node with a diamond be merged to its right. The same holds for a similar structure that contains an argument PP rather than an adjunct PP. For example (30) forces the branching node of John to be merged to the right of the N pictures and the branching node a book to be merged to the right of the verb read
. As these elementary examples show, (30) does not discriminate between complements and adjuncts and this is an advantage for the reasons seen above. 

According to (30), subjects in VO languages should be base generated to the right of what is the root by the moment in which they are inserted into the derivation. Mostly for convenience, in my examples below, I will use the notation of X' bar theory and a simplified VP structure in which subjects are merged to the right of the node V'. See paragraph 3 for discussion on this prediction on the base position of subjects that my version of the directionality parameter shares with Saito and Fukui's.

(30) also captures the left or right placement of complementizers and of auxiliary verbs. Since the auxiliary and the complementizer are non branching nodes, (30) dictates that they must be located, in VO languages, to the left of what is the root by the moment in which they are inserted in the derivation. This means that they must be merged to the left of the VP and of the IP respectively (in OV languages, they must be merged to the right of the VP and of the IP respectively).

The third clause in (30) contains a special exemption for specifiers created by feature checking movement since, although they can be branching nodes, they are merged to the left even in VO languages in which other branching nodes are merged to the right. This special assumption for specifiers corresponds to the special assumption that Saito and Fukui have to make in their theory. In both theories, the underlying intuition is that what makes specifiers exceptional is the fact that, when it has a Last Resort character, movement is a case of pied piping which is governed by its own rules and is not sensitive to the setting of the directionality parameter. 

To see how (30) applies to scrambling, take the case of the direct object a picture of Siena which scrambles to the periphery of the VP in English and give rise to the structure in (31). (31) is banned by (30) because it contains a branching node (the upper copy of a picture of Siena) which is (second) merged to the left of the root (a friend of mine is the subject, which is merged to the right of V'):

(31) [VP  [DP a picture of Siena]   [VP [V' saw tDP ]  [DP a friend of mine] ] ]

The same reasoning applies to the case of base-generated adjoined structures, like the configuration (29a) repeated in (32), in which the node N' (pictures of Siena) is merged with the node CP (that fascinate Mary). The problem that arises if the CP is merged to the left of the node N' is not the one that arises in Saito and Fukui's theory, namely that the CP rather than the N' is bound to project. Rather, the problem is that (30) is violated because (32) contains a branching node (the CP that fascinate Mary) that is merged to the left of the root:

(32) [N' [CP that fascinate Mary] [N' pictures of Siena]]

Note that (30) does not say why it is the node N' which projects in (32), although this plausibly depends on the fact that it is the CP that modifies the N' and not the other way around. However, no matter which factor forces N' to project, the question arises of why a relative clause follows the noun it modifies in English rather than preceding it, and the condition in (30) can answer this question. It is this neutrality of the directionality parameter with respect to the problem of what projects when  and  are merged that avoids the overgeneration problem that affects Saito and Fukui's theory. 

Before leaving relative clauses, it's worth stressing that assuming the condition in (30), it is not surprising that noun and adjective do not form a Correlation Pair while noun and relative clause do. I can repeat here the reasoning  proposed in paragraph 4. In a nutshell, noun and adjective can agree and this triggers an occurrence of feature checking movement that obscures the base configuration. Since noun and relative clause never agree, their reciprocal order more faithfully shows the base configuration.

Let us move to other consequences of the proposed version of the directionality parameter. There is a typology of movement about which the condition (30) does not say anything, namely head movement. The reason for this should be very clear. A defining property of head movement is that, strictly speaking, it does not target the root. For example, when V moves, it targets the head INFL rather than the node I' (the result of  the merge between INFL and VP), which is the root by the moment in which the movement the V takes place. Whatever reason is responsible for the fact that head movement does not extend the tree (cf. Chomsky 1999 for some discussion), (30) only applies only to cases of extension of the tree and, consequently, leaves head adjunction out of consideration. Of course this is a positive feature of (30), since the direction of head movement (say, movement of V to the functional head(s) in the verbal domain or movement of clitics to the heads to which they adjoin) in a certain language is known not to be determined by the setting of the directionality parameter in that language. The (often poorly understood) mechanisms that constraint head-adjunction, whatever they are, are not sensitive to the directionality parameter and this is reflected in the way in which (30) is formulated.

Another consequence of (30) is that, if a noun phrase does not have an internal structure, it is a non branching node and as such must be merged in VO languages to the left of what it the root by the moment it is merged
. Expletive pronouns show that this a positive consequence. If they do not have any internal structure, as is often assumed, (30) correctly predicts that they must be merged to the left side of the main path of the tree in VO languages
.

Finally, let us move to the root phenomena seen in paragraph 5 and 6, namely the fact that detachment operations in the "wrong" direction are allowed when the resulting object is not further embedded. Clearly, the condition (30) by itself does not account for this pattern, since it cannot see if the object that results from detachment in the "wrong" direction will be further embedded in later stage of the derivation or not. I propose that the phenomena seen in paragraph 5 and 6 are derived by assuming a higher order constraint that states that the formal
 deviance of an object  (in the case at hand, the fact that the condition in 30 has been violated in the derivation that leads to ) is noted only if  is further embedded or undergoes any other kind of syntactic operation. If happens to be the root and is not the input of any computational procedure, its formal deviance can be ignored. This assumption seems to be pretty natural. After all, if the object  which is deviant does not enter into any operation, while both the objects  and  that compose  are non deviant, it is not surprising that the structure can be ruled in. For example, take the following case in Japanese:  is a direct object with an internal structure (say, the NP English of study) and  is the VP in which  is base generated. If  as a consequence of embedded right dislocation, is merged to the right of , a deviant object  is formed ( is deviant because a branching node is merged to the right of the root, contrary to the second clause in 30). Note that, the sub-nodes  and of  are both non deviant. 
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Obviously  must be further embedded, since a VP must project up to the level IP. This leads the derivation to crash, because  will enter into a syntactic operation and its deviance will be recognized. However, if  did not require further embedding, it would obviously continue to be deviant but the structure would be ruled in.  can be deviant with no harm in this (counterfactual) case because what has undergone syntactic operations is the sub-nodes of , which are non deviant, while  itself is deviant but is inert, not being the input of any computational procedure. 

I assume that the constraint which rules in deviant objects as long as they remain inert can never rescue objects that are semantically or phonologically deviant, since their deviance will be recognized at the interface(s) and the derivation will crash at that point. So, by saying that a formal deviance can be ignored if the deviant object remains inert, I refer only to violations of principles that are purely syntactical. Clearly, this is the case with the deviances illustrated in paragraph 5 and 6, which arise when there is detachment to the wrong direction and the object which results from this illegal detachment operation is not embedded.

9. Conclusion

In this paper, I have argued for a version of the directionality parameter that can account for the following facts:

i) the order between Head and Complement

ii) the direction of scrambling-like operations

iii) the left or right placement of base generated adjoined structures (like relative clauses and standard in comparatives constructions)

iv) the exceptional pattern of the root as far as scrambling-like operations are concerned.

My formulation of the directionality parameter inherits from Saito and Fukui's work the idea that the position of adjuncts co-varies with the position of complements but gives an implementation of this idea in purely geometrical terms, contrary to Saito and Fukui's theory which makes the left or right placement directly dependent on the selectional properties of the elements that are merged. The sources of my analysis is based are twofold. On the one hand, I have tried to analyze in details some constructions of Japanese, English and Italian, taken as representatives of VO and OV languages. On the other hand, I have tried to account for the statistical generalizations that emerge from Dryer's (1992) typological work. I hope to have shown that this mixture of macroanalysis, aiming at explaining statistical correlations, and microanalysis, offering fine-grained descriptions of constructions that are particularly interesting for the issue of the constraints that govern word order, can improve our understanding of the directionality phenomena.
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� In this paper I will use the term "scrambling" to refer to cases of leftward detachment only. I will use the term right detachment or right dislocation to refer to operations that, like scrambling in languages like Japanese, do not have an obvious morphological or semantic trigger but move a constituent to the right of its canonical position.


� Theories that maintain a distinction between adjoined positions and specifier positions disagree on the way in which adjunction is to be formally expressed. For example, in Bare Phrase Structure Theory, in which adjunction cannot be identified with the two segment configuration so named in X-bar theory, it has been defined either as a case of Merge in which the newly formed object has a double label (cf. Chomsky 1995) or as Pair-Merge. In Chomsky's (1998) theory, Pair-Merge is a case of Merge whose output is an ordered pair (note that Chomsky 1998, unlike Saito and Fukui 1998, takes more canonical cases of Merge to be Set-Merge, that is cases of Merge whose output is a set). Finally, in Saito and Fukui's phrase structure theory, adjunction operations are formally identical to the operation which is called substitution in X-bar theory. All this technical discussion is important but, as I have already anticipated, the version of the directionality parameter that will be eventually adopted is not tight to a specific version of phrase structure theory. Therefore, I will remain neutral on this controversial issue.


� That a relative clause is base generated adjoined to the head it modifies is not uncontroversial. On the contrary, a raising analysis for relative clauses has been recently refreshed in the antisymmetric framework (cf. Kayne 1994). However, it is not obvious how the raising analysis might apply to head final relative clauses. For example, its most straightforward implementation to this type of structures would amount to saying that the head of the relative (or possibly the restriction of the determiner, as in Kayne's 1994 analysis) rightward moves. However, this analysis is not admitted in the antisymmetric framework, which bans rightward movement. Of course, more sophisticated versions of the raising analysis can be conceived for head final relative clauses (cf. Bianchi 1999 for discussion). However, adopting this type of analysis, I do not see any way to explain why relative clauses are object patterners (not surprisingly, since the antisymmetric framework denies the existence of anything like the Head Parameter to begin with). Since one of my goal in this paper is explaining why relative clauses are object patterners, I will stick to the standard analysis that takes them to be adjoined to the head they modify and use it to explain why their position depends on the setting of the directionality parameter.


� The existence of Correlation Pairs whose elements cannot be seen as head and complement is also relevant to evaluate Fukui’s (1993) alternative account for the “directionality of adjunction” condition. Fukui’s (1993) explains the fact that scrambling is easily available in OV languages only while right-detachment is easily available in VO languages only by assuming that an application of Move  that is inconsistent with the value of the Head Parameter in a language is costly whereas one that produces a structure consistent with the parameter value is costless. For example, scrambling of a direct object in Japanese is costless, assuming Fukui’s (1993) theory, because it does not affect the order between verb and object, which is determined by the Head Parameter. On the other hand, scrambling of a direct object in English is costly because it is inconsistent with the Head Parameter since it would change the order between verb and object. By the way it is formulated, Fukui’s (1993) theory only applies to adjunction configurations created by movement and has nothing to say about base generated adjunction structures like noun and relative clause and adjective and standard. Therefore, it cannot capture an important empirical generalization. Note also that assuming a raising analysis for relative clauses would not make Fukui’s (1993) theory more capable to explain why relative clauses are object patterners. If anything, the raising head of the relative clause should leftward move rather than rightward move since rightward movement is costly in Japanese and feature checking movement is always leftward.  All in all, it seems to me that Correlation Pairs like noun and relative clause and adjective and standard make Saito and Fukui’s (1998) theory empirically superior to Fukui’s (1993) theory.


� One can think that Saito and Fukui stipulate, rather than explain, the fact that specifiers are located to the left side. However, most of the current phrase structure theories either implicitly or explicitly stipulate rather than explain this fact. This is true, for example, for the traditional X-bar Theory, for Kayne’s (1994) theory based on LCA, for Chomsky’s (1995) and  Chomsky’s (1998) versions of Bare Phrase Structure. However, see Fukui and Takano (1998) for a theory that tries to avoid such a stipulation.


� Another problematic case for Saito and Fukui's theory is expletive pronouns in VO languages. In VO languages the first element of the ordered pair transmits its label, therefore the node I' should precede the expletive in order to project up to the level IP. Furthermore, it is commonly assumed that expletives are base-generated in their superficial position, so their "incorrect" placement cannot be attributed to an instance of Last Resort movement.


� Of course, that the subject sits in its base position in expletive constructions can be contested. However, denying this requires introducing an extra step in the derivation of expletive sentences and as such requires independent motivation. For example, Chomsky (1999) proposes that sentences (2) and (3) are derived via an operation in the phonological component that extraposes the postverbal subject from Spec,VP to the position in which it surfaces and discusses sentences like i) as independent evidence in favor of this analysis. He attributes the ungrammaticality of i), which is plausibly derived from the underlying structure illustrated by sentence ii), to the fact that the trace of an element that undergoes extraposition in the phonological component is inaccessible to Move. 


i) *How many packages did there arrive in the mail?


ii) There arrived in the mail three packages


However, there are other ways to explain why i) is out without stipulating an extraposition movement for the subject. One might simply say that there cannot have a wh phrase as an associate because it is not morphologically interrogative (this is especially plausible if there is a determiner, given the fact that determiners have interrogative forms). Alternatively, at least if one believes in some form of expletive replacement at LF, it can be said that this operation is blocked because, by the time it takes place in i), the target of the operation (the expletive) does not c-command the associate DP.


� In (4) and (5) I illustrate the word order pattern by using as a direct object the negative quantifier niente. I do this to avoid the complication introduced by the fact that a sentence with the VSO order becomes acceptable if it is pronounced with the intonational pattern typical of  right dislocation structures. For example, i) is acceptable if an intonational break separates the direct object la verità from the rest of the sentence (I indicate this break by using a comma).


i) Ha detto Gianni, la verità


has said Gianni the truth  


Since negative quantifiers like niente can never be right dislocated (arguably because they cannot be topics), the interference due to the possibility of interpreting the sentence as a case of right dislocation is avoided in (5). See Belletti (1999) for further discussion on postverbal subjects in Italian.


� Spanish seems to be more tolerant than Italian because it allows both the VSO and the VOS order. If my analysis is right, the VSO order must be a derived one. See Ordoñez  (1998) for discussion and for a different analysis. 


� Note that, if this explanation is on the right track, one would expect to find as a tendency a bigger freedom in the reciprocal order of noun and adjective in those languages in which there is overt agreement between adjective and noun. I do not know if this prediction has ever been systematically tested.


� An approach like this should also be applied to the occurrence of scrambling in Slavic languages. These languages are a specific challenge to Saito and Fukui's theory because they are (overwhelmingly) VO but present a free word order which is pretty standardly attributed to the occurrence of scrambling. It should be clear that Saito and Fukui's theory (at least in its most straightforward form) is tenable only in so far as it can be independently shown that scrambling in Slavic languages is a feature checking movement. I hope to analyze this type of scrambling in future work.


� Another strategy that has been proposed for inconsistent languages is to allow the setting of the directionality parameter to change from category to category. For example, it has been proposed that Chinese is a head-complement language in the clausal domain but is a complement-head language in the nominal domain (cf. Huang 1992) and that German and Dutch display the opposite pattern. This strategy can be pursued successfully if it is possible to show which positive evidence allows the child to set the parameter in a non uniform way in the different categories. 


� The first work in which this distinction is pointed out is Cinque (1977). See the papers contained in Anagnostopoulou E., H. van Riemsdijk and F. Zwarts (1997) and Cecchetto (2000) for extended discussion.


� Note that the terminology is misleading because it suggests that English Left Dislocation corresponds to Romance Clitic Left Dislocation. In fact, the closest equivalent of CLLD in English is Topicalization.


� It is well known that CLLD and Topicalization obey subjacency while Left Dislocation and Hanging Topic do not. This pattern has suggested a movement analysis for CLLD and Topicalization and a base-generation analysis for Left Dislocation and Hanging Topic. I won't discuss this issue because what we need to explain is why a left dislocated constituent can be merged in an embedded position, while an Hanging Topic cannot (no matter if the relevant Merge is first or second Merge). 


� It's worth pointing out that other consistent OV languages like Turkish and Hindi also have a right dislocation operation which can target only the root. This construction is  very similar to JRD (cf. Kural 1997 and Mahajan 1997).


� An intonational pause (or a particle) usually precedes the right dislocated constituent in JRD. If the sentence is affirmative the particle is a tag particle like yo. If the sentence is interrogative or negative, the usual interrogative or negative particles intervene. I will not give glosses for tag particles nor will I signal the intonational pause any further. The use of traces to indicate the “base position” of  right dislocated constituents is a descriptive device. In particular, for my purposes in this paper, it is not really crucial to decide if in JRD the right dislocated constituent is base generated or moves to its superficial position. In particular, although the fact that JRD obeys the Proper Binding Condition (PBC), like scrambling and wh movement, clearly suggests a movement analysis, I cannot exclude that a representational version of the PBC can capture the relevant data without postulating that movement occurs.


� In fact, the pattern in Italian is exactly specular to the one observed in Japanese, since the counterpart of the grammatical Japanese sentence (19) is unacceptable:


i) *[CP Che Bill ci abiti tPP], John lo crede [PP in quel villaggio]


that Bill there lives John it believes in that village


The fact that i) is ungrammatical can be attributed to the PBC if one adopts Cecchetto's (1999) analysis, who, based on independent evidence, argues that a right dislocated constituent sits in a VP peripheral position in Romance. 


� In i), apparently, both the subject NP and the PP are right-dislocated from the subordinate clause to the matrix CP. 


i) John-ga [CP tNP t PP sundeiru to] omotteiru, [PP sono mura-ni] [NP Bill-ga]


John-NOM lives that believes that village-in Bill-NOM


John believes that Bill lives in that village


However, multiple right dislocation is not the only possible account for i). Two alternative analyses are available. Either what takes place in i) is single right dislocation of a complex constituent formed by the NP Bill-ga to which the PP sono mura-ni is adjoined (that is, the structure displays a case of oblique movement like the one discussed by Saito 1994 and much following work) or, alternatively, one can say that in i) there is remnant movement of a sentential constituent  that contains both the PP and the NP. Crucially, both these analyses cannot be exported to cases like (22) and (23) in the text because the two right dislocated constituents are not clause-mate in (22) and (23) and both oblique movement and remnant movement obey a clause mate condition (see Cecchetto forthcoming for further discussion).


� I thank Luigi Rizzi and an anonymous reviewer for pointing out the relevance of this problem and the fact that it was not satisfactorily accounted for in an earlier version of this paper.


� A similar case involving the scrambling of a category that is neither minimal nor maximal cannot be treated by combining the Uniformity Condition on Chains and Saito and Fukui's theory. A relevant example might be the scrambling of the category V' (the result of Merge between a transitive verb and a direct object) that adjoins to an embedded position and projects, given the setting of the Head-Complement Parameter in English. This derivation does not violate the Uniformity Condition on Chains  since both the links of the relevant chain are non maximal/non minimal categories. However, the derivation, which is obviously unwanted, might be excluded by the independently  required condition (whatever its exact formulation turns out to be) that makes invisible for the computation categories that are non maximal/non minimal.


� The Uniformity Condition on Chains makes the wrong prediction in a core case, namely head adjunction. For example, when the verb adjoins to INFL the chain that gets formed is not uniform: the foot of the chain is a minimal nonmaximal projection  (because the verb is an element drawn from the lexicon that project to the level VP) whereas the head of the chain is at the same time minimal and maximal (because the verb does not project any further when adjoined to INFL). Chomsky (1995:322) handles this problem by stipulating that wordlike elements are exempted from the algorithm that determine phrase structure status.


� As I said in note 3, the raising analysis for relative clauses cannot explain why they are object patterners. So, by adopting this analysis and the treatment based on the Uniformity Condition on Chains one might block the overgeneration problem but would remain without an account of the typological observation that the position of relative clauses and standard in comparative constructions depends on the setting of the directionality parameter.


� The directionality parameter is presented in (30) as a derivational condition. However, I cannot exclude that a representational  formulation is possible.


� I follow the standard picture according to which full DPs (including proper names) are always branching nodes. The only noun phrases that might be taken to be non-branching (terminal) nodes are expletive pronouns and clitics. I will turn to them shortly.


� One can wonder about the status of clitics, since they are said not to have any internal structure. However, most theories of clitics agree on the fact that they are base generated as maximal projections and later move to their final landing site, which is typically "on the verb" (in fact, starting from Kayne's 1989 work, it is commonly assumed that at first the clitic moves as an XP to the Spec position of a functional projection external to VP and from that position it moves as a head to its final landing site). Given this type of analysis, at the beginning of the derivation a clitic is just like an ordinary branching node. Therefore, (30) predicts that its base position should be located to the right of the main path of the tree in VO languages. On the other hand, (30) does not say anything on the final landing site of the clitic, since it results from the application of head-movement. Head-movement, as I said, is exempted from the directionality parameter, given the fact that it does not extend the tree.


� Expletive pronouns is a point in which my version of the directionality parameter seems to be empirically superior to Saito and Fukui's. As I said in note 6, Saito and Fukui's theory (at least in its simplest formulation) predicts expletive to be merged to the right side of the main path of the tree in VO languages.


� I use the term formal deviance by analogy with the term formal feature. A formal feature is a feature that has no interpretation at the interface and is only relevant in the syntactic component (cf. Chomsky 1995: 230-231), a formal deviance is a violation of a constraint on purely syntactic operations.
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