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Abstract

The object of investigation in the present work is the relationship between information structure
and some linguistic phenomena that have been traditionally studied as part of a modularly
encapsulated ‘narrow syntax’. Our fundamental aim is to show that all those explanations
specifically built on a static notion of (narrow) syntax result inadequate both empirically and
conceptually. Hence they should be abandoned. Such pars destruens will be complemented by
the progressive introduction of a model of syntax which instead exhibits a structural integration
with information structure, without any rigid encapsulation.

Our starting point will be the definition of ‘extraction out of a domain’. The necessity of the
concepts topic and focus, hierarchically reinterpreted in a cyclic theory of the syntax and the
semantics/pragmatics, shall emerge strongly. The main theoretical result which will be reached
is the following generalization: the more topical is a domain, the more opaque it results. We will
subsequently examine the different phenomenologies in island extraction, arriving at the
conclusion that both the type of extraction and the type of extractee influence grammaticality in
a predictable way. In particular, an increase in the value of topicality associated to them
improves the judgements. In the next chapter, we will generalize the obtained results, extending
their relevance to very different empirical domains (such as agreement and clitic doubling in
Romance), starting from an analysis of floating quantifiers dating back to the first ‘70s.

Overall considered, these first chapters will lead us to the formulation of the ‘generalized null
resumptive pronouns hypothesis’, which maintains that all gaps are filled by resumptive
pronouns (rather than traces or copies), as testified by various empirical problems that the copy
theory of movement presents. Furthermore, we will briefly develop the concept of ‘threshold of
a syntactic process’, which turns out to be essential in order to account for certain
microparametric variations of both a diachronic and a synchronic nature.

A more systematic theoretical redefinition of the notion ‘movement’ is the core of the next
section. In fact, the working hypothesis previously formulated (in partial agreement with others
in the literature) faces apparently insuperable difficulties: it can be shown that the gaps left by
movement transformations possess anaphoric, rather than pronominal, properties. It will also be
demonstrated that the morphological form of anaphors expresses directly the value of topicality
associated to them. Thus, there is an evident correspondence between types of anaphors and
topicality. This is compatible with our new alternative hypothesis that a multitude of (null or
overt) anaphors is associated to the different values of topicality of the antecedents in movement
chains. Finally, in this part we will also analyze the role of overt resumptive pronouns (whose
genuine manifestations are considered anaphors as well) in amnestying island violations.

In the last chapter what is at stake are some restrictions on pronominalization that, though
frequently noted in the literature, never received a unitary explanation. In particular, weak cross-
over configurations are treated as traceable to the more general pattern of backward
pronominalization (as in some of the earlier works that tried to deal with the issue). The
restrictions on forward pronominalization are then taken into account, drawing a global picture
which be able to explain all the phenomena at hand. Such a picture will be again largely based
on informational variables. Lastly, the issue of reconstruction for the sake of binding will be
explored, showing its interactions with weak and strong (primary and secondary) cross-over
configurations.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The notion of syntax that traditionally pertains to the generative field since its beginnings is
static, which means that a certain sentence is (un)grammatical independently from the context
in which it is inserted.' This is equivalent to say that a speaker can generate/evaluate sentences
in the absence of any ‘external’ intervening variable. And in particular it would be true of a
subset of syntactic computations, prototypically considered as part of narrow syntax. So, for
example, subject-verb agreement in English (or, even more clearly given their rich Agr system,
in Italian or Spanish) does not appear to depend on the informational status of the subject.
However, in some other languages the computation of subject-verb agreement apparently relies
on so-called ‘pragmatic’ factors. For example, in various Romance varieties focal subjects seem
not to trigger it. Another exemplification might in turn be represented by those split-ergative
languages that use cross-referencing or case marking to signal an accusative or ergative pattern,
when the split is determined according to what again sometimes appear truly ‘pragmatic’
variables (see Dixon 1994, ch. 4). Similar facts cast serious doubts on the assumption that
narrow syntax can be analyzed as static, even in the case of the morphophonological
manifestations of its core computations (agreement, case).

Also because of these problems, in the present dissertation we will not share the tenet
synthetically described above, which still is a commonplace in the generative tradition (though
implicitly or explicitly denied in many late developments of the theory, at least when it is not
strictly adherent to minimalist desiderata). Our model of syntax should then decide how much
of the effective computations is sensitive to contextual variables. We can call the computations
affected by contexts dynamic, since the laws governing them make specific reference to the
sequence of the preceding sentences or, more properly, to the cognitive and extralinguistic
mental representations of an (idealized) speaker. One of the aims of this work consists in
showing that much more syntactic phenomena than previously retained should be assigned to
such type of computations, to the point that the concept itself of narrow syntax would result
suspect.

Although some of the foundations of our approach will be inevitably different from those
employed in the classic generative tradition, the general objectives of this work are undoubtedly
framed in those terms. In particular, our chief interest is contributing to the construction of a
coherent and structured theory which be able to explain what are the primitives of language
from a psychological point of view, the fundamental question in mainstream linguistics ever
since Chomsky (1965).

One should not be mistaken regarding the proper interpretation of dynamic syntax. Contrary to
appearances, we do not think that it has anything to do with the concept of communication. And
even less with a purely functional conception of linguistics. Albeit the need of communication
clearly influences the way we use languages, this will not be the focus of the present
dissertation. We prefer to relate to the language faculty as the particular mental capacity of a
human thinker, rather than a speaker (or hearer). The claim is that all the proposals that will be
put forward here regard in the first place the intrinsic organization of (linguistic) thoughts, being
them part of a communicative situation or not.

The old labels of topic and focus coming from the tradition of research about information
structure (IS, the term is due to Halliday 1967) will be used throughout the work. Precise

! A first attempt to incorporate notions such as focus or topic into (narrow) syntax was tried in the early
“70s in generative grammar, but it did not produce the expected results and it was soon abandoned. These
days, minimalism is still allergic to a dynamic view and seeks as much as possible to reduce syntax to a
static module.



structural correlates of these notions have been proposed in recent years. Such formalizations do
not actually confront the traditional problem of properly defining them, in the same way, say, a
structural definition of subject as ‘the constituent in Spec of IP’ does not really contribute to
answer the question ‘what is a subject?’. To a large extent, we are not in a position to solve the
theoretical inadequacies of those approaches either, and our proposals are open to the same sort
of legitimate criticism. The only way-out one could resort to in order to meet the requirements
of a reader pushing hard in this respect might be this: there are simple and quite precise
syntactic tests (see the next section) that permit to show the existence of asymmetries in the
informational organization of sentences. The definition of the concepts of topic and focus can be
operationally connected to such tests. We are perfectly aware that this is not a satisfactory
solution and we are not intentioned to present it as if it were. But the correct theoretical
interpretation of the results to the mentioned tests is a complex task which we will not embark
on. It is nevertheless possible to employ operational definitions of topic and focus in order to
deepen our knowledge of those concepts, whose exact theoretical status is presently still quite
obscure and fuzzy. In any event, we firmly believe that no one can deny the relevance of IS to
natural language (and consequently the importance of studying it), in the same way no one can
today affirm to possess the definitive key to understanding what exactly it is. Our motto will be:
let the tests speak! Even a purely operational definition could be a solid enough outset for
uncovering interesting new generalizations and facts about language.

1) ON THE DEFINITION OF TOPIC AND FOCUS

As is well-known, the basic structural and informational organization of a sentence (its default
form) obtains in out-of-the-blue contexts, which roughly correspond to the absence of any
previous discourse or pragmatically salient (shared) situation/event.

1) Cosa ¢ successo?
What happened?
Maria ha visto Luigi.
M. has seen L.

In Italian, the default organization of a transitive sentence implies the order SVO, which is thus
said to be its basic word order. Now, it is very well-known that if we change the context which
introduces a sentence such as that in 1), an asymmetry emerges. Objects can answer a wh-
question without changing their position, while subjects cannot (a pronoun substitutes the non-
interrogated constituent in both cases, but this is by all means irrelevant).

2) Maria, chi pro ha visto t?
M., who has (she) seen?
Pro ha visto Luigi.

(She) has seen L.

3) Chit ha visto Luigi?
Who has seen L.?
#Maria 1’ha visto.

M. him(cl) has seen

In order to render the answer in 3) felicitous, one needs to postpose the subject, as in 4).”

4) Chi t ha visto Luigi?
Who has seen L.?
L’ha visto Maria.
Him(cl) has seen M.

* Similar data obtain in English as well, if one substitutes the presence of extra-accentuation for the
inversion of the subject.



With the aid of this quite trivial test, we can conclude that in Italian the preverbal subject
position is topical, while the object position and the postverbal subject position are focal.” No
more assumptions are actually needed as to the proper meaning of the notions Topic and Focus:
they can be defined operationally employing tests similar to that above.*”

Even with methodological tools as simple as those above at our disposal, the reader will see that
it is possible to deduce many generalizations about the faculty of language which are in many
respects new. If they should turn out to be (an approximation of) interesting empirical and
theoretical abstractions, being able to stimulate further research, then the main aim of this
dissertation could be considered accomplished.

2) OVERVIEW

This thesis is structured in four parts. The first one is the longest (it consists of chapters 2+3)
and is concerned with extraction phenomena. The second part (chapter 4) deals mainly with
topics such as Clitic Doubling and Agreement in Romance. The third part, constituted by
chapter 5, is the shortest. It is meant to systematize and revise the notion of A’ chain in the light
of our previous results and generalizations. Finally, the fourth part (chapter 6) studies
pronominalization restrictions, in particular cross-over configurations.

We will start out defining the notions of extraction and extraction out of a domain. It is the
second one that will be investigated in depth in chapters 2 and 3. The fundamental question
permeating the first chapter of the work is: why are certain domains opaque to extraction? We
will mention three different problems previously noticed in the literature that no account of
extraction phenomena ever solved satisfactorily. This will prompt us to develop an hierarchical
model of IS which could permit to face all those difficulties at once. The discussion is guided by
the idea that IS is organized in layers, proceeding cyclically in a bottom-up way. To this effect,
evidence will be discussed that bears no direct connection to extraction phenomena. A mapping
principle governs the junctures between the various informational levels (Informational
Mapping Principle). According to a series of defining properties, such layers will also be
grouped into two different types: relational and phasal 1S levels. With the aid of this
hierarchical model of IS, we will analyze well-known and not-really-well-known data about
extraction from islands, arriving at the following generalization (which owes much to
Erteschik’s 1973 dissertation): when a domain is not focal at the various levels of IS, it becomes
opaque (Principle of Extraction). Even a summary examination of the empirical facts points to

3 A system structurally organized according to a bipartition focus/topic is implicitly dynamic. The
evaluation of an item at the temporal state # cannot avoid to make reference to the temporal state -/, and
may (or should) be used again in the state #+/. The meaning of an informational value is always referred
to the present, but such a value can be set only with reference to the past.

* We will make reference throughout to a further distinction: that between (information) focus and
contrastive (or identificational) focus - see Kiss (1998) and especially chapter 3. The latter always
involves some form of contrast or correction wrt a previously introduced linguistic entity or fact, as in the
following:

i) (Mario ha incontrato Gianni)
M. has met G.
No! Ha incontrato {PIERO}conuroc, (Non Gianni)
No! (He) has met P., not G.

Compare with ii), in which no contrast is (obligatorily) present.

ii) Chi hai visto?

Who have (you) seen?

Ho visto {Luigi}goc.

(I) have seen L.
> In chapter 2 we will temporarily depart from such a stand, proposing a theoretical characterization of the
notions at issue for a subpart of IS. Anyway, an exclusively operational definition will also be supplied.



the conclusion that grammaticality improves if the topicality of a domain decreases, in a way
which does not seem compatible with a binary classification of topics/foci. Rather,
grammaticality judgements seem continuous-like (an important issue to which we will return in
later sections of this dissertation) and are influenced by what we will call informational
summation effects.

At this stage, we will pose ourselves a new question: is any kind of focal value assignment able
to keep a domain permeable to extraction? The answer will turn out to be rather complex. On
the one hand, we believe that for information focus every value assignment (default and non-
default ones) allows permeability to extraction. But this is so only if such informational value is
directly visible to syntax, which is not the case with purely accentual strategies. On the other,
the existence of qualitatively distinct focal operators must be recognized. Those kinds of
focalization induce a very strong opacity, which seems to be characterized by an ‘all or nothing’
behavior, very different from what we observed before for information focus.

Such findings are directly relevant to our account of so-called weak islands. It will be shown
that focal operators are present in all those environments and that the interaction of the Principle
of Extraction with the focal operator produces the visible impairment in extraction possibilities
known from the literature. Our treatment avoids the theoretically unwelcome division of labor
between strong and weak islands (and relative families of explanations), which will be
demonstrated to result suspect also from an empirical point of view. The chapter ends with a
critical examination of the most successful account of weak islands to date: Relativized
Minimality (in its latest version).

In chapter 3 we will examine some issues which are complementary to those tackled in the
previous one. The two chapters together constitute a comprehensive account, framed in
informational terms, of island phenomena and extraction restrictions, an account which will
pave the way to the more theoretical systematization contained in chapters 4 and 5. The basic
questions that we try to answer here are: why may certain extractions occur in environments
which are barred to others? And where do similar differences come from?

We begin by comparing systematically relative and bare-wh extraction. What the data
apparently tell us is that we cannot consider Italian Relative Clauses neither as the result of
movement operations (whose more typical example is the displacement of bare interrogative
wh-elements), nor as resumptive chains (of the type found in dislocation constructions, for
instance). This is confirmed also by other phenomena, like sensitivity to Weak Crossover. The
inspection of more data leads us to conclude that every type of extraction procedure leaves
behind a gap endowed with a particular value of pronominality: a null resumptive pronoun (in
partial agreement with precedent observations of Obenauer, Cinque and especially Postal). We
will then provide a first preliminar sketch of a new framework, which we will call the NRP
hypothesis, in which there is a direct connection between the value of topicality of an antecedent
and the pronominality of the gap left behind (such a framework will be enriched and revised in
the next chapters). Two variables would then be pertinent in explaining opaque domains: the
Principle of Extraction from Chapter 2, which takes all topical domains to be islands, tempered
by the employment of resumptive pronouns with an adequate degree of pronominality, which
diminishes the freezing effect due to the first restriction. The interplay between the two factors
would be responsible for the different grammaticality judgements and for the different
extraction possibilities (referential arguments vs adjuncts/non-referential arguments) in island
environments.

The subsequent step is an attempt to find alternative accounts for the asymmetries that Rizzi
(1982) noted in extraction out of wh-islands (the subject vs object and the decl/int vs int/dec!
asymmetries), since in Chapter 2 we discarded (parametrized) subjacency as the correct
explanation of island restrictions. In doing so, we will extend our previous observations to other
A’ constructions, such as parasitic gaps and then clefts and dislocation configurations. At the
end of the chapter we will be ready to map in a rather systematic (though still provisional) way
the ordered set of A’ resumptive pronouns available in Italian. As the reader will see, the notion
of copy - or trace - is at this point completely unneeded. What is more, such notion turns out to
be an impediment if one wants to preserve the theoretical virtues of the generalized rule ‘move
o’ without neglecting the differences among the various A’ constructions we will bring to light.
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Having reached the conclusion that a movement gap is always filled by a resumptive pronoun,
in chapter 4 we turn to the historical predecessors of this idea in order to compare our position
with those advanced by others in the past.

We will follow up Perlmutter’s analysis of floating quantifiers in French, adding new data
which support our view that the value of pronominality of resumptive pronouns varies
according to the value of topicality of the moved elements coindexed with them.

The next point to be addressed will have to do with Past Participle Agreement: in fact, Cinque
noticed many years ago that some Italian/French differences are problematic for an analysis like
Perlmutter’s. Building on Kayne’s (1989) proposal, we develop a framework in which Cinque’s
observations and other microparametric differences might receive a natural explanation, based
on the notion of threshold of a syntactic process. We also show that Past Participle Agreement
depends indirectly on informational variables, being connected to the value of pronominality
pertaining to the clitics obligatorily doubling direct objects.

Since our description of Past Participle Agreement crucially makes use of the idea that (direct)
objects and their gaps are always doubled by null or overt clitics, it should come as no surprise
that the next sections are devoted to the study of clitic doubling. We discuss various facts
suggesting that in Romance a generalized clitic doubling of arguments is operative, overtly
manifested to a different extent in the various languages/varieties, but always present at least in
a null form. The surfacing of the clitics would again depend upon informational variables, as
easily recognizable taking into account an impressive series of empirical implicational
hierarchies, all of the same type, whose existence would otherwise result mysterious.

Finally, in the following sections we will deal with subject-verb agreement. On the basis of our
precedent remarks about Past Participle Agreement, we will try to furnish a description of the
phenomenon which is compatible with a single mechanism of Agree!, active for both subjects
and objects and mediated by the clitics doubling them. An examination of the structural
configuration underlying postverbal subjects ends the chapter.

The NRP hypothesis, as it will be developed up to this point, has still to address some
unavoidable problems that whatever general account of movement phenomena should take into
consideration. In particular, two questions are of special importance: what is the status of
resumptive pronouns wrt cyclicity effects? And what are resumptive pronouns from the point of
view of the Binding Theory?

Chapter 5 specifically aims at finding an answer to these two (related) issues.

It will be shown that according to many syntactic tests resumptive elements and clitics in
doubling configurations ought to be considered anaphors, and not pronouns. In this respect, a
big theoretical problem arises: it is almost universally assumed that an antecedent in an A’
position is not able to bind anything at all. In order to get rid of this difficulty, we will adopt and
adapt a proposal by Aoun, which contemplates the existence of both A and A’ anaphors. Null
and overt resumptive pronouns would be instances of the latter, independently motivated,
category. If so, the obligatory successive cyclic character of movement springs out of the theory
as a totally expected fact. This in turn implies a) that there is no clear-cut division between
movement and genuine resumption (or chopping and copying rules, employing Ross’s old
terminology) and b) that our speculations about the interrelationships of informational values
and degrees of pronominality have to be revised, since no pronouns are actually involved in
movement configurations. We will first proceed to show that a lot of empirical facts suggest
indeed the correctness of point a). Then, the concept of level of anaphoricity is discussed and
the theory of A’ chains is reformulated in the light of the considerations reported here,
incorporating all our previous findings into it.

The remainder of the chapter addresses a topic of great importance, namely the role of intrusive
resumptive pronouns in overcoming island restrictions. It will be demonstrated that ordinary and
intrusive resumptive elements are intrinsically different and that the latter are the output of a
marked last resort strategy which substitutes a pronoun for an anaphor under certain particular
conditions. This would explain the complete insensitivity to islands of this type of resumption.

In the last chapter, entirely devoted to pronominalization restrictions, we will first examine

Weak Crossover (WCO) configurations. After briefly reviewing some previous explanations
which we do not find satisfactory (Chomsky 1976, Reinhart 1983), an attempt is made to render
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up-to-date Wasow’s original insight that WCO configurations have to be accounted for in the
same way as the other problematic cases of Backward Pronominalization (BP) discovered by
Langacker, Ross, Postal (and others) in the late ‘60s. To this effect, we will analyze the
restrictions on BP (and WCO) from an entirely informational perspective. As the reader will
see, the proposals contained in Chapter 3 turn out to be essential for solving the most intricate
difficulties implicit in accounts like that of Wasow’s.

In the process of reframing the restrictions on BP in informational terms, we will also be led to a
critical evaluation of Principle C of the Binding Theory. It will be shown that the configurations
ruled out by Principle C are a subset of the configurations ruled out by a more general principle,
which will be called the Order of Topics Constraint (OTC). It follows that Principle C can be
dispensed with, because it is a mere duplicate.

The OTC is affected by the intervention of numerous variables, whose interaction is actually
responsible of the permissible and non-permissible patterns of BP. We try to sort them out and
to analyze each of them separately, underlining the interrelations with IS for every single factor.
Strong Crossover (SCO) configurations will then be investigated. Quite predictably, it is our
belief that they are not to be treated separately from BP either and thus a treatment is devised
that could naturally explain the differences in acceptability between SCO and WCO violations.
After analyzing in great detail the restrictions on BP, we turn to the much less studied topic
represented by the restrictions on Forward Pronominalization (FP). A systematic investigation
of the data reveals that the factors constraining BP and FP are analogous and act in a
complementary way in the two configurations. To be sure, FP is much less constrained than BP.
But a careful examination of the former permits to appreciate the mirror image impact on
grammaticality that the manipulation of the variables that condition BP has on FP. Such a
generalization cannot be captured in all those accounts that employ c-command and similar non-
informational notions to express pronominalization restrictions.

In the last sections we address the problem of Binding reconstruction and in particular its
relevance to the crossover configurations studied in the previous sections of this chapter.
Following Heycock (1995) and Bianchi (2004), we describe the differences between topics and
foci, arriving at the conclusion that reconstruction is obligatory only for the latter (but only
when the element to be reconstructed is embedded). At this point, all what is needed to
understand properly secondary SCO effects should be at our disposal, and an analysis of the
phenomenon concludes the chapter.

3) EXISTING MODELS OF DYNAMIC SYNTAX

We will not adopt any previously proposed informational model. Our reluctance in accepting
them does not mean that we believe that IS has no precise internal organization (in this
connection, see chapter 2). Since systematic analysis that address the issue of which structure
pertains to IS are already available, one could wonder why we prefer a more agnostic position
on the matter. Some reasons are given in this section.

First of all, we would lik to stress that in the present work the issue of which (presumably
universal) value assignment mechanisms pertain to IS will not be addressed. Nor will we take a
specific stand as to what invariant functional/structural correlates correspond to informational
notions. These are very complex problems, whose solution necessitates of a vast cross-linguistic
comparative analysis that has not been the object of our research. Various authors have already
tried to address such issues, but we think that no current approach is sufficiently refined to do
justice to all the aspects of the question. In particular, we believe that the cartographic
framework developed in Rizzi (1997, 2004a) and related works makes use of problematic
assumptions, if it is to be taken as a general model of IS. We will now have a look at some of its
alleged inadequacies.

In the split-CP constellation, informational assignments are invariably connected to functional

projections and to the minimalist operation ‘internal merge’ (the current version of ‘move o’
from the old P&P framework). It is precisely such basic idea, attractive in virtue of its

12



simplicity, that does not seem to us to work properly in understanding the global architecture of
the informational component.

A first difficulty relates to the absence of left-handedness in IS, which is instead
overwhelmingly evident in standard (A and A’) movement. This suggests that an account in
terms of movement results at least unnatural. We are certainly not saying that it is impossible to
work out solutions for all the complications on the ground, but simply that they may result
suspect from a methodological point of view, given general principles of parsimony. If
anything, these examples demonstrate that in Italian there is an extraordinarily strong preference
for having the (information) focus at the end of the sentence, as in many other languages. It is
impossible to have this fact following directly in a cartographic framework, since movement is
taken to be only to the left (but it is obviously easy to devise indirect solutions, in the spirit of
the countless remnant movement analysis stimulated by Kayne 1994).°

5) Chi ha baciato Mario?
Who has M. kissed?
Mario ha baciato UN ROSPO.
M. kissed a toad
6) Chi ha baciato un rospo?
Who has kissed a toad?
a) L’ha baciato MARIO.
Him(cl) has kissed M.
b) MARIO(,) ha baciato un rospo.
M. has kissed a toad

When the focus is in a position different from the end of the sentence, deaccenting obligatorily
affects all the constituents to its right (see 6)b).” This resembles what happens with dislocation,
which is excluded by the above considerations and shows deaccenting/prosodic separation as
well.

7) Chi ha baciato Mario?
Who has M. kissed?
Pro ha baciato UN ROSPO, Mario.
(He) has kissed a toad, M.

One possibility is that focus is assigned as a ‘residual’ feature, ie topics are attracted to the left
and what remains rightmost receives a focal value. This is not what Rizzi (1997, 2004a) has in
mind. And such a solution is indeed highly implausible, since in Germanic the in-situ
focalization strategy is a viable alternative (in English by far the most widespread, see
Zubizarreta 1998) to rightmost positioning.®

8) Who kissed a toad?
MARIO kissed a toad.

Furthermore certain istances of (rightward) movement related to focus seem to exist,
invalidating the idea that focus be assigned as a residual feature. Consider this case of Heavy
NP Shift in English, for example (from Williams 2003).

9) John gave to Mary all of the money in the satchel.

As is well-known, one factor that determines the possibility for a constituent to be moved to the
right is its ‘heaviness’. Therefore, it results very difficult to attribute the right-positioning of the

% What such kinds of analysis tend to forget to show is why A and A’ movement cannot in general avail
themselves of the same possibilities, and are thus forced to reveal overtly their left-handedness.

7 Deaccented elements are italicized.

¥ In-situ focalization in Germanic is not (necessarily) connected to deaccenting of the material to the right
of the focus, of the type encountered with non-final foci in Italian.
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direct object to a movement to the left of the indirect object. Such a proposal will clearly violate
all the current assumptions about feature-checking and economy of derivation. At the same
time, focus is certainly implicated in Heavy NP Shift, as Williams (2003) points out:

10) John gave to Mary all of the money in the SATCHEL.
11) *John gave to MARY all of the money in the satchel.
12) John gave all of the money in the satchel to MARY.
13) John gave all of the money in the SATCHEL to Mary.

A ‘heavy’ constituent can be positioned to the right, but only if it is focalized (see also Arnold et
al. 2000). These two related observations constitute substantial evidence in favor of the idea that
it is the direct object that moves, for its own purposes.’

A second problem is connected to ‘what should attract what’, namely the applicability of a
feature-checking mechanism to IS. As again noticed in Williams (2003), Heavy NP Shift is
licensed if it puts the focus at the end of the sentence, or if it allows focus projection from the
end of the sentence. Thus, the shifted NP is not the focus in general, but simply in the special
case (for informational values, curly brackets are employed).

14) John gave all the money in some container to Mary. What container?
John gave to Mary all of the money in the {satchel}g,.

15) What did John do?
John {gave to Mary all of the money in the satchel}g,.

The problem is: when the entire shifted NP is not the focus, its movement seems causeless.'”

We can generalize Williams’s considerations to other alleged instances of focus movement. So,
observe what happens with postverbal subjects in Italian:

16) Chi ha dato il denaro a Pietro?
Who gave the money to P.?
L’ha dato {il primo figlio di Giovanni } .
It(cl) has given the first son of Giovanni
‘Giovanni’s first son has given it.’

17) Quale figlio di Giovanni ha dato il denaro a Pietro?
Which son og Giovanni has given the money to P.?
L’ha dato il {primo} g, figlio di Giovanni.

*11 {primo} .. figlio di Giovanni 1’ha dato.
‘Giovanni’s first son has given it.’

18) Che ¢ successo col denaro alla fine?
What happened with the money in the end?
Lo {diede a Pietro il primo figlio di Giovanni}g,.
It(cl) gave to P. the first son of Giovanni
‘Giovanni’s first son gave it to Pietro.’

? This is evidence against indirect analysis of HNPS, in the sense that was attributed to this word in the
text.

'” The movement to the right could maybe be motivated via ‘heaviness’ requirements, with the result
filtered in a separated informational component (in order to exclude topics from the final position of the
sentence). Alternatively, one can think to some form of percolation assigning a focal feature to the moved
constituent. Generally speaking, the appeal of the notion ‘percolation’ for dealing with these problems is
evident. But, again, this implies significant complications of the theory.
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A movement analyses of focus in the case of postverbal subjects (as, for instance, in Belletti
2001 and 2004Db) is not natural, if it is based solely on feature-checking mechanisms. Additional
complications are again required, in the form of percolation mechanisms and the like."'

The third and certainly more serious objection regards the employment of the notion
‘movement’ itself. The big theoretical problem is that focus is not restricted by constituency
considerations, that all known instances of movement respect (see Krifka 1991, Zubizarreta
1998, Tancredi 1992). We can use a very clear case involving contrastive focus, which not only
violates every possible constituency test, but even the word boundaries (see also 18) above for a
problematic instance of non-contrastive focus):'*

19) Ti avevo detto di {RI}proporre quella cosa, non di {CONTRO}proporla in alternativa
alle idee del direttore.
I told you to propose again that thing, not to make a counterproposal to the director’s
ideas with it.

We do not see any compelling reason to analyze in a completely different way 19), 20) with in-
situ focalization and 21)/22) involving movement of the focused object to the left.

20) Dovevi chiamare MARIO, non PIETRO.
(You) had to call M., not P.

21) MARIO dovevi chiamare, non PIETRO.
M. (you) had to call, not P.

22) E MARIO che dovevi chiamare, non PIETRO.
It is M. that (you) had to call, not P.

Even if the structural configurations associated to these sentences are different, their
informational status is completely identical. Modeling syntax on it (or viceversa) is improper,
because there is no reason whatsoever to prefer one pattern -the movement case- over the
other."

Though the remarks in this section do not represent counterevidence to Rizzi’s articulated split-
CP system, they strongly suggest to avoid the employment of models of IS comprising a one-to-
one correspondence between movement and informational values. Since we are interested in IS
in a general sense, and not only in the informational assignments somewhat connected to the

' But, in that case, one should also motivate why other movement operations would not dispose of such
percolation mechanisms in the same way as focus movement.

"2 1t should by now be evident why different graphic symbols have to be used for constituency and for
informational values.

' Note that movement respects constituency when focus does not. This means that in certain cases a
movement strategy cannot be used to express focalization (an absurd situation in a framework that
obligatorily express IS through movement operations).

A: Mario non compro un regalo a Maria.
M. did not buy a present to M.

B: Non ¢ vero assolutamente!
It is absolutely not true!

1) Mario DIEDE un regalo a Maria.
M. gave a present to M.

ii) *DIEDE Mario un regalo a Maria.
Gave M. a present to M.

Example ii) is grammatical only with intra-clausal dislocation of the subject, in which case no movement
of the focus occurs:

iii) Pro DIEDE, Mario, un regalo a Maria.
(He) gave, M., a present to M.
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functional projections of the left periphery, in the remainder we will not have much to say about
Rizzi’s proposal (unless the relationship between movement and IS be specifically at stake).

Many enigmas concerning dynamic syntax are still to be deciphered. We think that also in the
absence of a theoretical ‘macroparadigm’ the empirical observations reported in the present
work, if true, maintain all their relevance. Whatever theory of IS will turn out to be correct, it
should be able to incorporate them.

As repeatedly said, this dissertation is not intended to solve the conceptual problems
characterizing the notions ‘topic’ and ‘focus’. We chose to maintain such names because the
work carried out here is related in many ways to the traditional studies of IS available in the
linguistic literature (of whatever orientation). But we are not committed to accept the intuitive
distinctions that are often associated to those concepts in the field, of so a diverse and spurious
nature to be embarrassing to the most naive reader. In our opinion, a thorough, serious and
systematic study of IS has not appeared yet. And it is thus urgently required, especially so if the
generalizations to be proposed in this work are of some significance.
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CHAPTER 2

EXTRACTION AND INFORMATION STRUCTURE

In this (and the next) chapter we will try to find a key for understanding the empirical problems
connected to the notion of extraction out of a domain. The solutions we will propose are framed in
informational terms and the main claim is that those who advanced other types of theories in the
past neglected important data and considered abstract syntactic configurations and concepts which
at a closer look result unnecessary. This will pave the way to a substantial simplification of
grammar, given that IS is unconditionally attested and it is thus an obligatory part of the knowledge
of every human language. It is certain that whenever an area of syntax may be reduced to principles
or notions which are independently required, a step in the right direction has been made. From a
methodological point of view, this is the first attempt to pursue and only in case of a failure new
theoretical constructs may be legitimately introduced. This is why we are going to prune what
appear to us superfluous assumptions and principles from our understanding of islands and
extraction procedures. It is exactly a concern of this type that Minimalism has embraced as its
primary objective. In such a sense, then, we are remaining completely adherent to its spirit.

In a domain X, an element o is extracted when moved from its original position to another one in
the same sentence to which X pertains but which is located out of it.

Pre-extraction:

The correct characterization of ‘domain’ seems to depend on the verb of a clause: what is selected
by it constitutes a domain in the sense which is relevant for the definition above (ie:
arguments/adjuncts, both nominal and clausal, as in la and 1b). It is important to note that
‘extraction’ and ‘extraction out of a domain’ are not equivalent, since as is well known pied-piping
an island generally means ‘inactivating’ it. It is also unmistakably evident that extracting an entire
argument/adjunct (namely, the domain as a whole, as in 1c) does not generally give rise to any
problems - at least in English or Italian.

1) a Isaw [a man that was wearing a black T-shirt].
b Isaw [that a man put on a black T-shirt].
¢ What did you see?

The first one to note a restriction on extraction procedures was presumably Chomsky (1964), who
discovered the impossibility of interpretation ii) after extraction had occurred in sentence number 2)
in English, as in 3) (for brevity, we will use the term extraction as meaning only extraction out of a
domain throughout, unless otherwise indicated).

2) Mary saw the boy walking toward the railroad station.
1) NP -V - NP - Complement Clause
i) NP - V - [NP - Relative Clause]
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3) a Do you know the boy who(m) Mary saw t walking toward the railroad station?
b Who did Mary see t walking toward the railroad station?

Ross 1967, the pioneering work on extraction par excellence, generalized and extended Chomsky's
original observation. In his dissertation he developed the concept of island, a syntactic domain
impenetrable to certain operations of grammar. Ross’s work is certainly a cornerstone and has been
enormously influential in the last four decades of research, but no real explanation of the empirical
data he discovered can be found in there. In particular, after enumerating the various kinds of
syntactic environments that constitute an island, no attempt was made to subsume them under a
single explanatory principle. His theoretical analysis simply restricted the power of syntactic
transformations (involving variables) in certain cases which were listed separately. Unfortunately,
this does not go much beyond a description. It was again Chomsky (Chomsky 1973, 103) to
introduce a real explanatory principle, that he called subjacency. It survived until now in one form
or another and it is still considered the standard account of (at least certain types of) islands. In this
dissertation, we will defend the claim that subjacency is a misgeneralization and has to be
abandoned since empirically inadequate and theoretically undesirable.

As noted by Ross, the concept of island is not a real primitive. Wh-elements in wh-in-situ languages
(Huang 1982) and wh-in-situ in multiple wh-questions (Baker 1970) are generally insensitive to
islands - with certain restrictions, which should be accounted for. Resumptive pronouns (but not all
of them, see Bianchi 2004 and chapter 3) render islandhood unproblematic as well. This means that
we cannot single out impenetrable domains in an absolute sense, but rather domains which are
locked to certain extraction procedures. Islands are definable specifically according to the notion of
extraction out of a domain. Our theoretical challenges will then be: why is it the case that certain
domains are permeable and others present opacity to extraction? And why may certain extractions
occur in environments which are barred to others? This chapter will try to answer the first question,
while the next chapter is devoted to the second one.

There are various accounts in the literature for the known island restrictions, but since the present
section is in no way intended as a survey we will not review them here." What is important to notice
is that none of the theories that presently receive general consideration is able to explain
successfully the empirical puzzles of the three subsections which follow. These puzzles will be our
starting point.

1) THREE RELATED UNSOLVED PROBLEMS
1.1) The accentual problem

Sentences may vary as to where accentual prominence is placed. One can appreciate that in the
following examples, in which stressed clauses and focalization coincide (secondary accents
omitted):*

4) a) Cosa ¢ successo?
What happened?
{Pro}rop {ho detto a Gianni che Mario ¢ arrivato tardi} poc.
I said to Gianni that Mario arrived late.
b) Cosa hai detto a Gianni?

! The reader is referred to Szabolcsi (2002) and Szabolcsi & Den Dikken (2002) for an excellent overview.

* The parenthesis in these examples are not delimitating syntactic constituents and are clearly not intended to
do so (see chapter 1 for further observations on this point). As said, we employ [ ] for constituency and {} for
informational values.
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What did you say to Gianni?
{Pro gli ho detto} e, {che Mario ¢ arrivato tardi} .
I said him that Mario arrived late.
5) Hai informato Gianni delle inadempienze di Mario?
Did you inform Gianni of Mario’s inadequacies?
Si, {pro gli}r,, {ho détto}r,. {che Mario ¢ arrivato tardi}rop.
Yes, I told him that Mario arrived late.

6) Che ne pensi del ritardo di Mario?
What do you think of Mario’s delay?
{Mi} 1, {dispiace molto}r,. {che Mario sia arrivato tardi} rop.
I’m really sorry that Mario arrived late.

7) a) Che cosa ti succede?
What’s happening to you?
{Mi}r,, {dispiace molto che Mario sia arrivato tardi} .
b) Che cosa ti dispiace di piu?
What are you most sorry about?
{Mi dispiace molto} o, {che Mario sia arrivato tardi} .
I’'m really sorry that Mario arrived late.

Importantly, different verbs have different preferences in accentuation.” So, dire (tell) strongly
prefers accentuation of the embedded clause (4)a and 4)b are much more common in discourse than
5)), whereas dispiacere (be sorry, regret) may rather frequently take a matrix accentuation, as is
often the case with factive verbs (especially if they are of the strong class; see below).*

Erteschik-Shir (1973) noted a very systematic fact, that no available theory of islands in the
literature, apart from her own, discusses. Extraction causes the clause from which it takes place to
receive accentuation, no matter what possible differences in accentual patterns might pertain to the
matrix verbs in its absence (so, dire/tell and dispiacere/be sorry always behave alike).

8) Chi hai detto che ¢ arrivato?
Who did you say (that) has arrived?

9) Cosa ti dispiace che sia successo?
What are you sorry that has happened?

10) Vorrei che mi spiegassi chi hai detto che ¢ arrivato.

I’d like that you explain to me who (you) said (that) has arrived.
11) Non ricordo cosa ti dispiace che sia successo.

I don’t remember what are you sorry (that) had happened.

These examples are certainly unnatural when uttered with the following accentuation patterns,
though not ungrammatical:

12) Chi hai détto che ¢ arrivato t?
13) Cosa ti dispiace che sia successo t?

14) Vorrei che mi dicessi chi hai détto che ¢ arrivato t.

* Such tendencies are influenced by many other variables apart from the choice of verb, such as tense, aspect,
presence of adverbials or modifiers and so on. We are not taking into consideration these additional
interfering factors here, because they are not crucial as to what concerns the point under discussion.

* This is not equivalent to say that dispiacere/be sorry has a default reading with a deaccented clausal
complement (as should be evident from 7)a). But it is a matter of fact that the employment of sentences such
as 6) is much more widespread in discourse than that of sentences such as 5).
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15) Non ricordo piu cosa ti dispiace che sia successo t.

Nobody will use them in ‘normal’ situations, but they are fine under a contrastive or emphatic
interpretation of the accented matrix verb.’

1.2) The dominance problem

Erteschik-Shir (1973) detected also a correlation between certain interpretations of clauses/phrases
and their permeability to extraction (see also Ross 1967, 449). This correlation led her to the
introduction of the concept of dominance and to a new generalization:

Dominance condition on extraction
Extraction can occur only out of clauses or phrases which can be considered dominant in some
context.

Erteschik proposed various tests for deciding when a clause could be considered ‘semantically
dominant’ (among them accentuation, as in the previous subsection). The main one is the lie test,
whose paternity is attributed to Ross. Here are some examples:

DP’s

16) Bill saw a picture of his mother.
Which is a lie, he didn’t.
Which is a lie, such a picture doesn’t exist.

17) Bill saw the picture of his mother.
Which is a lie, he didn’t.
*Which is a lie, such a picture doesn’t exist.

CP’s

18) Bill thinks that they’re certainly gonna win.
Which is a lie, he doesn’t.
Which is a lie, they’re not.

19) John rejoices that they came to the party.
Which is a lie, he doesn’t.
*Which is a lie, they didn’t.

We can say that an entity or event which is not ‘existentially presupposed’ is dominant in
Erteschik’s terms (see also James 1972 and Jackendoff 1972, sec. 6.10). The test is quite subtle: the

> These examples are good too when the wh-element receives an echo interpretation, without actually being
strongly accented (as usual). In Italian, these three situations are all compatible with echo questions, then:

1) CHI dici che ¢ arrivato t?

ii) Dici che ¢ arrivato CHI?

iii) Chi DICI che ¢ arrivato t?
You say has arrived WHO?

Note the impossibility of the following:

iv) *CHI(,) DICI che ¢ arrivato t?
v) *DICI che ¢ arrivato CHI?
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star never refers to complete impossibility, but rather to ‘strangeness’. The bad cases require a
particular corrective intonation (which is an index of the presence of the existential presupposition).
If the felicity conditions are not met, they can thus give rise to accommodations (in Lewis’s 1979
sense).

The noted correspondence between domains permeable to extraction and phrases/clauses without
existential presupposition is empirically striking (see below). Even if there are many caveats to be
taken into consideration we believe it cannot be put aside and ignored, as happened in the
subsequent literature on islands.

1.3) Prosodic islands

Independently from Erteschik’s remarks, Ronat noticed about a decade later that deaccented
material constitutes what she called ‘prosodic islands’ (Ronat 1982, 1984). Following Ladd (1980),
she distinguished between deaccented material after a contrastive focus and deaccented material in
non-contrastive environments (italicized elements are deaccented, capitalized ones are contrastively
focalized):

20) John doesn’t READ books (but rather prefers to BURN them).
21) Has John read Slaughterhouse-Five?
No, John doesn’t read books.

In both these cases the main accent is on ‘read’, but their informational properties are different. In
21) there is no contrast, with the deaccented material perceived as related in some way to one
element of the first sentence (or to the immediate context). Ronat asserts that in French a contrastive
focus requires an extra-high pitch, which thus distinguishes it also acoustically from a non-
contrastive accentuation.’

% Ronat kept separated deaccentuation in non-contrastive contexts (as in 21)) and deaccentuation after a
(contrastive or narrow) focus due to mere repetition or related to parentheticals.

deaccentuation after a focus (mere repetition)
1) Je crois que Paul a détesté ce livre.

I think that Paul detested that book.

Non, Paul a ADORE ce livre.

No, Paul adored that book.

ii) Que’est-ce que Pierre a mis dans sa poche?
What did Peter put in his pocket?
Pierre a mis {ton livre} .. dans sa poche.
Peter put your book in his pocket.

parentheticals

iii) Marie viendra, répondit Jean, samedi soir.
Mary will come, answered John, on Saturday night.
(Ronat 1984, 314-315)

We believe she was completely right in drawing these distinctions, as the deaccentuation of merely repeated
material and parentheticals has an independent origin, which is not strictly speaking informational. Hence, it
has not to be confused with deaccentuation stemming from the topicality of the affected element. In this
connection, Rizzi (2004a) presents also evidence that merely repeated material is not sensitive to RM
(standard adverb preposing is instead sensitive to it, see 1)) - the intervener is underlined.

i) *Rapidamente, i tecnici hanno probabilmente risolto t il problema.
Rapidly, the technicians have probably solved the problem.
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What Ronat (re)discovered is that extraction out of a deaccented domain elicits ungrammaticality,
as testified by these examples in French and their Italian counterparts:’

22) (Marie devait commenter les repas de Pierre.)
*Qu’a-t-elle dit que Pierre a mangé t?

23) (Maria doveva commentare i pasti di Piero.)
*Cosa ha detto che Piero ha mangiato t?°

Mary was supposed to comment on Peter’s meals.
What did she say that John ate?

24) (Les professeurs doivent rencontrer les péres de tous ces enfants.)
*Le garcon dont Jean va voir /e pére ¢, c’est Toto.
*11 ne sait pas de qui il va voir le pére t.
25) (I professori devono incontrare i padri di tutti quei bambini.)
*11 ragazzo di cui Giovanni vedra i/ padre t, & Totd.
*Non sa di chi vedra il padre t.

The professors must meet the fathers of all these children.
The boy whose father John will see is Toto.
He doesn’t know whose father he will see.

Note that deaccentuation per se cannot be blamed, since in other situations (unrelated to IS, see note
6) it does not give rise to any perceivable restrictions on extraction procedures.

(Paul avait comme ami uniquement des gens qu’il croyait capables de tuer le roi)
Paul had as friends only people whom he believed capable of killing the king.

prosodic island
26) *Mais tout le monde en était capable t.
But everyone was capable of that.

deaccentuation due to mere repetition (after a contrastive focus)
27) Marie n’en est pas capable mais elle en SERA capable t.
Mary is not capable of it but she will BE capable of it.

2) A HIERARCHICAL MODEL OF INFORMATION STRUCTURE

The striking correlations observed above could easily lead us to conclude that extraction is in large
part dependent upon IS. However, the notion of dominance is apparently not equivalent to that of
focus.” For example, in 16) and 17) above, both ‘a picture of his mother’ and ‘the picture of his

ii) Tutti speravano che il primo problema si potesse risolvere rapidamente, ma rapidamente probabilmente
non si puo risolvere t.
Everybody hoped that the first problem would be solved rapidly, but rapidly, probably one cannot solve it.

’ Ronat tried to explain her data suggesting that ‘prosodic binding creates an abstract governing category’ and
thus an empty element inside deaccented material would not be properly governed according to the ECP. This
seems frankly ad hoc, and it would open the not trivial question of why ‘prosodic binding’ creates such an
abstract governing category. In the Minimalist Program the ECP has no role anymore, which further discredits
the proposal.

8 This example is actually analogous to 12) above.

? Erteschik's example relevant to such a distinction is the following:
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mother’ may be focal, being perfect answers to the question: ‘what did Bill see?’. But the second
carries an existential presupposition, while the first does not.'

The notion of dominance is clearly spurious, and it would be theoretically desirable to replace it
with some other syntactic concept whose existence be independently motivated.

IS remains the best candidate, via the equivalence focus=dominance. But, as we have just seen,
such correspondence is problematic. How can we solve the problem?

To Erteschik’s dilemma a solution can be found through the introduction of the notion of
hierarchical informational levels, which will permit us to dispense with the autonomous and
theoretically unclear concept of dominance. The next subsections will be devoted to discuss such
notion, and to support it with evidence independent from extraction restrictions.

2.1) IS and functional hierarchies

We are proposing an informational model which first of all is split into two large subdomains: a
clausal and a nominal. The subdivision of IS in a nominal and a clausal level goes hand in hand
with the findings about functional hierarchies, due especially to Cinque’s recent works. Such a
subdivision is also in complete agreement with the considerable literature about the DP/CP
parallelism ever since Chomsky (1970).

We know that there exist separate universal hierarchies of functional projections, one which we can
call ‘nominal’ (Cinque 1994, Scott 2002), and another one which has been dubbed ‘clausal’(Cinque
1999), largely more studied than the first. They constitute the skeleton of respectively the DP and
the IP. Hence, the empirical evidence in favor of a parallel subdivision in the IS domain is not
surprising at all: syntax seems to require such a distinction in many other unrelated domains."'

i) It is very significant that it’s John who ate the porridge.

John in the embedded clause is supposedly in focus but it is the matrix clause that is dominant according to
the lie test (and to accentual considerations).

' An indefinite of the form ‘a certain DP’ carries apparently an existential presupposition too and fails the lie
test. The same can be said for indefinites having wide scope over quantifiers, modals, adverbs, etc - as in the
following reading of this sentence:

i) John wants to buy a car.
‘there is a specific car John would like to buy’
3 ‘a car’ > ‘wants to buy’

Notice, however, that this kind of indefinites cannot be clitic left dislocated in Italian, while partitive ones
perfectly can:

ii) *Un certo uomo, 1'ho visto ieri mentre passeggiava.
A certain man, (I) saw him(cl) yesterday when (he) was walking.

iii) *Una macchina, Giovanni la vuole comprare. (wide scope of macchina/car over the modal)
A car, John wants it(cl) to buy.

iv) Uno dei libri, I'ho dato alla professoressa.
One of the books, it(cl) (I) gave to the professor.

" There seems to exist a PP functional hierarchy as well (see Cinque 1999, sec 6.5; Koopman 1997). Since
this is a preliminary study and the PP hierarchy received much less attention in the literature, we will leave
unsolved the issue whether this parallels or not the IS organization and its hierarchical layers.
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Now, before tackling the issue of which hierarchical structure pertains to IS, concede us a brief
digression about functional hierarchies. The fundamental claims in Cinque (1999) are two, and can
be summarized as:

1) a universal hierarchy of clausal functional material characterizes all human languages
ii) adverbs are ordered in such a way as to respect the hierarchy and they are collocated in the
unique specifiers of the various clausal functional projections, in a one-to-one correspondence

While the first claim is nowadays generally accepted (and its real motivations highly debated), the
problems encountered by Cinque’s idea of a strict structural correspondence bewteen adverbs in
Spec position and functional material in Head position are not few.

The first difficulty is purely theoretical and has to do with the enormous amount of innate structure
that human minds should dispose of. According to Cinque, our built-in linguistic knowledge for a
single clause would encompass syntactic trees (or their mental equivalents) of almost biblical
proportions. Anyway, this is not completely implausible: it can well be that we have an intuitive and
possibly inadequate idea of the ‘storing limits’ of our brain.

More serious objections of an empirical type have been advanced by Bobaljik (1999) and Svenonius
(2002), relative to the optionality in the positioning of adverbs wrt subjects, objects, verbs, floating
quantifiers (issues partly going back to Ernst’s 1984 dissertation). We will not analyze in detail
those problems here, but it seems that the only way out is further increasing the already huge
proportions of syntactic trees and functional projections. Once we accept the existence of a vast
amount of built-in structure, though, this is not inconceivable either: the functional saga may
proceed indefinitely, as long as we grant the possibility of an almost free ‘hard disk’ in the brain
(which is a questionable, but not impossible, assumption).

However, if one takes an abstract characterization of the notion of recursion such a saga has to be
(potentially) infinite, for the following reasons:

a) an adverb may modify an adjective, which in turn modifies a noun; there may be an indefinite
number of nouns modifying nouns (thus, also of adjectives modifying them) in a clause; there may
then be an infinite number of adverbs modifying adjectives for every clause.

b) an adverb may modify another adverb (though not all adverbs may modify each other); in
principle, such a chain of modification can proceed indefinitely (even if in practice more than one
chain of modification is almost uninterpretable).

Note that the adverbial hierarchy discovered by Cinque (1999) (see also Alexiadou 1997) is
repeated identically in all these recursive levels of adjectival and adverbial modification, as the
reader may realize applying systematically Cinque’s methodology to minimal pairs like the
following:

28) *una donna terribilmente probabilmente bella
29) una donna probabilmente terribilmente bella
a probably terribly/*terribly probably beautiful woman

Cinque’s theory has then to assume that we have at our disposal a potentially infinite set of
functional projections per clause.'

Independently from the theoretical analysis one may opt for in analyzing Cinque’s hierarchies, a
fact of great interest emerges systematically: there is a correspondence among informational levels
and the recursive levels of functional projections, as will be outlined in the next paragraphs. Such a

> The idea that a functional projection is present only when ‘activated” by some morphophonological material
may be an appealing alternative, given the facts pointed out here (see Giorgi & Pianesi 1997, and paragraphs
6.1 and 6.2 in Cinque’s monograph).
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parallelism, we believe, speaks in favour not only of a nominal/clausal informational subdivision,
but also of a recursive and cyclic treatment of IS. Both IS and functional hierarchies thus represent
what may be dubbed a ‘Chinese box paradigm’.

2.2) Information structure of DP’s

As already stated, we would like to propose that nominal constituents have their internal
informational organization, which parallels the clausal one. We are basically suggesting a layered
model of IS, permitting us to express the informational difference between (among other things) the
English determiners ‘the’ and ‘a’ internally to the DP. The informational properties of the DP as a
whole in the context of the clause would depend instead from what we will call the intra-CP level,
which is clausal and not nominal.

To begin with, in the first independent DP layer of IS there is a direct relationship between
indefiniteness/focus and definiteness/topic. These nominals receive then the following
representations (x stands for the informational value at the next cyclic level of IS):

30) {{A big dog}roc}x
31) {{The big dog} rop}x

What distinguishes definites from indefinites is their ability to (mentally) individuate a single
specific referent. This property has been named in many ways (see Lobner 1987, Kadmon 1990,

Roberts 2003 and references cited there). Here, we will call it ‘uniqueness effect’."

DEFINITE — SPECIFIC REFERENT — TOPIC
INDEFINITE — NON SPECIFIC REFERENT — FOCUS

A specific referent is more topical than a non-specific one: individuation of a referent vs its non-
individuation is the major trait differentiating topics and foci at the D-level. The individuation of a
referent also implies a presupposition of existence (intensionally speaking), as already mentioned
above.

Some morphologically indefinite nouns can be topics, even when their referents remain not
completely individuated. The (partly) topical status of an indefinite is rendered possible by the
availability of a specific set of elements out of which the referent should be chosen. This is what has
been called the partitive (or, rather improperly, specific: Eng 1991) reading of indefinites. The
availability of a set reduces the non-individuated status of the nominal entity and this is why it
allows the constituent to be interpreted as a topic.

Increase and decrease in the individuation of referents seems to be what determines conceptually
the topic/focus divide at the D-level. This can be appreciated in more theoretically neutral terms by
means of certain syntactic tests, such as the possibility of dislocation in Italian (given the
assumption that only constituents endowed with a topical informational value at the D-level can be
dislocated).

Bare (existential) indefinites:'* *

" Indefinites are usually assumed to introduce new referents into the discourse (Heim 1982). In the literature
there are cases of indefinites which have been said to be associated to a specific referent (see Fodor & Sag
1982). If true, our generalization concerning indefinites, namely that they never identify a specific referent but
just a class of referents, has to recognize that an indefinite may come to possess an implication of existence,
though it maintains a not (completely) individuated status.

' L. Rizzi (pc) observes that when an indefinite is part of a contrastive topic construction it may be
dislocated, as in the following:
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32) *Un uomo, I’ho conosciuto ieri.
A man, [ met him(cl) yesterday

Bare-wh: *
33) *Chi I’hai conosciuto ieri?
Who have you met him(cl) yesterday?

Bare quantifiers (Beninca 1988, 158): *
34) *Nessuno, 1’ho conosciuto ieri.
Nobody, I met him(cl) yesterday

Definites: OK
35) Quell’uomo, 1’ho conosciuto ieri.
That man, I met him(cl) yesterday

Partitive or modified indefinites: OK
36) Uno di quegli uomini, I’ho conosciuto ieri.
One of those men, I met him(cl) yesterday
37) (7)Un uomo che era in quel gruppo, 1’ho conosciuto ieri.
A man that was in that group, I met him(cl) yesterday

Generic indefinites:'’ OK

i) Dovevo vedere un uomo ¢ una donna. Ieri un uomo poi I’ho visto, ma una donna no.
I had to see a man and a woman. Yesterday, a man (I) have seen him(cl), but not a woman

Contrastiveness clearly involves reference to a previous context and contrastive indefinites should thus not be
considered on a par with existential ones. Similarly, when a non-contrastive true indefinite is repeated from a
previous sentence it can be (slightly marginally) dislocated, as in the following:

ii) eri credevo di aver visto un uomo per la strada. Ma in realta poi mi son reso conto che un uomo non lo
potevo proprio aver visto perché era troppo buio.
Yesterday I thought to see a man in the street. But then I realized that a man (I) couldn’t see him(cl)
because it was too dark

Definites and partitive/generic indefinites are immune from these strict contextual restrictions and may be
used also out-of-the-blue (provided that certain pragmatic circumstances are met). See this example:

iii) Allora, Maria, quello che devi fare ¢ molto semplice. Gli ospiti, domani li farai sedere qui. E ricorda che i
piatti sporchi li laverai subito dopo la cena.
So, Maria, what you have to do is very simple. The guests, tomorrow (you) will seat them(cl) here. And
remember that the dirty dishes you have to wash them(cl) immediately after the dinner.

!> We are referring to both types of generics reported in the literature, what Gerstner & Krifka (1983) call ‘D-
generic’ and ‘I-generic’ (exemplified respectively by 38) and 39)). Other terms often used are kind-referring
NP’s and characterizing sentences (see the introduction of Carlson & Pelletier 1995).

It is sometimes difficult to distinguish a kind-denoting indefinite from a bare indefinite. The following
contrast should help the reader in drawing the correct distinctions.

i) Un panino, lo prendo volentieri.
A sandwich, I take it(cl) gladly
i) 7*Un panino, I’ho comprato ieri.
A sandwich, I bought it(cl) yesterday
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38) Una patata, non [’hanno mai coltivata prima di Colombo in Europa.
A potato, one has never cultivated it(cl) before Columbus in Europe
39) Un gatto, lo si deve nutrire ogni giorno.
A cat, one has to feed him(cl) every day

Partitive quantifiers: OK
40) Nessuno di quegli uomini, I’ho mai visto prima d’ora.
No one of those men, I have ever met him(cl) before

D-linked wh-elements: 2%
41) 7*Quale uomo, 1’hai mai visto prima d’ora?
Which man, have you ever seen him(cl) before?

Partitive wh-elements: OK
42) ?Quale di quegli uomini, I’hai mai visto prima d’ora?
Which of those men, have you ever seen him(cl) before?

Whenever the dislocation of a constituent is possible, we are in one of these situations: it is a
definite, it is a partitive (or modified) indefinite, it is a generic (definite or indefinite). Generics, like
definites, individuate specific referents, whence they are compatible with dislocation.'® Existential
indefinites (in Diesing’s 1992 sense) do not and they become admissible in a dislocated position
only if a set is furnished out of which the referent has to be chosen.'’

After having introduced this first nominal informational layer, we can proceed to show that the IS
of nominal constituents is hierarchical, and parallels the recursive properties of functional
hierarchies.

Consider these examples involving the focalizing adverb solo/only. In 44) solo affects the whole
DP, whereas in 45 it affects a modifier of the definite DP, which in both cases is dislocated.

43) [La mela gialla] la regalo a Maria.
The yellow apple I give it(cl) to Maria

44) *[Solo la mela gialla] la regalo a Maria."®
Only the yellow apple I give it(cl) to Maria

45) [La mela solo gialla] la regalo a Maria.
The apple only yellow I give it(cl) to Maria

In i) it is made reference not to a specific entity of kind x, but rather to a specific kind of entities y. This is the
essential feature distinguishing kind-referring NP’s from what we called bare indefinites (a temporal location
in the past generally permits to tease apart the two readings).

' There exists a clear difference between the two: (non generic) definites individuate ‘real’ objects, while
generics individuate classes of objects.

' The reader is referred to the work of Diesing for a more detailed analysis of the different types of
indefinites (Diesing 1992).

'8 The Italian speaker should avoid the irrelevant reading in which ‘solo la mela gialla’ is simply repeated
from a preceding context, as in this example:

A: Ho saputo che hanno detto il voto dell’esame solo a Mario.
I heard that they told the grades of his exam only to Mario
B: Si, solo a Mario glielo hanno detto.
Yes, only to Mario they told them(cl) to-him(cl)

This constitutes an instance of secondary occurrence focus, a distinct syntactic phenomenon (see Partee
1999). Secondary occurrence foci seem to be at least marginally possible in dislocated positions, analogously
to existential indefinites (see note 14 above).
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In 43), the definite determiner indicates topicality at a D-level and that is why the DP can be
dislocated (for reasons we still have to clarify).”” When ‘only’ is introduced in 44),
ungrammaticality arises due to the informational inconsistency created by a focalization
synchronous with a topicalization. But if we introduce ‘only’ inside a modifier of the noun there is
no interference with the possibility of dislocating the constituent. The focalization of ‘only’ in 45)
does not take place at the D-level, but rather at a subnominal one.” If it were at the D-level,
dislocation would become impossible as is, for instance, for nouns introduced by indefinite
determiners witch get an existential interpretation. An internal, furtherly embedded IS level is thus
at work.

The various possibilities in the order of adjectives wrt the noun are revealing as well, indicating
different interpretations internally to the DP (see also the second part of note 19).

46) Un linguista intelligente
47) Un intelligente linguista
An intelligent linguist
48) Un linguista solo intelligente
49) *Un solo intelligente linguista®'
A only intelligent linguist

' As we will see in a moment, topicality due to dislocation is defined at a distinct informational level (which
is not nominal, but clausal). A mapping principle connecting the D-level to this clausal level is operative,
imposing certain restrictions we will analyze in more detail later on.

Dislocation may also be used for informational purposes at a nominal level. However, being an extraction
procedure, it is constrained by the usual restrictions. Examples like the following show that most of the times
it is not possible to dislocate subparts of a (complex) DP:

i) *Intelligente, ho conosciuto la ragazza pro.
Intelligent, I met the girl

ii) *Che era pazzo, ho incontrato 1’uomo pro.
That (he) was mad, I met the man

iii) La ragazza intelligente, I’ho conosciuta.
The intelligent girl, I met her(cl)

iv) L’uomo che era pazzo, I’ho incontrato.
The man that was mad, I met him(cl)

Examples of this sort suggest anyway that this is not in principle so:

v) Di Mario, ieri ho visto le foto pro.
Of Mario, yesterday I saw the pictures

vi) Di quel ragazzo, non ho mai fatto un ritratto pro.
Of that guy, I’ve never made a portrait

2 Solo can never intervene at the D-level, anyway. In 44) it rather intervenes at the relevant clausal level. The
reasoning does not change: 45 still demonstrates that an intra-nominal informational level is needed, which is

the level at which solo intervenes there.

*! Modification is not in principle incompatible with prenominal adjectives, as shown by this slightly marginal
example:

i) ?Uno straordinariamente intelligente linguista del MIT ha scoperto una nuova lingua in Oceania.
An extraordinarily intelligent linguist of MIT has discovered a new language in Australia.

However, it is true that it is generally rather difficult to leave in preverbal position a modified adjective,
probably because of an ‘heaviness principle’ overlapping with a truly ‘informational principle’.
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As can be seen, a focalizing adverb is incompatible with the prenominal position of adjectives in
Italian, suggesting that such a position, when available, has a sort of implicitly topical interpretation
(see Bernstein 2001; Bosque 2001).** But it is fine when the adjective is in postnominal position.

These data confirm the above observation:

50) Di che dimensioni era la casa?
How big was the house?

51) Era una casa grande.

52) #Era una grande casa.

53) ?Era una GRANDE casa.
It was a big house

54) Com’¢ stata la conferenza?
How was the conference?

55) E stata una conferenza interessante.

56) #E stata un’interessante conferenza.

57) ?E stata un’ INTERESSANTE conferenza.
It was an interesting conference

When they receive a focal interpretation, only strongly stressed adjectives (together with obligatory
deaccentuation of the noun) are ok in pre-nominal position.

All this suggests the following internal structure for the first layer of subnominal informational
hierarchies (we will not analyze the IS of event nouns here, which is somewhat different since it

. . . 24
also involves some argumental layers missing in non-event nouns):

Adj  -N- Adj
TOP -N- FOC

The representation above is strikingly similar to the clausal IS organization of subjects in Italian.*

*? Questions having to do with the specific derivation of the two orders adj - N and N - adj will not be
addressed. See Bernstein (1993), Cinque (1994), Scott (2002), Picallo (1991), Valois (1991), Bouchard (1998)
and references cited there for discussion.

2 As pointed out to us by L. Rizzi, the interpretation associated to prenominal adjectives in these examples is
anyway a little weird. They seem to entail a negative expectation on part of the hearer, or to convey an
additional emphatic meaning which is absent when the adjective is postnominal.

2% A similar situation is characteristic also of some determiners, like demonstratives and possessive adjectives
(see Bernstein 1997). Consider the following, for instance:

i) Un suo libro. (Italian)
i) Un libro suo.
One of his books

iii) Este libro. (Spanish)
iv) El libro este.
This book

The informational differences in the pair of examples above should again be relevant at the intra-DP level.
* That adjectives behave in the same way as clausal subjects from an informational point of view is not
particularly surprising considering certain data about event nouns which show an intimate relationship
between adjectivization and subjecthood at the nominal level:
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DPgu; -V- DPygy;
TOP -V- FOC

58) Piero ¢ arrivato.
59) E arrivato Piero.
Piero arrived.

i) L’aggressione dell’Albania dell’Italia.
i) ?L’aggressione dell’Italia dell’ Albania.
The aggression of Italy (agent) of Albany (patient)
iii) L’aggressione italiana dell’Albania.
The Italian aggression of Albany
iv) ¥*L’aggressione albanese dell’Italia.
The Albanese aggression of Italy

The following sentences contrast with the last one above (we sharply disagree with the judgements of Giorgi
& Longobardi 1991, who follow Kayne’s 1981a intuitions about English):

v) L’aggressione albanese (?da parte dell’Italia).
The Albanese aggression (by Italy).

vi) L’occupazione meridionale (da parte degli Alleati).
The Southern occupation (by the Allies)

vii) La distruzione romana (?da parte dei barbari).
The roman destruction (by the barbarians)

Giorgi & Longobardi cite some clear counterexamples to their judgements too (like 7/ bombardamento
londinese/the London bombing), but then discard them as instances of what they call a ‘looser R-relation’ (the
adjective would have the meaning concerning London, with no real theta-role assignment involved).
According to us, a sentence such as the following may receive a reading in which milanesi refers to an
internal theta-role of the verb (contra Giorgi & Longobardi 1991, ch 3 note 17), indicating specifically
repeated invasions of the city in its totality.

viii) Le ripetute occupazioni milanesi (?da parte degli Austriaci) avevano causato un generale sentimento di
insofferenza nella popolazione della cittadina lombarda.

The repeated military occupations of Milan (by the Austrians) had caused rebellious feelings in the population
of the lombard city

Furthermore, Giorgi & Longobardi fail in explaining why sentences of this type are clearly out, given that the
adjectives should be able to receive just a concerning x reading and not a theta-role:

ix) *La distruzione romana dei barbari.
The roman destruction of the barbarians
x) *La conquista polacca del Fuehrer.
The Polish conquer of the Fuehrer

Contrast these sentences with those below, containing true instances of adjectives not expressing a theta-role:

xi) Le aggressioni albanesi dell’Italia.

The Albanese aggression of Italy (albanesi=in the Albania area)
xii) Le conquiste polacche del Fuehrer.

The Polish conquers of the Fuehrer (polacche=in the Poland area)

It seems to us that passivized DP’s generally permit the adjectivization of a deep object of the event noun at
the relevant stylistic level (slightly marginally if the by-phrase is expressed). Be as it may be, argumental
adjectivization appears to be a subject-oriented operation (for reasons that are not entirely clear to us).
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That such an observation is on the right track is also suggested by contrasts like these:

60) ??Una foto di Pietro bella®
61) Una bella foto di Pietro.
A nice picture of Pietro

62) ?7Ha telefonato a Pietro Mario.
63) Mario ha telefonato a Pietro.
Mario phoned Pietro

64) ??Ha chiamato Pietro Mario.
65) Mario ha chiamato Pietro.
Mario called Pietro

Post-verbal subjects and post-nominal adjectives are both marginal if certain argumental elements
separate them from the axis of symmetry.”’

There seems to exist a clear parallel between IS internal to CP’s and to DP’s, again a fact that
replicates in the informational domain results independently obtained by many researchers (see
Chomsky 1970, Szabolcsi 1987, 1989 and 1994, Abney 1987, Cinque 1994, Siloni 1997, Bernstein
2001, Ogawa 2001).

We can proceed beyond this very first nominal sublayer:

66) Un linguista solo {sporadicamente} capace
A linguist only sporadically clever

Here the focalization of ‘only’ operates on a modifier of a modifier (the adverb modifying the
adjective, which modifies the head noun of the DP). And exactly as a DP containing a focalizing
adverb at an intra-DP level can be dislocated (see 45)), an adjective modified by an adverb in turn
modified by a focalizing adverb can stay in prenominal position (its heaviness may induce some
marginality).

67) ?Un solo {ordinariamente} bel ragazzo
An only ordinarily good-looking guy
68) *Un solo {bel} ragazzo (note that ‘solo’ modifies ‘bel’, and not ‘bel ragazzo”)
69) Un ragazzo solo {bello}, non cosi incredibilmente meraviglioso come hai detto
An only good-looking guy, not so extraordinarily handsome as you said

Our previous observations about the internal structure of IS at a subnominal level seem to hold in
further embedded subnominal levels as well.

70) Un’antropologa {sorprendentemente}r,, bella

71) *Un’antropologa bella {sorprendentemente} o,

72) ?Un’antropologa bella {SORPRENDENTEMENTE} g,
An anthropologist surprisingly good-looking

73) Un’antropologa bella {in modo sorprendente} g,

74) *Un’antropologa {in modo sorprendente}r,, bella
An anthropologist good-looking in a surprising way

%6 See Cinque (1994, 290).
" The element has to be at the same informational level for interfering (see note 40).
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Here the axis of symmetry is the adjective (instead of the noun or the verb), and the pre-adjectival
position is topical, whereas the post-adjectival position is focal. There is a further complication,
namely the fact that two ways of modifying an adjective exist: through an adverb or through an
adverbial. Interestingly, these two forms are informationally specialized. In fact, only a very strong
accentuation (much stronger than the normal stress we find at the end of the phrase)™ permits to use
an adverb in focal position, whereas an adverbial is completely ungrammatical in topical position.
However, there exist different categories of adverbials, given the following (the adverb counterpart
of fuor d’ogni dubbio, which is indubbiamente, behaves in a standard way instead).

75) Un’antropologa {fuor d’ogni dubbio}r,, bella
76) Un’antropologa bella {fuor d’ogni dubbio} ..
An anthropologist beyond any doubt good-looking
The informational values above are confirmed by this syntactic test:
77) Cosa pensi dell’antropologa che hai incontrato alla festa? Quanto la trovi bella?
What do you think of the anthropologist you met at the party. How good-looking do you
find her?

Penso che sia/I think she is 70)= 2%*; 73)=ok; 75)=*; 76)= ok

¥ What is more, the interpretation of the adverb is necessarily marked (emphatic). Note also that pre-nominal
adjectives show certain independent limitations on the availability of some informational positions:

i) ?Un sorprendentemente bel ragazzo
i) *Un bel(lo) sorprendentemente/in modo sorprendente ragazzo.

iii) Un ragazzo sorprendentemente/*in modo sorprendente bello.
iv) Un ragazzo bello in modo sorprendente/SORPRENDENTEMENTE.

A surprisingly good-looking guy

¥ This is ok only deaccenting ‘bella’ and adding stress to the modifier in pre-adjectival position. Furthermore,
the remarks of note 23 apply here as well.

1) Un’antropologa FUOR D’OGNI DUBBIO bella.
ii) Un’antropologa SORPRENDENTEMENTE bella.

Actually, also example 67) above seems to be fine just because it is of this type.

iii) *?Un solo {ordinariamente} bel RAGAZZO.
iv) ?Un solo {ORDINARIAMENTE} bel ragazzo.

v) *Mario ¢ un ragazzo solo {ordinariamente} BELLO.
vi) Mario € un ragazzo solo {ORDINARIAMENTE} bello.
vii) Mario ¢ un ragazzo bello solo {ordinariamente}.

Mario is an only ordinarily good-looking guy

We do not think that the existence of examples such as 1), ii), iv) or vi) undermines the parallel we are
proposing, since the strategy adopted here is the same at work in:

viii) Chi non sarebbe arrivato per tempo?
MARIO non sarebbe arrivato per tempo.
Who wouldn’t arrive in time?

Mario wouldn’t arrive in time.
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At this point, it should be by and large clear that a potentially infinite series of IS nominal sublevels
exist, though for processual reasons they might not be employed beyond two or three layers. Given
our remarks in section 2.1, this strikingly mirrors what happens with functional hierarchies in a way
that cannot be so just fortuitously. If so, the parallel existence of another related dimension of IS has
to be expected, and indeed this is what we find. The clausal domain has in fact its own internal
informational make-up, exactly as it has its own ordered functional projections.

2.3) Information structure of CP’s

In our hierarchical model of IS, there exists a level which we will call T-level. It is parallel to the D-
level we have seen before and introduces an embedded CP as focal or topical, independently from
its relation with other superior clauses in the sentence. The idea is that the presence of tense
specifications determines topicality at the T-level, whereas its absence is related to focality. The
reason, mutatis mutandis, is the same we have given earlier: a temporal location individuates a
specific event out of a class of possible events of a certain type.***' Individuation (of a nominal
referent or of an event) is thus the hallmark of the concept ‘topic’ at a certain hierarchical level of
description.

TENSED — SPECIFIC EVENT — TOPIC
UNTENSED/SUBJUNCTIVE?* — NON SPECIFIC EVENT — FOCUS

Such a proposal is not neutral in theoretical terms: it evidently stems from the DP Hypothesis
(Abney 1987 and subsequent works) and has much to do with a Davidsonian-like semantics. We are

In Italian, the preverbal subject position becomes focal as well with ‘deaccentuation + in situ stress’ (see
Beninca 1988, 117).

Observe, however, that it is not possible to say that Italian has a truly focal preverbal position, because
deaccentuation after it is related to mere repetition and not to topicality:

ix) Chi hai detto che ha vinto?
Who have you said that won?

a) MARIO ho detto che ha vinto.
b) Ho detto che ha vinto Mario.
I’ve said that Mario won

¢) *MARIO penso che abbia fatto piu punti.
d) Penso che abbia fatto piu punti Mario.
I think that Mario scored more points.

3% Note that the term ‘event’ is intended in a non-technical sense of the word and it thus coincides with what
Bach (1986) or Parsons (1990) would call ‘eventualities’, rather than with their definition of ‘event’.

3! See Bresnan (1972), Erteschik (1973, 104) and Melvold (1991) for similar considerations on this point.

32 Subjunctive mood has by and large effects comparable to the absence of tense in those languages in which
there is a transparent relation between morphological mood and mood interpretation. So, Spanish would be
better than Italian as an exemplification of the ‘subjunctive as focal marker’ at the T-level (see Terrell 1976,
Lunn 1989). In the latter, in fact, presupposed facts are not incompatible with subjunctive morphology:

i) Estoy seguro de que Mario estd/*esté aqui ya. (Spanish)
i) Sono certo che Mario ¢&/sia gia qui. (Italian)
I’'m sure that Mario is/be already here.

See also Haspelmath (1989) for a characterization of ‘irrealis complements’ treating infinitives and
subjunctives as members of the same category.
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necessarily skipping over many formal details and unresolved questions, but for reasons of space
they cannot be given the right amount of consideration they deserve here. Therefore, our
presentation will remain completely informal from a semantic point of view.

But there is still a related issue which we would like to touch upon briefly. It concerns a
syntactic/semantic parallel that we are implicitly suggesting: that between Definiteness and Tense
(see Reichenbach 1947, 268-274).”* In the literature of the past few decades various ideas have been
circulated that underline similarities between the temporo-aspectual system and certain types of
determiners. One of the first and most important papers is Lewis (1975), which put in
correspondence quantifiers and what he called ‘adverbs of quantification’ (such as always, never,
sometimes, etc). De Swart (1993), building on Lewis’s intuitions, analyzes the difference between
quantificational determiners and adverbs of quantification as specifically stemming from what the
two quantify over. Determiners like all or most would quantify over the entities denoted by nouns
(predication over individuals), whereas adverbs like always or mostly over events (predication over
time). Note further that the correspondence determiners/adverbs is broken in English when one
takes into consideration the definite article: there is no correlate of the in the adverbial domain. We
believe this is so because the equivalent of the (the grammaticalized marker of definiteness) is tense
morphology.™

We can roughly schematize the parallel we are proposing in this way:

that he arrived late: a certain specific event of kind X (token)
to arrive late: an event of kind X, not specified (type)

the dog: a certain specific entity of kind X (token)
a dog: an entity of kind X, not specified (type)

Szabolcsi and Zwarts (1997) have some interesting data bearing on the issue. They notice that
arguments and adjuncts of non-iterable (‘one time only’) predicates denote collectives and do not
receive a distributive interpretation in standard contexts.

78) Which relatives did you get this present from?
From my aunt and (*from) my uncle.

However, when they are inserted inside weak islands the (largely disfavoured) distributive
interpretation prevails, otherwise the sentence is claimed not to be acceptable.™

33 Many questions arise in this respect. Is it Tense the functional category at stake? Or rather Finiteness? One
might certainly take the option of considering the expression of finiteness in the C-system as a reduplication
of information from lower functional sections of the clause (in the same way as Agr in C; see Rizzi 1997 for
interesting considerations on the point). Alternatively, it can be said that it is precisely the Fin head (in the
Rizzean split-CP system) what is structurally relevant to the parallel we are proposing. For instance,
Holmberg & Platzack (1995) attribute to Fin the syntactico-semantic function of existential closure of the
event (see also Eng 1987, Chomsky 2004). We leave this and similar issues unresolved here.

3* That adverbs of quantification are often in non-complementary distribution with tense is not problematic:
the same may hold for articles and quantifiers. For instance, in Italian and English (in)definiteness markers
may coexist with certain quantificational determiners.

i) Nessun cane
No dog

ii) Tutti i cani
All the dogs

33 In Italian we could not detect the effect. However, extraction out of weak islands seems to be generally less
constrained than in English.
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79) ??Which relatives do you regret that you got this present from t?

Since weak islands are opaque domains and extraction out of them is (partly) deficient, a less
topical value at the T-level ameliorates grammaticality (as we will see in a moment). The presence
of sets of events in the distributive interpretation reduces the temporal individuation of the clause,
whereas a collective interpretation would force the attribution of a strongly topical value at the T-
level. Besides indicating that our proposal might well be correct, this also means that it is not tense
per se that has to be blamed, but rather the semantic and pragmatic interpretation associated with it.
As detailed in the previous section, the same happens for definiteness. And this confirms the
viability of the mentioned informational parallel.

Let us return to the examination of the other clausal IS layers. We have now to introduce a level
already mentioned various times: the intra-CP level. Since it is the normally explored subdomain of
IS in the literature, we will not analyze it in detail. Examples of this sort may serve the purpose of
illustrating what we are referring to:

80) Who did you say ate the ice cream?
{ENZO} o {ate it}1op.

81) What about Enzo?
{Enzo} rop, {I met at the party} poc.

82) What did Enzo do to Marie?
{He}Top {KISSED}FOC {her}Top.

If the informational properties of an (embedded) clause in isolation depend on what we named the
T-level, those of an entire embedded CP considered relationally depend from the intra-CP level of
the immediately superior clause subcategorizing for it.***” To appreciate this, consider the following
cases:

36 ‘Relational’ means here that the informational properties may not be assigned independently from the other
constituents of the sentence, i.e. in isolation. Whenever a value is assigned to an embedded clause, it is also
assigned to the other elements pertaining to its superior clause. As will be shown later on, the D and T-levels
are not relational.

37 This is meant to capture certain obvious structural/informational similarities between subcategorized DP’s
and CP’s. In fact, the informational properties of the entire DP considered relationally depend from the intra-
CP level of the clause in which it is inserted, which may also be the subcategorizing clause of an embedded
CP to which it assigns an informational value as a whole.

i) Non sopporto {di arrivare tardi agli appuntamenti} CP
I hate arriving late at the appointments

ii) Non sopporto {Mario} NP
I hate Mario

iii) Mi dispiace {che ieri ti ho maltrattato} CP
I’m sorry that yesterday I mistreated you
iv) Mi dispiace {per ieri} PP
I’m sorry for yesterday

v) Ritengo {che Mario sia idiota} CP
I retain that Mario is an idiot

vi) Ritengo {Mario idiota} ADJECTIVAL SMALL CLAUSE
I retain Mario an idiot
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83) Anche stavolta Marco ¢ arrivato in ritardo.
This time too Marco arrived late.
{Che Marco ¢ arrivato tardi}ro,, non me 1I’avevano detto.
That Marco arrived late, (they) didn’t tell it(cl) to me.

84) Che cosa hai detto a Gianna?
What have you said to Gianna?
Le ho detto {che Marco ¢ arrivato tardi}go.
(D) told her that Marco arrived late.

We strongly refuse the usual classification of focus into wide and narrow (Jackendoff 1972 and
many others afterwards). Since we believe the notion is just one and the same at the various
relational informational levels, the name focus will be adopted throughout without further
specifications.

85) Che cosa ¢ successo?
What happened?
a) {Luigi}r,, {ha detto che Marco ¢ arrivato tardi} poc
Luigi said that Marco arrived late.
b) {Marco} 1o, {€ arrivato tardi} g
Marco arrived late.

When a matrix clause is used in an out-of-the-blue context (as in 85)b), the sentence does not
receive a global Foc value. Indeed, matrix clauses never receive a value at the T-level or at the
intra-CP level of a superior clause/cycle (they are actually obligatorily tensed, never introduced by a
Complementizer and not subcategorized for, which are obvious correlations). If such a matrix
clause would be assigned a Foc value as a whole, it is not clear why it could not also receive a Top
value. But it is impossible to dislocate a matrix clause (or to avoid the presence of tense, focalizing
it at the T-level). We will thus maintain that matrix clauses do not possess neither a T-level nor an
informational value assigned to the clause as a whole, which exclusively belong to subcategorized
clausal complements. In other words: the intra-CP level of the matrix clause is the peak of the
informational cycle.

Clearly, this does not mean that 85)b does not have an informational characterization: it is the
default assignment of IS values at the peak of the informational cycle (ie, the hierarchically last
intra-CP level) that is associated to out-of-the-blue contexts (we will continue to use the expression
‘wide focus context’ to refer to situations in which a default assignment of IS values occurs, but
without implying the existence of the concept of ‘wide focus’).*® The same holds in 85)a, where an
embedded clause in object position receives a Foc value at the intra-CP level of the matrix clause,
while the matrix subject gets a topical value by default.

Note that the intra-CP level is organized exactly as the intra-DP level, permitting internal recursion
(duplicating again what we find with functional hierarchies):

Intra-DP: Intra-CP:
a)A-N-A DPgybj - V - DPgup;

¥ The theoretical possibility of an entire sentence in topic is not excluded by our considerations so far. This
event is nevertheless impossible. A general constraint is needed in order to filter cases of all-topic sentences
out: ‘At least one element need be focal at the peak of the informational cycle (ie, at the hierarchically last
intra-CP level).” Such a constraint specifically applies at the end of the derivation and not to other subcyclic
levels of IS.
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b) Adv - A - Adv Adv -V - Adv*

The first parallel was already analyzed before in section 2.2, the second one will be now briefly
considered in the following.*’

We illustrated the organization of the relevant nominal IS level in 67)-69). What is missing is thus a
justification of the topical/focal status of certain adverbial positions at the intra-CP level, as in the
following:

86) Un cliente ¢ arrivato {sicuramente}go.
A client has arrived surely

87) Un cliente ¢ {sicuramente},, arrivato.
A client has surely arrived

The tests that might be employed to motivate the informational assignments above are rather tricky,
as previously pointed out (see 67) and its discussion, note 29 in particular): it is crucial to analyze
the intonational contours associated to the possible answers in order to be able to distinguish the
various readings, which in this case are particularly subtle.

88) Qual ¢ la tua opinione su Mario? Sara arrivato o no?
What is your opinion about Mario? Should he be arrived or not?

89) Mario ¢ arrivato sicuramente.
Mario is arrived surely

90) ??Mario ¢ sicuramente arrivato.
Mario is surely arrived

91) Mario ¢ SICURAMENTE arrivato.
Mario is SURELY arrived

As an answer to 88), the deviancy of 90) (in the absence of accentuation of the pre-participial
adverb and deaccentuation of the past participle, as in 91)) somewhat proves that such a position is
focal. This is maybe slightly clearer using adverbials, as in the following:

92) Pensi che Mario sia gia arrivato?
Do you believe that Mario has already arrived?

93) Certo. Mario ¢ arrivato senza dubbio.
Sure. Mario has arrived undoubtedly

3% This is a simplification, since the positions of adverbs and adverbials depend on their hierarchical status as
well (Cinque 1999), and there are informational differences that go much beyond the two investigated here.
Notice also that given the existence of many independent limitations on adverb modification, we cannot
analyze it informationally as we did before for adjectival modification. We also observe in passing the
interesting fact that whenever positional strategies (or marking by means of adpositions and particles) are not
available, syntax tends to make use of intonation to disambiguate the various informational possibilities. This
happens, for instance, with modified adverbs/adverbials in Italian.

% The topical/focal status of an adverb does not necessarily interfere with the informational status of the
nominal arguments of the verb. This is one of the reasons to take it to be in a separate IS layer, furtherly
embedded at the clausal level.

i) E entrato improvvisamente Mario.
ii) E entrato Mario improvvisamente.
iii) Mario ¢ entrato improvvisamente.
iv) Mario € improvvisamente entrato.
Mario has unexpectedly entered
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94) Certo. ??Mario ¢ senza dubbio arrivato.
Sure. Mario has undoubtedly arrived

95) Certo. Mario ¢ SENZA DUBBIO arrivato.
Sure. Mario has UNDOUBTEDLY arrived

Finally, consider certain other adverbials that we saw before as impossible in pre-adjectival
position (shown to be topical; see 74)). They are also impossible in pre-participial position:

96) *Mario ¢ in modo sorprendente arrivato.
Mario has in a surprising way arrived

97) Mario ¢ arrivato in modo sorprendente.
Mario has arrived in a surprising way

The hierarchical status of the intra-CP level is also confirmed by the behaviour of operators like
only or even, which can modify in isolation the various layers. This again parallels what happens in
the nominal domain.

98) Mario ¢ persino {partito}
Mario has even left

99) Mario ¢ partito persino {improvvisamente}
Mario has left even unexpectedly

As expected, a focalized adverb loses the possibility of staying in pre-participial position.

100) *Mario ¢ persino {improvvisamente} partito.
Mario has even unexpectedly left

To conclude this subsection, let us compare our model of IS with a non-layered one. We think the
decomposition of IS into various informational hierarchical levels results theoretically necessary
considering again certain simple examples which illustrate in a transparent way why
topicality/focality is not definable on a single layer. Otherwise, it would be very difficult to express
the difference between sentences number 101) and 102), in which the position of the constituents
appears to matter in the same way it matters in 103) and 104).

101) [11 veloce corridore] ha vinto la gara.

102) [11 corridore veloce] ha vinto la gara.
The fast runner won the competition

103) Ha vinto la gara [il corridore].

104) [11 corridore] ha vinto la gara.

The runner won the competition

On a standard description, the subjects in 101) and 102) have the same informational status. And
they do actually have the same status at the intra-CP level (and also at the D-level), but differ in
what we called the intra-DP level. A standard single-layer classification does not work
appropriately, because we would be forced to assume a focus in a topical position, which appears to
be a paradox. Only a hierarchical theory can recompose this kind of conflicts.

2.4) The Informational Mapping Principle
Given the existence of separate layers of IS, which communicate hierarchically in a cyclic bottom-
up way, there should exist some procedure which maps one level onto the successive one. It is then

possible that certain restrictions hold in such mapping. The examination of some of the relevant
data leads us to enunciate the following:
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Informational Mapping Principle (first version)
A topical position at a certain relational level of IS accepts only constituents defined as topical at
the hierarchically preceding level.*!

For the moment, we will not consider focal positions. We can thus schematize what we have just
said in this way:

{ { {X} FOC}FOC/*TOp}

The empirical motivation for stipulating the operativity of such a principle is abundant. Consider
first the case we saw before in 32), repeated here for convenience:

105) *Un uomo, 1’ho conosciuto ieri.
A man, [ met him(cl) yesterday

We have not explained yet why a constituent defined as focal at the D-level cannot be dislocated
(i.e. assigned a topical value) at the subsequent IS level - the intra-CP level is the one at which
dislocation takes place here. It is precisely for accounting for cases of this type that the mapping
principle has to be introduced.

Note that if a focal element is furtherly embedded (namely, it is not in the preceding hierarchical
level), there is no problem whatsoever. We looked at cases of this type in 45, repeated here as 106).
The parenthesization refers to (going bottom-up): intra-DP level, D-level and intra-CP level.

106) {{{La mela {solo gialla}gec} rop}Top 12 regalo a Maria.
The only yellow apple I give it(cl) to Maria

Cases such as 106) permits also us to understand why the informational mapping principle contains
reference only to ‘relational levels’. Indeed, the D-level and the T-level (which are not relational)
are immune from its application. We will draw certain theoretical conclusions from this and similar
facts in the next section.

We will now give another exemplification of the informational mapping principle in German. It is
very well-known that the final position (immediately before the verb, when it occupies the sentence
final position) is focal. Cases in which two definites are present clearly reveal that IS is at issue:
when ‘das Geld’ get scrambled over ‘dem Kassierer’ in 108), it obligatorily receives what we may
call a topical interpretation (see Lenerz 1977, Abraham 1986, Choi 1999).

107) Ich habe dem Kassierer das Geld gegeben.
108) Ich habe das Geld dem Kassierer gegeben.
I have given the money to the cashier

One of the accepted generalizations about short distance scrambling is that an indefinite object with
existential reading cannot scramble over a definite one (unless it is contrastively focalized):

109) Ich habe dem Midchen einen Brief gegeben.
110) *Ich habe einen Brief dem Madchen gegeben.
I have given a letter to the girl

1 More trivially, a constraint that prevents informational inconsistency is also active, stating that a
constituent defined as topical at a certain informational level may not be defined as focal at that same level (or
vice-versa). We already saw and discussed similar cases (see 44)).
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This would be a consequence of the Mapping Principle (the levels at stake are again the D-level and
the intra-CP level).

*{{einen Brief} roc}Top
The same principle can be easily shown to hold for other ‘junctures’ of IS. For instance, in the

mapping from inferior embedded subnominal levels to superior ones (intra-DP, level to intra-DP,
level).

111) ?{{Un fuor d’ogni dubbio} 1, intelligente} r,, linguista
112) *Un {intelligente {fuor d’ogni dubbio} g} rop linguista
113) Un linguista {intelligente {fuor d’ogni dubbio}rec} Foc
114) Un linguista {{fuor d’ogni dubbio}r,, intelligente} o

A linguist beyond any doubt intelligent

In 112) a focal constituent is in a topical position at the subsequent hierarchical level: this is why
the nominal is unacceptable.

Furthermore, the same principle can be shown to be active for the clausal branch in the mapping
from the T-level to the intra-CP level of the matrix clause.

115) Ho saputo che hai comprato una casa recentemente.
I heard that you bought a house recently

116) {{Che hai comprato una casa} o} Top, 1’h0 saputo recentemente.
That you bought a house, I heard it(cl) recently

117) Ho voluto comprare una casa poco tempo fa.
I wanted to buy a house some time ago

118) *{{Comprare una casa} o} 1op, ’h0 voluto poco tempo fa.

To buy a house, I wanted it(cl) some time ago
However, in certain cases it is possible to dislocate an infinitive:

119) Comprare una casa nuova, 1’ho sempre voluto.
To buy a new house, I’ve always wanted it(cl)

Such cases are somewhat equivalent to the generic reading of an indefinite (ie, an event which is not
‘real’, but rather a prototype of that class of events). Still, there are instances of infinitives that can
actually be dislocated without such a reading.

120) Di essersi sbagliato, non 1’ha ammesso.
Di to be wrong, he didn’t admit it(cl)
121) A mangiare da me stasera, non ce I’ho invitato.

A to eat by me this night, I didn’t invite him to-it(cl)

Bare infinitives are systematically worse than infinitives preceded by a prepositional
complementizer, such as di or a.

122) *Fare i compiti, non lo/ci sapeva.
To do the homeworks, he didn’t know it(cl)
123) * Arrivare in tempo, non lo/ci sembra.

To arrive on time, he doesn’t seem it(cl)

40



We will not enter into the details of these facts. It suffices to say that at least in certain cases a
noticeable difference in the expected direction holds also in the mapping from the T-level to the
intra-CP level.*

The situation we have described in this subsection is not universal. The preverbal subject position in
English or Italian (by default a topical position in these languages, see chapter 1) generally admits
both definite and indefinite DP’s.*

2 A suggestive observation in this regard concerns a difference in the possibility of ‘past infinitives’:
infinitives introduced by di generally allow them, while bare infinitives do not (the level of topicality of past
infinitives might be considered in between that of an infinitive and a tensed complement):

i) Sa fare bene i compiti.
(He) knows to do well the home-works
ii) Sa di fare bene i compiti.
(He) knows di to do well the home-works
iii) *Sa aver fatto bene i compiti.
(He) knows to have done well the home-works
iv) Sa di aver fatto bene i compiti.
He knows di to have done well the home-works

An exception is constituted by infinitives introduced by certain ‘dubitative’ raising verbs, which also require
the employment of subjunctive mood in the embedded clause when it is tensed.

v) Non sembra arrivare in tempo.
(He) doesn’t seem to arrive on time
vi) Non sembra essere arrivato in tempo.
(He) doesn’t seem to be arrived on time
vii) *Non sembra di essere arrivato in tempo.
(He) doesn’t seem di to be arrived on time
viii) Non sembra che sia/??¢ arrivato in tempo.
It doesn’t seem that (he) be/is arrived on time
(cf. Sa che *abbia/ha fatto bene i compiti.
He knows that (he) have/has done well the home-works)

In some situations (in which raising does not take place), sembrare admits the co-presence of di (Kayne
1981c):

ix) Siamo ancora affamati. Non sembra proprio di aver gia mangiato.
We are still hungry. It doesn’t really seem di to have already eaten
x) Sono ancora affamati. Non sembra proprio che abbiano/hanno gia mangiato.
They are still hungry. It doesn’t really seem that they have(subj)/have(ind) already eaten

However, in cases of this type the embedded clause asserts a fact on which there are no doubts of existence.
The meaning of non sembrare di is that what is predicated in the infinitival clause is true, but it is difficult to
believe (indeed, indicative mood in a tensed embedded clause is fine as well). Again, there is a significative
correspondence between the presence of di and a more topical interpretation of the infinitival clause.

There are thus consistent proofs which indicate that infinitives introduced by the prepositional
complementizer di are, or may be, associated to a more topical interpretation of the event introduced in the
embedded clause in comparison to bare infinitives. Therefore, the apparently anomalous behavior of some
Italian infinitives wrt dislocation is expected, after all. Remember that also certain indefinites (such as
partitive or modified ones) show a presupposition of existence and are fine in a dislocated position.

Our discussion here is very sketchy and a more careful examination of Romance infinitives and of their
informational properties is in order before drawing firm conclusions on the issue.

* There are exceptions. Individual level predicates do not tolerate existential indefinite subjects, nor do
generic predicates (the star only refers to the mentioned interpretation).
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124) [[A cat]roc]Top killed the mouse.

125) [[Un gatto]roc]top ha ucciso il topo.
126) [[The cat]rop]rop killed the mouse.
127) [[11 gatto]rop]tep ha ucciso il topo.

We have thus to distinguish between different types of topics. We can name the elements to which
an informational value is assigned in positions similar to that of the English preverbal subject
‘unrestricted (or thematized) topics’, whereas the etiquette of ‘restricted (or resumptive) topics’ will
be employed for CLLD and related configurations.* The informational mapping principle only
constraints the second category of topics.*

Now, what about focal positions? As is well-known, existential sentences in English do not tolerate
definite postverbal arguments (Milsark 1974, 1977).% Such a restriction seems to be the converse of
the much less studied incompatibility of a ‘true’ indefinite with a dislocated position which was
described above.

128) *There are the boys in the room.
129) There are some boys in the room.

Interestingly, there appear to exist two different types of foci: simplifying, we can call the first
‘unrestricted foci’ and the second ‘restricted foci’, as we did for topics.

Unrestricted focus:
130) I met [Sonia]g,.
131) I met [a girl]goe.

i) *A guy is handsome.
ii) *A student shaves every day.

Indefinites/bare plurals obligatorily possess a topical reading in similar sentences (see Perlmutter 1970,
Carlson 1977, Diesing 1992, Condoravdi 1994). Note the interesting difference between (again, the star only
refers to an existential interpretation; see Longobardi 1994, 2000).

iii) *Neighbors are tall.
iv) Neighbors of mine are tall.

If the indefinite is individuated (ie, topical at the D-level) by means of some appropriate modifier, it is fine in
preverbal positions of individual-level predicates.

* Alexiadou & Anagnostopoulou (2001) propose that indefinite subjects are not equivalent to truly existential
(focal) indefinites in object position. Since the preverbal subject position is topical at the intra-CP level, this is
probably true. However, Alexiadou & Anagnostopoulou’s conclusion that subjects in Romance are always
dislocated is not tenable (see Sufier 2002, Cardinaletti 2004 for a critical assessment).

As already shown, bare indefinites and nessuno/nobody cannot be dislocated in Italian, whereas they are
perfectly fine in the subject position of transitive verbs without necessarily being generics or (concealed)
partitives, contrary to what Alexiadou & Anagnostopoulou claim in their paper. Cf. also subjects modified by
‘only’:

i) Solo quelle mele hanno un buon sapore.
Only those apples have a good flavor

ii) *Solo quelle mele, le ho mangiate.
Only those apples, (I) have eaten them(cl)

A discrete approach to IS is preserved here for the sake of clarity of exposition, but will be completely
abandoned in subsequent developments of our informational model.
@ As is well-known, existential sentences do not exhibit the definiteness effect in Italian (see chapter 6).
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Restricted focus:
132) *There is [[Sonia]rop]roc in the room.
133) There is [[a girl]roc]roc N the Toom.

As its name indicates, a restricted focus requires that the constituent to which such an informational
value is assigned be focal at the preceding hierarchical level (this forcefully excludes all specific
DP’s from the candidates).47 An unrestricted focus, on the other hand, admits whatever constituent
from the preceding informational level. As already observed, this strikingly matches the behavior of
topics.

We are now in a position to give a new and more appropriate formulation to the Informational
Mapping Principle:

Informational Mapping Principle (revised version)
A restricted informational position at a certain relational level of IS accepts only constituents which
received an identical value at the hierarchically preceding level.

2.5) The D/T levels as informational phases

D and T instantiate levels different in many respects from the other, relational ones. To begin with,
their status is not modifiable by focalizing operators (only, even, negation, etc).

134) *only {the} dog

We have already seen that they are not relational, since the informational value assigned at those
levels is not related to any other value assigned to clause-mate or nominal-mate elements. Also,
they are not definable ‘positionally’ (a certain position = a certain interpretation), but rather by
means of syntactic markers such as articles, auxiliaries, morphological affixes attached to verbs and
nouns, etc. Those markers may be completely missing in some languages, whereas to our
knowledge there is no language deprived of means of expression for the other relational IS levels -
syntactic, intonational/prosodic or both of them.

Furthermore, they do not have any relationship with intonation or accentuation, since neither
articles nor tense morphology (or complementizers, which indirectly reflect the temporal status of
embedded sentences) may be phonologically prominent - except maybe for some marginal instances
of contrastive focus.

7 See Postal (1994b, 1998) for other syntactic environments which are akin to the category ‘restricted focus’
(what he calls ‘antipronominal contexts’). There are important differences characterizing restricted foci: some
of them are incompatible with all definites, others only with ‘weak pronouns’, as in the example below:

i) We could easily determine/*tell it.

There clearly is a graduation in the topicality of a DP at the D-level, according to its lexical status and in the
case of lexical DP’s also to the determiners that introduce them (see Postal 1998, 35 and section 2.4.4). We
can try to build the skeleton of an approximated scale:

weak pronoun / strong pronoun / demonstrative adj. + N / definite D + N / indefinite D + N

Antitopical contexts reject the left hand of this scale to a different extent, depending on the nature of their
‘strength’. This implicitly means that the degree of focality (and topicality) of certain positions varies
correspondingly. Such a scale should be active in antifocal contexts as well, this time from right to left. See
the next two chapters for more accurate developments of these ideas.
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Even more importantly, they are never subject to the restrictions stemming from the mapping
principle. Indeed, they simply assign a value to an input, without taking into consideration what
informational value had already been assigned to that input on the basis of the previous hierarchical
(relational) levels.*

The most fundamental difference regards the fact that the value attributed by the D/T level is a
complex interpretative value. As we have already seen, an indefinite marker can perfectly receive a
topical interpretation, for example when we manipulate the availability of sets of extraction
(partitives, presence of modifiers; see 36) and 37)). And the same holds for infinitive embedded
clauses, that in certain contexts can be interpreted as referring to a generic event and acquire a
topical reading as well (see the contrast between 118) and 119)). On the other hand, we cannot
‘rearrange’ the interpretation of a topical position in the positional/accentual relational levels
examined so far. A dislocated constituent will never receive a focal interpretation at the intra-CP
level, for instance.

Finally, the notions topic and focus are defined at these levels in a different way: what is crucial
here is the individuation of an entity. In the relational levels a focal value may instead be assigned
to a completely individuated entity, because what is relevant there is a different notion of the
dichotomy focus/topic (see Gundel 1988, 1999 for a similar subdivision and criticisms of previous
proposals that illegitimately mixed the two concepts).*

Our conclusion is that D and T are informational levels of a special type. And it is also their special
status that impedes to conflate all the levels in one, claiming that they are simply a progressive
reduction of the domain of application of the informational rules. In other words, there is a
‘qualitative’ difference when we go from an intra-DP level to a D-level, or from an intra-CP level to
a T-level.

The special status of the D and T levels is related to the problem of attributing a compositional
interpretation to IS. As already mentioned, in the relational levels there is a mapping procedure
working in a bottom-up fashion. When we reach the D/T levels no such principle is operative and a
‘complex informational value’ is assigned to the entire constituent in isolation. The value of the D-
level, for example, will express the fact that these constituents are topical although preceded by a
morphological marker of indefiniteness:

135) One of those dogs
A doggen
A dog that has been able to swim for many miles

And also that this is focal although preceded by a morphological marker of definiteness:

136) Il cane di nessuno
The dog of nobody

It is not a direct and simple relationship between choice of Determiner/Tense and the previous IS
layer that establishes the informational value at the D/T level, but rather a holistic interpretation of
the constituent from a semantic, pragmatic and syntactic point of view, which somewhat ‘closes’ a
(sub)cycle. We take this to suggest - following a classic formulation which has its roots in
Fillmore’s proposal in the first 60s™ - that D and T are prominent informational cyclic points in the

*% But notice that the value assigned at the D/T levels is considered by the mapping procedure at the next
relational level. Similar data are very strong proofs that the two types of informational levels are closely
interconnected (see also the next note).

* Extraction and pronominalization are sensitive to both types of informational notions, as will be shown
below and in the next chapters.

%% See Fillmore (1963), Chomsky (1965, 146).
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derivation. In more minimalist terms, it could be said that D and T constitute the major
informational phases of a clause.”’

Note that informational assignments from later levels can never influence those from previous ones.
What all this seems to suggest is that IS is subject to a multiple spell-out procedure: informational
values would be assigned cyclically in the course of the derivation and not at its end, with D and T
as the basic ‘end of (sub)cycle’ points.™

One may nevertheless still wonder whether it is theoretically appropriate to put under the same roof
concepts that appear rather different from one another (although the presence of similarities and
interactions is frankly evident - see notes 48 and 49). The idea of analyzing definiteness/finiteness
on the one hand and the other relational levels on the other as distinct manifestations of the internal
organization of IS could thus be questioned. In this respect, a comparison with a different linguistic
domain may result enlightening.

In the literature a distinction is often drawn between lexical and grammatical aspect (see, among the
first modern studies, Comrie 1976, Lyons 1977).% Their basic characteristics can be summarized in
this way:**

- Lexical aspect (or Aktionsart): classification of verbal predicates and sentences according to
whether they entail a well-defined delimitation (events), and, if not, whether they entail any change
of state (processes/states).

- Grammatical aspect: classification of verbal forms into perfective (eventualities having run their
whole course) and imperfective (eventualities being parts of larger eventualities).

Note that a verbal predicate aspectually classified in a ‘lexical sense’ may receive either of the
possible grammatical aspect values (and viceversa): the two classifications are independent in many
respects.

137) event: Maria rimprovero/rimproverava suo figlio.
Maria told off(perf/imperf) his son

138) process: Maria porto/portava suo figlio in braccio.
Maria brought(perf/imperf) his son in his arms

139) state: Maria amo/amava suo figlio.

Maria loved(perf/imperf) his son

Consider now again the case of IS. We have just seen that two subdomains (phasal vs relational
levels) are observable. They appear strictly interconnected, but at the same time their classifications
are analogously independent from one another. Why this differentiation exists in natural language is
still a mistery, but there is nothing more mysterious here than what we find in the aspectual field,
where similar differences are almost universally treated as distinct phenomena belonging to the
same area. We are thus suggesting that IS constitutes likewise a ‘macro-domain’, with two partly
separated internal subdomains.

To conclude the section, this is a summary of (some of) the possible IS levels according to our
proposal:>

> We did not find any evidence in the informational domain suggesting the existence of a vP-phase.

32 See Uriagereka (1999) for related ideas.

>3 Bache (1982) is critical with this position. However, nobody denies that the two phenomena are strictly
interconnected.

> As the words themselves suggest, grammatical aspect is syntactically encoded, whereas lexical aspect is
generally ‘inherent’” and determined on a word by word basis (but derivational morphology is also widely
used in certain languages to mark Aktionsart distinctions, for instance in Slavic).

> Remember that relational informational levels are recursive.
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Intra-DP level(s): la mela {piccola}g,. the small apple

D-level: {una mela}go. an apple
Intra-CP level(s): Ho mangiato {la mela}po. 1 ate the apple
T-level: {mangiare la mela} .. to eat the apple

3) DOMINANCE, FOCUS AND EXTRACTION

At this point, we can establish a precise parallelism between Erteschik’s concept of dominance and
the notion of focus, for both CP’s and DP’s. A CP or a DP is dominant if its informational status at
the relevant hierarchical level is focal.’® Judging the dominance of a DP/CP only wrt the intra-CP
level of the matrix clause is the error that can lead one to lose such a parallelism.

140) I’ve seen [[a dOg]roc]Foc
141) I’ve seen [[the dog]rop]roc

We can tentatively restate the principle enunciated by Erteschik in this way:
Principle of Extraction
When a domain is not focal at the hierarchical levels of IS, it tends to become frozen impeding

extraction.

This is meant to -partially- account for these well-known contrasts (different informational levels
are at stake):

142) Who have you seen {a picture of t}?

143) ?77Who have you seen {the pictures of t}?

144) *Who have you seen {that picture of t}?

145) Who do you think {to visit t}?

146) Who do you think {that I have visited t}?

147) *Who have you rejoiced {that you met t}?

148) ??7Who do you rejoice {to meet t}?

149) *Which man did they consider {the rumor that John would betray t}?
150) ??7Which man did they consider {rumors that John would betray t}?
151) **Whom have you seen {the man who gave money to t}?

152) *Whom have you seen {a man who gave money to t}?

153) *Which topic did John ask {who was talking about t}?

154) Which topic did John ask {whether to talk about t}?

155) *Which topic did you leave {because Mary talked about t}?

%6 It has to be stressed that the ‘lie test’ is sensitive to the presence of an existential presupposition (see
Chierchia & McConnell-Ginet 2000, ch. 1 sec. 3.3 and ch. 6 sec. 3.1), not directly to the informational status
of a constituent. Though there seems to exist a quite strong correlation between ‘presence of an existential
presupposition’ and ‘topicality’ in (at least some of) the IS levels, the two notions are by no means equivalent.
The parallel we are proposing, even if it is strongly connected to her ideas, does not stick to all aspects of
Erteschik’s proposal.
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156) Which topic did you leave {without talking about t}?

In 142)-144) extraction takes place out of DP’s and it fails, or it is marginal, whenever the head of
the DP is definite/specific (or anyway the individuation of the referent is forced, since
morphological definiteness does not always correspond to the individuation of the referent) - see
Chomsky (1973), Erteschik (1973, 1981), Fiengo & Higginbotham (1981), Bowers (1988), Diesing
(1992, ch. 4).°” Note that in all the examples we are extracting from a standard object position,
which is focal by default in English at the intra-CP level.”® The only level which is problematic here
is the D-level.”

145)-146) apparently represent the same contrast as before, but in the clausal domain. The Principle
of Extraction seems to be violated in example 146), since at the T-level the embedded clause should
be topical being tensed. But extraction is permitted, contrary to our predictions”. Erteschik sustains

>7 Extraction out of DP’s is said to result impaired if a possessive is in subject position.

1) *Who have you seen Mary’s picture of t?
ii) *Di chi hai visto una/la foto di Maria t?

We strongly suspect that modification by means of the specification of a possessor induces the individuation
of the entire complex DP, which blocks the possibility of extraction. Note that exactly the same tends to
happen with other modifiers which do not occupy the subject position inside the DP.

iii) *Di chi hai visto una/la foto (t) che ha fatto Giovanni (t)?
Of whom have you seen a/the picture that Giovanni took.

Our account is also confirmed by the fact that certain possessives do not interfere with extraction possibilities
or do that in a less perspicuous way (see Kuno 1987, from which examples vi) and vii) are taken). These are
some types of indefinite possessives which do not clearly force a specific interpretation of the complex DP.

iv) *Di che attori hai visto certe foto di Maria t?

Of which actors have you seen certain pictures of Mary?
v) ?Di che attori hai visto certe foto famose di un qualche fotografo t?

Of which actors have you seen certain famous pictures of some photographer?
vi) *A politician of this kind, I wouldn’t dream of buying Mary’s portrait of't.
vii) ?A politician of this kind, I wouldn’t dream of buying anybody’s portrait of t.

> It is apparently possible to show that also a non-focal object position at the intra-CP level is problematic.

1) 7?Who did John give a picture of t a finishing touch?
(from Kuno 1973)

But there are interfering factors, since the extraction of the whole promoted object in double-object
constructions is also generally deficient (Jackendoff & Culicover 1971, Wexler & Culicover 1980).

i) ?*Who did you give t those books?

Extraction from complex DP’s in subject position is much worse than from complex DP’s in object position,
and this actually seems a true case in point (see below for the relevant data).

> In Italian and French, only arguments introduced by the transparent preposition di/de can be extracted (see
Cinque 1980, Milner 1982, Zubizarreta 1979, Steriade 1980). Otherwise said, in extraction from DP’s it
seems that independent thematic restrictions are operative in those languages (Zubizarreta 1979, Godard
1992, Davies & Dubinsky 2003), not connected to IS - see also below for additional restrictions of the same
type which are not amenable to the various accounts previously proposed in the literature. Such thematic
restrictions are not active in extraction from CP’s, for reasons still to be understood.

5 Notice that certain languages distinguish tensed (indicative) complements of bridge verbs introduced by an
overt complementizer from those which are complementizerless - for instance Russian, Finnish, many
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that embedded sentences subcategorized for by so-called bridge (or assertive) verbs are not
necessarily existentially presupposed, even when they are tensed (Erteschik 1973, 87; see also
Kiparsky & Kiparsky 1971, Hooper & Thompson 1973, Hooper 1975). Then, though in sentences
such as 146) a tense location is expressed, a presupposition of existence would not be introduced
(provided that the embedded clause be focal at the matrix intra-CP level). This suggests either that
topicality at the T-level is generally not enough to freeze a constituent, or that the presence of tense
does not individuate the event with bridge verbs (maybe similarly to the fact that morphological
definiteness is not always associated to the individuation of a referent).*"%*

According to Erteschik, the same would hold for some factive verbs which allow (some form of)
extraction, such as regret.”> We analyze factive verbs in a later section of this chapter, adopting a
different perspective.

varieties of German. When a complementizer is present, extraction becomes impossible/marginal. We
speculate that the presence of an overt complementizer might be associated to an obligatory topical reading of
the embedded clause at the T-level, whereas tensed clauses not introduced by it would be like an English
complement to a bridge verb (the usual non-deletability of the Complementizer that with factives in English is
a good index that such an idea may be on the right track; see Kiparsky & Kiparsky 1971, Bolinger 1972,
Hegarty 1992).

%! An example is what Diesing (1992) calls pseudodemonstratives.

62 It seems to us that fense alone does not suffice in rendering topical (enough) a domain thus blocking
extraction, at least when the other informational levels are focal. On the contrary, definiteness alone would be
sufficiently strong to elicit ungrammaticality (but see the next note on the direct relevance of tense in
extraction phenomena). This is however not true for many so-called null operator constructions (tough
movement, degree clauses, infinitival relatives, purposives). Browning (1987, sec 1.2.4) points out that the
mere presence of tense is generally sufficient to elicit marginality or ungrammaticality when extraction of a
null operator takes place in such cases, also with bridge verbs.

Returning to the problem we started from (namely, that the presence of tense is not always able to freeze a
constituent), observe that a mirror image situation in the nominal domain is represented by specific indefinites
(a certain man, etc). In fact, in Italian they are not compatible with dislocation even if they show a
presupposition of existence and they block extraction (see note 10 above and Diesing 1992).

Admittedly, the notion of ‘topical domain’ is rather useless without further specifications, since there seem to
exist quantitative differences which are essential in predicting its syntactic manifestations. We insist here on
the quantitative (rather than qualitative) aspect of the question, which is one of the reasons that will motivate
some radical theoretical innovations in the remainder.

53 As is universally known since (at least) the introduction of Relativized Minimality in Rizzi (1990), adjunct
extraction is deficient for ‘mild factive verbs’ of the regret-type (see in particular Cinque 1990). Note,
however, that in Italian considerable differences are detectable in adjunct extraction when tense is
manipulated (see also Hegarty 1992, 22 for comparable data about English).

i) Chi ti dispiace incontrare t?
Who are you sorry to met?

i) (?)Chi ti dispiace di aver incontrato t?
Who are you sorry to have met?

iii) ?Chi ti dispiace che hai incontrato t?
Who are you sorry that you have met?

iv) Dove ti ¢ dispiaciuto incontrare Mario t?
Where were you sorry to meet Mario?

v) ?Dove ti ¢ dispiaciuto di aver incontrato Mario t?
Where were you sorry to have met Mario?

vi) ?7?Dove ti ¢ dispiaciuto che hai incontrato Mario t?
Where were you sorry that you have met Mario?

vii) ?Quando ti ¢ dispiaciuto incontrare Mario t?
When were you sorry to meet Mario?

viii) ??Quando ti ¢ dispiaciuto di aver incontrato Mario t?
When were you sorry to have met Mario?
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Example 147) - involving the factive verb rejoice, which we take as representative of the (cross-
linguistically somewhat unstable) class of ‘strong factive verbs’- differs from example 146) in one
crucial aspect, according to Erteschik (see also Kiparsky & Kiparsky 1971): the presupposition of
existence of the embedded clause is always forced. Indeed, we argue that here a topical
interpretation is obligatorily assigned to the embedded complement clause at the T-level. The
difference between mild and strong factives resembles that between definite articles and
demonstratives in extraction from DP’s: both cases imply quantitative differences at the same IS
1evel.6:‘l“he presence of an infinitive (as in 148)) helps, because it tends to remove topicality at the T-
level.

Sentences 149)-152) instantiate the Complex NP Constraint, for both arguments and adjuncts of the
head noun. As shown by Erteschik (1973, 146), a noun modified by an argumental that-clause tends
to be existentially presupposed. However, when the head noun is introduced by an indefinite
determiner grammaticality judgements improve, though sentences remain generally slightly
marginal in English and only some extractions are permitted - this is presumably due to the fact that
we are extracting out of modified indefinites.” Such an ameliorating effect is largely less marked
when extracting out of relative clauses (namely, adjuncts), which apparently induce a much stronger
individuation on the complex DP than argumental that-clauses (Chomsky 1986, 35). In order to be

ix) *Quando ti & dispiaciuto che hai incontrato Mario t?
When were you sorry that you have met Mario?

x) ?In che modo gli dispiace viaggiare t?
In what way does he dislike to travel?
xi) ?*In che modo gli dispiace di aver viaggiato t?
In what way does he dislike to have travelled?
xii) *In che modo gli dispiace che hai viaggiato t?
In what way does he dislike that you have travelled?

This strongly suggests that tense is as essential a variable as definiteness in accounting for extraction
phenomena, though the effects of the two are quantitatively different.
% See also these cases involving quasi-strong or strong factive verbs in Italian:

i) Cosa ti rallegri di fare t?
What do you rejoice to do?
ii) Cosa ti rallegri d’aver fatto t?
What do you rejoice to have done?
iii) ??Cosa ti rallegri che hanno fatto t?
What do you rejoice that they have done?

iv) Chi si compiace di incontrare t?
Who is he pleased to meet?

v) ?Chi si compiace di aver incontrato t?
Who is he pleased to have met?

vi) ??Chi si compiace che hai incontrato t?
Who is he pleased that you have met?

vii) Chi ignori di conoscere t?
Who do you ignore to know?
viii) ?Chi ignori d’aver conosciuto t?
Who do you ignore to have known?
ix) ?*Chi ignori che hai conosciuto t?
Who do you ignore that you have known?

65 See Ross (1967, 140), Chomsky (1977), Rothstein (1988), Pollard & Sag (1994, 206), Postal (1998, A.2).
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able to ameliorate these last sentences, a strongly focal head (someone and the like, not simply a
noun introduced by an indefinite determiner) needs be used, as in This is a paper that we really
need to find someone who understands t - example from Chung & McCloskey (1983); see also
Kuno (1976), Chomsky (1986).° Postal (1998) notes that appositive and restrictive relative clauses
(RCs) differ in the possibility of being ameliorated: only the latter may come to tolerate (some)
extractions, while the former are always opaque domains. Again, this distinction correlates neatly
with the topicality that is associated to the complex head noun at the D-level, which is higher when
appositives act as modifiers - so, note that appositives, but not restrictives, are incompatible with an
indefinite head noun; mere intonational evidence is eloquent as well: appositives are invariably
deaccented, while restrictives cannot be; finally, the semantics of the two constructions is also of
special significance in this respect, since as is well-known while the head of an appositive is
referentially independent from its modifier, restrictives participate in the individuation of the
referent(s) of the head.®’

153)-154) are typical instances of wh-islands, which Erteschik claims get a presupposition of
existence, especially when they are tensed (Erteschik 1973, 74). It is not at all clear that it is always

% Additionally, the extractee cannot be a subject in the embedded clause - note that processual reasons
interfere whenever a crossing dependency is created. The type of extraction employed is important as well
(see the next chapter for more details on this).

7 We speculate that the two types of RC as a whole receive also distinct informational values at the intra-DP
level, assigned by the head noun to the entire embedded clause (exactly as in the case of verbs wrt their
complement CP’s). Exemplifying the suggested parallel:

Intra-CP: Penso {a Gianni} (complement DP/PP)
I think of Gianni
Penso {che Gianni sia arrivato} (complement CP)
I think that Gianni has arrived
Pensavo a te {prima che Gianni mi parlasse degli ultimi avvenimenti} (clausal adjunct)
I was thinking of you before Gianni spoke to me of the last events
Pensavo a te {prima di sera} (adverbial PP adjunct)
I was thinking of you before evening

Intra-DP: Le foto {di Gianni} (complement DP/PP)
Gianni’s pictures
Il fatto {che Gianni ha scattato delle foto} (complement CP)
The fact that Gianni took some pictures
Le foto {che Gianni ha scattato} (clausal adjunct)
The pictures that Gianni took
Le foto di Maria {vicino a Gianni} (PP adjunct)
Mary’s pictures near Gianni

In complex NP islands, topicality at the D-level and at the intra-DP level (appositive vs restrictive RC) sum
up. Note also that the RCs are tensed here, thus topical at their own T-level. Indeed, in Italian the employment
of an untensed relative improves ungrammaticality (but the contrast is between bad and worse).

i) *A chi hai trovato un libro da dare t?
To whom have you found a book to give?
ii) **A chi hai trovato un libro che hanno dato t?
To whom have you found a book that they have given?

This is a bit more evident considering the extraction of the head from a complex DP:

iii) 2(?)Chi hai trovato t a cui parlare di te?

Who have you found to whom to speak of you?
iv) *Chi hai trovato t a cui parli di te?

Who have you found to whom you speak of you?
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so, however (see below for more details). The employment of an infinitive at the T-level
systematically improves grammaticality in English (but see Erteschik 1973, 114-116 for some
qualifications in this connection).®®

Finally, 155)-156) represent extraction out of adjuncts. A tensed adjunct is not surprisingly an
opaque domain, being topical by default at both the intra-CP level of the matrix clause (see note 79)
and at the T-level of the embedded clause. The presence of an infinitive improves considerably
grammaticality, though adjunct extraction remains defective.

Doubts might be cast on the relevance of definiteness in extraction out of complex DP’s (indeed, its
role is rather blurred in English, especially with adjuncts). There are cases in which such a variable
is much more prominent, though. For instance, Scandinavian languages permit certain types of
extraction out of (restrictive) relative clauses in violation of the complex NP constraint, but in
general only when the head noun is indefinite (see Erteschik 1973, 66 and 1982 on Danish;
Allwood 1976 and Engdahl 1980 on Swedish). A further prerequisite is that the complex DP (and
its subconstituents) should receive a focal value, otherwise extraction is deficient (see Erteschik
1973, 61 and Taraldsen 1981a).

157) *Peter kender jeg manden der kan lide t. (Danish)
Peter know I the man who likes
158) Peter kender jeg en mand der kan lide t. (Danish)

Peter know I a man who likes

There are various other data Erteschik did not take into account in her dissertation and that are
easily akin to an identical type of treatment. They also show that relational levels may be
problematic in the same way as phasal levels: a topical value always disallows (or marginalizes)
extraction, in whatever informational level. Moreover, the two dimensions of IS result inextricably
connected and give rise to what we will name informational ‘summation effects’ (various instances
of which we have actually already encountered).

To begin with, it is generally acknowledged that in Nom/Acc languages the subject position has a
default topical interpretation at the intra-CP level in wide focus contexts.” And indeed extraction

68 Factive verbs and verbs subcategorizing an indirect question both share the possibility (necessity, in case of
wh-islands) of a wh-word introducing the embedded clause (see Melvold 1991, 101):

i) John hates who won the World Series.
ii) John wonders who won the World Series.

Such a possibility is not available to bridge verbs, instead (with the important qualification that some bridge
verbs may also be factive verbs, being ambiguous between two readings - even in the absence of
deaccentuation of the complement clause, see Kiparsky & Kiparsky 1971).

iii) *John supposes who will win the World Series.

We will return to the parallelism between factives and wh-islands in a subsequent section of this chapter.
% The literature on the issue is immense. A valuable source of data and classic references is Li (1976). See
also Contreras (1976) and Calabrese (1982, 1992), which are papers written specifically in a generative
perspective. We can easily demonstrate the claim by means of a simple contextual test:

i) Chi ha morso tua figlia?/Who has bitten your daughter?
#Un cane 1’ha morsa.
L’ha morsa un cane.
A dog has bitten her(cl)
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out of it is defective, as has long been recognized in the literature starting from Ross (1967) (see
also Erteschik 1973, 156-159).

159) ?7*Di quali di quei ragazzi pensi che {gli amici t} hanno contattato Pietro?
Of which of those boys do you think that the friends have contacted P.?

The standard comparison is with an instance of extraction from object position, which in a wide
focus context is instead focal by default at the intra-CP level.

160) Di quali di quei ragazzi pensi che Pietro ha contattato gli amici t?
Of which of those boys do you think that P. has contacted the friends?

Extraction out of a CP subject is known to be ungrammatical as well. Infinitive subjects (which are
focal at the T-level, or at least less topical than tensed ones) fare better, but grammaticality remains
usually defective in any case.

161) Lasciare Pietro a casa da solo preoccupava Maria.
To leave P. all alone at home worried M.
162) ?777Quale di quei ragazzi lasciare a casa t da solo preoccupava Maria?
Which of those boys to leave all alone at home worried M.?
163) Che Paolo lasciasse Claudio a casa da solo preoccupava Maria.
That P. left C. all alone at home worried Mary.
164) *Quale di quei ragazzi che Paolo lasciasse t a casa da solo preoccupava Maria?

Which of those boys that P. left all alone at home worried M.?

165) Vincere contro il nemico era importante per il guerriero.
To win against the enemy was important for the warrior
166) ?7?Contro che nemico vincere t era importante per il guerriero?
Against which enemy to win was important for the warrior?
167) Che avesse vinto contro il nemico era importante per il guerriero.
That he had won against the enemy was important for the warrior
168) ?7*Contro che nemico che avesse vinto t era importante per il guerriero?

Against which enemy that he had won was important for the warrior?

Indefinite nominal subjects seem to improve grammaticality as well. But 172) is actually out
already at the D-level, extraction being impossible also from an object position when a
demonstrative is in prenominal position. The available evidence is therefore quite inconclusive.

169) Qualche scultura di Mario ¢ stata esposta alla Biennale.
Some sculptures by Mario have been exhibited at the Biennale
170) 7*Di che artista qualche scultura t ¢ stata esposta alla Biennale?

ii) Chi ¢ arrivato?/Who arrived?
#Mario € arrivato.
E arrivato Mario.
Mario arrived

iii) Chi ha telefonato?/Who phoned?
#Luigi ha telefonato.
Ha telefonato Luigi.
Luigi phoned

Preverbal (normally accentuated) subjects are incompatible with preceding questions that imply their focal
reading (see also Beninca 1988 and chapter 1).
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By which artist some sculptures have been exhibited at the Biennale?

171) Quella scultura di Mario ¢ stata esposta alla Biennale.
That sculpture by Mario has been exhibited at the Biennale
172) **Di che artista quella scultura t ¢ stata esposta alla Biennale?

By which artist that sculpture has been exhibited at the Biennale?

Be as it may in the case of nominal subjects, there clearly is an interplay between phasal and
relational levels with clausal ones. If they receive a topical value at the T-level (they are tensed),
and also a topical value at the intra-CP level (they are in subject position), extraction gives
considerably bad results. If a topical value is assigned only at the intra-CP level, strong marginality
arises but the sentence is not necessarily completely impossible. This mechanism of ‘summation’
seems to be the norm across all levels - see also our precedent discussion of ‘strong’ factive verbs
(especially note 64) and of examples 155)/156) for other empirical illustrations of the phenomenon.

Certain asymmetries observed in Pesetsky (1984) may be taken to exemplify an analogous interplay
involving not only a phasal and a relational level, but also different relational levels. Pesetsky points
out that there is a subtle difference in grammaticality between subject and object extraction in some
configurations. Whenever an extraction process takes place from an island, if a subject position is
targeted the result is worse than when an object position is the locus of the operation. Even if the
difference is subtle, it seems systematic and a variety of researchers agreed on his presence (see
Browning 1987, Stowell 1986, Rizzi 1990).”

173) ?7*Who do you wonder whether we believe t can help us?
174) ?7?7Who do you wonder whether we believe we can help t?

Assume for a moment that a wh-island has to receive a topical IS value at the intra-CP level of the
matrix clause in presence of extraction (see below for an explanation of this fact). The presence of
tense conspires to worsen the judgements, giving rise to a classic pattern of summation of the
effects. If in addition the extracted constituent is assigned a topical value inside the island domain
(at the intra-CP level of the relevant embedded clause), this further impaires grammaticality. In
other words, a topical constituent inside a topical domain is less extractable than a focal
constituent.”"

Comparable data have been pointed out for other islands as well. Allwood (1976) coined the term
Complex NP Subject Constraint in order to describe comparable data in Swedish involving
extraction out of Relative Clauses. Kiparsky & Kiparsky (1971) showed that in English subject
extraction from certain factives is deficient, while object extraction is only slightly marginal.
Rouveret (1980) made the same point about French (see also Zubizarreta 1982).

175) *Who do you regret t punished the children?
176) *Qui regrettes-tu qui t chatie les enfants?
177) ?Who do you regret that Mary punished t?
178) ?7Qui regrettes-tu que Marie chatie t?

The repeatedly noticed fact that an ECM subject fares better than a standard subject (and slightly
worse than a standard object: Rizzi 1990, 103) sustains our analysis of the asymmetry and the
existence of a complex interplay among the various informational levels.”” Such a behavior is

7% The same sort of judgements hold in comparable configurations in French (Rizzi 1990, 97).

I Since what is at stake in the examples above is extraction and extraction out-of-a-domain at the same time,
it is important to remind the reader that the two phenomena are distinct. It is apparently only their co-presence
which permits to detect some sensitivity to informational variables also for the former.

72 See Koopman & Sportiche (1991), Chomsky (1982), Lasnik & Saito (1984) and all the references cited
introducing the asymmetry.
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indeed expected given the mixed informational status of ECM subjects: focal objects of the matrix
clause and topical subjects of the embedded infinitive (note that in the configuration under scrutiny,
both clauses are inside an island).”

179) ?7This is the person who I forgot whether John believes t to have proved the
theorem.
180) ?7*This is the person who I forgot whether John believes t has proved the theorem.

(from Rizzi 1990)

Other data which can be explained without ad hoc assumptions in the present framework regard
dislocated clauses, which as is well-known are topics (at the intra-CP level of the matrix clause).
Observe now what happens if we try to extract out of a right dislocated clausal constituent in
Italian:

181) Cosa credi che abbiano venduto?
What do you believe that they have sold?
182) Lo credi, che abbiano venduto la casa?
Do you believe it, that they have sold the house?
183) *Cosa lo credi, che abbiano venduto t?
What do you believe it, that they have sold?
184) ??Quella casa, che lo credo, che hai venduto t, ...
That house, that I believed it, that you have sold, ...
185) ?Quale di quelle case,) lo credi, che I’abbiano venduta?
Which of those houses, do you believe it, that they have sold?
186) La casay, lo credo, che I’abbiano venduta.
The house, I believe it that they have sold.
187) ?Quale casa, che lo sai bene che nessuno ha voluto comprare [e], mi hai rifilato t?
Which house, that you know well it that nobody wanted to buy, did you palm me
off?

When a subconstituent included in an already dislocated clause gets dislocated (as in 186)), the
result is substantially good. The same holds for partitive-wh dislocation (example number 185)),
apart from a slight marginality. But if one tries to extract that same phrase leaving a trace behind,
this elicits strong ungrammaticality (example 183)). Which means that a dislocated constituent (a
topic) is an island to extraction, as expected.”* Obviously, no explanation in terms of bounding

3 Obviously, the two informational values are assigned in different levels (the intra-CP level of the matrix
clause and the intra-CP level of the embedded clause, respectively). Informationally speaking, then, the ECM
construction behaves as if the argument were at the same time an object and a subject, though in different
hierarchical layers. Witness these contrasts as well (see Diesing 1992):

i) Who did you see pictures of t on sale?
ii) ?Who do you believe pictures of t to be on sale?
iii) *Who are pictures of t on sale?

™ For some reasons, extraction out of a dislocated object is not as bad as extraction out of a dislocated
embedded clause. In colloquial Italian this is at least marginally possible for referential extractees:

i) L’ho comprata, la figurina di Baresi.
I’ve bought it, Baresi’s card
??Di chi I’hai comprata, la figurina t?
Of whom have you bought it, the card?

ii) Alla fine I’avevo letto, un libro di Montanelli.
In the end I had read it, a book by Montanelli
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nodes is here available, given the perfect grammaticality of example 181).”” Nor can one say that in
a dislocated constituent null categories are generally banned, given the acceptability of parasitic
gaps in that position (187)). Finally, note the intermediate status of relative clause extraction (184)),
to which we will return in the next chapter. One more set of examples:

188) *Cosa/(?)*quale soluzione me 1’avevi detto, che Mario ha scelto t?
What/which solution did you tell it(cl) to me(cl), that M. has chose
189) ??Quella soluzione, che me lo avevi detto che Mario ha scelto t, ...
That solution, that you told it(cl) to me(cl) that M. has chose, ...
190) ?Quale di quelle soluzioni,) me 1’avevi detto, che Mario ’ha scelta?
Which of those solutions did you tell it(cl) to me(cl), that M. has chose it(cl)?
191) Quella soluzione,) me ’avevi detto, che Mario ’ha scelta.

That solution, you told it(cl) to me(cl) that M. has chose it(cl)

Other interesting facts concern extraposition. At stake now is primarily the D-level: extraposed
constituents are less acceptable (for many speakers totally ungrammatical) when they are moved
from NP’s with strong determiners in Milsark’s sense - see Guéron (1980), Reinhart (1987),
Diesing (1992).7°

192) A review appeared of The Joy of Cooking.

193) Many reviews appeared of The Joy of Cooking.
194) *Every review appeared of The Joy of Cooking.
195) *Most reviews appeared of The Joy of Cooking.

The few admissible instances of extraposed relatives in Italian show that the intra-CP level has also
to be considered: only in object position it is possible to interpolate an adverbial between the head
and the relative (see Rizzi 1984, 40). If the object gets dislocated, such a possibility is lost.

196) *Molte persone, ieri, di cui ci possiamo fidare erano qui.
Many people, yesterday, whom we can trust were here

197) (?7)Ho conosciuto molte persone, ieri, di cui ci possiamo fidare.
I met many people, yesterday, whom we can trust

198) *Molte persone, ieri, di cui ci possiamo fidare, le ho conosciute.

Many people, yesterday, whom we can trust, I met them(cl)

As in English, strong determiners disallow extraposition, which is additionally limited only to
restrictives.

199) *Ho conosciuto tutte le persone, ieri, di cui ci possiamo fidare.

??Alla fine di chi I’avevi letto, un libro t?
In the end by whom had you read it, a book?

> Baker (1996), noting that in the polysynthetic language Mohawk extraction out of (alleged) dislocated
objects is banned, proposes a solution centered around the ECP. According to him, a dislocated object is not
properly governed since (following Cinque 1990) it is in an adjunct position and only the clitic/pro connected
to it is in a properly governed position. Baker/Cinque’s analysis is far from being obvious: a dislocated
constituent is not (or has not to be) an adjunct in a strictly thematic sense of the word. Consequently, it is not
clear why true adjuncts should pattern with dislocated constituents as far as extraction is concerned. We can
certainly state that dislocation impedes proper government, but this is no more than a stipulation.
Furthermore, since in minimalism the ECP has been dropped this sort of accounts results now completely
outdated.

76 1t goes without saying that strong determiners are connected to a topical interpretation of the DP at the D-
level.
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I met all the people, yesterday, whom we can trust

Finally, split constructions are also subject to similar informational limitatons, as explicitly
recognized in Meinunger (2000) for German (see also Den Besten 1985, Van Riemsdijk 1989,
Diesing 1992, Miiller 1995 sec. 4.2). Only non-scrambled focal direct objects (and also subjects and
indirect objects) allow split configurations:

Was-fiir split:

200) Was hast du damals [t fiir Biicher] gelesen?
201) 77/*Was hast du [t fiir Biicher] damals gelesen?
What kind of books did you read that time?
Split topic:
202) Frauen hat er schon so [einige t] ungliicklich gemacht.
203) *Frauen hat er so [einige t] schon immer ungliicklich gemacht.

He has already made unhappy some women.

Prepositional split:

204) Da habe ich noch nicht [t von] gehort.

205) *Da habe ich [t von] noch nicht gehort.
I haven’t heard about this yet.

Scrambling obviously involves topicality at the intra-CP level, as mentioned in a previous section.”’
Other split constructions in French permit easily to extend our observations to the D-level. In fact,
as shown in Obenauer (1992), only DP’s with a non-specific reading allow the combien split in
French (see also chapter 4). Furthermore, only indefinite direct objects/ unaccusative subjects allow
partitive en/ne extraction in French and Italian (Kayne 1975, Belletti & Rizzi 1982, Burzio 1986).

206) Gianni ha visto tre ragazze/quelle tre ragazze.
G. has seen three girls/those three girls

207) Gianni ne ha viste tre t.

208) *Gianni ne ha viste quelle tre t.

G. ne has seen three/*those three

Ne extraction is sensitive to the intra-CP level as well, since it is possible only from postverbal
subjects of unaccusative verbs, but not from preverbal ones (Belletti & Rizzi 1982). It thus shows
limitations similar to those of canonical extraction from DP’s (on which see our comments above).
The only difference is that partitive ne cliticization presents stronger sensitivity to informational
variables than standard extraction from DP’s.”

We believe that it would be really difficult to find some way of putting together all the mentioned
data leaving aside informational concepts, which frankly appear to be the only conceivable trait
d’union among them. That it is so is also demonstrated by the total absence of counterexamples to
the generalization originally due to Erteschik and revised in this chapter: to our knowledge, no

77 See Diesing (1992, sec. 2.4.4) for data pointing to the relevance of the D-level in German split
configurations. Note also that split topics are fine only when the split source is indefinite (Van Riemsdijk
1989, 108), while the was fiir split is implicitly incompatible with definites for semantic reasons.

78 Not all types of ne extraction behave in this way. In particular, genitive ne is generally possible when the
head noun is introduced by the definite article (exactly as in the case of canonical extraction from DP’s, of
which genitive ne is just a specific instance).

1) Ne vidi le tre guglie t gia da molto distante.
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language whatsoever happens to present an inverted pattern of results, favoring extraction out of
topics and disallowing/impairing extraction out of foci.

At this point, a summary and some general comments are in order:

- whenever a constituent is ‘individuated’ at the D/T levels, or whenever it gets a topical value in
one of the relational IS levels, extraction out of it fails or results only partly possible (with the
significant and plausibly motivated exception of tensed clausal complements to bridge verbs). Also,
grammaticality improves if topicality decreases. Such an inverse relation is strikingly systematic.

- the object position seems so far to be the only one that permits extraction out of it (under certain
conditions). This correlates with the fact that it is precisely the VP constituent that has a default
focal value at the intra-CP level in nom/acc languages: both subjects and adjuncts receive in fact a
default topical value in so-called wide focus contexts.”

- judgements are gradual and not dichotomic: this is particularly evident, for instance, in extraction
out of DP’s (definite articles tend to be in between indefinite articles and demonstratives), or out of
tensed complements of factive verbs (some of them induce a stronger individuation on the
embedded CP and never tolerate extraction; others, whose embedded clauses show a weaker degree
of topicality, impede only adjunct extraction; finally there are factive verbs which are somewhat in
between). We thus have to recognize, with Chomsky (1965), that ‘grammaticalness is, no doubt, a
matter of degree’ and particularly so for island extraction phenomena. It has also to be remembered
that a vast amount of idiolectal variation characterizes judgments on islands. Finally, it is
unmistakably evident that a not less impressive magnitude of cross-linguistic variability exists.
Similar microvariations call for an explanation, which is not easily available in too rigid accounts
(the overwhelming majority of those available in the literature does not even mention these
‘gradience effects’).

Of it(cl) (I) saw the three pinnacles already at a distance

Predictably, such an extraction becomes odd if a possessive is present, and completely impossible with a
demonstrative.

ii) ?*Ne vidi le sue tre guglie t gia da molto distante.

Of it(cl) (I) saw his three pinnacles already at a distance
iii) *Ne vidi quelle tre guglie t gia da molto distante.

Of it(cl) (I) saw those three pinnacles already at a distance

7 Exactly as for subjects, the interpretation of (clausal) adjuncts in an out-of-the-blue context is topical by
default (observe the presence of an existential presupposition):

1) What happened?
I called some friends {before Mary arrived here looking for them } .

- Which is not true, I did not call them.
- *Which is not true, she never arrived.

ii) What happened?
Cindy hit Claudia.

- Which is not true, she rather insulted Naomi.
- 22Which is not true, Naomi rather hit her.
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Although some of the data and comments reported above render quite apparent that the Principle of
Extraction is too strong and insufficiently refined as stated, we believe that it is a step in the right
direction. We will now face some of the existing difficulties and try to amend it whenever necessary
or desirable.

4) EXTRACTION AND DEFAULT IS

A complication seems to arise wrt the ideas put forward above and it is the fact that extraction is
barred with both a preverbal and a postverbal subject in Italian transitive clauses.

209) Lo hanno contattato [gli amici di Giovanni]g,c.
Giovanni’s friends contacted him
210) *Di chi lo hanno contattato [gli amici t]?

Of whom did the friends contacted him?

Since a postverbal subject is focal (see Antinucci & Cinque 1977, Calabrese 1992, Pinto 1997,
among many others), this is unexpected. Indeed, we concentrated our attention exclusively on
extraction out of topical domains so far. But what about extraction out of focal domains? Other
things being equal, is it always the case that focalization permits extraction?

A similar problem arises considering clausal adjuncts: they do not always receive a topical value at
the intra-CP level of the matrix clause, when we are not in presence of an out-of-the-blue context
(see 211)). This does not change the fact that they constitute islands, and especially so if tensed.

211) Why did you call Mario?
I called him {because I needed his experience} ..

A similar situation characterizes English preverbal subjects, which can bear a focal value whenever
accented.

212) Who came?
{MARIO} g, came.

Nevertheless, extraction out of subjects is always problematic in English.

At this point, it might appear that we have to reformulate the Principle of Extraction. What is
apparently lacking is the incorporation into it of a concept that has often been employed in the
linguistic literature of almost every period and theoretical orientation: the notion of default. The
informational default of (presumably) all the languages of the world obtains in so-called wide focus
contexts, namely it is a sentence that is fine as an answer to the question ‘what happened?’. We can
see this, for instance, from the fact that the nuclear stress rule (ie, a default accentuation pattern; see
Cinque 1993) is applicable exactly in those contexts, but not - at least not always - in other
informationally altered configurations.

It could be proposed that extraction is fine only when the constituent which is the target of the
operation can be focal in an out-of-the-blue context (but it is not fine if such a constituent may be
focal only in other contexts, as in 209), 211), 212)). However, this is rather problematic given the
possibility of extraction in examples of the following sort:

213) A: Mario ha detto che Pietro ¢ partito.

M. said that P. left
B: Davvero? E chi ha detto che ¢ arrivato t?
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Really? And who has said arrived?

The sentence pronounced by speaker B in 213) presents deaccentuation of the matrix clause, still
extraction is fine out of the focal embedded clause. After putting a referential DP in the base
position of chi, such a sentence cannot be a felicitous answer in a wide focus context, instead.

214) Cosa ¢ successo?/What happened?
#Ha detto che ¢ arrivato Mario.
(He) has said that M. arrived

So, we should have to assume that in order to evaluate extraction possibilities we might take into
account a pre-extraction sentence which is informationally different from the real one in which
extraction took place (214) without deaccentuation of the matrix clause is obviously fine in a wide
focus context). This seems odd.

The data about focal subjects are further complicated by the fact that the postverbal subject of an
unaccusative or passive verb allows extraction out of it in Italian (see Burzio 1986, Longobardi
1991):

215) Sono arrivati i figli di Giovanni.
Giovanni’s sons arrived
216) Di chi sono arrivati i figli t?

Of whom have the sons arrived?

217) E stato dipinto un ritratto di Mario.
A portrait of M. has been painted
218) Di chi ¢ stato dipinto un ritratto t?

Of whom has a portrait been painted?

It is not so when we turn to unergative verbs.®

% More correctly, the postverbal subjects of unergatives seem more sensitive to certain informational
variables than those of unaccusatives. When the head noun is strongly focal at the D-level, extraction results
possible (or only slightly marginal) also from subjects of unergatives.

i) ?*Di chi telefona sempre il fratello t?
Of whom does the brother always phone?
ii) (?)Di chi non telefona mai nessun parente t?
Of whom does no parent ever phone?

iii) 7?1l ragazzo di cui ha telefonato sempre il fratello t ...
The boy of whom the brother always phones ...

iv) Il ragazzo di cui non ha telefonato mai nessun parente t ...
The boy of whom no parent ever phones ...

It might then be that a thematic split induces different sensitivity to IS for the various categories of verbs,
rather than existing absolute thematic restrictions on extraction from DP’s. That the subjects of unergatives
have a more marked sensitivity to the topicality of a domain results evident also adopting the ne cliticization
test, which some authors have declared unreliable (with an excess of criticism, we believe - there still remains
a quite clear contrast between unergatives and unaccusatives wrt partitive ne cliticization).

v) Ne avrebbero telefonato di piu, (di clienti), se avessimo fatto pubblicita alla TV. (Saccon 1992)
Of them more would have phoned, of clients, if we had done commercials

vi) Ne cammina tanta, (di gente), su quei marciapiedi. (Lonzi 1985)
Of them much walks, of people, on those streets
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219) Hanno telefonato le figlie di Pietro.
Pietro’s daughters phoned

220) ?7*Di chi hanno telefonato le figlie t?
Of whom have the daughters phoned?

221) Qui ha insegnato una maestra di mio cugino.
Here a teacher of my cousin taught.
222) ?7*Qui di chi ha insegnato una maestra t?

Here of whom did a teacher teach?

Almost all unaccusatives and some unergatives (see Beninca 1988, Pinto 1997) permit two different
answers to a ‘what happened?’ kind of question: one with a preverbal and one with a postverbal
subject.®’ This also appears to indicate that there is no direct correlation between possibility of
extraction and default 1S.

What happened?
223) Sono arrivati i figli di Giovanni.
224) I figli di Giovanni sono arrivati.

Giovanni’s sons arrived

225) Hanno telefonato le figlie di Pietro.
226) Le figlie di Pietro hanno telefonato.
Pietro’s daughters phoned

It is universally known that according to a varieties of syntactic tests, as shown in Perlmutter (1978)
and Burzio (1981/1986), there is a difference between unaccusatives/passives and unergatives wrt
the structural position in which the subject originates. For the first two categories of verbs, it is a
postverbal object position, while for the second category (and for transitive verbs) it is a preverbal
subject position. Such state of affairs correlates neatly with the possibility of extraction out of the
subject for the various types of verbs. This said, we still need to motivate what is going on in
examples like 210). Why does a focal constituent not permit extraction to occur out of it in similar
cases?

Enlarging the sample of data, it may be easily realized that in Italian extraction out of DP’s is
constrained thematically: so, with ditransitive verbs it is possible to extract only from the
(preferably non-extraposed) direct object.*”

vii) (?)Non ne ha sbadigliato neanche uno, (di spettatore), al concerto.
Of them not even one yawned, of spectators, at the concert

viii) 7*Ne dovrebbero telefonare un paio, (di clienti), domani.
Of them a couple should phone, of clients, tomorrow

ix) ?*Ne camminano due o tremila ogni giorno, (di persone), su quei marciapiedi.
Of them two or three thousands walks, of people, on those streets

x) ?7*Ne hanno sbadigliato una decina, (di spettatori), all’ultimo concerto.
Of them ten yawned, of spectators, at the concert

81 There are subtle interpretative differences associated to the two patterns. It seems that when the subject is
preverbal the event depicted in the sentence is somewhat expected/predictable. See Schmerling (1976),
Cinque (1993), Zubizarreta (1998). Furthermore, according to Beninca (1988), Pinto (1994) and Tortora
(1997, 2001) a postverbal subject implies the presence of a covert locative/temporal argument with a deictic
interpretation.

%2 See also note 59.
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227) *Di chi hai dato il libro a una sorella t?
Of whom have you given the book to a sister?

228) *Di chi hai dato a una sorella t il libro?

Of whom have you given to a sister the book
229) Di chi hai dato un libro t a tua sorella?

Of whom have you given a book to your sister?
230) ?7Di chi hai dato a tua sorella un libro t?

Of whom have you given to your sister a book?

In the light of these additional facts, the ungrammaticality of 210) is not surprising: it may in fact be
due to the non-object nature of the subject. Topical subjects (of whatever type)* and all other kinds
of arguments which are not direct objects or derived from direct objects would impede extraction
out of DP’s. Objects (which get by default a focal value) and in-situ focal subjects derived from
object position would allow it. The pattern of data is then explainable assuming the simultancous
presence of both an informational and a thematic restriction on extraction from DP’s (but see note
80 for the possibility of a slightly different interpretation of these facts).

The overall issue is complicated by other findings which appear to suggest the relevance of active
focalization strategies in licensing extraction. Some of them were unadvertently noted in Ross’s
dissertation, which reports contrasts such as:

231) *The teacher who {that the principal would fire t}r,, was expected by the reporters
is a crusty old battle-ax.
232) The teacher who it was expected by the reporters {that the principal would fire t}go.

is a crusty old battle-ax.

Similar data motivated Ross’s claim that ‘... while no element of subject clauses may be moved out
of these clauses, by virtue of the Sentential Subject Constraint, if these clauses have been
extraposed elements in them become movable’ (Ross 1967, 297). Unfortunately, the examples
allowing extraction due to a focalization strategy that we have reported are all substantially
felicitous in a wide focus context. Whence they do not clarify the question which was raised before:
is any kind of focus assignment able to license (or improve) extraction?

%3 See these cases of extraction out of a preverbal subject with an unaccusative and an unergative verb (read
with no pauses and flat contour until the last word of the sentence).

1) ?*Di quali di quelle persone le figlie t sono arrivate?
Of which of those people have the daughters arrived?

i) ?*Di quale di quei ragazzi un parente t ha telefonato?
Of which of those boys has a relative phoned?

The Italian speaker should avoid the following irrelevant readings (which instantiate cases of dislocation and
have a different intonational contour):

iii) 7D1i quali di quelle persone, le figlie pro sono arrivate?
iv) ?Di quale di quei ragazzi, un parente pro ha telefonato?

Unfortunately, the employment of a bare-wh (which would block dislocation) is independently ruled out by a
restriction on the linear order bare-wh/preverbal subject (see Rizzi 1996):

v) *Chi Mario ha visto t?
Who Mario has seen
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The answer toward which we are inclined is that a focal constituent is always permeable to
extraction.** We prefer this formulation to the alternative one, which says that only a constituent
that may receive a focal value in default IS configurations allows extraction to occur out of it. We
can try to put to test both theories using transitive verbs taking two arguments, one of them (the
subject) clausal. Forcing a postverbal subject CP means that the sentence is infelicitous in a wide
focus context, though the subject is clearly focal. Extraction out of CP’s is not thematically
constrained and so, if possible, it would definitely disconfirm the idea that only default focus
assignment permits extraction.

Unfortunately, in building the relevant examples we invariably end up with another problem: the
subject gets a factive interpretation from the matrix verb/adjective and thus extraction is
independently deficient (apparently, there are no bridge verbs taking a clausal subject). However, it
should be possible to find cases of mild factive islands, which allow argument extraction but not
adjunct extraction. The following sentences exemplify cases of exactly this type:*

233) Che tu batta quel ragazzo dimostra bravura.
That you beat that guy shows cleverness
234) Dimostra bravura che tu batta quel ragazzo.
It shows cleverness that you beat that guy
235) *Quale di quei ragazzi che tu batta t dimostra bravura?
Which of those guys that you beat shows cleverness?
236) ?Quale di quei ragazzi dimostra bravura che tu batta t?

Which of those guys does it show cleverness that you beat?

237) Che tu canti quella canzone indispettisce Luca.
That you sing that song irritates Luca

238) Indispettisce Luca che tu canti quella canzone.
It irritates Luca that you sing that song

239) *Quale di quelle canzoni che tu canti t indispettisce Luca?
Which of those songs that you sing irritates Luca?

240) ?Quale di quelle canzoni indispettisce Luca che tu canti t?

Which of those songs does it irritate Luca that you sing?

241) Che tu veda Piero preoccupa Maria.
That you see Piero worries Maria
242) Preoccupa Maria che tu veda Piero.
It worries Maria that you see Piero
243) *Quale dei tuoi amici che tu veda t preoccupa Maria?
Which of your friends that you see worries Maria?
244) ?Quale dei tuoi amici preoccupa Maria che tu veda t?

Which of your friends does it worry Maria that you see?

The slight marginality of the test sentences tends to disappear if we cliticize the object, for reasons
having presumably to do with processual effects (note that the wh-element may otherwise be
temporarily associated to the matrix clause, inducing a garden path).

% At least when a language adopts a syntactic informational strategy, as we will see.
% Note the grammaticality of:

i) A quale di quelle persone che tu abbia battuto Pietro ha fatto piacere t?
For which of those persons that you have beat Pietro was a pleasure?

The sentence in i) shows that there are no particular restrictions on the order partitive wh-element/clausal
subject.
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245) Chi/quale dei tuoi amici la preoccupa che tu veda t?
Who/which of those friends her(c) worries that you see?

246) Cosa/quale di quelle canzoni lo indispettisce che canti t?
What/which of those songs him(cl) irritates that you sing?

Finally, this is just to confirm that the sentences from which extraction takes place are not fine in an
out-of-the-blue context (and thus that they do not get default IS values).

Che succede?/What happens?

247) #Indispettisce Luca che tu canti ‘O sole mio’.
It irritates Luca that you sing ‘O sole mio’
248) #Preoccupa Maria che tu veda Pietro.
It worries Maria that you see Pietro
249) #Dimostra bravura che tu batta il campione della scuola.

It shows cleverness that you beat the champion of the school

If we are right, the recalcitrant examples in 211)/212) are thus exceptions to a general rule, which
says that extraction is possible whenever a constituent is focal. But what is then the reason that
blocks extraction, rendering them exceptional?

We think the relevant variable has to be found in the different strategies adopted to differentiate
among IS values. One such strategy is positional/promotional. For instance, Italian distinguishes
between topical and focal subjects of transitive sentences through a positional strategy. Both Italian
and English also possess a promotion strategy: the passive construction. Another possibility is the
accentual strategy. English often adopts it in cases in which Italian employs a positional strategy (to
distinguish topical/focal subjects of transitive sentences, for instance).

A generalization emerges: the Principle of Extraction is sensitive to syntactic strategies (positional
or promotional), but not to accentual ones. Furthermore, whenever two informational readings
coincide and are distinguished only making use of an accentual strategy, the reading in the default
configuration is relevant for deciding what happens in cases of extraction. As already stated, by
default reading we mean the reading which obtains in a wide focus context.

Adding this proviso to the Principle of Extraction suffices to account for all the exceptions we can
think of. Consider first 211), of which a variant is in 250):

250) Why did you call a plumber?

I called a plumber {because I needed someone to fix the pipes}roc
251) What happened?

I called a plumber {because I needed someone to fix the pipes}rop

Here we assume that there are two informationally indistinguishable readings of the adjunct from a
purely syntactic point of view.

In 212), repeated as 252), exactly the same happens. An accentual strategy is not syntactically
visible and cannot influence the Principle of Extraction, which thus considers the default reading of
the subject.

252) Who came?
{MARIO} g, came.
253) What happened?

{Mario} ro, came.
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In these cases, IS is not able to discard the default reading in favor of the focal (marked) one and
ungrammaticality arises when extraction takes place. The notion of informational default seems
after all to be necessary, but it comes into play only when the PF component is at stake.

It could plausibly be claimed that it is not entirely true that IS is blind to accentual prominence and
stress: in fact, we saw previously that deaccentuation induces islandhood. But we also saw that it is
not deaccentuation per se that impaires extraction (see 27)), rather deaccentuation stemming from
topicality. Thus, the deaccented constituents are syntactically topicalized, and the visible
phonological consequences can be considered only as indirect indices of that. Deaccentuation alone,
instead, never suffices to impair extraction.

5) EXTRACTION AND OPERATORS

There are certain types of focalization that instead of permitting extraction induce a very strong
opacity. Observations reported in Kuno and Takami (1993, 1997) and Tancredi (1990) will be our
starting point in this section (see also some interesting and apparently recalcitrant cases described in
Beninca 1988 sec. 2.1.1.3.1, Cinque 1990 sec. 2.4 and Postal 1998, 29, which we will not address
here).

Kuno and Takami noticed a restriction on extraction for a kind of focalization dependent on what
we may call scopal operators (such as negation, only, even, Italian mica, etc). Their generalization

states the following:

Ban on Out-of-Scope extraction
An element in the scope of a given scope-bearing element a that bears narrow scope relative to o
cannot be extracted out of o’s c-command domain.

Kuno and Takami (1997) used data of this sort to demonstrate their claim:
254) He doesn’t like all three of his roommates
Interpretation A: negation of /ike
(He dislikes all three of his roommates)
Interpretation B: negation of all three of his roommates
(He likes not all three of his roommates)

All three of his roommates, he doesn’t like.

Interpretation A: OK
Interpretation B: *

255) She didn’t steal Jane’s pearl necklace.
Interpretation A: negation of steal
(She didn’t steal Jane’s pearl necklace. She just borrowed it for the weekend.)
Interpretation B: negation of Jane’s pear! necklace
(She didn’t steal Jane’s pearl necklace. She stole Jill’s diamond ring.)

Jane’s pearl necklace, she didn’t steal.

Interpretation A: OK
Interpretation B: *
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256) A: Who didn’t you invite to the party?
B: John and Mary

Interpretation A: it was John and Mary who I did not invite.
Interpretation B: *It was not John and Mary who I invited.

It is important not to take the (implicitly contrastive) set of the wh-element for the contrastive set of
negation. If we ask ‘What didn’t you do?’, the answer can certainly be ‘This, instead of that’ in
spite of the extraction of what. But in this example what is contrasted are the various possible
candidates from the wh-set (‘What did you do?’ ‘This, instead of that”). If what actually were in the
focus of negation, a paraphrase of the semantic of the question should be something like: ‘What is
that thing which it was not it that you did, but rather something else’. Instead of this interpretation,
the question only means: ‘What is that thing which it was it that you didn’t, rather than do it’. In
256), we can see it using a concrete answer. But in many cases it is much more difficult, because
the wh-set is in overlapping distribution with (the impossibility of) the wh-element in the neg-set.
Thus, we cannot always employ similar sentences as a syntactic test. Let us illustrate the point
further with an example. Suppose a concrete answer to the question above is ‘going to the movies’.
The required interpretation for this constituent if it were in the focus of negation would be: ‘It was
not going to the movies that I did, but rather something else’. The actual interpretation should be: ‘It
was going to the movies that I didn’t do, rather than doing it’, since what has been extracted. Now,
consider a question/answer pair in the absence of negation.

257) A: What did you do?
B: I went to the movies, instead of staying home.

A wh-set is implicitly present and permits to contrast the chosen element with the other potential
alternatives. Thus, the fact that we can do that in presence of negation as well does not mean
anything special about the focus of negation. Indeed, only when one is able to differentiate between
the two sets, the impossibility of negating the extracted constituent comes to be appreciated.

Tancredi (1990) makes similar observations regarding ‘only’, which lead him to the

Principle of lexical association
An operator like ‘only’ must be associated with a lexical constituent in its c-command domain.

The examples Tancredi is thinking at are completely analogous to those reported by Kuno and
Takami.

258) John only likes Mary.
Interpretation A: focalization of likes
(John only likes, but not loves, Mary)
Interpretation B: focalization of Mary
(John likes only Mary; he doesn’t like others)
259) Mary, John only likes.

Interpretation A: OK
Interpretation B: *
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Let us now review some common tracts between operator islands and topical islands. Ambiguous
sentences are associated to different accentuation patterns, according to the element focalized by the
operator (see Jackendoff 1972, Aoun & Li 1993):*

260) She didn’t STEAL Jane’s pearl necklace.
261) She didn’t steal Jane’s pear]l NECKLACE.

After extraction, only one accentuation pattern survives."’
262) Jane’s pearl necklace, she didn’t STEAL.

This mirrors what happens with canonical extraction out of embedded clauses, in which the accents
corresponding to their topical interpretation disappear (see examples number 8)-11)).

We can also wonder whether it is possible to move a constituent inside the scopal domain of an
operator. The answer is certainly affirmative, as both Kuno & Takami’s and Tancredi’s principle
predict.

263) Giovanni crede solo {che non vale la pena di ascoltare Maria}.
G. only believes that Mary is not worth listening to
(Giovanni crede che non vale la pena di ascoltare Maria, e non anche che non ¢
giusto scrivere a Luca)
(G. believes that M. is not worth listening to, and not also that it is not fair to write
toL.)

264) Giovanni crede solo {che ¢ Maria; che non vale la pena di ascoltare t;}.
G. only believes that it is M. that it is not worth listening to
(Giovanni crede che ¢ Maria che non vale la pena di ascoltare, € non anche che ¢
Luca a cui non ¢ giusto scrivere)
(G. believes that it is M. that it is not worth listening to, and not also that it is L.
that it is not fair to write to)

265) Mario sa solo {quando; ¢ arrivato Pietro t;}.
M. only knows when P. arrived
(Mario sa quando ¢ arrivato Pietro, ma non chi € venuto in macchina.)
(M. knows when P. arrived, but not who came by car)

Interestingly, the same holds in case of ‘classic’ islands (see Ross 1967, 128).

266) Mario si chiede {quando i ragazzi; che Pietro ha incontrato t; andranno finalmente a
88
casa}.

% There are other possibilities of accentuation, but their analysis does not alter our point. Given that, we will
not take them into consideration.

87 Accentuation of Jane’s pearl necklace in 262) would amount only to a contrastive focus on it, which is
independent from negation.

% Here this is actually exemplified three times in one single sentence. A subject DP modified by a Relative
Clause represents in fact an instance of intra-island movement:

1) {I ragazzi; che Pietro ha incontrato t;} andranno finalmente a casa.
The guys that P. met will at last go home

The same can be said for wh-movement to the embedded C in all wh-islands:

ii) Non so {quando; i ragazzi andranno finalmente a casa t;}.

66



M. wonders when the guys that P. met will at last go home

267) 771 ragazzi; che Mario si chiede {quando Pietro ha incontrato t;} andranno
finalmente a casa.
The guys that M. wonders when P. met will at last go home

268) I giornali hanno chiuso in tipografia {subito dopo che il premier; che avevano
arrestato t; scappasse all’estero}.
The newspapers were printed immediately after that the prime minister that was
arrested run away abroad

269) *I1 premier; che i giornali hanno chiuso in tipografia {subito dopo che avevano
arrestato t;} scappo all’estero.
The prime minister that the newspapers were printed immediately after was arrested
run away abroad

The interrelations between operators and certain ‘classic’ islands are more pronounced than what
could appear at first sight. In fact, it can be shown that a type of wh-islands, whether-clauses, boils
down to a particular case of operators. Consider the following:

270) I don’t know whether {to follow him} (or rather going home)
271) I don’t know whether to follow {him} (or rather her)
272) I don’t know whether {to follow} him (or rather run him over)

In presence of extraction, the moved constituent cannot be in the ‘focus’ of whether. This mirrors
what happens with negation, only, even, etc

273) He doesn’t know whether to follow all three of his roommates.

Interpretation A: focus on follow

(He will maybe follow his three roommates.)
Interpretation B: focus on all three of his roommates
(He will maybe follow only two of his roommates.)

274) It’s all three of his roommates that he doesn’t know whether to follow t.

Interpretation A: OK
Interpretation B: *

Rizzi (1992) reports an analogy between negation and whether-clauses that confirms this parallel. If
we force focalization of a constituent by an operator through a cleft construction (as in 277) and
279)), it is impossible to extract it further in Italian.

275) Credo che sia Gianni che dobbiamo contattare t.
I believe that it is G. that we have to get in touch with
276) ?2Chi credi che sia t che dobbiamo contattare t?%

I don’t know when the guys will at last go home

% Clefts are selective islands (in Postal’s sense): they tend to impede bare adjunct extraction, though not so
strongly as negative or wh-islands.

i) 7?Come credi che sia t che ci dovremmo comportare t?
How do you believe that it is that we sh