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1. Introduction

In this paper, we will focus on Infinitival Clauses in Latin and defend the claim that the phenomena in i)-v) are tightly linked one to another:  

i) the morphologically rich character of the infinitival inflection, 

ii) the possibilities that infinitives be nouns, 

iii) the existence of infinitive clauses with lexical subjects in the Accusativus cum Infinitivo construction (and the related Nominativus cum Infinitivo construction),
iv) the fact that many English infinitive constructions are translated by ut/ne clauses in Latin,

v) the fact that only in some constructions the past and future forms of the infinitive can be actually used.

Our investigation will stick to the basic tenet of the Principle and Parameter (P&P) approach according to which  the syntax of natural languages is the result of the interaction of a limited series of universal principles and some language-specific properties (parameters) that must be easily detectable during the process of language acquisition (typically, parameters have a direct manifestation in the morphological properties of the language)
. In our analysis, the properties in ii) to v) are a direct consequence of the morphological property listed in i). We will show that all the most important features of the grammar of infinitival clauses in Latin can be seen as different strategies to deal with a unique problem, which, by concreteness, we will label "incompatibility problem". The incompatibility we are referring to is the one between the morphologically rich infinitival inflection and the category labeled PRO by linguists in the P&P approach. We will also show that the investigation on Infinitival Clauses in Latin can support the hypothesis that Nominative Assignment is dependent on the occurrence of agreement between the subject and the verb. 
2. Why PRO (in English)

Linguists working in the P&P approach assume that in English (and many other languages, including Romances varieties) infinitival clauses like those in (1) do have a structural slot for subjects which is occupied by a phonologically silent category labeled PRO.

 (1) He thought PRO to go home

In this paragraph, we summarize two main arguments that support the existence of PRO and start investigating if these arguments hold in Latin as well. A first reason has to do with the so-called theta-theory, the module that deals with how a predicate combines with its arguments. In a finite sentence like (2), the predicate introduced by the verb assigns the agent theta role to the argument introduced by the subject pronoun. 

(2) I go home

There is no reason to think that the thematic properties of an infinitival verb should be different from those of a finite verb. If PRO is a pronominal element which is represented in the syntactic structure of (1), we can say that PRO gets the agent theta role in (1) as the subject pronoun "I" does in (2). 

A second factor that strongly support the existence of PRO derive from the fact that there are elements that require a very local antecedent in the syntactic representation. We will analyze only one of these, namely the reflexive himself
. The contrast in grammaticality between (3) and (4) can be explained by saying that the antecedent of himself is "close enough" in (3) but is too far away in (4):

(3) Johni likes himselfi
(4) *Johni thinks [that Mary likes himselfi]

Simplifying things somewhat, let us say that himself requires a binder in its clause (see Haegeman 1994 for a more precise definition of local domain for binding). Let us now consider (5):

(5) Johni tried [PROi to apologize himselfi]

Based on the fact that (5) is grammatical, we can conclude that  himself has a binder in the infinitival clause. PRO qualifies as a binder if, as pronominal elements can do, it inherits its interpretative properties from the antecedent John. The technical label for a configuration, like the one in (5), in which PRO inherits its interpretative properties from an antecedent, is "control" (cf. Haegeman 1994 for extensive discussion). So we will say, following standard terminology, that PRO is controlled by John in (5). The theory that studies PRO and its properties is called Theory of Control.

An alternative explanation for the grammaticality of (5), which does not require postulating PRO, would be assuming that non finite clauses do not count as a boundary for the relation between himself and its binder. This explanation is to be discharged due to examples like (6), though:

(6) *Johni asked Maryj [PROj to leave himselfi]

Assuming that the infinitival clause does not block  the relation between himself and its potential binder John, (6) should be grammatical, contrary to what is observed. The alternative explanation that  capitalizes on PRO successfully accounts for (6): as indicated by the meaning of the sentence, PRO is controlled by Mary in (6), therefore its inherits a +feminine feature. It cannot qualify as a binder for the +masculine himself, which is therefore unbound in its clause: (6) is ruled out by the same principle that excludes (4).

Let us now switch to Latin. We will assume, as is extremely plausible, that the infinitival verb needs to assign a thematic role to its subject in Latin as well. However, Latin, unlike English, has the property that, in numerous cases (although not always), the subject of the infinitival clause is lexical
. We will go back to this fundamental difference between English and Latin below in this paper. For the time being, we anticipate that, if we restrict our consideration to the most typical cases, Latin does not need a PRO because the thematic role which is assigned to it in English can be assigned to the lexical subject of a subordinate clause in Latin:

(7) Ad portum se aiebat ire (Pl. Rud. 307)

to the port himself-ACC said to-go

He said that he was going to the port 

As for the argument in favor of the existence of PRO based on the distribution of anaphoric elements like himself, the closest Latin counterpart of the English reflexive himself/herself is the reflexive pronoun se, while the closest Latin counterpart of the English pronoun he/she is the determinative pronoun is/ea/id. This is shown by the contrast between (8)a and (8)b.

(8)a Cicero se laudavit

Cicero-NOM himself-ACC praised

(8)b Cicero eum laudavit 

Cicero-NOM him-ACC praised

However, se differs from its English counterpart in a crucial respect: its antecedent is not required to be in the same clause. This is shown by the grammaticality of a sentence like (9), in which the antecedent of se is the matrix subject. In (9) the embedded clause contains a lexical subject in the accusative Case and an infinitive verb (we will discuss this type of infinitival clauses in detail in section 9):

(9) (Isi) Pueros a sei discedere vetuit (Val. Max. 1,7,7)

He boys(ACC) from himself(ABL) to-go-away fordade

"He forbade the boys to leave him"

In this paper, we won't discuss the very interesting properties of se, in particular the problem of how this long distance anaphora can fit into Binding Theory (the module of the P&P theory that deals with the constraints on coreference between noun phrases). We have mentioned the peculiar behavior of se only to show that it is not possible to straightforwardly reiterate in Latin the argument that shows the existence of PRO in English. In fact, (9) is grammatical while (6) is not because the Latin counterpart of himself does not need a local antecedent. So, from the fact that se is licensed in the infinitival clause in (10), we cannot deduce that its antecedent (PRO or any other category) is internal to the infinitival clause:

(10) Si ipse quoque se tibi impetraverit excusare (Front. Epist. 10,4, p. 168,26)

If he also himself to you obtained to-apoligize

"If he also obtained to apologize himself to you"

In this paragraph, we have summarized two clear arguments in favor of PRO in English. We have seen that in Latin the evidence in favor of PRO is much weaker, partly because infinitival clauses tend to have lexical subjects, partly because anaphoric elements in Latin admit (in certain circumstances) non local antecedents. In the remaining part of this paper, we will see that PRO is not admitted in the subject position of infinitival clauses in Latin.
3. PRO is in Complementary Distribution with Overt Pronouns

Assuming that PRO exists in languages like English, we have to explain similarities and differences with other pronominal expressions. Focusing on English only, it might appear that the most salient difference between PRO and a subject pronoun in a finite clause is the fact that only the latter requires phonological expression. However, this would be misleading, at least in part. In fact, there are languages, including Latin and some Romance languages, in which subject pronouns can be dropped in finite clauses. The standard (and well motivated) assumption about these sentences is that the subject position is syntactically represented but phonologically silent. So, the phonologically overt/covert character is not the crucial feature that differentiates PRO from subject pronouns in finite clauses
.

A more revealing difference is the fact that PRO is in complementary distribution with overt pronouns, as shown by the minimal pair in (11)-(14).

(11a) He invited John

(11b) *PRO invited John

(12a) *He to invite Mary would be stupid

(12b) PRO to invite Mary would be stupid

(13a) I invited him

(13b) *I invited PRO

(14a) For him to invite Mary would be stupid

(14b) *For PRO to invite Mary would be stupid

One can make sense of the observed complementary distribution by adopting an idea that plays a crucial role in the P&P approach, namely that noun phrases (NPs), including pronouns, need to be assigned a Case. The notion of Case which is relevant here is not that of morphological Case, of course, because there is plenty of examples in which an NP is not overtly Case marked. The relevant notion is abstract Case. In order to receive a (possibly abstract) Case, a certain NP must sit in a certain structural position. As a first approximation, let us say that Nominative is assigned to whatever NP occupies the subject position of a finite clause, whereas Accusative is assigned to whatever NP occupies the object position of a transitive verb or of a Case-assigning preposition. Sometimes Nominative and Accusative have overt manifestation (in Latin this is the general case, in English Nominative and Accusative are overtly manifested on pronouns only). The pattern in (11)-(14) is captured by a unique and simple assumption, namely that PRO cannot occupy a position in which Case is assigned. Take (11), for example. The subject position of a finite clause is one in which Nominative is assigned, therefore PRO is excluded from this position. The ungrammaticality of (12a) can be explained if we say that the infinitival morphology is not strong enough to assign Nominative. (12b) is acceptable because PRO is not assigned Nominative or any other case. This line of explanation is confirmed by the pattern in (13) and (14) with examples that involve Accusative rather Nominative. (13a) is a standard case in which the direct object is assigned Accusative by a transitive verb. (13b) is out because PRO occupies a position in which  Accusative is assigned. As for (14a), it is very reasonable to assume that the preposition for assigns a Case to the subject pronoun him (notice that him is Accusative rather than Nominative, in accordance with the fact that prepositions in English assign Accusative, cf. to him/*to he)
. Our hypothesis explains for free the ungrammaticality of (14b), since PRO would receive Case (Accusative, to be precise) in this environment. 

To conclude, a truly distinctive property that differentiates PRO from other pronouns is that PRO cannot occupy a position in which Case is assigned. 

4. Case and PRO

Why can’t PRO occupy a position in which Case is assigned? Up to now, we have been assuming that PRO is a pronoun that, apart from its peculiar Case properties, is like other pronouns. However, this is not entirely correct, because there are some other differences. A major one is that ordinary pronouns can always pick out a referent in the world or in the previous discourse if they don't have one in the sentence, while PRO cannot do this. For example the subject pronoun in (15)a can refer to some contextually salient individual, whereas PRO in (15)b does not admit a similar interpretation. In general, PRO either receives its denotation from an antecedent that controls it (cf. 5) or receives an arbitrary interpretation, like anyone (cf. 15b which roughly means for anyone to go would be stupid).

(15)a He went

(15)b PRO to go is stupid

From this, another difference follows, namely the fact that, while an ordinary pronoun can be directly assigned its own features of gender, number and person (for example, he is masculine, first person singular in 15a), PRO cannot. PRO either receives its features by inheritance from its controller (for example, PRO in 5 above inherits the masculine, third person singular features from John) or receives the default feature value that is associated with the arbitrary interpretation. If PRO can only inherit person, gender and number features from other NPs that possess them in the first place, it is only natural to think that the same happens with Case features. Ordinary NPs can (in fact, must) be assigned Case. PRO cannot be assigned Case and inherits it from its controller
. Summarizing, since PRO cannot pick out a referent in the world or in the previous discourse, it inherits from its controller (rather then being directly assigned) Case, gender, number and person features. Therefore, it cannot occupy a position in which Case is assigned and is in complementary distribution with other NPs that need to be assigned Case.

5. Case Theory

Now,  we need to introduce some further information on the module of the P&P approach which is called Case Theory. Nominative and Accusative are structural (as opposed to inherent) Cases. The idea underlying structural Case is that whatever NP occupies the relevant structural slot, regardless of its semantic role, is assigned the Case which is assigned in that slot. For example, although a subject in the active sentence is (typically) an agent while one in a passive sentence is (typically) a patient, they both get Nominative (similarly, the Accusative NP him is the agent in a sentence like 14a even if it is a patient in the more familiar cases in which it is the direct object of a transitive verb). Therefore, Nominative and Accusative qualify as structural Cases. On the other hand, Dative and Genitive are inherent rather than structural Cases, at least in languages like English or Italian. The reason is that Dative is assigned to an NP in English or Italian only if this NP receives the semantic role of Goal
. Similarly, the Genitive is assigned to an NP only if this NP receives the semantic role of Possessor.

We will now switch to the problem of how Nominative and Accusative are assigned. As we said, Accusative is assigned to whatever NP occupies the object position of a transitive verb or of a preposition that has the capacity to assign it. The situation is slightly more complicated in the case of Nominative assignment. If we go back to (11) and (12), it is clear that what makes the difference is the finite character of the verb. A finite verb can assign Nominative, a non finite verb cannot. In a language like English, a finite verb manifests agreement with the subject and a specification of tense (in fact, the agreement feature in English is morphologically expressed on the third person only but there is no reason to think that syntactically the verb does not agree with a first and second person subject). However, the English infinitival verb lacks  agreement and  tense features. In the most standard version of the P&P approach, this is captured by saying that the Nominative Case is assigned by the finite Inflection, which is +AGR(EEMENT), +T(ENSE). The infinitival Inflection cannot assign Nominative because it is -AGR,-T. Notice that this leaves a question unsettled: is tense or agreement (or the necessary combination of both) that assigns Nominative? We will see in a moment that Latin can help answering this question.

6. The Infinitival Inflection in Latin

The first fact about Latin that we would like to stress is that Latin infinitives, unlike English ones, can be fully-fledge for tense. This is clearly supported by two observations. The first is a morphological fact: in Latin infinitive we find a form for present, past and  future tense both in the active and in the passive voice. We illustrate this with laudo ("I praise") in (16).

(16) 

Active voice
Present  laudare

Past       laudavisse 

Future   laudatur-um (-am, -um; -os, -as, -a) esse

Passive voice

Present  laudari
Past       laudat-um (-am, -um; -os, -as, a) esse
Future   laudatum iri
The second observation that establishes the tensed character of infinitives is that they fully support a sequence of tenses. In (17)-(19), this is shown by using examples involving the AccI construction in both the active and the passive voice. In AccI, the event referred to by the embedded infinitive can be earlier (cf. 18), later (cf. 19) or concomitant (cf. 17) with the event referred to by the main verb. This creates a difference with languages like English, in which only finite forms can fully support a sequence of tense (this is confirmed by the fact that in English the embedded infinitive clause in 17-19 is translated by a finite clause)
.
(17)a Dicunt eum laudare eam

(they) say him to-praise her

They say that he is praising her

(17)b Dicunt eam laudari ab eo

(they) say her to-be-praised by he(ABL)

They say that she is being praised by him

(18)a Dicunt eum laudavisse eam

(they) say him to-have-praised her

They say that he praised her

(18)b Dicunt eam laudatam esse ab eo 

(they) say her to-be-praised(ACC,FEM) by he(ABL)

They say that she was praised by him

 (19)a Dicunt eum laudaturum esse eam

(they) say him to-be-going-to-praise(ACC,MASC) her

They say that he will praise her

(19)b Dicunt eam laudatum iri ab eo 

(they) say her to-be-going-to-be-praised by he(ABL)

They say that she will be  praised by him

It seems very reasonable to conclude that Latin infinitives, unlike English ones, must be classified as +T. As for the +/- AGR features, the situation is slightly more complicated. In fact, while in the synthetic forms (present and past in the active voice and present in the passive voice) there is no subject agreement, in the analytic forms (future in the active voice and past and future in the passive voice) a form of subject agreement is observed: the participle, which acts as a sort of predicate adjective, agrees with the subject of esse (for example, in 19a the participle laudaturum agrees in gender, number and Case with the accusative subject eum). So, one might be led to conclude that the analytic forms of the infinitival verb must be classified as +T,+AGR while the synthetic forms must be classified as +T,-AGR. We think that this would be a wrong conclusion, though. First, this split definition for synthetic and analytic forms would lead us to loose an important generalization, namely that  Latin infinitives constitutes a unique category according to a variety of syntactic tests like the ability to appear in the AccI construction, no matter if their realization is synthetic or analytic. Second, the analytic forms, if assigned  the +T,+AGR features combination, would be equated to the finite forms of the verb, and this is quite counterintuitive. So, we seem to have a problem here. On the surface, there is subject agreement between an infinitive which is realized in the analytic form and the subject. However, we want to express the fact that this kind of subject agreement is different from the one that is manifested on finite verbs. A solution to the problem is suggested by the fact that the agreement features are realized on the past participle which acts as a predicate adjective rather than on the auxiliary verb esse. In this respect, the kind of agreement which is manifested by the past participle in analytic forms is similar to the agreement that we find in the nominal system in examples like (20) and (21). 

(20) tabula picta est (Cic. II Verr. 5,127)

table(NOM,FEM,SING) painted(NOM,FEM,SING) is

There is a painted table

(21) in pariete sunt picti Castor et Pollux (Ampel. Mem. 8,2)

On (the) wall are painted(NOM,MASC,PLUR) Castor(NOM,MASC,SING) and Pollux(NOM,MASC,SING)

On the wall there is a picture of Castor et Pollux

The agreement which is manifested by the past participle in analytic forms is also reminiscent of  Italian constructions like the following (in 22-23 the subject agreement is expressed twice, once on the auxiliary verb and once on the past participle).

(22) La casa fu dipinta
The houseSING/FEM was paintedSING/FEM 

(23) I palazzi furono dipinti

The buildingPLUR/MASC were paintedPLUR/MASC 

The agreement between the subject and the finite verb and the one between the subject and the past participle are quite distinct.  The finite verb (auxiliary or lexical verb) agrees with the subject in person and number. The participle agrees with the subject in gender, number and Case but, crucially, not in person. Similarly, in (20) and (21) the noun agrees with the adjective in gender, number and Case but not in person. Although the study of both types of agreement is very interesting, our main concern in this paragraph is PRO and how the Nominative is assigned to the subject. The agreement which is relevant from this point of view is the one between the finite verb and the subject (for example, in a sentence like 10 the subject that carries the Nominative Case agrees with the verb in person and number). So, we will conclude that Latin infinitives are uniformly +T,-AGR with the important proviso that by -AGR means that infinitives lack the kind of subject agreement which is manifested in finite clauses, that is agreement in person and number.

7. The Incompatibility Problem

We have seen that PRO in English and Romance is not compatible with the +T,+AGR inflection of finite verbs (cf. 10b) but is compatible with the -T,-AGR inflection of non finite forms (cf. 11b). Having the feature specification +T,-AGR, the inflection of Latin infinitives is somewhere in the middle, stronger than the inflection of Romance and English infinitives but weaker than the inflection of Romance and English finite verbs. Therefore one cannot decide a priori  if the subject position of  the Latin infinitival clauses is a good environment for PRO or not. Our hypothesis is that it is not. We will assume, as a working hypothesis, that PRO and the +T,-AGR infinitival inflection are not compatible and look at different aspects of the syntax of subordination in Latin as consequences of this incompatibility problem. 

It’s worth stressing preliminarily that we are not saying that PRO is completely absent in Latin. This would be a wrong assumption since PRO is a category that we see in other languages and, as such, it is made available by universal grammar. So we expect it to be present in Latin, unless something blocks this option. By assumption, the +T,-AGR infinitival inflection is one of the factors that inhibits the occurrence of PRO. However, if PRO occurs in a context in which the incompatibility problem with the T,-AGR inflection is not triggered (we will shortly indicate what these contexts are) PRO is expected to be allowed in Latin as well. 

In this section, we will consider three constructions that are relevant in this respect (a fourth construction, AccI, will be discussed in the section 9). In the first case, PRO is not present at all because an infinitival clause is excluded altogether and is replaced by a finite clause (the ut/ne clause) that takes a full NP as its subject. In the second case, the infinitive receives a nominal interpretation and PRO is admitted internally to the NP (therefore, crucially, it does not occupy the subject position of an infinitival clause in which the incompatibility problem with the T,-AGR inflection would be triggered). Finally, in the third case, we do observe a genuine infinitival clause containing PRO in its subject position, but this has a cost, because the infinitive, in order to be compatible with PRO, is not allowed to bear tense specification (even if the morphology of Latin contains different forms for present, past and future infinitives, as we have seen).

7.1 The role of ut/ne clauses

Let us begin with English sentences that contain a object controlled (24 to 26) or a subject controlled (27) PRO. They have  typical parallels in Latin where a finite complement clause introduced by the complementizer ut/ne (the verb in this clause is subjunctive). The following list should be representative of a pattern which is quite systematic. 

(24) He ordered the people of Messene [PRO to recall the exiles]
Messenis imperavit ut exules reducerent (Liv. 36,31,9)

Messenis(DAT) (he) commanded ut exiles(ACC) (they) recall(SUBJ)
(25) Flaccus warned Gallus [PRO not to frighten those who were leaving]

Flaccus (...) Gallum monuit ne terreret abeuntes (Tac. hist. 4,19,3)

Flaccus(NOM) Gallus(ACC) warned ne frighten(SUBJ) leaving(ACC)

(26) He persuaded the population [PRO to leave their land]
Civitati persuasit ut de finibus suis (...) exirent (Caes. Gall. 1,2,1)

people(DAT) (he) persuaded ut from land their exit(SUBJ)
(27) They decided [PRO to send 10.000 people]

Statuunt ut decem milia hominum (...) mittantur (Caes. Gall. 7,21,2)

(They) stated  ut 10.000 people were-sent(SUBJ)

Of course, the fact that a verb in a language selects for a finite complement while its counterpart in a different language selects for a non finite one can be an idiosyncratic (and relatively uninteresting) lexical property of the verb. However, the fact that an object or subject controlled clause in English typically corresponds to an ut/ne clause in Latin seems to be too general to be accidental, especially if one considers that this is part of a more general pattern in which clauses containing a PRO are translated by clauses containing a lexical subject. In any case, this fact is hardly surprising, given our hypothesis that the feature specification +T,-AGR of Latin infinitives is not compatible with a PRO subject. Given this incompatibility problem, Latin uses a different strategy, that is, it displays a lexical subject which is licensed by the finite inflection of the subjunctive verb which is selected by ut/ne.

7.2 Infinitives as Nouns

Obviously, an infinitive in Latin can function as a subject or an object in sentences like in (28)-(29) respectively.

(28) Vivere  dulce mihi est (Catull. 68,160)

To-live sweet for-me is

To live is sweet for me

(29) At ego amo hanc :: at ego esse et bibere (PL. Poen.313)

But I love her :: but I love eating and drinking

Since we are working under the assumption that PRO is not allowed in the subject position of infinitives, the problem arises of explaining how the predicate introduced by the infinitive can assign the agent theta role in (28)-(29) (cf. the discussion on 1). In fact, the prediction of the approach that takes PRO not to be allowed by the infinitival inflection in Latin is that vivere and esse cannot be verbs in a context like (28)-(29). This prediction fits very well with a traditional assumption about Latin infinitives, namely that idea that they can be verbal nouns. That infinitives can have a nominal interpretation in Latin is clearly suggested by the fact that they can function as the nominative and (partially) the accusative form of the gerund. The gerund has the same kind of declension of nouns, as shown in (30), therefore it is very reasonable to take it to be a verbal noun.

(30)

NOM Laudare 

GEN Laudandi 

DAT Laudando

ACC Laudare/Laudandum  (Ad laudandum/Amo eos laudare)

ABL Laudando

Note that the infinitive occupies the subject position of a copular construction in (28) and the object position of a transitive verb in (29). Obviously, these positions can be occupied by a noun phrase. Therefore, it is very likely for the infinitive in (28) and (29) to be treated as a noun
.

Our hypothesis that the infinitive in (28) and (29) is a noun can fix the problem raised by the fact that PRO is not allowed by the infinitival inflection since, strictly speaking, in (28) and (29) there is no infinitival verb to begin with. However, if the infinitive in (28)-(29) is a noun it must be a deverbal noun and deverbal nouns assign a theta role. For example, the noun invasion assigns an agent theta role in (31), exactly like the verb invading assigns one in (32)
. 

(31) The invasion of the Albania was stupid

(32) Invading the Albania was stupid

So, no matter if the infinitive is a genuine verb or a (verbal) noun, an agent theta role must be assigned and PRO seems to be needed. In fact, linguists in the P&P approach framework have assumed that, when a noun assigns an agent theta role, a subject PRO within the NP gets it (see Giorgi and Longobardi 1991 for discussion). Under this type of analysis, the NP in (31) should be analyzed as in (33):

(33) [NP The PRO invasion [of the Albania] ] was stupid

The infinitives vivere and bibere in (28) and (29) are (verbal) nouns of the type of invasion, that is they need to assign the agent theta role. Therefore, plausible structures for (28) and (29) are (34) and (35) respectively:

(34) [NP PRO vivere] est dulce

(35) Amo [NP PRO bibere] 

So, PRO is required in these structures, too. However, neither in (34) nor in (35) does PRO sit in a position in which Case is assigned (in 34 and 35 Nominative or Accusative is assigned to the entire NP that contains PRO, not to PRO itself). Hence, (34) and (35) obey the requirement that Case be not assigned to PRO and are acceptable sentences.

This does not conclude our discussion of nominalization, though. It is well known that nominalization is not uniquely a lexical process that transforms a verb into a noun. In fact, nominalization can also be a syntactic process that converts a clausal structure into a noun phrase. English can illustrate this quite clearly. The clausal structure killing Mary in the kitchen on Christmas Eve can be converted into a nominal constituent, as distributional considerations show (a verb phrase cannot appear in the ‘s construction, as in 36 or after a preposition, as in 37):

(36) John’s killing Mary in the kitchen on Christmas Eve (was considered a  cruelty)

(37) John argued against killing Mary in the kitchen on Christmas Eve

As shown by Bertolussi (2000), Latin (not surprisingly) admits this option, too. (38) is an example from Bertolussi’s paper. In (38) the sequence nihil agere (“to do nothing”) is modified by two adjectives and follows the determiner illud (“that”). Its distribution shows that nihil agere ("to do nothing") is a nominal rather than a verbal constituent.

(38) Illud iners, iucundum… nihil agere 

that torpid pleasant nothing to-do

Given Bertolussi’s observation that also in Latin the nominalization process can be syntactical (and not only lexical), it is not surprising that also a past infinitive can be nominalized, as the form habuisse (“to have had”) in (39) shows (the nominalization in 36 cannot be a lexical process, because, under plausible assumptions, a verb is not contained in the lexicon in its passive voice). 

(39) habere eripitur, habuisse numquam

 "to-have can-be-stolen, to-have-had never”

This Latin pattern resembles the one that is displayed by languages that overtly indicate the occurrence of a nominalization process by using an article before the infinitive. In Italian, for example, both the present infinitive and what we can call a present perfect infinitive can be nominalized, as witnessed by the presence of the article in (40):

(40)a L’avere denaro (è un problema)

The to-have money (is a problem)

(40)b L’avere avuto denaro (è un problema)

The to-have had money (is a problem)

In examples from (38) to (40), we assume that PRO can be present because it is internal to a noun phrase, much like in (28) and (29).

Summarizing, we can look at the fact that infinitives in Latin are verbal nouns in many constructions as a way-out from the incompatibility problem. The agent theta role can be assigned to PRO (by the verbal noun) since PRO sits internally to the NP headed by the verbal noun. Clausal structure can be turned into nominal structures and PRO is admitted in these derived nominal contexts, too.

7.3 PRO and Non Variation of Tenses

PRO is not completely absent in the subject position of Latin infinitival clauses, though. An indication of its (limited) presence is that some of the verbs that select for an ut/ne clause discussed in section 7.1 can also select for an infinitive. One clear case is statuo ("to decide"). In (27) above statuo selects for an ut clause, while in (41) it takes an infinitive without a lexical subject (since it is convenient to have a name for them, we will call “bare infinitives” or “bare infinitival clauses” the infinitival constructions that do not have a lexical subject):

(41) Statui ad te scribere

(I) decided to you to-write 

I decided to write to you

Statuo can either take a ut clause or a bare infinitival clause as a complement. In the latter case (that is, in 41), PRO must occupy the subject position of the bare infinitival clause because the verb scribere needs to assign an agent theta role. A sentence like (42) requires PRO in the subject position of the bare infinitival clause even more clearly. 

(42) Quid cessas mori?

Why hesitate to-die

Why do you hesitate to die?

The verbo cesso ("I hesitate") can never take a noun phrase as a direct object, so, in (42), the infinitive mori ("to die") must be a genuine verb rather than a verbal noun. This verb needs to assign the theta role of experiencer and PRO is the only candidate. So, the correct analysis of (42) must be (42)a. In (42)a the matrix null subject tu (“you”) is included for the sake of explicitness.

(42)a Quid tu cessas [PRO mori]?

Other sentences that seem to contain a subject controlled PRO in Latin literature are the following:

(43) Rhenum transire decreverat (Caes. Gall. 4,17,1)

Rhenum(ACC) to-cross (he) decided

He decided to cross the Rhine

(44) Nequi cogi pugnare poterat (Liv. 45,41,4)

NEG to-be-forced to-fight could

He could not be forced to fight

(45) Primus studet portum intrare (Nep. Chabr. 4,2)

(He) first(NOM) tries (the) harbour(ACC) to-enter

He is trying to enter the harbour first

(46) Brundisium terra petere contendi (Cic. Planc.96)

Brindisi(ACC) land(ABL) to-reach (I) tried

I tried to reach Brindisi through the land

(47) Fuga salutem petere contendebant (Caes. Gall. 3,15,2)

Escape(ABL) health to-get (they) tried

They tried to protect themselves by escaping 

(48) en ….cui bellum moremur inferre (Cic. Phil. 5,33)

here ….to-whom war(ACC) we-should-hesitate to-declare 

And this person, we  should hesitate to declare war against him

(49) Omitte mirari (Hor. Carm. 3,29,9)

Stop being-amazed

(50) Neglegis …. fraudem committere (Hor. Carm. 1,28,30)

(You) neglect  crime(ACC) to-do

You do not care about committing a crime

(51) Obsides dare intermiserant (Caes. Gall. 4,31,1)

Hostages(ACC) to-give (they) had stopped

They had  stop to release prisoners

Sentences (41) to (51) prima facie suggest that the incompatibility problem is not real and, as such, are a challenge to our analysis. We have been assuming that PRO is not allowed in the subject position of Latin infinitival verbs because they are +T. However, PRO seems to be needed in the subject position of bare infinitival clauses in sentences (41) to (51). Luckily, however, these sentences are amenable to an explanation within the framework that we have been proposing. First, we give an informal presentation of our analysis and, then, we offer the outline of a technical implementation in the P&P approach.

The informal idea is the following. We have concluded that the infinitival verb is +T based on the pattern in AccI clauses, in which it is morphologically fledged for tense and can enter into a sequence of tenses. Therefore, it seems reasonable to assume that, if the infinitive cannot be morphologically fledged for tense and cannot enter into a sequence of tenses in a certain construction, the infinitive in that construction is to be considered -T rather than +T. As we will see in a moment, in cases like those in (41) to (51) the infinitive can only appear in the present form. Therefore, we assume that the infinitive in (41) to (51), unlike in AccI clauses, is -T. It is then compatible with PRO.

Initial evidence showing that the infinitive is -T in the sentences under consideration can be offered by going back to sentence (42) (Quid cessas mori?), which, as we have anticipated, receives the representation (42)a. In (42)a, PRO, which is the subject of the embedded clause, is controlled by the null subject of the main clause. Crucially, sentences like (42)b and (42)c, which are identical to (42) but for the fact that the present form of the infinitive is replaced by the future and past form, are not attested and, most likely, were not possible in Latin:

(42)b * Quid (tu) cessas PRO moriturus esse 
(42)c * Quid (tu) cessas PRO mortus esse 
The ungrammaticality of (42)c is not much interesting because this sentence can be excluded by the conflict between the lexical meaning of cesso ("hesitate") and the past form of the infinitive. However, the ungrammaticality of (42)b cannot be attributed to a similar semantic clash. If anything, considerations of meaning alone suggest that the future form of the infinitive is the most adequate, for the action that one hesitate to deliver must take place in the future with respect to the moment of the hesitation. So, the fact that the infinitive must be present rather than future in sentences like (42) must be grammaticality determined. The hypothesis that we are adopting in this paper on the nature of PRO explains this grammatical constraint. The infinitive must be in the present form in (42) and similar sentences because it is actually untensed (technically -T), like its counterpart in English. In turn, what forces the infinitive to be untensed (-T) is the presence of PRO, which, as we have seen, is only compatible with a -T,-AGR verbal inflection. 

We have tested our hypothesis concerning the -T character of bare infinitives with other verbs. One interesting case is promitto (“I promise”). Promitto can either take a bare infinitival clause or a full AccI clause as a complement. Crucially in the latter case, both the present and future infinitive (cf. 52 and 53 respectively) is admitted while in the former case only the present infinitive is consistently attested (cf. 54)
:

(52) Promittebas te os sublinere meo patri (Plaut. Merc. 621)

(You) promised you(ACC) face(ACC) to-pant my(DAT) FATHER(DAT)

("to paint the face to someone"="to make fun of someone")

You promised you would make fun of my father

(53) Fac quod facturum te promisisti mihi (Plaut. Poen. 421)

do what to-do(FUT) you(ACC) (you) promised to-me

Do what you promised that you would do!

(54) Ei promisi dolium vini dare (Plaut. Cist. 541)

to-him (I) promised jar(ACC) wine(GEN) to-do

I promised that I would give him a jar of wine

This follows from our hypothesis. In (52) and (53), a lexical subject is present, so PRO is not required. However, in (54) no lexical subject is visible and PRO must be present and receive the agent theta role from the embedded verb dare (“to give”), as indicated in (54)a. The presence of PRO forces the infinitive to become -T.

(54)a (Egoi) promisi [PROi ei dolium vini dare]

Let us now suggest how our idea can be technically implemented. Following the P&P approach, the internal structure of the sentence is organized in three layers: VP (verb phrase), IP (inflection phrase) and CP (complementizer  phrase). Only VP and IP are directly relevant for what we are going to say, so we omit discussing the CP. We illustrate the structure of VP and IP by using a sentence like (55):

(55) The boys have all broken the window

The most embedded layer is the VP, which is the portion of the syntactic tree in which theta roles are assigned. In the VP the lexical verb broken assigns the theta role of theme to the direct object the window. The verb is the central element (the “head”, to use the terminology of phrase structure theory) of the VP while the direct object is the complement which is assigned a theta role by the verb.

(56) [broken [the window]]

Crucially for our purposes, it is now commonly assumed in the P&P approach that the subject starts off in the VP and is assigned its theta role by the complex verb+direct object in this position. The more external position of the VP, in which the subject is initially located is a specifier (another term that we borrow from the terminology of phrase structure theory )
:

(57) [VP all the boys [broken [the window]]

Note that the auxiliary is not generated within the VP. In fact, it is generated within the layer that embeds the VP, namely the category which is called inflection phrase (IP). The hierarchical structure of the IP reflects the hierarchical structure of the VP. The IP has a head, which is the verbal inflection (this can either be an auxiliary or a tense/agreement morpheme), has a complement (the VP) and has a specifier (the moved subject):

(58) [IP The boys have [VP all [broken [the window]]]]

The basic idea that underlies this type of structural representation is that the VP layer is the portion of the tree in which theta relations are assigned. The IP layer is the portion of the tree in which tense and agreement relations are established (for example, the subject moves to the sentence initial position because it needs to get close to the auxiliary in order to be able to agree with it).

We are well aware that this account is exceedingly sketchy but we cannot but refer the reader to the references already given for a more complete presentation of the theory. However, even this obviously incomplete account can give a glimpse on our technical proposal to the reader unfamiliar with the details of the P&P approach. In particular, we want to claim that a genuine bare infinitival clause (like the one in 42) is a VP rather than a IP. The reason is obvious: no positive agreement and tense specifications are present on the infinitive, so the IP portion of tree can be omitted. This has as a consequence that the subject PRO is generated and remains in the specifier position of the VP through all the derivation of the sentence. We propose that (54)b is an adequate representation for (54). Its crucial feature is that the matrix verb immediately contains the embedded VP. No embedded IP layer is required.
(54)b [IP Egoi [VP promisi [VP PROi ei dolium vini dare]]]

Summarizing, PRO is admitted as subject of an infinitival clause when the infinitival morphology is -T (technically speaking, PRO remains in its base position within the VP if the infinitive is -T because the IP portion of the clause is not projected).
7.4 An Empirical Generalization

The pattern that we have illustrated with cesso and promitto is quite general. To appreciate this, it’s useful to compare possum (“I can”) and volo (“I want”). Possum, like cesso, only admits a bare infinitival clause as a complement and never selects for an AccI clause (cf. the contrast between 59 and 60).

(59) Possum hoc scribere

(I) can that(ACC) to-write

I can write that

(60) *Possum me hoc scribere

(I) can me(ACC) that(ACC) to-write

In (59), PRO is required. For explicitness, in (59)a we explicitly indicate the matrix null subject ego (“I”) which acts as a controller of PRO:

(59)a Egoi possum [PROi hoc scribere]

We keep on assuming that PRO is admitted because the infinitive dicere in the clause selected by possum is -T. This predicts that a past or future infinitive should not be admitted as a complement of possum. This is a correct prediction. Sentences like (61) and (62) are ungrammatical:

(61) *(Egoi) possum [PROi hoc scripsisse]

(62) *(Egoi) possum [PROi hoc scripturum esse]

Let us switch to volo, which is more similar to promitto. It can take as a complement either an AccI clause (63) or a bare infinitival clause (64):

(63) Volo me hoc scribere

(I) want me(ACC) that(ACC) to-write

I want to write that

(64) Volo hoc scribere

(I) want that(ACC) to-write

I want to write that

We assume that a possible structure for (64) is (64)a and, by the usual reasoning, we predict that the infinitive should not display any tense variation.  

(64)a (Egoi) Volo [PROi hoc scribere]

As a matter of fact, volo can select for a past infinitive, as shown by the grammaticality of (65).

(65) Vellem hoc scripsisse
(I) would-like that(ACC) to-have-written

However, we think that sentences like (65) are not a real problem. The obvious treatment for them is to think that they are a covert case of AccI clauses with a personal pronoun which remains unexpressed (see note 12 for a similar treatment for promitto). So, the correct analysis for (65) should be (65)a, in which the embedded subject is the phonologically null version of the ordinary pronoun me (“me”), rather than (65)b, in which the embedded subject is PRO
:

(65)a [(Egoi) Vellem [mei hoc scripsisse]]

(65)b *[(Egoi) Vellem [PROi hoc scripsisse]]

What we are doing is reducing the cases in which volo seems to admit a  bare infinitive in the past form to cases in which volo takes a AccI clause with an accusative subject pronoun that remains unexpressed. Note that if our approach is on the right track, we are making a general prediction. That is, we are claming that the empirical generalization in (66) should hold in Latin.

(66) In Latin, if a matrix verb can only select for a bare infinitive, and is not allowed to select for a AccI clause, the infinitive is bound to be present

(66) says that, whenever the interference caused by AccI constructions is eliminated (because AccI clauses are not admitted in the first place) bare infinitival verbs in the past or future forms are expected to be excluded. To the best of our knowledge, (66) is a correct empirical generalization. (67) contains a list of verb that behave like possum (and cesso) and are relevant to evaluate the correctness of (66)
. 

(67) queo, nequeo, debeo, exopto, curo, paro, audeo, cunctor, soleo, conor, persevero, maturo, festino, aggredior, incipio
Summarizing, from the set of assumptions that we are making, a generalization about the tense (in)variation of infinitival verbs in Latin follows. Needless to say, this generalization may be falsified. However, if it resists further scrutiny, it is a clear corroboration of our approach, which can explain why it holds.

7.5 Null subjects different from PRO

In the previous paragraph, we have analyzed some examples as cases of AccI clauses in which the subject NP remains unexpressed. Given our assumptions, this subject cannot be PRO and must be the null version of ordinary personal pronouns, namely the category "pro" which is normally found in the subject position of finite clauses in Latin and other languages (see note 15 for more information on "pro").

In this paragraph, we discuss this option with some other examples. One clear case of an AccI clause with a subject "pro" is contained in the second sentence of (68). (68)a is the underlying structure of this sentence. We assume that the subject pronoun of the AccI clause selected by miror ("I am surprised") can be null because the context makes clear that it must be coreferential with the subject eum ("him") of the AccI clause selected by aiunt ("they say") in the previous sentence. 

(68) Iam hic adfuturum aiunt eum. Nondum advenisse miror (Pl. Truc. 205)

now here to-come(FUT) (they) say him(ACC); not-yet to-have-arrived (I) am-surprised

They say he is arriving here. I am surprised that he is not arrived yet 

(68)a Miror [nondum pro  advenisse] 

We assume that the subject of the AccI clause can be "pro" only in cases like (68) in which it is easy to understand to whom "pro" refers. This explains why the subject tends to be explicit in AccI clauses, whereas it tends to be null in finite clauses. In finite clauses the role of the context is not important because the agreement features on the verb suffice to indicate if the null subject is first, second or third person singular or plural. Since the infinitive does not carry person features, null subjects in AccI clauses are much less frequent . 

There is another class of cases that we would like to analyze as AccI clauses with a subject "pro". It is sentences like (69), in which an impersonal verb takes as an argument a copular construction which contains an accusative predicate:

(69) Difficile est esse bonum

Hard is to-be good(ACC)

It is hard to be good

The intriguing question about (69) is where the Accusative on the adjective bonum comes from. The copular construction must have a subject to which the predicate esse bonum assigns a theta role. We know two things about this subject. The first thing we know is that it is Accusative, since subject and predicate agree in Case in copular constructions, as (70) overtly shows:

(70) Ego sum bonus
I am good(MASC, NOM)

The other thing we know about the null subject in the copular construction in (69) is that it is assigned an arbitrary or generic interpretation (69 roughly means that being good is difficult for anyone).

Our analysis for (69) capitalizes on the fact that in Latin, the arbitrary or generic interpretation can be supported by the second person singular pronoun. An example, among many others, is the principle reported in (71). The null second person pronoun in (71) from a semantic point of view is an arbitrary pronoun.

(71) Iniuriam facilius facias quam feras 

Attack(ACC) easier (you) do(2th, SING) than (you) tolerate(2th, SING)

Lit. It is easier you make an attack than you endure (one)

Attacking is easier than being attacked

Based on this, we would like to analyze (69) as in (69)a. The argument of the predicate difficile est is an AccI clause with a null subject te ("you"). This subject is Accusative for whatever reason forces the subject of AccI clauses to be Accusative (in section 9 we will propose our explanation of this fact).

(69)a Difficile est [(te) esse bonum]

Summarizing, the subject of AccI clauses can be null when the context suffices to indicate its referent.

7.6 Conclusion

In this section we have claimed that the infinitive in Latin can be tensed, as shown by the presence of morphological forms for past, present and future. When it is tensed, it is not compatible with PRO and an ordinary NP is required (as in the AccI construction). In other cases, PRO is allowed because the infinitive is a noun. Still in other cases, PRO is allowed because the infinitive is not tensed. All in all, the investigation of Latin confirms the hypothesis that PRO is only allowed if the verbal inflection is -T,-AGR. In fact, the various forms of subordination in Latin can be seen as different strategies to by-pass what we have called the incompatibility problem. An empirical generalization constraining the tense variation of infinitives follows as a theorem from the set of assumption that we have been making.

8. Interlude: On Nominative Assignment
Before dealing with the last aspect of the grammar of subordination that can be reconstructed as a way to circumvent the incompatibility problem, we point out in this section the relevance of Latin infinitival constructions for the debate about Nominative assignment. We said that in the P&P approach it is standardly assumed that it is the finite inflection of the verb that assigns Nominative and we have seen clear evidence for this. However, the finite inflection is made of Tense and Agreement morphemes. So, the three possibilities in (72) are all compatible with the idea that the finite inflection of the verb assigns Nominative:

(72)

i) the Tense feature within the finite inflection assigns Nominative;

ii) the Agreement feature within the finite inflection assigns Nominative;

iii) it is the necessary combination of Tense and Agreement features within the finite inflection that assigns Nominative.

One way to explore this issue is observing how Nominative is assigned in languages in which Tense and Agreement features are dissociated. In particular, there are two types of languages that can help us to answer the question. A first type of language (call it type A) has infinitives that, unlike English, are +T,-AGR. The other type of language (call it type B) has infinitives that are -T,+AGR. The prediction is clear: if the hypothesis in i) is correct, infinitives in languages of  type A should take Nominative subjects. If the hypothesis in ii) is correct, infinitives in languages of  type B should take Nominative subjects. If the hypothesis in iii) is correct, neither infinitives in type B languages nor infinitives in type A languages should take Nominative subjects.

Languages of type A and B do exist. We have proposed that Latin is a type A language. An infinitive in Latin does not assign Nominative to its subject. This discharges the hypothesis in i). Portuguese infinitives exhibit subject agreement but do not have a Tense specification (cf. Raposo 1987 among others), therefore Portuguese might well be a type B language. Since Portuguese infinitives can take nominative subjects (subject to various constraints, including the selective necessity of SUB/AUX inversion), it has been proposed that the hypothesis in ii) is correct (cf. Chomsky 1998 and 1999 for the implication of this conclusion for Case Theory). Portuguese offers evidence also against the hypothesis in iii) because Nominative can be assigned even if the infinitives are -T. In nutshell, Latin infinitives, being +T,-AGR, are the complementary case of Portuguese infinitives that are -T,+AGR. Since the latter but not the former can assign Nominative, we have support for the idea that it is person subject agreement rather than tense which is responsible for Nominative assignment. 

However, it must be said that mechanisms of Nominative assignment might vary somehow from language to language, since infinitives in Modern Greek, as described by Iatridou (1993), do not perfectly fit into this picture. Infinitives in Modern Greek are always inflected for person and can take nominative or accusative subjects. They take nominative subjects when the infinitive is specified for tense (that is, the present and past form of the infinitive can alternate and the infinitive fully supports a sequence of tense) while they take accusative subjects when the infinitive is not specified for tense (that is, when the only form which is admitted is the present infinitive). This pattern suggests that Modern Greek is more restrictive than Portuguese. In the latter, a +AGR inflection suffices for Nominative assignment while the former requires an inflection which is both +T and +AGR.

Summarizing, the study of Latin infinitives supports the hypothesis that agreement features are a necessary condition for Nominative assignment
.

9.  The Accusativus cum Infinitivo Construction
In this paragraph, we study a fourth way to circumvent the problem introduced by the incompatibility between PRO and the tensed infinitival inflection. This strategy is pretty obvious: instead of having PRO as a subject, the infinitival clause takes an ordinary NP (typically a lexical NP) as a subject. The construction we are referring to is Accusativus cum Infinitivo (AccI), which is the most standard form of subordination with verba dicendi, sentiendi, affectuum, voluntatis (verbs of saying, knowing, perceiving, feeling etc.)

In a sense, AccI is the most obvious way-out from the incompatibility problem and the existence of an infinitival construction with a lexical subject is exactly what one can expect adopting the point of view that we have endorsed in this paper. However, we need to discuss AccI in detail because, as we will see, there is an aspect of AccI clauses that is hard to explain, namely how the Accusative subject is assigned a Case. Let us set the background of our discussion. Subjects of finite clauses (as well as subjects of infinitival clauses in languages like Portuguese) are assigned Nominative by the strong verbal inflection. PRO is not assigned a Case because the inflection is weak. The infinitival inflection in AccI is +T,-AGR, therefore it is too strong to be compatible with PRO but too weak to assign Nominative (in order for Nominative to be assigned, the inflection must be +AGR). As a matter of fact, the subject in AccI turns out to be Accusative. How can this happen? This section id devoted to answering this question, which is a long standing puzzle in the grammar of Latin. 

9.1  Distinguishing Genuine AccI Clauses and Pseudo AccI Clauses

Before dealing with the Case properties of the subject of AccI, we need to set apart two constructions that are quite different, even if they look the same and, because of this, are rarely distinguished by traditional grammars. In drawing this distinction, we follow the basic tenets of Bolkestein's (1976) analysis and rephrase it in the technology of the P&P framework in which, we believe, her intuitions can be given a precise implementation.

According to a rough description AccI is an embedded clause with an infinitive and a subject in the Accusative. So, following this description, it might seems that both sentences (73) and (74) are examples of AccI:

(73) Hortantur me venire

(they) exhort me to-come

(74) Dicunt me venire

(they) say me to-come

However, as Bolkestein notices, there are some clear differences that show that (73) and (74) are not of the same type. First of all a verb like hortor ("I exhort") always takes two complements. One receives the theta role of Theme (the action that one is exhorted to deliver) and the other receives the theta role of Addressee (the person who is exhorted). In (73) the argument that receives the theta role of Addressee is the accusative pronoun me. This is shown, among other things, by the fact that, if we try to add a further Addressee, the sentence is unacceptable, as shown in (75):

(75) * Me hortantur [te venire]

me (they) exhort you-ACC to-come

A verb like dico ("I say") does not need to take two complements. For example, in (96) no argument that takes the role of Addressee is structurally represented. That the pronoun me is not the Addressee is shown conclusively by the grammaticality of a sentence like (98), which is like (96) but for the fact that an Addressee has been added: 

(98) Ei dicunt [me venire]

he(DAT) (they) say me to-come

"They tell him that I am coming"

The discussion above clarifies that in (95) the accusative pronoun me is an argument of the main verb "exhort" from which it receives the theta role of Addressee. Since me already receives a theta role, it cannot receive the Agent Theta Role from the embedded infinitive venire. This means that in (95) me is not the subject of the embedded infinitival clause. In turn this means that (95) is not a genuine case of AccI. Notice that the infinitive venire needs to assign an agent theta role. Adopting the point of view that are arguing for in this paper, the only possible recipient of this theta role is PRO. So, we are led to conclude that structural analysis to be given to (95) is (99):

(99) Hortantur mei [PROi venire]

Given the analysis in (99), hortor assigns the theta role of Addressee to the pronoun me and the theta role of Theme to the entire embedded clause containing the infinitive and its subject PRO. Note that this analysis makes a prediction. We have proposed that PRO is only possible if the infinitive is untensed. So, in pseudo AccI clauses like (95), in which the subject position is occupied by PRO, the past or future infinitive should be banned. This prediction is borne out because. As noted by Bolkestein, sentences like (78) and (79) are unattested (in fact, the crucial example is 79, because 78 is independently excluded by the semantic clash between the present tense of hortor and the past tense of venisse).: 
(78) * Hortantur me venisse

 (they) exhort me to-have-come

(79) * Hortantur me venturum esse

(they) exhort me to-come(FUT)

In this paragraph, we have distinguished pseudo AccI from genuine AccI
. Our approach based on PRO explains why in pseudo AccI  clauses the infinitive must be present. From now on, we will focus on genuine AccI.

9.2  Is AccI an Example of Exceptional Case Marking?

As an example of genuine AccI, we will consider (80):

(80) Credo eum petisse a Marcello aliquid (Cic. Att. 13,10,3)

(I) think him to-have-asked to Marcello(DAT) something(ACC)

I think that he asked something to Marcellus

A first type of analysis to explain why the subject is assigned the Accusative in AccI takes this construction to be the Latin counterpart of the English construction exemplified by (81), which is labeled Exceptional Case Marking (ECM) within the P&P approach 
:

(81) I believe her to be wise

The label ECM suggests that in (81) there is an exceptional procedure of Case marking in which the Accusative is externally assigned to her by the main verb believe. There are at least three important arguments that have been advanced to support an ECM type of analysis. The first argument is that ECM is only possible if a transitive verb is present. If it is the main verb believe which assigns the Accusative in (81), the ungrammaticality of (82) is easily explained because nouns cannot assign Case in English. Therefore, her in (82) cannot be assigned Accusative (or, for what matters, any other Case).

(82) *The belief her to be wise

The second argument is that ECM is only possible if the relevant transitive verb has the capacity to assign Accusative, that is, if it is in the active voice. Assuming that the Accusative in (81) is assigned by the active verb believe, the ungrammaticality of (83) is explained, because the passive believed cannot assign Accusative.

(83) *It was believed her to be wise

A third argument that supports the idea that in (81) her receives the Accusative from believe is based on the observation that in English the verb that assigns Accusative must be adjacent to the NP that receives it. For example, a sentence like (84) is ungrammatical because Accusative assigner and recipient are divided by an adverb:

(84) * I drank slowly the coffee

Crucially, for infinitival clauses with an Accusative subject to be grammatical in English, the main verb must be adjacent to the Accusative subject. For example, it is not possible to cleft the ECM clause, as (85) shows.

(85) * It is her to be wise that I believe 

Notice that if the Accusative were assigned internally to the infinitival clause in (81), the ungrammaticality of (82), (83) and (85) would remain mysterious because the internal structure of the infinitival clause remains the same in all these sentences. Still, (81) is acceptable, while (82), (83) and (85) are ungrammatical.

We think that extending the ECM-type of analysis to AccI would be wrong. We believe this because AccI in Latin patterns in a completely different way from its alleged English counterpart. For example, an AccI clause can be the complement of a noun and of a passive verb
. We illustrate these properties in turn. 

In Latin it is not uncommon to have a verb replaced by a semantically related noun plus the copula. For example rumor erat (lit. "there was a rumor") can replace dicebant (lit "they said')
. The point which is relevant for us is that, if the verb can take an AccI clause as a complement, also the corresponding noun in the copular construction can. For example, (86) is perfectly acceptable. 
(86) Rem te valde bene gessisse rumor erat (Cic. fam. 1,8,7)

thing(ACC) you(ACC) very well to-have-handled rumor(NOM) was

It was reported that you had handled the problem very well

(86) clearly contrasts with the English case (82), suggesting that the English and Latin constructions with accusative subjects are different from each other
. Other cases that show that a noun can take an AccI clause as a complement are (87) and (88).

(87) si hanc opinionem receperis, aliquid bonum esse (Sen. epist. 76,22)

If (you) this(ACC) opinion(ACC) will-accept, something(ACC) good(ACC) to be

If you will accept the idea that there is something good
(88) primus Othoni fiduciam addidit ex Illyrico nuntius, iurasse in eum Dalmatiae ac Pannoniae et Moesiae legiones (Tac. Hist. 1,76)

First(NOM) Othoni(DAT) courage(ACC) increased from Illyrico announcement to-have-sworn in him Dalmatia(GEN) and Pannonia(GEN) and Moesia(GEN) legions(ACC)

Initially Othon was encouraged by Illyrico's announcement that legions from Dalmatia and Pannonia and Moesia had sworn to be faithful to him

However, we believe that the strongest indication that the ECM-type analysis is wrong is that the AccI clause can be the complement of a passive verb, as it happens in (89) or of an impersonal verb, as it happens in (90). It is standardly assumed that passives cannot assign Accusative, so it is simply impossible for Homerum to receive its Case from the passive verb traditum est. Similarly, an impersonal verb like constabat ("it was known") never assigns Accusative, so, the ECM type of account cannot explain why the subject eam pecuniam ("that money") is accusative in (90).

(89) Traditum est etiam Homerum caecum fuisse (Cic. Tusc. 5,39,114)
related is also Homer(ACC) blind(ACC) to-have-been

It has been related that Homer was blind, too

(90) Eam pecuniam publicam esse constabat (Caes. Civ. 1,23,4)

that(ACC) money(ACC) public(ACC) to-be (it) was-known

It was known that that money belonged to the state

The evidence reviewed in this paragraph strongly suggests to us that in Latin, unlike in English, the Accusative is not assigned to the subject of the AccI clause by the main verb. 

9.3  Does the AccI Subject receive a Default Case?

When one considers AccI, it is important to keep in mind that this construction alternates with the so-called Nominativus cum Infinitivo (NomI) construction, in which the subject of the infinitival clauses raises to the subject position of the main verb. For example sentence (89) alternates with a sentence like (91): 
(91) Dicitur Homerus caecus fuisse

is-said Homer(NOM) blind(NOM) to-have-been

It is said that Homer wsa blind, too

Adopting the P&P framework, it is not difficult to propose an analysis for (91), which in fact is identical in all relevant respects to the analysis for the English sentence (92), which is the direct translation of (91).

(92) Homer is said to have been blind

In (92) the subject of the main clause Homer is "associated" to the subject position of the embedded clause, since it receives a theta role from the predicate to be blind (the passive verb "is said" assigns a theta role to the entire embedded clause, not to the NP Homer, as shown by the fact that 92 is synonymous to a sentence like It is said that Homer was blind). In the P&P framework, the link between the position occupied by Homer and the position in which it receives a theta role is expressed by saying that the two positions are transformationally related. That is, there is a level of representation in which Homer occupies the subject position of the embedded clause and later moves to its superficial position leaving a trace:

(93) Homeri is said [ti to have been blind]

The next step is to ask why Homer has to move. In the P&P framework, a straightforward answer is available. As we said, one of central assumptions of  this approach is that NPs need to be assigned a Case. The English infinitival inflection cannot assign a Case, therefore Homer has to raise to the subject position of the main clause in which it is assigned Nominative by the finite inflection (in English, nouns do not carry morphological  Case, so it may not be apparent that Homer is Nominative in 93 but this becomes clear if the proper name is replaced by a pronoun, cf. He/*him is said to have been blind).

It is very natural to extend to NomI the raising analysis that we have illustrated for (92). This would imply that the structural representation that must be assigned to (91) is (94) (see Oniga 1996).

(94) Homerusi dicitur [ti caecus fuisse]

By exploiting the parallelism with English, one is tempted to conclude that even in Latin no Case is assigned in the subject position of the infinitival clause. However, this conclusion does not seem to be compatible with the fact that in AccI the subject receives a Case, namely Accusative. In a nutshell this is the problem that has been a puzzle in the grammar of Latin for a long time: on the one side, the existence of NomI suggests that in the subject position of the embedded clause no Case is assigned, so subject raising is triggered. On the other hand, subjects in infinitival clauses do have a Case (Accusative). 

As a way-out from this puzzling situation, it has been proposed that the Accusative is assigned to the subject of the AccI clause by a default mechanism. It seems to be a fact that languages, under special circumstances, have a procedure to assign a default Case to NPs that otherwise would not get one (for extensive discussion on default case in Latin, see Molinelli and Vincent forthcoming). A typical example is an NP in isolation when it is the answer to a question. In English Accusative is assigned by default in this construction (cf. 95), but the Case which is assigned by default can vary from language to language (for example, the default Case is Nominative in Italian, as shown by 96, which the word by word counterpart of 95).

(95) Who arrived late? Me/*I

(96) Chi arrivò tardi? *Me/Io

We do not think that the subject of the AccI clause is assigned Accusative by default, though. This hypothesis is affected by two problems. The first one is an empirical shortcoming. If the subject of the AccI clause is assigned Accusative by a default mechanism, Accusative should be the Case assigned in other Latin constructions that require Case assignment by default. But in Latin, like in Italian,  it is Nominative (rather than  Accusative) the Case which is normally assigned by default. This is shown by (97) in which an NP in isolation is the answer to a question, by (98) in which an NP in isolation is an exclamation
 and by (99) that illustrates the so-called Nominativus Pendens construction in which a Nominative NP acts as an hanging topic:

(97) Quid est tibi nomen? Harpax (Plaut. Pseud. 653)

What is you(DAT) name(NOM)? Harpax(NOM)

What's your name? Harpax

(98) fabulae! (Ter. Andr. 224)

Stories(NOM)

Humbug!

(99) rex Iuba, cognitis difficultatibus copiarumque paucitate, non est visum dari spatium convalescendi augendarumque eius opum (Bell. Afr. 25,1).

King Iuba(NOM) known(ABL) problems(ABL) means(GEN)-and scarsity(ABL) NEG is advisable to-be-given possibility of-recovering of-increasing (and) his resorces(ACC)

To King Iuba, when he came to know his problems and his limited means, it did not seem advisable that an opportunity was granted to him to recover and increase his resources

The second problem for the idea that the subject of the AccI clause is assigned Accusative by default is conceptual. In the P&P framework, the so-called Case Filter, that is the idea that NPs need to be assigned a Case, plays a crucial role in explaining a large number of syntactic phenomena. Just to give a couple of examples, (100) and (101) are excluded by the Case Filter because John and Rome do not receive any Case (as we said, a passive verb or a noun are not Case assigners, at least in English)
.

(100) *Was seen John

(101) *The destruction Rome

Given this situation, it is conceptually desirable for the mechanism of Case assignment by default to be severely limited. If Case by default were broadly available, the important explanations based on Case Filter would be missed. For example, if John and Rome were allowed to receive a Case by default, (100) and (101) should be grammatical, contrary to what is observed. For this reason, it is generally believed that Case by default is possible only in very special circumstances in which no other mechanism of Case assignment can be thought of (for example when an NP is isolated or is hanging outside the sentence). AccI does not seem to be a case of this type. For example, it is possible to imagine ways in which the subject of the AccI clause gets a Case (say, by raising, as it happens in NomI). Another way to present this conceptual problem is the following. If we allow the subject of the AccI to receive a Case by default in Latin, what prevents a similar device of Case assignment from applying in other languages in the same structural configuration? For example, what blocks a derivation for the English sentence in (102) in which him receives a Case by default?

(102) *It is believed him to be stupid 

Due to these problems, we reject the idea that a Case is assigned by default in AccI.

9.4  The Null Complementizer Hypothesis

The Accusative must be assigned to the subject of the AccI clause internally to the AccI clause itself, since this construction is allowed even if no external Case assigner is available (for example a AccI clause can be the argument of a passive or an impersonal verb). However, there are situations in which the internal mechanism of Case assignment, whatever it is, fails, since sometimes the subject of the infinitival clause is forced to raise to the matrix subject position to get a Case (when this happens, instead of a AccI clause, a NomI clause is formed). Based on these observations, we propose that AccI clauses in Latin are introduced by a complementizer which can be considered a phonologically null counterpart of the prepositional complementizer for that we see in English sentences like (103), which is the sentence 14a repeated for convenience (see Lakoff 1968 for the original observation that AccI clauses resemble the English construction in 103)
:

(103) For him to invite Mary would be stupid

The standard analysis for (103) capitalizes on the double nature of for. On the one hand, for is prepositional and as such assigns Accusative (for him/*he). On the other hand, for is a complementizer like that, the main difference between them being that the former introduces a non finite clause, while the latter introduces a finite one
. If Latin AccI clauses are introduced by a null counterpart of for, we can say that it is this complementizer that assigns Accusative to the subject of the AccI clause (no matter which position the AccI clause occupies in the main sentence). In particular, it is irrelevant if the matrix verb can or cannot assign Accusative, since the subject of the AccI clause receives its Case from clause-internal source.

Our hypothesis also gives us a very natural explanation for the alternation between AccI and NomI. When the embedded infinitival clause is introduced by a null complementizer, its subject receives the Accusative from it. A AccI clause results. If the embedded infinitival clause does not contain a complementizer, its subject does not receive a Case and is forced to raise to the matrix subject position by the Case-Filter. A NomI clause results
.

We will now offer a more precise implementation of our proposal even if, in doing so, we can't avoid using some technical terminology. The core of our analysis is that AccI clauses contain a null complementizer. Covert categories can be admitted only under severe limitations (on this see note 14). So, one can wonder what special condition licenses a null complementizer in AccI. Another facet of this question is: if a null complementizer is admitted in AccI, why is it banned in infinitival constructions in other languages (say, English or Italian)? After all, if a null complementizer were allowed in the general case, we would expect AccI clauses to be much more crosslinguistically widespread than they actually are. 

The idea that complementizers can be null is not new. On the contrary, null complementizers have been invoked by several authors to explain why the English complementizer that and the Italian complementizer che can be dropped in sentences like (104) and (105). These authors have proposed that when that and che are not pronounced they are nonetheless present in a null form. We will refer to these null forms by using the symbol (that and (che.

(104) He said that/(that he would go

(105) Credo che/(che sia bello

(He) said that (it) is(SUBJ) nice

The analysis that has been proposed for (104) and (105) is instructive for the problem of AccI, so we will introduce a brief digression to present it (we will focus on 104, but similar considerations hold for 105). As all the other null categories, a null complementizer can be admitted only under special conditions. In particular, it has been proposed by Stowell (1981) and Kayne (1984)  that (that, unlike its overt counterpart that can stay on its own, is affixal. The intuition behind this proposal is the observation that the more an element is morphologically and phonologically light, the more it needs to be hosted by another element (for example, clitics, which are reduced forms, must adjoin to a finite verb whereas stressed pronouns can stay on their own). In order to satisfy its affixal character, (that must incorporate into the matrix verb. This, modulo some independently motivated assumptions, can explain why (that is allowed in sentences like (106) but is excluded in sentences like (107) and (108). 
(106) Mary believes that/(that the world is round

(107) That/*(that the world is round irritated the Catholic church

(108) The army retreated that/*(that it might fight another day

The pattern in (106) to (108) can be explained as follows. It is well known that movement from inside the complement of a verb is allowed whereas movement from inside a subject clause or from inside an adjunct clause is banned. For example, a wh phrase can be extracted from the complement clause in (109) but cannot be extracted from the subject clause in (110) and from the relative clause in (111) (as it is customary, we indicate the position from which the wh phrase has been extracted by using a t):

(109) What does Mary believe [that you said t]?

(110) *What does [the fact that you said t] annoy John?

(111) *Who did John see the movie [that scared t]?

If we say that (that must move to the main verb to satisfy its requirement as an affix, the representation that must be given to the version of (106) to (108) with the null complementizer are the following (t is the trace of (that). 

(112) Mary (that-believes [t the world is round]

(113) *[t the world is round] (that-irritates the Catholic church

(114) *The army (that-retreated [t it might fight another day]

The parallelism between the representations in (109)-(111) and the ones in (112)-(114) should be self evident. The trace of the wh phrase and of trace of the complementizer obey the same constraints, that is the wh trace is only allowed in a configuration that also allows the trace of the complementizer. Crucially, this parallelism can only be captured by assuming that (that must move because it is affixal. 

Let us now extend this analysis of (that to Latin. Since it is convenient to have a name for it, we will call (comp the null complementizer that introduces AccI clauses
. We would like to propose that (comp, exactly like (that, is affixal. However, we suggest that there is a difference between (that in English and (comp in Latin. The former, as we have seen, must move to the position of the matrix verb in order to be legitimated. The latter, we claim, satisfies its affixal character by having the infinitival verb moved to its position at some abstract level of representation (specifically, the level called Logical Form, or LF, in the P&P approach).

 Notice that the idea that a verb raises to the position of the complementizer is pretty natural since a complementizer reflects certain properties of the verbal system of the embedded clause. For example, the choice of the complementizer depends on the finite or non finite character of the embedded clause (in English, the complementizer for finite clauses is that but the complementizer for non finite clauses is for)
. So, we know that a complementizer matches the inflectional features of the verb in the embedded clause. This special linking between the complementizer and the inflected verb is naturally expressed, given the technology of the P&P approach, by saying that the later moves to the position of the former. We also assume that this movement takes place only if the inflected verb and the complementizer share a sufficient amount of features. In turn, this implies that the verb can move only if it its inflection is rich enough
. This line of reasoning can help us to explain why AccI clauses are not crosslinguistically widespread (this translates, given our hypothesis, into a question about the availability of a null complementizer that can assign Accusative to the subject of the AccI clause). A distinctive property of Latin infinitival clauses is that they can be fully tensed. We propose that the tensed inflection, which is morphologically relatively strong because it is +T, is the trigger for the movement of the inflected verb to the position of the null complementizer. So, ultimately, the reason why AccI clauses are freely allowed in Latin but not in English and Italian is that only the former language has a strong infinitival inflection that allows the verb to raise to the position of the null complementizer legitimating it
.

Summarizing, the subject of a AccI clause does not receive a Case by a procedure similar to ECM. It does receive a Case by default, either. It is assigned Accusative by (comp, a null complementizer which can be legitimated only by virtue of the tensed character of the infinitival verb. We are aware that, at the present stage, our explanation based on the existence of a (comp is rather speculative. Ideally, one would like to see more direct evidence in favor of the proposed explanation. However, sometimes the strength of an hypothesis comes from the weakness of all the other available alternatives. We believe that this is case for AccI. All the explanations that have been proposed for this construction so far suffer from major problems, as we have shown. The "null complementizer hypothesis" , on the other hand, does not have any clear drawback and naturally explains the free distribution of AccI  in Latin. 

10. Conclusion

We have argued that the relatively strong character of the Latin infinitival morphology (which can be +T,-AGR) introduces a problem because a strong inflection is not compatible with PRO. Then, we have looked at apparently unrelated aspects of the grammar of Latin and concluded that they are different strategies to deal with the incompatibility problem. To summarize, sometimes a finite clause replaces what is a subject or object control construction in English (a ut/ne clause results); in other constructions the infinitive becomes a verbal noun; still in other cases the infinitive becomes untensed (-T), despite the fact that distinct morphological forms for tense specifications are available in the grammar of Latin. Finally, AccI and NomI clauses have been studied as strategies to assign a Case to a lexical subject that replaces PRO.

In our analysis we have tried to stick to a methodological and conceptual desideratum according to which a language must be seen as a very integrated system in which a unique factor, which is morphologically encoded, can have widespread consequences on the entire architecture of the grammar. We hope to have shown that our understanding of the grammar of subordination in Latin can increase if these research guide lines are applied. Conversely, infinitival clauses in Latin, due to their peculiar properties, can be illuminating for our understanding of such important modules of the theory of Universal Grammar, such as the theory of Case and Control. 
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� The P&P approach is the framework in the tradition of generative grammar that starts with Chomsky's Pisa lectures (Chomsky 1981). See Haegeman  (1994)  for a presentation of the technical aspects of the theory and Chomsky (1995) for its recent development that goes under the name of minimalist program. We have decided to write this paper in a way that should make it accessible both to scholars of Latin who are not familiar with the technical devices of the P&P approach and to generative linguists who do not master the grammar of Latin. Therefore, we will presuppose a very limited knowledge of the P&P approach and of the syntax and morphology of Latin. We have done that because we hope that this paper can help building a bridge between these two communities of researchers.


� A similar argument for the existence of PRO can be made on the basis of an expression like together. As shown by the contrast between i) and  ii), together requires a plural antecedent in a local domain, say in its own clause:


i) Mary said that the boys left together


ii) *The boys said that Mary left together


Given the grammaticality of iii), there must a plural antecedent for together in the infinitival clause and PRO (which, being pronominal, can be co-referential with  the boys) qualifies as such.


iii) The boys asked me [PRO to leave together] 


� The subject of the infinitival clause tends to be lexical even when it co-refers with the main clause subject (Putat se errare), cf. Traina  and Bertotti (II, 1969: 129).


� Categories that are phonologically empty need to be legitimated in special ways (cf. Rizzi 1986). One constraint is that their semantic content should be recovered from the part of the structure which is phonologically expressed. For example, a null subject is allowed in Latin or Italian or Spanish because the verbal inflection can tell us if it is first, second or third person and if it is singular or plural. A phonologically null subject pronoun of this type is called “pro”. In English, the verbal inflection does not allow us to recover the content of the subject pronoun and, therefore, it cannot be omitted. As for PRO, there are two ways to recover its content. One is through control by a suitable antecedent. The other way is to assign an arbitrary interpretation to it (see example 15b below). The assignment of an arbitrary reading can be seen as a default mechanism to assign a content to PRO, whenever a controller is not present in the structure.


� We will discuss prepositional complementizers as for in paragraph 9.3.


� That PRO can inherit a Case from its antecedent, as it inherits other features, is shown by sentences like i) and ii):


i) statui   PRO esse bonus


(I) decided to-be good(NOM)


ii) cogo te PRO servum esse


(I) force you-ACC slave-ACC to-be


PRO sits in the embedded subject position in i) and ii), as we will show in paragraph 7.3 below.  We know that a predicate agrees with its subject in a copular construction. The predicate agrees with the subject PRO in i) and ii) and reveals the Case which PRO displays. So, we can see that PRO inherits Nominative from its controller (the matrix null subject) in i) and inherits Accusative from its controller (the matrix object te) in ii).  Note that data like i) and ii) are clear evidence against the analysis of PRO in terms of Null Case (cf. Chomsky 1995). We hope to investigate the consequences of this observation on Null Case in future work.


� In Italian, the Dative is morphologically visible only in the pronominal system (gli/le "to him/to her" are the Dative clitic forms, as opposed to lo/la "him/her" that are the Accusative clitic forms). In English, the Dative is not morphologically realized.


� Morphologically speaking, the English form to have praised, is the equivalent in the infinitival domain of the present perfect. However, it can be used to express anteriority, as shown by the fact that i) and ii) are synonymous:


i) It seems that he praised Mary


ii) He seems to have praised Mary


So, the difference between English and Latin is ultimately morphological. Latin infinitives are +T because they are fully morphologically fledged for tense. English infinitives are -T because they are morphologically fledged for aspect and not for tense (although the present perfect form of the infinitive can be used to express anteriority).  Note also that English, unlike Latin, can never express posteriority by using an infinitival form and must employ periphrastic ways to express this tense relation (to be going to praise etc.). 


� Following a practice that is pretty common, in order to make the Latin examples as transparent as possible to non specialists of Latin, we sometimes take the liberty of using in the text elementary Latin examples that are invented by us. However, when we think that this is appropriate, we put in the notes examples attested in the Latin literature that show the same phenomenon. For example, for (17)a see i), for (18)a see ii), for (19)a see iii)


i) Voluntatem se laudare Maharbalis ait (Liv. 22,51,3)


 He says that he praises Maharbale's willingness


ii) Laudavisse hasce ait architectonem (Plaut. Most. 760)


He says that an architect has praised these


iii) Noluisti facere: laudaturum me putas? (Sen. contr. 9,4,15)


You did not want to do this: Do you think that I am going to praise you?


� Indirect evidence for the analysis of infinitives as nouns in contexts like (28)-(29) derives from the the parallel construction in Ancient Greek. In Ancient Greek the subject infinitive in a copular construction, as "more canonical" nouns,  is introduced by an article (the neuter form ).


� Many other nouns (like the ones that denote a physical object, say chair) cannot assign thematic roles and are irrelevant for our discussion.


� In fact, we have found four cases in which promitto takes a bare infinitival clause with the future tense. They are in i) to iv). However, the complement of promitto in sentences i) to iii) is likely to be a concealed AccI clause rather than a genuine bare infinitive. We believe this because the participle in i) to iii) carries the Accusative Case, revealing that it agrees with a (phonologically null) Accusative subject. We take this null subject to be an ordinary personal pronoun, which is licensed by the agreement in gender and number with the participle (technically, this pronoun should be the category “pro” that we have mentioned in note 4).  


i) promitto tibi non obfuturum (Plaut. Asin. 96-97)


(I) Promise to-you non to-obstacle(ACC,FUT)


I promise I will not obstacle you


ii) si quis promittat tibi te facturum divitem (Plaut. Asin. 528-529)


if someone(NOM) to-you promises you(ACC) to-make(FUT) rich(ACC)


In case  someone promises that he will make you rich


iii) legati pacem orantes venere obsidesque et iussa facturos promittebant (Sall. Hist. 3, 87B)


Ambassadors(NOM) peace(ACC) asking(NOM) came (and) hostages(ACC) and orders(ACC) to-execute(FUT,ACC,PLUR) (they) promised


Ambassadors requesting the peace arrived and promised they would give hostages and execute the orders


“vennero ambasciatori per chiedere la pace e promettevano di concedere ostaggi ed  eseguire gli ordini”


iv) non destitit, quoad summos illi promitterent honores habituri mihi (Apul. met. 7,14)


(He) not gave-up until big(ACC,PLUR) they(NOM) promised honors(ACC) to-have(FUT,PLUR,NOM) to-me


("to have honors to someone"="to honor someone")


He did not give up until they promised they would grant me major honors


This analysis of sentences i) to iii) is indirectly confirmed by sentences like v), in which  promitto takes a copular construction as a complement. v) is a genuine case in which promitto selects for a bare infinitival clause and in this sentence the Case of the predicate (bonus) is Nominative rather Accusative (cf. the ungrammaticality of iv)). We assume that in v) PRO inherits a Nominative Case from its antecedent ego ("I") and that this feature is overtly visible on the adjective bonus, which agrees with PRO:


v)  (Ego) promitto [PRO esse bonus]


vi) * (Ego) promitto esse bonum


So, to the best of our knowledge, iv) is the only counterexample to the generalization that, if omitto takes a bare infinitive, it must be in the present tense. However, iv) is an isolated example and is taken from a late author (Apuleius) and this suggests that this sentence might belong to a different grammatical system.


� We refer to Haegeman (1994) for a more complete discussion. We just mention that the hypothesis that the subject starts off in the VP and later moves to its superficial position can help us to explain the location of the quantifier all in a sentence like (55). Intuitively, this quantifier is part of the subject NP and we can say that it is stranded when the latter moves to the sentence initial position (of course, the quantifier can also be carried along by the subject and, when this happens, the sentence all the boys have broken the window results). 


� We have been implicitly assuming that the morphological ending for the present infinitive is a sort of default value that the verb stem acquires when it is not given positive specifications for tense and agreement. Note that the same happens when the verb is nominalized, as shown by the fact that a nominal noun has the morphological make-up of the present infinitive rather than being the verbal root (see paragraph 7.2 for some examples of verbal nouns).


� As we have already mentioned in note 4, phonologically null categories are subject to special legitimization conditions. The null category that we hypothesize in the subject position of (65) is "pro", that is the category that occupies the subject position of finite clauses in Latin and other languages (like Italian or Spanish) in which the verbal inflection has strong subject agreement features. Rizzi (1986) proposes that null categories (and "pro" among them) are legitimated if two conditions are met. Recoverability of the content of "pro" is the first condition. By recoverability Rizzi means the requirement that the immediate linguistic context must make clear if "pro" is first, second or third person (singular or plural). In Latin, Italian and Spanish finite clauses the recoverability procedure is obvious (it is enough to look at agreement features on the finite verb). In other cases, recovering the content of "pro" is less obvious but nonetheless possible. For example, its content can be recovered by looking at an antecedent with which it is coindexed, especially if this antecedent is particularly salient in the context. This is what happens in cases like (65) and in the other AccI Clauses that we discuss in paragraph 7.5. Formal licensing is the second condition under which "pro" is legitimated. According to Rizzi, "pro" is formally licensed if it is locally assigned a Case by a designated head. In paragraph 9.4 we will propose that the Accusative subject of an AccI clause is assigned Accusative by a null preposition. So, Rizzi's theory, when combined with our analysis of AccI clauses, explains why "pro" can sit in the subject position of AccI clauses.


� Statuo is a case similar to promitto. When it takes as a complement an AccI clause (in this context, statuo means "to be convinced that", "to believe"), the infinitive in the AccI clause can be future or past. This construal is shown in i) and ii):


i) Statuerant se..ea… numquam esse visuros (Cic. II Ven 5,95)


(they) were convinced them(ACC) those-things(ACC) never to-see(FUT)


They were convinced that they would never see such things


ii) ecquem tu horum…tam sceleratum fuisse? (Cic. Sull 32)


someone(ACC) you(NOM) of-them so evil to-be(PAST)


Can you believe that some of  them was so evil?


However, when statuo takes as a complement a bare infinitive instead of a AccI clause, the infinitive must be present. Cf. Traina-Bertotti (II 1969, p.265), who observe that only in archaic Latin the past form of the infinitive seems to be allowed, as in iii):


iii) ne quid vilicus dominum celavisse velit (Cato, Agr. 5,4)


that not the-farmer(NOM) boss(ACC) to-hide-things(PASS) want(SUBJ)


Better for the farmer not to conceal things to his boss!


However, Traina-Bertotti observe that "sembra certo che questo infinito perfetto esprima l'aspetto e non il tempo" (it seems clear that this perfect infinitive is an expression of Aspect rather than Tense).


� As first discussed by Rizzi (1982), Nominative is licensed in Italian also by a non-finite auxiliary or modal verb, which is deprived of any agreeing inflectional morpheme. However, this process only takes place when the verb crosses over the subject, as the contrast between i) and ii) shows: 


i) Essendo io partito, (loro hanno deciso....)


Being I left, they have decided


ii) *Io essendo partito, (loro hanno deciso....)


This procedure of Nominative assignment is different in nature from ordinary cases of Nominative assignment and is not sensitive to the presence of agreement or tense features on the verbal inflection.


� Not surprisingly, there can be cases in which it is not easy to distinguish if a sentence contains a genuine AccI or a pseudo AccI. In fact, there are even cases of structural ambiguity in which to the same sequence of words two structural representations correspond. For example, i) can be translated either as in a) or as in b) (the difference between the two meanings becomes evident if one thinks that b), but not a), is true even if the order is not given by the senate directly to the consul):


i) Senatus iussit alterum consulem contra Gracchum (...) exercitum ducere


a) The senate ordered one of the two consuls to move the army against Gracchum


b) The senate gave orders to have one of the two consuls moving the army against Gracchum


According to our analysis, the meaning in a) is associated to the structural representation ii), while the meaning in b) is associated to the structural representation iii):


ii) Senatus iussit [alterum consulem]i [PROi contra Gracchum (...) exercitum ducere]


iii) Senatus iussit [alterum consulem contra Gracchum (...) exercitum ducere]


So, when it has the meaning in a), i) contains a pseudo AccI, while, when it has the meaning in b), the sentence contains a genuine AccI.


� In fact, the ECM-type of analysis for AccI is the reworking in the P&P framework of a proposal originally pointed out by Pepicello (1977) in a different framework. Our criticism to this type of account draws freely from Bolkestein's (1979) and Pillinger's (1980) criticism to Pepicello's proposal.


� AccI in Latin is different from English ECM construction also in the third property that we have just considered, since the subject of the AccI clause does not need to be adjacent to the verb from which it allegedly receives Accusative (this contrasts with the ungrammaticality of English examples like 84). This is shown by a sentence like i). The AccI clause Quartum esse furem ("Quartum to be a liar") is extraposed, so the accusative subject Quartum is far away from the verb credo, which is its assigner given an ECM-type of analysis.


i) Ego quidam facile credo -Marcus autem difficile- Quartum esse furem


I indeed easily believe Marcus(NOM) however with difficulty Quartum(ACC) to-be a-thief(ACC)


I find it plausible that Quartum is a liar, but Marcus cannot easily believe this


However, we do not believe that this difference between Latin and English is a reliable argument against the ECM-type of analysis for AccI since, given the free word order of Latin, the transitive verb that assigns the Accusative and the direct object NP are never required to be adjacent. So, the lack of adjacency between Quartum and credo is not an argument against the hypothesis that the latter assigns Accusative to the former.


� Other cases are testis sum ("I am a witness") which corresponds to testor ("I witness") and spes est (lit. "there is a hope") which corresponds to spero ("I hope"). Cf. Hofmann and A. Szantyr (1965): p. 359. In general, in Latin as in other languages, a noun can take a clause as a complement only if it is a “nomen agentis”, that is, if it shares its thematic grid with the corresponding verb (this happens with a noun like "announcement", not with a noun like "chair').


� In Old Latin examples are attested  in which a noun derived from a verb can assign Accusative (cf. Oniga 1988:100, who points out that even in Italian there are some marginal cases similar to these). Examples include i) and ii):


i) Iusta...orator (Plaut. Amph. 34)


right-things(ACC) ambassador(NOM)


ii) Celatum indagator (Plaut. Trin. 241)


hidden-thing(ACC) investigator(NOM)


If nouns can assign Accusative in Latin, the grammaticality of sentences in which the AccI clause is the complement of a noun stops being an argument against an ECM analysis, because the Accusative subject might receive its Case from the noun. For this reason, the argument based on the existence of AccI clauses which are complements of a noun is weaker than the argument based on the existence of AccI clauses that are complements of a passive verb or an impersonal verb.


� Note that the Accusative seems to be assigned by default in exclamations like i) and ii):


i) nugas! (Plaut. Most. 1088)


Nonsense(ACC)


ii) te (...) in tantas aerumnas propter me incidisse! (Cic. fam. 14,1,1)


you (ACC) in so-many(ACC) truoubles(ACC) because-of-me to-have-gotten-into 


"That you got in so many troubles because of me!"


It is easy to extend to ii) the explanation that we are going to propose for the subject of the AccI clause (the Accusative would be assigned by a null prepositional complementizer). Adopting that explanation, despite of the appearances, the Accusative is not assigned by a default mechanism in ii). Why the default Case is Accusative in i) remains unclear, though.


� In the P&P approach, the subject NP of a passive sentence is generated in the canonical position of the direct object. From this position, the NP moves to the canonical subject position, where it gets Nominative, exactly because it needs a Case and a passive verb cannot assign Accusative. So, (100) is the base configuration from which the sentence John was seen is derived, as result of the requirement that goes under the name of Case Filter. (101) is rescued if a meaningless preposition like of, which can assign a Case to the NP Rome, is inserted (destruction of Rome). See Haegeman 1994 for a presentation of the role of Case Filter within the P&P approach.


� It is not clear if all prepositional complementizers can assign a Case. For example, di might be a complementizer in Italian sentences like i):


i) Decise di partire


(he) decided di to-leave


Note also that di, like for in English, assigns Accusative when it is a pure preposition, as shown by the contrast in grammaticality between di me ("of me") and *di io ("of I"). However, if di is prepositional complementizer in i), it cannot assign a Case, as shown by the ungrammaticality of ii), which is probably ruled out by the Case-Filter because no Case is assigned to Gianni. So, if di is a prepositional complementizer,  its Case properties are different from those of for.


ii) *Decise di Gianni partire


(he) decided di Gianni to-leave


� In the technical terminology of phrase structure theory, for is the head C of a CP that selects for a non finite IP, whereas that is the head C of a CP that selects for a finite IP.


� This explanation of the alternation between AccI and NomI presupposes that embedded clauses do not need to be introduced by a (null or phonologically realized) complementizer. In the terminology of phrase structure theory, sometimes embedded clauses are CPs, sometimes they are IPs. This assumption, although non uncontroversial, is accepted in many influential analysis of subordination for reasons that we cannot go into here. See Chomsky (1981) for a defense of this idea.


� One might speculate that (comp was the covert ancestor of the overt complementizer quod that gradually emerges in the evolution of Latin (as a matter of fact, AccI clauses are gradually replaced by finite clauses introduced by quod, see Cuzzolin 1994 and Oniga 1995 for extensive discussion on this).


� In fact, the matching between the complementizer and the selected verb is not limited to tense specifications but can also involve agreement features. This is shown by Western Germanic dialects with complementizers that agree in person features with the embedded finite verb (one case is West Flemish, as reported in Haegeman 1992).


� Also this assumption is pretty natural. For example, it is standardly assumed that there is a difference in verb movement between languages like English and Italian. In the latter language, which has a morphologically rich inflection, V raises to the position of INFL, whereas in the former language it does not (at least before S-Structure or Spell-Out). Pollock (1989) is a classical reference for the relation between verb movement and strength of the inflection and Haegeman (1994) contains a textbook presentation of this theory. By saying that only a verb with a sufficiently rich inflection can raise to the position of the complementizer, we are just extending to the domain of COMP the line of analysis that has been explored by Pollock and many other scholars in the domain of INFL.


� In fact, there might be cases of V-to-C raising to legitimate a null preposition in languages like English (and French). So, something similar to AccI clauses would be present in these languages, too. A plausible candidate is sentences like i). In i), oddly enough, the subject must be accusative rather than nominative. Longobardi (1986) proposes that in sentences like i) the subject is assigned Accusative by the auxiliary that moves to C at LF. As he argues, this analysis is supported by the observation that, when an overt complementizer is present, the structure becomes ungrammatical, as shown by ii). Under Longobardi's analysis, ii) is ungrammatical because the auxiliary being cannot move to C, since this slot is already filled by while and, as a consequence, the pronoun him cannot be assigned a Case. Sentence iii) confirms that the problem with ii) must be the lack of Case, because if the lexical subject is replaced by PRO (which does not need Case), the structure corresponding to ii) becomes acceptable.


i) Him/*he being in office, Mary....


ii) *While him being in office, Mary...


iii) While PRO being in office, Mary....


If one rephrases Longobardi's analysis and claims that V-to-C raising is necessary to legitimate a null preposition, which in turns assigns Accusative to the pronoun him, two results are gained. First, we can explain why the subject in i) is Accusative (preposition assign Accusative in English, while auxiliaries usually don't do that). Second, a unified analysis becomes possible for these cases and for AccI.
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