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Summary/Zusammenfassung

English:
This dissertation approaches the syntax of structures involving non-canonical subjects
and non-canonical subject positions. In particular, I investigate two phenomena: Locat-
ive Inversion (LI) in English, French, Italian, and Hebrew; and well-known verb-third
violations of the verb-second (V2) rule in Kiezdeutsch, an urban contact variety of
German. In LI a spatio-deictic XP appears to occupy the preverbal canonical subject
position, while the canonical nominative subject DP surfaces in a postverbal inverted
position. From a theoretical and empirical perspective, I compare the distribution of
different covert and overt arguments participating in LI and the availability of LI in
embedded and matrix contexts crosslinguistically. The second case study concentrates
on remarkable Kiezdeutsch V2 violations, as they appear to follow an regular order of
[frame-setting adverb −→ Subject −→ finite verb]; this is remarkable not only on account
of it violating an otherwise strict V2 requirement, but it also indicates the innovation
of a subject position that Standard German does not have. I carry out a corpus study
and find that an apparent subject requirement extends to other verb-third resumptive-
dislocation phenomena, yet it is shown that we cannot understand this requirement
in the sense of an EPP position associated purely with nominative DP subjects. From
a theoretical perspective, this dissertation develops and applies a theory of subject
requirements which is able to account for the breadth of investigated crosslinguistic
variation in LI and the presence or absence of a high clausal subject requirement in
verb-third V2-violations in Kiezdeutsch and more standard varieties of German. Ulti-
mately, I make use of finite differences across C and T in the distribution of D, ϕ, and
discourse-related δ-features (cf. Miyagawa 2017) features via different inheritance op-
tions from the phase head. I demonstrate that the presence of non-canonical subjects
in LI and the presence of canonical subjects in a seemingly non-canonical subject pos-
ition in Kiezdeutsch can both be derived via variation in the placement of a δ-feature
with a specification for Subject of Predication orthogonal to typical EPP requirements
related to D and ϕ.
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ii SUMMARY/ZUSAMMENFASSUNG

Deutsch:
Diese Dissertation untersucht die Syntax von Strukturen, die entweder nichtkanonische
Subjekte oder nichtkanonische Subjektplatzierung zeigen. Insbesondere untersuche
ich zwei Phänomene: Lokativinversion (LI) im Englischen, Französischen, Italienis-
chen und Hebräischen; und berühmte Verbdrittverletzungen der Verbzweitregel im
Kiezdeutschen - eine urbane Kontaktvarietät des Deutschen. In LI besetzt eine lokativ-
ische/deiktische XP die präverbale Stelle, wohingegen das kanonische im Nominativ
stehende DP-Subjekt in einer postverbalen und invertierten Stelle auftaucht. Aus einer
theoretischen und empirischen Perspektive vergleiche ich sprachübergreifend sowohl
die Verteilung unterschiedlicher Nullargumente und phonologisch realisierter Argu-
mente in LI als auch die Verfügbarkeit von LI in eingebetteten und Matrixkontex-
ten. Die zweite Fallstudie befasst sich mit aus dem Kiezdeutschen bemerkenswerten
Verbzweitverletzungen, denn sie scheinen einer regularisierten Reihenfolge von [rah-
mensetzendes Adverb −→ Subjekt −→ finites Verb] zu folgen; dies ist bemerkenswert
nicht nur aufgrund der Verletzung einer ansonsten strengen Verbzweitregel, aber auch,
weil es darauf hindeutet, dass eine Art Subjektposition innoviert wurde, worüber das
Standarddeutsche nicht verfügt. Ich führe eine Korpusstudie durch und komme zu der
Erkenntnis, dass die scheinbare Subjektvoraussetzung auch für resumptive Dislozier-
ungsphänomene gilt. Nichtsdestotrotz wird gezeigt, dass wir diese Subjektvorausset-
zung nicht im gleichen Sinne wie das mit Nominativischen DP-Subjekten verbundene
EPP verstehen können. Aus theoretischer Perspektive entwickelt und wendet diese Dis-
sertation eine Theorie von Subjektvoraussetzungen an, die die Breite der untersuchten
sprachübergreifenden Variation in LI und der Anwesenheit oder Abwesenheit von Sub-
jektvorausetzungen im höheren Satzglied im Standarddeutschen und Kiezdeutschen,
die zu Verbzweitverletzungen führen können, erklären kann. Schließ- lich verwende
ich Unterschiede auf C und T in der Verteilung von D, ϕ, und informationsstruktur-
relevante δ-Merkmale (cf. Miyagawa 2017), die durch unterschiedliche Optionen vom
Phasenkopf vererbt werden können. Ich zeige, dass die Anwesenheit nichtkanonis-
cher Subjekte in LI als auch die Anwesenheit kanonischer Subjekte in einer scheinbar
nichtkanonischen Subjektposition im Kiezdeutschen durch Variation in der Verteilung
eines für das Prädikatssubjekt spezifizierten δ-Merkmal abgeleitet werden. Dieses Merk-
mal ist aber mit den üblichen mit D und ϕ assoziierten EPP-Voraussetzungen nicht
verbunden.
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Chapter 1

Introduction: subjects and syntax

1.1 Introducing the problem
There are certain grammatical concepts that appear simple at first sight, but once we
scratch the surface it becomes clear that the situation is not straightforward. This dis-
sertation concerns itself with one such issue, subjecthood. To be exact, this dissertation
investigates specific instances involving the following issues:

i. Grammatical elements or rather XPs that are not intuitively classifiable as the
grammatical subject which appear in positions normally associated with the sub-
ject, and

ii. Instances in which the syntactic subject appears in a position that is not typically
considered a subject position in the language at hand.

The formal notion of subject and what exactly constitutes a subject position are dif-
ficult to define and not necessarily grammatical primitives (Keenan 1976; McCloskey
1997). Regardless, it is common practice among syntacticians that a canonical subject
is a nominative DP and that Spec,IP or some notational variant thereof1, Spec,TP in
current minimalist terms, is for many languages the canonical subject position (Chom-
sky 1981, 1982, 1995, 2001; Pollock 1989; Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou 1998;
Svenonius 2002; Cardinaletti 2004; Mohr 2005). However, from a cross-linguistic per-
spective, the notion of a subject position and what can or cannot be a subject, or indeed
how it is marked are not unitary.

In nominative-accusative aligning languages, a subject is typically a nominative DP
of some kind: a full DP the doctor, a proper name Beverly, a pronoun she, or a silent
pronoun pro. Moreover, in canonical sentences with canonical subjects, the subject
is formally marked in some way, often occupying a dedicated prominent and early
position in the clause and bearing certain morphological marking on it or licensing it on
1. S, Spec,IP, Spec,AgrSP, Spec,TP, Spec,SubjP, Spec,RefP

1
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the verb, e.g., nominative case2 and subject-verb agreement (cf. McCloskey 1997:198).
Thus, an SVO English sentence like (1a) is grammatical, while the other iterations (1b–
d) are not because either the subject Jim Kirk is in the wrong position (1b,c), missing
(1d), or does not agree with the finite verb (1e).

(1) a. [subjJames Kirk] took his seat on the bridge.
b. *His seat took [subjJames Kirk] on the bridge.
c. *On the bridge took [subjJames Kirk] his seat.
d. *Took his seat on the bridge.
e. [subjJames Kirk] has/*have seen the screens on the bridge.

In contrast, VSO languages like Irish canonically show post-verbal subjects (McClo-
skey 1997).

(2) Cheannaigh
bought

Siad
they.nom

teach
house

ar
on
an
the
bhaile
town

mhór
big

anuraidh
last-year

‘They bought a house in town last year.’ (ex.20, McCloskey 1997:210)

Furthermore, in a verb-second (henceforth V2) language like German, only the
iterations lacking a subject or agreement between subject and verb are problematic.
Much attention has been paid to the lack of a subject position resembling that in English
(Abraham 1993; Haider 1993, 1997, 2010; Mohr 2005; Richards and Biberauer 2005;
Biberauer and Roberts 2010, among others).
2. Note that nominative is often the unmarked case; as such, it can either considered to be explicitly
licensed or as an Elsewhere Condition (Kiparsky 1973) realisation of case in nominative-accusative
aligning languages
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(3) a. [subjDer
the.nom

Kapitän]
captain

nahm
took

seinen
his.acc

Platz
place

auf
on
der
the.dat

Kommandobrücke
bridge

ein.
in

‘The captain took his seat on the bridge.’
b. Seinen

his.acc
Platz
place

nahm
took

[subjder
the.nom

Kapitän]
captain

auf
on
der
the.dat

Kommandobrücke
bridge

ein.
in

c. Auf
on
der
the.dat

Kommandobrücke
bridge

nahm
took

[subjder
the.nom

Kapitän]
captain

seinen
his.acc

Platz
place

ein.
in

d. *Nahm
took

seinen
his.acc

Platz
place

auf
on
der
the.dat

Kommandobrücke
bridge

ein.
in

e. [subjDer
the.nom

Kapitän]
captain

sah/*sahen
saw.3sg/*3pl

die
the.accc

Bildschirme.
screens

The lack of a subject requirement for German becomes clear in impersonal con-
structions capable of producing clauses without a subject whatsoever (4a). However,
in certain other V2 languages, a semantically empty expletive argument must stand in
for the subject, as is the case in Mainland Scandinavian (MSc) (4b). As is clear from
(4b), the linear facts do not resemble a language like English, which in standard indic-
ative contexts permits neither subject-verb inversion of expletive there, nor sentences
lacking a thematic subject.

(4) a. German subjectless impersonal passive
Gestern
yesterday

wurde
became.pass

(*es)
danced

getanzt.

‘People were dancing yesterday.’ (ex.20, Mohr 2005:119)
b. Norwegian expletive impersonal passive

Ofte
often

vart
was

det
expl

telefonert.
telephoned

‘People often telephoned.’ (Haider 2010:21)

It should be immediately clear the nature of subject requirements is subject to cross-
linguistic variation. This thesis is interested in the syntax behind non-canonical subject
positions and non-canonical subjects, i.e., where languages appear to “break” their own
rules regarding subjecthood in a regular way. From a data perspective, there are two
specific phenomena that will take centre stage in this broad study, Locative Inversion
from a cross-linguistic perspective, and verb-third in Kiezdeutsch, a contact variety of
German.
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Locative Inversion
In the first instance, I investigate so-called locative inversion structures in English,
French, Italian, and Hebrew. These structures involve distributions in which the sub-
ject non-canonically surfaces in a post verbal position, while a spatio-temporal XP
appears to occupy the position canonically filled by a nominal and nominative subject
(see Bresnan 1977, 1994; Stowell 1981; Coopmans 1989; Levin and Rappaport Hovav
1995; Haeberli 2002).

(5) a. Locative Inversion
Over the hill came a band of travelling musicians.

b. Canonical order
A band of travelling musicians came over the hill!

Thus for Locative Inversion, the big question is in what circumstances and how the
subject may appear in non-canonical late position, and if or how the fronted spatio-
temporal XP fulfills clausal requirements for the canonical preverbal subject position.

V2 Violations in Kiezdeutsch
In the second instance, I examine non-canonical verb-third linearisations in Kiezdeutsch
(Wiese 2006, 2009; Wiese et al. 2009; Wiese and Rehbein 2016; Wiese and Müller
2018; Freywald et al. 2015; Te Velde 2017; Hinterhölzl 2017; Walkden 2017; Alexi-
adou and Lohndal 2018; Westergaard et al. 2019), a contact variety of German, which
violate the verb-second (henceforth V2) constraint, i.e., only one XP (of any type) may
precede the finite verb (den Besten 1983). This verb-third distribution is remarkable
because it appears to exclusively involve a distribution involving a preverbal subject
and a clause initial frame/scene-setting adverbial adjunct. However, preverbal subjects
are not more privileged than any other XP in a language like German, i.e., German does
not possess a dedicated subject position (Abraham 1993; Haider 1993, 1997, 2010).
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(6) a. Kiezdeutsch verb third
Jetzt
now

er
he
explodiert
explodes

oder
or

so
so

‘Now he’ll explode or something.’ (KiDKo-mu, MuH25MA_11)
b. canonical V21

Er
he
explodiert
explodes

jetzt
now

oder
or

so
so

‘Now he’ll explode or something.’
c. canonical V22

Jetzt
now

explodiert
explodes

er
he
oder
or

so
so

‘Now he’ll explode or something.’

For Kiezdeutsch verb-third distributions, the pressing question is how V2 is viol-
ated and how and if that correlates to the presence of a non-canonical dedicated early
subject position which is absent from Standard German.

Before looking at either of these case studies specifically, this chapter introduces
the syntactic and thematic complexities of subjecthood and subject positions in order
to set the scene for the rest of the study. Moreover, I shall also introduce certain theor-
etical primitives and positions that inform the syntactic assumptions and approaches
taken in Parts I and II of this dissertation. Hence, it should be clear that the syntactic
requirement for a subject, the nature of subject positions, and perhaps even the nature
of subjects are cross-linguistically flexible. There exist then two core issues which must
be properly defined.

i. What is a subject position?

ii. What is a subject?

Let us now do some groundwork on these questions and why they need asking.
Given that we have established that subjects are standardly nominative DPs in lan-
guages with nominative-accusative alignment, let us begin with what it means to be
a subject position before moving on to the more complex and non-unitary notion of
subjecthood.

1.2 What is a subject position?
A basic tenet of syntactic thought since at least Chomsky (1965) has been that every
sentence requires a subject, or rather a NP/DP in the subject position. Chomsky
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(1981:25–27) formulates the P(hrase) S(tructure) rule in (7a); this he refers to as prin-
ciple P (7b).

(7) Principle P (Chomsky 1981:25–27):

a. S −→ NP Infl VP
b. Principle P: the structural requirement that certain configurations [...] must

have subjects
This was quickly (re)formulated in terms of the Extended Projection Principle (EPP)

(Chomsky 1982, 1995, 2001).

It might be thought that [the fact that clauses require subjects] follows
from the Projection Principle, . . . but this is not quite correct. While sub-
categorized complements are obligatory for heads, the θ-marked subject
is not, as we can see from passives or nominals.... Furthermore, nonargu-
ments can occupy the subject position, as in it is clear that S, I expect [it to
be clear that S]; in fact, the subject position must be filled by a pleonastic
element in structures lacking a θ-marked subject. It seems, then, that the
requirement that a clause have a subject is independent of the Projection
Principle.... I will henceforth refer to the Projection Principle along with
the requirement that clauses have subjects as the Extended Projection Prin-
ciple (Chomsky
1982:9-10)

In current terms, the EPP is generally considered as a requirement of the head T that
a D and potentially ϕ-bearing element occupy its specifier position, Spec,TP (Chomsky
1995, 2001, 2008, 2013) (8)3. Therefore, in such a system the relationship between
subjecthood and Spec,TP emerges from a set of decomposed formal ingredients and
locality, but this type of architecture does not specify a formal feature {±subject}.

(8)
TP

T′

...
vPT

EPP[+d][+ϕ]

DPsubj

3. Chomsky (1995:213) reformulated the EPP again as a strong-D feature on T which requires an XP of
the category +D in its checking domain; ±ϕ and ±Case features on T and the DP subject were required
to agree with each other, but they could not trigger movement due to their non categorial status. This
type of distinction between D and ϕ or strong and weak features is no longer theoretically relevant
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Building on the assumption that nominative Case is assigned in the inflectional do-
main (Chomsky 1981:52) (although I am not committed to this idea (cf. Schäfer 2008)),
an idea that has also gained some traction is that the EPP can be in part (Alexiadou and
Anagnostopoulou 2001) or wholly (Bošković 2002) motivated for reasons of assigning
nominative Case to the subject DP4. A Case-driven movement approach, however, has
been largely abandoned, for accounts viewing Case-determining features as compu-
tationally indistinct from one another and incapable of driving movement (Chomsky
2000, 2001). Nonetheless, the generalization holds for English that accusative DPs
cannot occupy Spec,TP. I leave a detailed discussion of Case theory aside but refer to
work by McFadden (2004) for a thorough treatment of early minimalist Case theory.
Nonetheless, I assume that {+Case} features of T and v are computationally identical
(Chomsky 2000; Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou 2001). The morphological difference
between nominative and accusative emerges in the morphology on account of the de-
pendent status of accusative case (cf. Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou 2001:211). For
a in-depth review of various treatments of the EPP as a Case-driven, feature-driven,
labeling-driven, or phonologically motivated property, I refer to Doner (2019).

1.2.1 SVO overt-subject languages: English
Recall the English sentences in (1); let us adapt them slightly in (9) to show that the
only grammatical variant involves a nominative subject DP occupying Spec,TP (9a),
i.e., the canonical subject position in English. All iterations in which the subject re-
mains low or is missing altogether fail to satisfy the EPP on T, i.e. a +D and +ϕ

requirements with a further restriction for nominatives. This behaviour is mirrored
in other SVO overt-subject languages such as French (see Rowlett 2007). I leave SVO
V2 (Icelandic, Danish, Norwegian, Swedish) and SOV V2 (German, Dutch) languages
aside for now as they behave slightly differently and require dedicated attention.

(9) a. [tp [dpsubj James Kirk] [t has [vP v taken [dpobj his seat] [pp on the bridge.]]]]
b. *[tp [pp on the bridge] [t has [vP v taken [dpobj his seat] [dpsubj James Kirk.]]]]
c. *[tp [pp on the bridge] [t has [vP [dpsubj James Kirk] [v taken [dpobj his

seat.]]]]]
d. *[tp [dpobj his seat] [t has [vP [dpsubj James Kirk] [v taken [pp on the bridge.]]]]]
e. *[tp [t has [vP v taken [dpobj his seat] [pp on the bridge.]]]]
f. *[tp [t has [vP [dpsubj James Kirk] [v taken [dpobj his seat] [pp on the bridge.]]]]]

4. Note that Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou (2001) take a more nuanced approach, arguing that move-
ment to TP can be triggered when Case cannot be assigned to a low internal argument.
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Let us now briefly discuss what a non-canonical position in languages like English
and French looks like. Both languages are well-known to possess expletive construc-
tions in which the subject of an intransitive, and typically unaccusative verb, occupies
a late postverbal position, while the canonical subject position in Spec,TP is filled by
an expletive, e.g., there (10a) or it in English or il (10b) in French. These structures are
known to place definiteness restrictions on the late subject, which is not of our concern
here (but see Belletti 1988; Diesing 1992; Freeze 1992; Sheehan 2007; Huddleston and
Pullum 2002; Rowlett 2007).

(10) a. [tp There [vP appeared [dpan unidentified life form] in the cargo bay.
b. [tp il

expl
[t est

is
[vP arrivé

arrives
[dptrois
three

paquets].
parcels

French

‘There arrived three parcels.’

Thus, for SVO overt-subject languages like English or French, the canonical subject
position is in Spec,TP and any other position that does not precede the finite verb can be
considered a non-canonical subject position. In the case of the expletive constructions
in (10), it is the accepted wisdom that the late subjects, the associate of the expletive,
remain in situ in a vP-internal position in which they enter the derivation (Stowell
1981; Belletti 1988; Chomsky 1995; Levin and Rappaport Hovav 1995; Collins 1997;
Chomsky 2001; Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou 2001; among others).

To expletive constructions, we may add so-called stylistic and the aforementioned
locative inversion structure (see Bresnan 1977, 1994; Stowell 1981; Coopmans 1989;
Hoekstra and Mulder 1990; Birner 1994, 1996; Levin and Rappaport Hovav 1995;
Collins 1997; Moro 1997; Moro Quintanilla 2001; Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou
2001; Culicover and Levine 2001; Haeberli 2002; Lahousse 2003b, 2006; Sheehan
2007; Roberts 2010a; Bruening 2010; Teixeira 2016; Laparle 2020; Sluckin et al. 2021;
this dissertation; among others), in which subjects are realized postverbally; this type
of construction is not limited to overt-subject SVO languages as shall become clear in
this overview and in Part I overall.

(11) In the distance appeared the towers and spires of a town.

(adapted from ex.2, Levin and Rappaport Hovav 1995:218)

These inversions resemble expletive structures and typically involve intransitive
or passivized verbs denoting change of location or existence/motion in a location.
Typical instances involve unaccusative verbs as is the case with the licensing conditions
for expletive there; i.e., verbs whose subjects enter the derivation as their internal
argument (Hoekstra and Mulder 1990; Levin and Rappaport Hovav 1995). I shall
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not here comment on the canonical subject position, yet the consensus is that the DP
subject falls either in an in-situ position or possibly some dislocated position (Levin and
Rappaport Hovav 1995; Haeberli 2002), if an in-situ subject position of certain verb
classes is considered incompatible with inversion. I return to an explicit investigation
of the non-canonical subject position in 6. Thus summing up, for English and languages
like it, the canonical subject position corresponds to Spec,TP, while a non-canonical
subject position is typically some vP-internal in-situ position to the right of the finite
verb on5 (Hoekstra and Mulder 1990; Levin and Rappaport Hovav 1995; Alexiadou
and Anagnostopoulou 2001).

(12)
TP

T

vP

v

subj. position
(non-canonical)

VPv
Vfin

e

Tsubj. position
(canonical)

DP

However, the apparent universal nature of EPP is a challenge for languages that do
not appear to require overt subjects, or overt subjects in a preverbal position. Let us
now consider what counts as a canonical subject position in a VSO language.

1.2.2 VSO languages: Irish
Consider more closely the Irish VSO clause given in (2), given again below (13).

(13) Cheannaigh
bought

siad
they.nom

teach
house

ar
on
an
the
bhaile
town

mhór
big

anuraidh
last-year

‘They bought a house in town last year.’ (ex.20, McCloskey 1997:210)

Following McCloskey (1997), the Irish VSO clause in (13) does not involve a subject
requirement on TP but does demonstrate V-to-T movement. Instead, it is suggested that
Irish leaves the subject in situ in the VP, following the VP internal subject hypothesis
(VPISH) (cf. Koopman and Sportiche 1991; McCloskey 1991a).
5. Alternatively, this position has been modelled as Spec, VP by Collins (1997), or as a late adjunct
position of VP (Haeberli 2002)



10 CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION: SUBJECTS AND SYNTAX

(14)
IP

VP

v′

complements.

FPVtsiad

DPsubj

I
Cheannaigh

Under basic minimalist assumptions (Chomsky 1995), i.e., that the extended verbal
projection in fact always involves at least two layers separating the subject external ar-
gument from the lexical verb Larson (1988); Johnson (1991); Chomsky (1995); Kratzer
(1996); Collins (1997) e.g., [vP subj [VP V complement], we can reassess the struc-
ture above as follows:

(15)
TP

vP

v′

VP

complements.

FPVt

vtsiad

DPsubj

T
Cheannaigh

Note that this basic analysis contrasts with analyses supposing subject movement
to a functional projection below TP and above VP, such as movement to AgrSP (Mc-
Closkey 1996; Harley and Carnie 1997) for reasons of Case, or some other FP below
TP (Carnie 1995). Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou (1998) make a radically different
proposal suggesting that Irish and other VSO languages involve movement of the sub-
ject to Spec,TP and V-movement to AgrSP above TP; the verbal morphology satisfies
D requirements of AgrSP, the locus of EPP, eradicating the need for further subject-
movement, while VSO languages like Irish have the activate parameter of Spec,TP as
an intermediate subject position, a property lacking in typical overt-subject and null-
subject SVO languages such as English, Italian, Greek, and French. However, for all
these theoretical variants I consider that the analysis in (15) with an in-situ subject in
the specifier of the external-argument-introducing head is essentially the same analysis
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by a different name. The advantage of a TP-only analysis is that there is no need to
postulate Case-driven movement, the theoretically defunct or at least contested AgrSP
(Chomsky 1995), and we can also do away with variation in the relative position of
AgrSP in relation to TP depending on language type as proposed by McCloskey (1996);
Harley and Carnie (1997), e.g., AgrSP > TP in SVO languages and TP > AgrSP in VSO
languages. While Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou’s approach is ultimately able to de-
rive a broad set of languages using finite points of variation, their observations can
likely be recast as different bundled featural specifications on T. Indeed, in this dis-
sertation, I shall develop an approach based around the relationship between T and
C. Indeed, observations that nominative may in fact be assigned in the external ar-
gument position in the extended verbal projection as opposed to Spec,TP (Sigurðsson
2003; Schäfer 2008) may go some way to substantiating the redundancy of subject
movement in VSO languages.

Regardless, the core difference between a language like English and Irish is not only
the fact that the canonical subject position is preverbal in the former and postverbal
in the latter, but that depending on the language in question, the canonical subject
position may either be Spec,TP, or an in-situ subject position in the verbal domain.
Why exactly Irish does not require movement to a subject position in TP may be related
to the richness of the features on the finite verb bleeding subject-related EPP properties
(Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou 1998) or perhaps T really does lack any specifications
typically associated with subject-movement; a full appraisal of Irish is beyond the aims
of this dissertation, yet this brief discussion has served to illustrate that the definition of
what counts as a canonical subject position can be different depending on the language
at hand.

1.2.3 SVO null-subject Languages
A further relevant set of languages showing variability between SVO and V(O)SX prop-
erties are Romance and modern Semitic null-subject and partial null-subject languages
(Colloquial Arabic and Modern Hebrew), for example Italian and Hebrew; these lan-
guages make up part of the focus in the investigation in Part I.

Consider first the following canonical SVO matrix clauses with overt subjects from
Italian (16a) and Hebrew (16b) :
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(16) a. Diana
Diana

scrive
writes

una
a

lettera.
letter

‘Diana is writing a letter.’
b. Mona

Mona
katva
wrote

mixtav.
letter

‘Mona wrote a letter.’ (ex.7, Shlonsky 1997:7)

In both languages, the overt subject in canonical SVO clauses is normally considered
to fall in Spec,TP (see Doron 1983, 2000; Shlonsky 1997 for Hebrew and Rizzi 1982;
Cinque 1995, 1999; Pinto 1997; Tortora 1997, 2001; Sheehan 2007 for Italian and
other null-subject Romance varieties). The general consensus in the literature is that a
high-clausal EPP position is the canonical subject position in these languages. Note
that notational differences are not of great consequence, i.e., assumptions around
the Split-INFL hypothesis (Pollock 1989) or cartographic projections splitting up a
Subj(ect)P(hrase), AgrSP, TP/IP, and EPP-P (Cardinaletti 2004). I shall not adopt artic-
ulated accounts of the T-domain, considering them all to ultimately be feature-driven
reflexes of T. The Basic structures are given below:

(17) It. canonical subject position
TP

T′

vP

v′

dpuna lettera

VPvt

DPt

T
scrive

Diana

DP

(18) Heb. canonical subject position
TP

T′

vP

v′

dpmixtav

VPvt

DPt

T
katva

Mona

DP

However, these languages also host a set of subject-inversion structures such as
so-called Free Inversion in which not only the subject surfaces in a non-canonical
postverbal position, but subject requirements high in the clause appear bypassed or
satisfied via other means (Rizzi 1982; Doron 1983, 2000; Borer 1995; Pinto 1997;
Tortora 1997, 2001; Shlonsky 1997; Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou 1998; Sheehan
2007; Bentley and Cruschina 2018; Sluckin et al. 2021). In this regard, I refer to the
alternations between Italian SV and VS surface structures in (19a–d) and the Hebrew
inversion structures in (20a,b).
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(19) a. Italian VS: unergative telefonare
Telefonò
called

Lisa.
Lisa

‘Lisa called.’ (Pinto 1997:1)
b. Italian SV: unergative telefonare

Lisa
Lisa

telefonò.
called

‘Lisa called.’(adapted from ex.11, Bentley 2006:373)
c. Italian VS: unaccusative arrivare

È
is
arrivata
arrived

Beatrice.
Beatrice

‘Beatrice arrived.’ (cf. Pinto 1997:3)
d. Italian SV: unaccusative arrivare

Beatrice
Beatrice

è
is
arrivata
arrived

.

‘Beatrice arrived.’

(20) a. Hebrew unaccusative VS: unaccusative lehe’alem
Ne’elmu
disappear.pst.3pl

harbe
many

sfarim
books

me-ha-sifriya.
from-the-library

‘Many books disappeared from the library.’ (ex.8-45, Shlonsky 1997:163)
b. Hebrew SV: unaccusative lehe’alem

Harbe
many

sfarim
books

ne’elmu
disappear.pst.3pl

me-ha-sifriya.
from-the-library

‘Many books disappeared from the library.’

While free inversions are generally limited to unaccusative verbs, other unergative
intransitives are known to take part, as is clear from the Italian examples involving un-
ergative telefonare. For Hebrew, such inversion is a well-known diagnostic of unaccus-
ativity as other verb types types do not readily permit it (Shlonsky 1987; Shlonsky and
Doron 1991; Borer 1995); I refer to Kastner (2020:§2) for a broad discussion of Hebrew
unaccusativity diagnostics. Moreover, these structures are generally associated with
presentational readings in narrative or out-of-the-blue contexts; I shall investigate this
in depth in the next two chapters6. Thus, these intransitive free-inversion structures
6. I do not discuss narrow focus inversion in Italian here, given that a narrow focus subject must always
fall in the final position regardless of verb type; this is widely considered to result from more elaborate
phrasal movement (Cinque 1995, 1999; Pinto 1997) with the effect that the late subject position is
derived as opposed to being a non-canonical position for subjects in the derivation.
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then show the availability of lexically conditioned low subject positions, resembling to
an extent the situation in VSO languages like Irish or indeed Standard Arabic.

In short, these languages non-canonically allow in-situ subjects in the verbal do-
main, while the canonical subject position higher in the clause appears to remain
empty. These in-situ subjects occupy a non-canonical position inasmuch as they do
not move to a derived position typically associated with nominative subject DPs in
Spec,TP. For simplicity at this stage, I shall not demonstrate at any great length the
differences between in-situ subjects in unergatives and unaccusatives. Nonetheless, it
is standard that the subjects of unergative verbs are external arguments of the verb
and the subjects of unaccusatives are internal arguments (cf. Perlmutter 1978; Burzio
1986; Belletti 1988; Levin and Rappaport Hovav 1995; Pinto 1997; Tortora 1997, 2001;
Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou 2004; Chomsky 2001). Thus, we can envisage non-
canonical in-situ subject positions as high in vP for unergative verbs (21) or a VP
internal position for unaccusative verbs (22). These structures will come to be revised
considerably throughout the course of this dissertation.

(21) High in-situ subject position
TP

T′

vP

v′

VP
...Vt

vtLisa

DPsubj

T
telefonò

∅

(To be revised in Part I)

(22) Low in-situ subject position
TP

T′

vP

VP

Lisa

DPsubjVt

v
arrivata

T
è

∅

In the above structures, I have deliberately ignored the nature of EPP requirements,
the motivation for a canonical subject position in Spec,TP, and how these requirements
may be evaded in full and partial null-subject languages. This has been for the reason
that the aim of this introduction is to set out what a non-canonical subject position is.
Nonetheless, two dominant positions exist: some consider that languages like Italian
and Hebrew do not require XP movement to satisfy a subject related EPP (Borer 1995;
Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou 1998), considering Spec,TP to act as an A’ position7,
7. (Borer 1995) argues that Spec,TP is not a default subject position but an A’-position. She argues that
Case is only available in the specifier position of VP; this suggestion is line with the above tentative
analysis for Irish VSO and wider suggestions that nominative Case is assigned in-situ in the verbal
domain (Sigurðsson 2003; Marantz 2008; Schäfer 2008). In contrast, Shlonsky (1997) argues for a
silent expletive in the canonical subject position, Spec,AgrSP in his terms and Spec,TP in ours.
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while others consider that EPP must be satisfied via some covert expletive or silent ar-
gument of another type (Rizzi 1982; Bianchi 1993; Pinto 1997; Shlonsky 1997; Tortora
1997, 2001; Sheehan 2007; Bentley and Cruschina 2018). I shall not comment here on
the absolute universality of EPP and thus subject requirements on T in this work (for
various approaches see Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou 1998; Svenonius 2002; Kiss
2002; Cardinaletti 2004; Richards and Biberauer 2005; Biberauer et al. 2010; Doner
2019), yet I shall assume a modified and partially pragmatically driven account for
these languages in Part I.

Finally, while these are not the only inversion structures available in these lan-
guages, the others are characterized via a set of more complex movement operations
which are not directly relevant to a discussion of subject positions (For Hebrew see
Shlonsky and Doron 1991; Shlonsky 1997 and for Italian see Cinque 1995, 1999). Let
us now move on to discuss those languages that appear to lack any relation between
Spec,TP and a canonical subject position, i.e. V2 languages such as German.

1.2.4 German, V2, OV and (no?) subject requirements
A key difference between (S)OV German and (S)VO languages is that the former lack
both subject expletives and verb movement to T (Haider 2010; Biberauer and Roberts
2010); this discussion leaves aside lexically selected pseudo-arguments in existential
contexts, e.g. es ‘it in existential es gibt ‘there is’, or with weather verbs es regnet ‘it’s
raining’. Concentrating on the former, subject expletives are absent because Spec,TP is
not a canonical subject position in OV languages. Let us briefly explore SOV V2 German
as prime example of such a language and specifically relevant to the discussion in the
second part of this dissertation.

Consider first that German is a V2 language, meaning that the finite verb moves to C
in matrix clauses and the lone preverbal position in Spec,CP shows no affiliation with
any specific syntactic category (den Besten 1983; Haider 1993, 1997, 2010; Vikner
1995, 2001), i.e., the occupant of spec,CP may be an adverbial phrase, an object DP, a
subject DP, or even a raised vP (Fanselow 2004; Müller 2004b). Thus, the sentences in
(23) demonstrate that a preverbal position is not privileged in terms of an association
with subjects, as is the case to greater or lesser degrees in SVO languages.

(23) a. [cp [dpDer
the.nom

Kapitän]
captain

[c nahm
took

[tp seinen
his.acc

Platz
place

ein
in...

....

‘The captain took his seat...’
b. [cp [dpSeinen

his.acc
Platz]
place

[c nahm
took

[tp der
the.nom

Kapitän
captain

ein...
in...

‘The captain took his seat...’
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c. [cp [ppAuf
on

der
the
Brücke]
bridge

[c nahm
took

[tp der
the.nom

Kapitän
captain

seinen
his.acc

Platz
place

ein.
in.

‘The captain took his seat on the bridge.’

Nonetheless, it can be argued that the proximity of the subject to the raised verb on
the right side indicates that the subject does indeed occupy a subject position in Spec,TP
(see for example Hinterhölzl 2006 or Travis 1991; Zwart 1992, 2005 for earlier pro-
ponents of asymmetric V2 systems). However, scrambling facts for German mean that
proper diagnosis of a TP subject position is difficult and controversial. For instance, in
clauses in which the subject DP does not raise to Spec,CP and remains in a middle field
position, any pronoun regardless of case must appear in the Wackernagel position to
the immediate right of the finite verb (Haider 2010:§4) and left of the subject DP or
any other full-XP constituent:

(24) a. dass
that

es
it.acc

[DPsubjjeder]
everyone

heimlich
secretly

zurückstellte.
back-put

‘that everyone put it back secretly.’
b. Zurück

back
stellte
put

es
it.acc

[DPsubjjeder]
everyone

heimlich.
secretly

‘Everyone put it back secretly.’ (ex.11, Haider 2010:131)

In constellations with unstressed multiple pronouns, however, nominative must
precede accusative and dative pronouns. Hence, it could be argued that scrambling
has the ability to move constituents above a canonical subject position in Spec,TP.
However, this is not possible if Haider (2010) is correct that scrambling is a property of
head-final phrases, i.e, it is an inherent property of OV, yet TP in German is either head
initial (Vikner 2001; Haider 2010) or potentially absent (Haider 1993; Abraham 1993)
8. Following Haider’s position, scrambling in German should only take place within the
extended verbal projection over an in-situ subject position - Spec, vP/VoiceP. While
this position is somewhat extreme, there exists more evidence that German lacks a
subject position that does not rely on theory-internal assumptions about scrambling.
Namely, German lacks any subject expletive associated with a TP subject position, a
requirement in SVO languages, and does not allow quirky subjects. Let us consider
first subject expletives.

SVO languages like English and V2 Scandinavian varieties require a subject explet-
ive such as there or it to fill the canonical subject position when a canonical DP subject
8. This is an admittedly strong and perhaps controversial claim
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is absent or occupies a non canonical position. Consider again the apparently subject-
less German impersonal passive clause from (4a) given again as (25a). Note that while
a CP expletive is grammatical (25b), a subject expletive in the middle field is not.

(25) a. Gestern
yesterday

wurde
became.pass

(*es)
(expl)

getanzt.
danced

‘People were dancing yesterday.’
b. Es

it
wurde
yesterday

gestern
became.pass

getanzt.
danced

‘People were dancing yesterday.’ (adapted from ex.20, Mohr 2005:119)

Let us compare this behaviour to Scandinavian SVO V2 languages. Unlike German,
Norwegian requires a subject expletive in matrix contexts where an overt subject is
lacking; a German transliteration is ungrammatical.

(26) a. Ofte
often

vart
was

det
expl

telefonert.
telephoned

‘People often telephoned.’ Norwegian
b. Oft

often
wurde
was

(*es)
(expl)

telephoniert.
telephoned

‘People often telephoned.’ German

(adapted from ex.13, Haider 2010:37)
On the other hand, SVO V2 Icelandic behaves like German in matrix contexts with

regard to subject expletives, but appears show subject expletives in embedded clauses.
This property has been put down to partial pro-drop properties by Haider (2010) or
optionality of expletives in a recursive CP position (cf. Mohr 2005).
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(27) a. ...að
...that

*/??(það)
(expl)

hefur
has

verið
been

dansað.
danced

...that people were dancing. (adapted from Haider 2010:73)
b. Það

(expl)
var
was

dansað.
danced

‘People were dancing’.
c. ?Í gær

yesterday
var
was

(*það)
(*expl)

dansað.
danced

‘Yesterday, people were dancing.’ (ex.34a–c, Mohr 2005:155)

Regardless of the status of Icelandic expletives, there is clearly a contrast between
subject expletives in a language like Norwegian and their total absence in German.
A further argument against a TP subject position in OV German and for one in VO
Icelandic is the absence of quirky subjects, i.e., non-nominative subjects in a dedic-
ated clausal subject position. Consider the following data discussed by Sigurðsson
(2004:142) and Haider (2010:38):

(28) a. Þá
then

hefur
has

henni
her.dat

líklega
probably

leiðst
bored

bókin.
book-the.nom

‘Then, she has probably got bored by the book.’ Icelandic
b. Hún

she
vonast
hopes

til
for

[að
[to
pro
pro.dat

leiðast
bore

ekki
not

bókin.]
book-the.nom]

‘She hopes not to be bored by the book.’
c. Dann

then
hat
has
ihr
her.dat

/
/
der
the
Frau
woman.dat

das
the.nom

Buch
book

gefallen.
pleased

‘Then, the book has pleased her /the woman.’ German
d. *Sie

She
hoffte
hoped

[pro
[pro.dat

das
the.nom

Buch
book

zu
to
gefallen.]
please.]

The above data in (28a,b) show that in Icelandic a quirky subject may alternate with
a pro subject. However the same is not possible for German, visible in the ungram-
maticality of (28d). For further diagnostics and discussions of why non-nominative
German subjects are not like Icelandic quirky subjects, I refer to works by Zaenen
et al. (1985); Sigurðsson (1989, 1992); Fanselow (2002); McFadden (2004), and Bayer
(2004). This discussion has thus served to demonstrate that an OV V2 language like
German does not have a canonical subject position in the sense of an EPP requirement
that nominative DP subjects move to or through Spec,TP. This has been argued on
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the basis of the lack of subject expletives, the lack of quirky subjects, and in part the
relationship between scrambling and head-final projections.

Leaving scrambling aside, the question remains as to the nature of the unmarked
position for nominative subjects to the right of the finite verb in V2 subject-verb in-
version contexts and embedded clauses. The answer is simple, when the nominative
DP subject does not occupy Spec,CP on account of V2, it remains in-situ typically in
the highest specifier of the head-final extended verbal projection, vP (Richards and
Biberauer 2005; Mohr 2005; Haider 2010; among others) - or Kratzer’s (1996) VoiceP
in the approach to be expanded in this dissertation. Pursuing a line of argumentation
that sees TP as always present in the derivation (contra Abraham 1993; Haider 1993),
I shall assume that Spec,TP is in fact occupied by raising of the entire extended verbal
projection (Richards and Biberauer 2005; Mohr 2005) 9. This derives a clause-final T,
while maintaining the observation that German TP is in fact head-initial (Vikner 2001;
Haider 2010) and vP/VP head final: the basic structure before V2-related operations
is given in (29).

(29)
CP

TP

T′

vPtT
aux

vP

v′

v
lex

VP

VtXP

DPsubj

C

Richards and Biberauer (2005) propose that a parametrized pied-piping movement
operation in fact satisfies EPP ϕ-related requirements on T, whereas SVO languages
typically satisfy EPP via DP-movement or v-movement if the inflectional features of
the verb are rich enough (a la Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou 1998). The exact mo-
tivation is not yet important, although I ultimately subscribe to a variant of this pro-
posal which I shall make clear where relevant. Regardless, I conclude that German
lacks a canonical dedicated subject position; the closest it has are those in-situ posi-
tions where subjects enter the derivation in the verbal domain and subject pronouns
surfacing in the Wackernagel position, the derivation of which I do not consider to be
directly linked to subjecthood.
9. See Haegeman 2001; Hinterhölzl 2006 for alternative antisymmetric approaches to OV in West Ger-
manic with both vP fronting to TP and a higher subject position below C; I do not adopt such an approach
for the reasons discussed in this section.
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In Part II of this dissertation, I discuss the apparent semi-optional subject position in
the German contact variety, or rather multiethnolect Kiezdeutsch (Wiese 2006, 2009;
Wiese et al. 2009, 2012; Wiese 2012; Wiese and Rehbein 2016; Wiese and Müller
2018; Wiese et al. 2020; Freywald et al. 2011, 2015; Te Velde 2017; Walkden 2017;
Hinterhölzl 2017; Alexiadou and Lohndal 2018; Westergaard et al. 2019). As briefly
introduced above, Kiezdeutsch allows verb-third orders involving clause initial adverbs
only in the presence of preverbal subjects and not typically other XPs:

(30) a. Jetzt
now

er
he
explodiert
explodes

oder
or

so
so

‘Now he’ll explode or something.’ (KiDKo-mu, MuH25MA_11)
b. *Dann

then
ihn
him

habe
have

ich
I
geschlagen
hit

Intended: ‘Then I hit him.’

This behaviour resembles orders in SVO and non V2 languages. Therefore, what
is a canonical subject position in a V2 SVO language can in fact be considered a non-
canonical subject position for an OV V2 language like German. In part II, I shall in-
vestigate the formal and diachronic nature of this apparent subject position, ultimately
arguing that a subject position of sorts is present in Kiezdeutsch, yet it is not of the
same formal character as those in SVO languages.

1.2.5 Intermediate summary
In the discussion so far, I have taken it for granted that a typical unmarked subject is
a nominative DP. Moreover, it has become clear that there is a good deal of variation
with regard to a canonical subject position and how that might be defined.

In short, for SVO languages the canonical subject position is preverbal and correl-
ates to Spec,TP. However, languages with null-subjects are far more flexible and the
requirements for a preverbal subject are weakened in particular constructions, e.g.,
free inversion. On the other hand, SVO overt-subject languages have a strong require-
ment for subjects in Spec,TP or a subject expletive in the absence of a TP subject. Thus
for all SVO languages we can define a non-canonical subject position as follows:

(31) A non-canonical subject position in SVO:
A subject position other than Spec,TP correlated with subject-verb inversion,
i.e., an in-situ position in the extended verbal projection or perhaps also some
other derived position that is not Spec,TP.
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Turning to VSO and SOV languages, the idea of Spec,TP as the holy grail of subject-
hood (Chomsky 1981, 1982) is severely weakened. For VSO languages, the canonical
subject position is potentially a straightforward in-situ position, yet I admit that my
treatment of these languages has been superficial as they do factor in this investiga-
tion. For a V2 SOV language, such as German, however, the idea of a canonical subject
position is difficult to define. The basic assumptions adopted here following Richards
and Biberauer (2005), Mohr (2005), and Haider (2010) suppose that the closest we
can come is an in-situ position in the extended verbal projection (vP/VoiceP), which I
take to be pied-piped to Spec,TP. This leaves aside the technicalities of scrambling and
the relative orders of pronouns. Thus for an SOV V2 language, I have suggested that
a non-canonical subject position in fact shares some of the properties of a canonical
subject position in SVO languages like English:

(32) A non-canonical subject position in SOV:
A derived position external to the verbal/lexical, reserved for nominative DP
subjects.

Let us now turn to the complex notion of what it means to be a subject.

1.3 Canonical vs non-canonical subjects
Thus far, I have employed the standard assumption that a canonical subject is a nom-
inative DP. To my knowledge, the canonical status of a subject as a nominative DP
is the case for all nominative-accusative aligning languages and needs no reference
(nonetheless see McCloskey 1997), as this observation is the basis of excitement and
interest around ergative-absolutive languages. This dissertation does not stray from
the well-trodden path of nominative-accusative languages, yet even in such languages
we must ask what it means to be a subject beyond the basic notion of being nominal
and nominative. This section concerns itself with the multifaceted nature of subject-
hood so that me may have a more robust set of assumptions as to what a canonical or
non-canonical subject is.

1.3.1 Aristotelian subjects and sentence topics
A basic understanding of subjecthood draws on the Aristotelian notion that a sentence
is divisible into a subject and its predicate. Without delving into the depths of Aris-
totelian logic, this takes the view that the subject (hypokeímenon) is something to which
the predicate (katêgoroúmenon) is applied (Seuren 2006:470). In a linguistic predica-
tion, the subject is who or what a predicate either pertains to (ontological) or says
something of (logical) (Stalmaszczyk 2014:327–8). Aristotle noted that a verb ‘always
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is a sign of something said of something else’ (cf. Seuren 2006:470). Seuren (2006)
further notes that the Aristotelian notion of a subject of predication in fact corresponds
more to the modern notion of Topic and Comment; note the definitions as given by
Gundel (1985):

(33) Topic: An entity, E, is the topic of a sentence, S, iff in using S the speaker in-
tends to increase the addressee’s knowledge about, request information about,
or otherwise get the addressee to act with respect to E.

Comment: A predication, P, is the comment of a sentence S, iff, in using S
the speaker intends P to be assessed relative to the topic of S

(Gundel 1985)
Thus we might think of the subject of any Aristotelian predicate as being par-

tially divisible into logical (and ontological) subjecthood; that is, a term introducing
a primary substance (Gyekye et al. 1974; Englebretsen et al. 1978), equatable with a
topic in the broad sense (Gundel 1985). Indeed, among 21st century scholars, a school
of thought has emerged viewing the subject of predication as a syntactically definable
primitive (Cardinaletti 2004; Rizzi and Shlonsky 2006; Rizzi 2005, 2018), in accord-
ance with Gundel’s notion of Topic. In this dissertation, I employ the terms Subject of
Predication instead of Topic in the sense of Topic-Comment in order to distinguish the
information structural notion of Topic as a given and d-linked (Givón 1983; Pesetsky
1987; Frascarelli and Hinterhölzl 2007; Rizzi 1997a) element. This notion of the sub-
ject of predication is, however, orthogonal to thetic and formal notions associated with
subjecthood, i.e., a particular set of semantic roles and properties typically associated
with subjects: DP/NP status, nominative case morphology in nominative-accusative
languages, subject-verb agreement, external Merge within the argument structural do-
main (Voice/vP), or the ability to control which is is in fact generally related to agents
(Bhatt and Pancheva 2006; Landau 2010a). Let us now turn to more grammatical
notions of subjecthood and its non unitary nature.

1.3.2 Subjects are semantically diverse
Every English sentence in (34a-e) has a preverbal nominative DP subject denoting a
central actor or thing about which the predicate holds. Consequently, these subjects
all seem quite canonical.
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(34) a. [DPsubj Captain Picard] shot the Cardassian soldier. agent
b. [DPsubj Diana] saw Riker in the Jeffries tube. experiencer
c. [DPsubj The ion storm] knocked the Enterprise off course. causer
d. [DPsubj Anika Hansen] changed back into a human. patient
e. [DPsubj The omnipotent alien Q] appeared on the bridge. theme
f. [DPsubj Natasha Yar] received bad news on the away mission. beneficiary

Nonetheless, in terms of θ-theory, subjecthood is clearly not a semantically unitary
notion. The subjects in (34a-f) each bear a different θ-role. In the (34a), Captain Picard
is the semantic agent, the willful perpetrator of the act. In contrast, Diana (34b) is
not performing any action with any intent; she merely perceives as the experiencer.
Cross-linguistically there is variation as to which types of experiencers behave as sub-
jects or objects (cf. Belletti and Rizzi 1988; Landau 2010b; Hirsch 2018). In (34c),
the ion storm is the subject but is not wilfully committing any act, nor is it perceiving
anything; it is a causer. The subject in (34d) encodes none of the previous semantic
roles; Anika Hansen undergoes a change of state from whatever she was before (Seven
of Nine, a Borg!) to being human again and is thus a patient. However, the patient is
a nominative DP subject unlike the accusative object DP patient the Cardassian soldier
in (34a). In (34e), the omnipotent alien Q encodes a theme role. Q, like Anika Hansen,
undergoes some process but he does not undergo any change; nonetheless, the subject
appears clause initially - as is standard for English - and in the nominative; case is eas-
ily tested via pronoun substitution, i.e., every single subject above can be replaced via
a nominative pronoun. Finally, in (34f) subject Natasha Yar is a beneficiary/recipient
and receives something; this θ-role is versatile in that it may also be assigned to an
indirect object of a ditransitive.

In sum, there is no single θ-role for subjects and subjecthood is semantically versat-
ile. While certain roles such as agent, causer, and experiencer may be particularly
correlated with subjecthood (McCloskey 1997), they are not inherently privileged but
perhaps syntactically more constrained when they encode arguments. Let us turn now
to some morphosyntactic characteristics of subjects.

1.3.3 Subjects are syntactically diverse
A general question is what morphosyntactic characteristics are correlated with or li-
censed by canonical and and non-canonical subjects (Keenan 1976). In this regard, I
draw firstly on the limited set of properties defined by Davies and Dubinsky (2001),
given below:
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DP subjects

i. trigger agreement on a tensed verb (35a)
ii. raise for Case (35b)

iii. license emphatic reflexives (all definite DPs - also objects) (35c)
iv. license plural adverbs such as equally (35d)

(35) a. [dpBarclay.3sg] fears3sg social interaction.
b. [[dpWill]i appears [[ti] to love Diana]].
c. [dpBeverly] herself treated the captain’s wound.
d. [dpWesley and Dr. Pulaski] are equally annoying.

Nonetheless, licensing of emphatic reflexives and licensing plural adverbs are not
always properties of subject. For example, an emphatic reflexive is available for object
DPs in contrastive environments, yet contrast is not a prerequisite for association with
subjects. Likewise, plural adverbs can also be associated with objects, yet this use is
perhaps more marked.

(36) a. Maria did not blow up the building itself, but did blow up the lobby.
b. Maria hit John and Joe equally.

Aside from such diagnostics, subjecthood is not a syntactically unitary phenomenon
in other ways. Consider the passive sentence in (37a), in which the lone DP argument
fulfils the role of the subject but is in fact promoted from the object position, i.e., an
internal argument of V with a patient θ-role.

(37) a. [DPsubj/obj Data] was deactivated (by Lore).
b. *By Lore was deactivated [DPobj Data].
c. [DPsubj Lore] deactivated Data.

Note also that when the agent Lore is introduced by the by-phrase, it still cannot
be the canonical grammatical subject; it cannot occupy a preverbal subject position
and cannot appear in the nominative. Thus, the promoted subject, i.e., the raised in-
ternal argument falls at the beginning of the clause, takes nominative case - it can be
substituted with he -, triggers subject-verb agreement, and can thus be considered a
grammatical subject. Indeed, while this shows that object of a transitive clause can
become the subject in the passive voice, it resembles the theme and patient subjects
of the intransitive unaccusative verbs in (34d,e), i.e., verbs whose subjects are pa-
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tients, themes, or sometimes certain types of experiencers on account of being internal
arguments (Perlmutter 1978; Stowell 1981; Burzio 1986; Belletti and Rizzi 1988).

A nominative passive subject also passes two of four of Davies and Dubinsky’s
(2001) tests without issue (38a,b). Plural adverbs are degraded without some contex-
tual work and a by-phrase specifying the agent. Notably, emphatic reflexives referring
to the promoted subject are also degraded without a good deal of contextual work, yet
the agent in the by-phrase may take an emphatic reflexive without problem.

(38) a. Verb-subject agreement
[dpData.3sg] was.3sg deactivated. ✓

b. Raising
[[dpData]i appears [[ti] to have been deactivated]] ✓

c. Plural adverbs
[dpData and Lore] were ?equally deactivated (by Starfleet).

d. Emphatic reflexives
[dpData] ?himself was deactivated (by Lore (himself )). ?

The emphatic reflexive for the promoted subject is improved under a contrastive
reading, and in this respect retains some object-like characteristics.

(39) Most androids were deactivated in 2378, but Data himself wasn’t fully deactiv-
ated until 2399.

Regardless, given that agreement and raising are totally unproblematic for pro-
moted subjects, we might at least for a language like English propose the following
generalization for syntactic subjects:

(40) English syntactic subject generalization: (to be revised)
A subject is a nominative DP that was generated as the only or highest DP argu-
ment of the verbal complex, i.e., VoiceP/vP, and VP.

This generalization captures the fact that when transitive or ditransitive verb takes
two or more arguments, the external argument of the verb is always the subject and
internal arguments are direct and indirect objects Larson (1988). Moreover, while
both subjects and objects may raise, objects cannot raise over subjects. Thus, when
a verb takes only a single DP argument, it is irrelevant if it enters the derivation as
an internal argument of unaccusative or passive verbs or the external argument of an
unergative verb; the DP argument will act as the syntactic subject regardless of its θ-
role. However, it does not take much effort to show that the generalization in (40) does
not hold up cross-linguistically and can in exceptional cases be disputed in English.

Firstly, while subjects in nominative-accusative languages are typically nominative,
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this is not always the case. We have already seen that a language like Icelandic allows
quirky subjects. Secondly, while subjects are almost always nominal, exceptions in-
volving adverbial, clausal, ans prepositional subjects exist to greater or lesser degrees
depending on the language at hand.

1.3.3.1 Non-canonical subject DPs
German canonically marks the syntactic subject with nominative case, indirect objects
with dative, and direct objects with the accusative (41).

(41) Der
The.nom.masc

Klingon
Klingon

gab
gave

seinem
his.dat.masc

Sohn
son

einen
a.acc.masc

Schutzschild.
shield

‘The Klingon gave his son a shield.’

Consider then the passive clauses in (42a,b). Both instances involve a raised in-
ternal argument promoted to the subject position, yet their case properties are differ-
ent. Sentence (42a) shows a passivized object DP with nominative case; since it is
nominative and the only DP argument of the verb, there is little problem in classifying
it as the grammatical subject. The sentence in (42b) is more remarkable for the reason
that the argument of helfen ‘to help’ retains dative case in passivization. It is a known
property of German dative arguments that they retain their case in passivization, re-
lating to a general property that inherent case takes precedence over structural Case
(see McFadden 2004). A further contrast is evident in the agreement facts; while the
DP argument in (42a) agrees with the finite verb, the promoted DP in (42b) does not.
This contrast suggests that a promoted dative argument is perhaps less canonically
subject-like than promoted nominative arguments. Although the dative argument can
be considered a subject in the Aristotelian sense, i.e., a subject of predication, evid-
ently its semantic and syntactic properties interact as to distinguish it from canonical
promoted subjects.

(42) a. Wir
we.nom

wurden
became.1pl.pass

geschlagen.
hit.ptcp

‘I was hit.’
b. Uns

us.dat
wurde/*n
became.1pl.pass

geholfen.
helped.ptcp

‘I was helped.’

In addition, while some experiencers - subject experiencers - act like nominative
subjects, while other experiencers can be marked with either dative or accusative,
depending on their type, i.e. accusative type II object experiencers or dative type III
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object experiencers (Belletti and Rizzi 1988; for an in depth discussion of German see
Hirsch 2018). Consider then that both clauses in (43a,b) lack a nominative subject. In
both instances, the DP argument is the only overt argument and it is an experiencer,
a dative one in (43a) and an accusative one in (43b). However, in neither sentence
does the verb agree with the DP argument, inflecting invariably as 3sg. The agreement
facts suggest that these are less subject-like than a nominative DP. Moreover, as was
established above and by Haider (2010), dative and accusatives subjects are not quirky
in German. Applied to the data in (43a), it is apparent that the dative subject mir
cannot alternate with pro and is thus not a quirky subject (44a); while the sentence
is not ungrammatical, the only possible reading is that she, the subject, hopes not to
have the physical or emotional property of being cold, but an experiencer reading is
unavailable. This is better demonstrated with the first person plural in (44b) and the
inability of the subject to bind the overt indefinite pronoun in the dative. In short a
quirky subject can control, but the non-nominative arguments in (43a,b) cannot.

(43) a. Uns/mir
us/me.dat

ist
is
kalt.
cold

‘We are / I am cold.’
b. Uns/mich

us/me.acc
friert.
freezes

‘We are / I am freezing.’

(44) a. sie
she
hoffte
hoped

[*prodat/✓pronom] nicht
not

kalt
cold

zu
to
sein.
be

‘She hoped not to act cold / have a cold body.’
b. wir

she
hofften
hoped

nicht [✓alle.nom/*allen.dat]
not

kalt
cold

zu
to
sein.
be

‘She hoped not to act cold / have a cold body.’

On the other hand, these experiencers pass the other diagnostics associated with
subject DPs put forward by Davies and Dubinsky (2001) (45), as long as there is no
mismatch in C/case. Thus, these arguments appear to occupy a less privileged status
than nominative subjects or indeed quirky subjects in Icelandic. In such instances, the
verb likely takes default agreement properties in 3sg, or may agree with a covert or
occasionally overt pseudo argument employed in weather contexts (cf. Mohr 2005).
The latter explanation may be evident in the optional es argument with frieren.
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(45) a. sie
they.acc

scheint
seems

(es)
(it)

zu
to
frieren.
freeze

‘They seem to be freezing.’
b. Mich

me.acc
und
and

dich
you.acc

friert
(it)

(es)
freezes

genauso.
equally

‘You and me are freezing equally.’
c. Mich

me.acc
selbst
self

friert
freezes

(es)
(it)

sehr.
very

‘I myself am freezing.’

However, with kalt sein ‘to be cold’, some speakers accept raising with es, but do
not readily permit es in other contexts (see 46a–c).10

(46) a. Ihm
him.dat

scheint
seems

(?es)
(it)

kalt
to

zu
freeze

sein.

‘He seems to be cold.’
b. Mir

me.dat
und
and

dir
you.dat

ist
is
(*es)
(??/*es)

genauso
equally

kalt.
cold

‘You and me are equally cold.’
c. Mir

me.dat
selbst
self

ist
is
(*es)
(*it)

kalt.
cold

‘I myself am freezing.’

Given that the verbal predicate structure in (45) and (46) can only refer to the DP
arguments, these-non canonical non-nominative subjects can be considered subjects in
the broader Aristotelian sense of subjects of predication. Nonetheless, these German
examples illustrate a disconnect between a notion of subject tied into predication and
one tied into grammatical properties. Non-canonical DP subjects can thus do a subset of
the the things canonical DP subjects can. We might then reformulate the generalization
in (40) for canonical subjects of nominative-accusative languages as follows:
10. A cliticized form <’s> seems to be improved for some speakers (see Mohr 2005:183–6); moreover,
there may be variation between northern and southern speakers in the acceptability of es in raising, as
my northern consultants did not seem to find this problematic, yet this does not appear to be the case
for at least some speakers of more southern varieties (p.c. Eric Fuß)
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(47) canonical syntactic subject generalization:
A canonical subject is a nominative DP that was generated as the only or highest
DP argument of the verbal complex, i.e., VoiceP/vP, and VP, which agrees with
the finite verb.

On the other hand, we have established some diagnostics for non-canonical DP
subjects:

Non-canonical DP subjects:

i. need not or cannot agree with the finite verb,
ii. can be assigned a case other than nominative,

iii. are “thing/person” the predicate characterizes in the sense of Gundel’s (1985)
topic (see also Reinhart 1981), an Aristotelian subject of predication.

It must be noted that there is no such thing as a canonical non-canonical subject.
Thus, non-canonical subject DPs will vary cross-linguistically. This brief list of does not
distinguish between control properties of quirky subjects and the lack of this property
with German promoted datives. It is not my goal to provide a typology of non-canonical
subjects. Thus, the listed criteria are necessarily broad to catch different levels of
integratedness for non-canonical subjects from both a logical-semantic and syntactic
perspective. I refer to Keenan (1976) for an exhaustive multi-factorial discussion of
what it means to be a subject.

Let us now move on to a brief discussion of those elements appearing to act as a
subject that are not DPs.

1.3.3.2 Non-canonical non-DP subjects
It is well known that CPs and PPs can show subject-like properties (Ross 1967; Kiparsky
and Kiparsky 1970; Bresnan 1977; Stowell 1981; Davies and Dubinsky 1998, 2001,
2009). Let us briefly consider the former before dedicating considerable attention to
the latter.

CP-subjects
On the one hand sentential subjects, i.e., CPs have been shown to behave like DP
subjects with ϕ-features, in that they appear to satisfy clausal subject requirements
(Lees 1960; Rosenbaum 1967; Ross 1967; Davies and Dubinsky 1998, 2009; Hartman
2012; Halpert and Schueler 2013; Lohndal 2014), trigger subject-verb agreement and
license plural adverbs, e.g., equally (McCloskey 1991b; Davies and Dubinsky 2001)
(48a), and license emphatic reflexives (48b).
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(48) CP-subjects
a. [cp that the president will be reelected] and [cpthat he will be impeached]

are equally likely11. (McCloskey 1991b:564)
b. [cp That there were 25 miles to go] was itself enough to discourage Edwin.

(Davies and Dubinsky 2001:250)
However, while sentential subjects appear to show DP-like properties, they are

generally ungrammatical in embedded contexts:

(49) ??/*We heard that/how, [cpthat John arrived] surprised everyone.
This suggests that sentential subjects remain less privileged in some respects to

nominative DP subjects and they may not be targeting the subject position in Spec,TP
but a topic position in the CP. Let us now consider the problem of PP subjects, a topic
to be explored in considerable depth in this dissertation.

PP-subjects
Consider the following sentences:

(50) PP-subjects of be
a. [pp Under the chair] is a nice place for the cat to sleep. (Stowell 1981:286)
b. [pp Under the table] is very dusty.

The sentence (50a) contains a locative PP acting seemingly acting as the subject.
The second sentence (50b) lacks any DP argument whatsoever; a PP is modified by the
adjectival predicate very dusty.

Concentrating first on (50a), Stowell (1981) observes that locative PPs appear to
act as clausal subjects in lieu of an NP in copula and unaccusative contexts. Note,
however, that while the PP occupies the sentence initial position typically associated
with subjects in English (Chomsky 1965), the fact that it occurs in a copular context
with another nominative DP, albeit a modified one, means that it is possible to con-
sider the late DP the subject if we disregard linearisation as a definitive diagnostic of
English subjecthood. In short, the canonical subject is not in the canonical position. In-
deed, expletive there constructions are clear evidence that the position of the canonical
subject and syntactic subject requirements are not definitively linked in such contexts
(51).
11. I am grateful that the following example has a positive truth value:
(i) That the president will be impeached twice and lose the election are equally joyful prospects.



1.3. CANONICAL VS NON-CANONICAL SUBJECTS 31

(51) There came [DPsubj a group of bandits] over the horizon.

The sentence in (50b) showing agreement between the PP and copula BE is then
particularly relevant for a discussion of PP-subjects. Note, however, that in addition
to PPs and CPs, adjectival and adverbial phrases also appear able to act like subjects in
that they occupy a privileged position and trigger agreement; note that very dusty may
also act as a subject given the correct context. For example, very dusty triggers agree-
ment, is compatible with emphatic reflexives, and licenses plural adverbs. Indeed,
adjectival predicates also appear to be able raise.

(52) Context: Cleaners are discussing their job at a mansion:
a. Plural adverbs

Very dusty and very dirty are equally undesirable.
b. Emphatic reflexives

Very dusty itself is not the problem, it’s the owner’s allergies that are12!
c. Raising Context: The owner of the mansion has left instructions that the

cleaners were too meticulous on their last visit. One of the cleaners pro-
claims:
So, too clean appears to be a problem!

Note that when an animate DP is present, this behaviour is ruled out and the an-
imate DP is necessarily the subject:

(53) a. No plural adverbs/no agreement with non DP
*Very dusty and very dirty is/are John equally.

b. No emphatic reflexives
*Very dusty him/itself is not John, it’s his allergies that are!

c. No raising
*Too clean appears to be John.

Let us test the agreement facts with Stowell’s famous example for verb-subject
agreement with the PP in the presence of a DP argument. There are reasons to be-
lieve that agreement with the PP might be problematic as anything but a last resort;
consider the examples (54a–d) which show that the PP-subject does not easily pass
the subject-verb agreement diagnostic (contra Davies and Dubinsky 2001). That is,
an agreement mismatch between the verb and the DP argument is severely degraded
or ungrammatical, yet agreement mismatches between the verb and multiple PP loca-
tions are not. Unsurprisingly, the best ratings come when the DP and coordinated PPs
12. Eric Fuß points out that these may in fact involve ellipsis of a nominalized being, since equivalents
are also possible in German. If this is the case, there is not problem to explain.
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match in number. Note that the plural subject-verb agreement with a preverbal PP in
(54a) gets higher acceptance from some speakers. I am unsure why (54a) is better than
(54c), yet its better rating may be related to attraction phenomena or the tendency in
English for subject-verb agreement canonically hold between the preverbal element
and the finite verb; the difference is unlikely to be significant in a scaled up study, yet
this ultimately and empirical question. In any case, the data below indicate that PP
subjects are impaired for agreement in the presence of another DP.13

(54) a. pl subject-verb agreementwith preverbal PP, DP-PP numbermismatch:
?(?)[[pp Under the chair] and [pp on the television set]] are [dp a nice place
[for the cat to sleep]]
1,2.5,4,4 (mean = 2.88, sd = 1.24)

b. sg subject-verb agreement with preverbal DP, DP-PP number mis-
match:
[dp A nice place [for the cat to sleep]] is [[pp Under the chair] and [pp on
the television set]]
5,5,6,7 (mean = 5.75, sd = 0.83)

c. sg subject-verb agreement with postverbal DP, DP-PP number mis-
match:
*/??[[pp Under the chair] and [pp on the television set]] is [dp a nice place
[for the cat to sleep]]
2,2,2,3 (mean = 2.25, sd = 0.43)

d. pl subject-verb agreement, number concord between PP and DP:
[[pp Under the chair] and [pp on the television set]] are [dp nice places [for
the cat to sleep]]
7,7,7,7 (mean = 7, sd = 0)

e. pl subject-verb agreement with postverbal PP, DP-PP number mis-
match:
*[dp A nice place [for the cat to sleep]]are [[pp Under the chair] and [pp on
the television set]]
1,1,1,1 (mean = 1, sd = 0)

13. This data was elicited via small questionnaire distributed via social medial.
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While agreement mismatches appear an issue, emphatic reflexives, raising, and
plural adverbs are fine as long as coordinated PPs and the DP match for number:

(55) a. Under the chair and on the television seem to be nice places to sleep.
b. Under the chair and on the television themselves are equally nice places to

sleep.
Yet once again, where the late DP denotes animate/human subject, the PP fails most

tests, i.e., agreement, raising, and plural adverbs are impossible; emphatic reflexives of
the PP are only acceptable where the verb agrees with the animate/human DP. How-
ever, in this type of construction emphatic reflexives are ruled out with coordinated
PPs, suggesting that some further pragmatic/semantic effect is involved.

(56) Human/animate DPs block subject PPs
a. No control

*Under the bridge seemed to be John.
b. No agreement

*Under the bridge and next to the big sign were John.
c. Agreement with DP

Under the bridge and next to the big sign was John. ✓
d. emphatic reflexives

Under the bridge itself was John. ✓
e. No plural adverbs / no plural emphatic reflexives

*Under the bridge and next to the big sign equally/themselves were/was
John.

It therefore appears that PPs passing all tests of subjecthood are limited primarily
to situations in which there is no obvious subject. A more far reaching question is if
it is better not to consider subject PPs as placed into a larger DP structure, but instead
as the only or most viable candidates for the derivation to treat as a subject in lieu of
an appropriate DP. Considering work by Grimshaw (2005) that the highest projection
of extended nominal projection is a PP, this may not be so far fetched.

Indeed, evidence in favour of last-resort PP subjects comes from Stowell’s (1981)
observation apparent PP subjects are restricted to copular verbs. For example, a PP
does not resemble a DP subject for two-place predicates such as to please (57a, 57b).
Likewise, in well-documented locative-inversion structures with unaccusative verbs,
the verb must agree with the canonical-DP subject in a non-canonical late position
(Bresnan 1977, 1994; Stowell 1981; Coopmans 1989; Birner 1994, 1996; Levin and
Rappaport Hovav 1995; Roberts 2010a) (see58).
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(57) a. *[Under the chair] pleased the cat.
b. *Did [under the chair] please the cat? (Stowell 1981:268)

(58) a. In the house *was/were living two small boys.
Possible counter evidence comes from observations by Bresnan (1994) and Davies

and Dubinsky (2001) that some transitive verbs do permit readings for PP subjects
which more closely resemble DP subjects. For example, the transitive causative verb
remind agrees with two coordinated PPs in (59).

(59) Under the bed and in the closet equally remind me of that game of hide-and-seek
we played. (Davies and Dubinsky 2001:251)

However, a set of mostly British English speaking consultants 14 do not easily accept
this use. That is, while (59) given with judgements below in (60b) is improved from
Stowell’s (1981) ungrammatical (60a), it has a mean rating well ceiling and the highest
rated sentences in (60c) 15. The nominalized verbal variant in (60c) was near ceiling for
9/10 speakers16. Note that three speakers seemed more at ease with (60b), including
one who had no issue with the sentence, yet this very high rating is an outlier 17.
However, 9/10 speakers rated the sentence in (60b) lower than the more canonical
(60c). In short, in cases such as (60b), there is no alternative for agreement in the
constellation, yet it is a syntactically awkward sentence which I do not consider strong
proof of DP-coercion.

(60) a. *[Under the chair] pleased the cat.
(mean = 1.8, sd = 0.87, n = 10) 1,3,2,2,1,1,3,3,1,1

b. ??Under the bed and in the closet (equally) remind me of that game of hide-
and-seek we played.
(mean = 3.35, sd =1.78, n = 10) 3,3,3.5,3,5,2,7,5,1,1

c. Being Under the bed and being in the closet (equally/themselves) remind me
of that game of hide-and-seek we played.
(mean = 6.3, sd=1.18, n = 10) 7,7,7,3,6,6,7,7,6,7

I suggest that (60b) is a special instance of last resort down to the PP receiving
a causer θ-role. Taking remind to mean [cause remember] and causer arguments to
14. 7 British, 2 Americans, 1 Canadian
15. I use a Likert scale from 1-7, where ceiling is 7 = completely acceptable, and natural and 1 is floor
= completely ungrammatical.
16. It is unlikely that a mean for such sentences will ever be at ceiling, as one judgement under 7 would
prevent this.
17. While I have not carried out a large quantitative study for this overview, a level of microvariation
between speakers or varieties is not unthinkable; the outlier was a speaker of Canadian English.
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enter the derivation in the same way that agents do, i.e., as external arguments (Chom-
sky 1995; Kratzer 1996; Collins 1997; Schäfer 2008; Alexiadou et al. 2015, among
many others), i.e., the PP need not have an extra DP-layer to be the subject. Taking
the position that object pronouns cannot agree with verbs in English, the verb must
agree with its external argument when one is present. Given that the coordinated PPs
refer to two separate locations, it is possible that subject-verb agreement is dictated
semantically or via the presence of the two nested DPs in the PPs; the exact mechanics
of subject-verb agreement are not the concern of this dissertation. Yet, if Davies and
Dubinsky (2001) are correct that this is evidence of the PPs gaining DP-subject status,
we require a solution for the ungrammaticality of (60a) that they cannot provide; given
that both the theme and experiencer of verbs of the piacere ‘to please’ type are internal
arguments (Belletti and Rizzi 1988), an argument-structural account is better suited to
explain such differences. In sum, PP subjects that behave in the same way as canonical
DP subjects are few and far between; where they do occur, they are extremely marked
and seem possible only because there is no better alternative in the derivation.

Thus, we are now in position to make the following generalisations with regard to
PP-subjects:

a. PP-subjects cannot agree with the verb if a nominative DP bearing different
number features is present.

b. When the PP is associated with a nominative DP, the nominative DP is al-
most always the syntactic subject regardless of position.

c. A nominative human/animate DP is always the syntactic subject.
d. When no DP is present whatsoever, the PP is necessarily the subject in all

regards.

In sum, we see that CP and PP-subjects occupy a special status, like German non-
canonical subject DPs. Concentrating on the PP subject, it appears on the one hand to
act as the predicated subject of the clause but does not typically bear the grammatical
hallmarks of subjecthood when it comes to triggering subject-verb agreement.

In part I of this dissertation, I shall explicitly investigate the nature of late DP sub-
jects and subject-like (in the broad sense) preposed PPs among other spatio-temporal
adverbial ”subjects” in locative inversion structures. That is, structures such as those
in (56c,d) and (58a) in which a PP does not show subject-like properties in terms of
agreement or properties of C/case, but it does occupy a central pragmatic role akin to
an Aristotelian subject and seemingly occupies a preverbal position typically reserved
for subjects. Indeed, it has been argued that such constructions with preposed locatives
and late DP-subjects involve a shift of perspectival centre of an event from focusing
purely on the THING to purely on the LOCation (Borschev and Partee 1998; Bentley
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et al. 2015:156). Calling on the Aristotelian notion that a predicate says something “of”
its subject, such a proposed shift of perspective can be understood as a role reversal
of the logical subject and predicate. This feeds into my eventual proposal that such
inversion always involves the syntactization of a formal distinction between subjects
of predication and canonical syntactic subjects; this idea builds directly on proposals
by (Cardinaletti 2004) that properties relating to grammatical subjecthood and being
the subject of a predication are encoded in separate syntactic projections.

1.4 A syntactic preamble: minimalist syntax
The terminology I have used until now has assumed a sound familiarity with basic ten-
ets of hierarchical phrase structure according to X’-theory (Jackendoff 1977) and the
generative frameworks of Government and Binding (GB) (Chomsky 1981, 1982, 1986,
1988) and the Minimalist Program (Chomsky 1995). However, given the vast range
of possible assumptions and competing hypotheses in modern minimalist syntax, let
us now take a moment to be specific about the fundamental architectural assumptions
that are important for the approach taken in this dissertation.

I adopt a largely minimalist approach to clause structure in assuming the following
basic clausal spine18:

(61)
CP

C′

TP

T′

VoiceP

Voice′

vP

complements

XPv
√rootv

Voice

...
T

...
C

...

18. I do not assume highly articulated cartographic structures (Rizzi 1997b; Cinque 1999; Belletti 2004;
Benincà and Poletto 2004; Cardinaletti 2004; among others), nor do I assume a split-INFL hypthotesis
(Pollock 1989).
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In this section I lay out four core aspects of syntax:

i. merge, the basic structure building operation (Chomsky 1995, 2000, 2001,
2008) (§1.4.1)

ii. The nature of Agree and the design of formal features
iii. Phasehood, inheritance, and edge positions
iv. VoiceP, vP and argument structure

Let us begin with Merge, the most fundamental operation in syntax.

1.4.1 Merge
Merge is the operation underlying syntactic structure building; Merge ’takes two syn-
tactic objects α and β and forms a new object γ = {α, β}’ (Chomsky 2001:3). The new
syntactic object γ = {α, β} (see 62a) is then free to merge with another syntactic unit
such as δ creating a new set; let us label the new object Σ: Σ = {δ, γ = {α, β}} (see
62b). I shall not elaborate on the complex issue of labeling more than is required, but
if we assume that α is the head, i.e., the minimal projection, then then the structure in
(62b) may be intepreted in more concrete terms as that in (see 62c). Consequently, all
structures are binary branching and generated bottom-up (see Chomsky 1995, 2001).
Merge is recursive and combines syntactic objects until the derivation is completed.

(62)

a.
γ

βα

b.
Σ

γ

βα

δ

c.
αmax

αint

βαmin

δ

Chomsky (2001) makes a core distinction between external merge and internal
merge. In external Merge, syntactic units are taken from the lexicon as part of the
Numeration/Lexical Array (henceforth LA) and combined in the syntax. In internal
Merge, syntactic objects already present in the derivation are copied and re-merged
higher in the derivation; this was previously classified as Move (Chomsky 1995) (and
still is casually). Merge of syntactic objects (both external and internal) is driven by
the interaction of formal syntactic features. The nature of syntactic features is very
much bound to the second core operation, Agree.
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1.4.2 The structure of features and Agree
The second operation Agree, as defined by Chomsky (2000:101), ‘establishes a rela-
tion (agreement, Case checking) between an LI [lexical item] α and a feature F in
some restricted search space (its domain)’. That is, Agree enables interaction between
matching formal features hosted on different heads in the derivation. But what do
features look like and how do they work?

In Chomsky’s 1995 conception, syntactic features come in three basic types, a cat-
egorial feature [V, N, etc.], and interpretable [iF] and uninterpretable [uF] features.
[iF]s may enter Spell-Out without any requirement of modification, since they are
visible at LF (Logical Form) and may appear in the derivation either alone or in com-
bination with [uF]s. [uF]s, however, cannot be spelled-out and must be deleted at LF.
In order to do this, [uF]s are checked by counterpart [iF]s and deleted due to a require-
ment for full interpretation. Consequently, [uF]s are necessary only to drive syntactic
operations and have little bearing on interpretation. Thus in terms of the formulations
of [uF] and [iF], Agree holds ‘between α and β, where α has interpretable inflectional
features and β has uninterpretable ones’ (Chomsky 2001:3).

I adopt a modified version of this theory of features; that is, Chomsky (2001) argues
that features are in fact divisible into co-occurring subtypes; not only are features
interpretable and uninterpretable, but they are also valued or unvalued. In short,
Chomsky’s (2001:5) system includes a biconditional relation between features, where
every [iF] is valued and each [uF] is unvalued [uF:_].

(63) a. [iF] = valued/interpretable
b. [uF:_] = unvalued/uninterpretable

In this conception, [i/uF]s no longer drive the derivation, yet [uF]s must still be
deleted due to full interpretation. Interpretability is important at the syntax-semantic
interface, but feature valuation is a narrow syntactic notion. Agree results from an
unvalued feature F (a probe P) on a head H probing for a valued feature F of the same
kind (a goal G) in its C-command domain; P is valued by G; this allows P’s [uF] to
be deleted. Agree is thus the driving force behind internal Merge, where a head/XP
must ”move” up the tree to value [F] on a higher lexical head. If any feature is left
unvalued/unchecked the derivation will crash19.

Finally, in addition to the featural representation of syntactic primitives such as
19. The division of labour between different feature types in the biconditional checking/valuation re-
lation has been questioned and expanded by some (Pesetsky and Torrego 2007; Bošković 2011). That
is, the separation of an F’s specification as both value/unvalued and iF/uF makes more complex Agree
relations possible. Indeed, both Pesetsky and Torrego (2007) and Bošković (2011) consider that the
separation of an F’s specification as both value/unvalued and iF/uF can in fact lead to a much more
flexible system, if we allow a relaxation of the biconditional relation between interpretability and value.
Thus, the following contexts are capable of yielding narrow syntactic Agree relations:
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categories, tense, aspect, and ϕ-features, I assume the presence of features encoding
discourse values in the syntax, i.e., topic, focus, contrast etc. Following Miyagawa
(2017), I adopt δ-features for this function, as opposed to a multitude of pragmatico-
semantic projections as familiar from cartographic approaches such as Split-CP (Rizzi
1997b) or left peripheries of vP (Jayaseelan 2001; Belletti 2004; among many others).
In short, Miyagawa (2017) argues that movement driven by information-structure pro-
ceeds on the basis of [uδ:_] probes on heads such as C or T. Languages with a [uδ:_]
specified for topichood, for example, on T can show an EPP associated with anaphor-
icity (for earlier suggestions along these lines see Kiss 2002; Fuß 2008), while those
languages lacking [uδ:_] on T will show a simple formal EPP requirement that the
subject requirement is linked purely to D and ϕ requirements, e.g., English Chomsky
(1995, 2000, 2001). I elaborate more on the implications of such a system throughout
this work. Crucially, however, Miyagawa (2017) suggests that variation and the distri-
bution of δ-features is dependent on differing inheritance relations from Phase Heads; I
now turn to formalize the approach taken for Phasehood (Chomsky 2000, 2001, 2008)
in this dissertation.

1.4.3 Phasehood
The contents of syntactic domains are transferred cyclically and bottom-up to the in-
terfaces (PF and LF). Each domain is called a phase (Chomsky 2000, 2001, 2008) and
the domain of the phase head, i.e., its complement, is subject to this Transfer. The fol-
lowing domains constitute phases: CP, vP within a Chomskian conception or VoiceP
(i) Possible Agree relations:

a. [uF:_] ↔ [val iF]
b. [uF:_] ↔ [val uF]
c. [iF:_] ↔ [val uF]
d. [iF:_] ↔ [val iF] (adapted from ex. 17, Bošković 2011:118)

This system enables valuation and checking to take place independently both up and down the tree.
For example, in a relation between two Fs in which [iF:_] acts as a probe for a [val uF], G will value
P but P will check G.Bošković (2011) suggests that not all instances of [uF]s need undergo checking at
all if they are also valued, since a positive value allows [uF] to delete without checking before reaching
LF.Moreover, Pesetsky and Torrego (2007) introduce the notion of reverse Agree whereby a [val iF]
may value/check a [unval uF] in its c-command domain. However, Pesetsky and Torrego (2007) differ
from Chomsky (2001) in that adopt a feature sharing approach; that is, when a [uF] is checked by
[iF], it actually becomes an instance of that same feature. This, paired with reverse agree, leads to the
conclusion that the movement of G bearing [val iF] to a P bearing [unval uF] can in theory check/value
an intermediate [Fα] with the template [val u], since [Fα] is c-commanded by the valued/checked P.
Likewise, if for some reason a lower G [val iF] has skipped over its P [unval uF] due to a more primary
instance of a probe-goal relation, for whatever reason, this G could then value P via reverse Agree from
a c-commanding position. Nonetheless, further exploration of the implications of non-matching binary
relationships is not of great import to the phenomena investigated nor the analyses proposes in this
dissertation. I take it that in most instances values and interpretability on any given F will match and
non-matching settings are exceptional.
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in a Kratzerian (1996) conception (Schäfer 2008; Legate 2014; Alexiadou et al. 2015),
DP (Bošković 2014; Citko 2014; Wurmbrand 2017), and potentially also pP (Svenonius
2003, 2007; Asbury et al. 2008; Abels 2012).

Importantly, phases and phase heads behave in special ways. This discussion con-
cerns itself with two key aspects; the Phase Impenetrability Condition and feature
inheritance from the phase head to the next lowest head in its C-command domain
(Chomsky 2000, 2001, 2008).

1.4.3.1 Phase edges
Minimalist syntax assumes certain locality constraints in the syntax. For example,
shorter Agree relations take primacy over longer ones, where an appropriate P–G re-
lation can be established (Chomsky 1995); this is known as the Minimal Link Condition
and akin to Rizzi’s (1990a et seq.) Relativized Minimality. In terms of phase theory,
an important locality constraint is that once the complement of a phase head is sent
to Spell-Out, known as Transfer, all transferred material becomes inaccessible to fur-
ther syntactic computation. Only the edge of a given phase is said to be accessible to
further instances of Agree and thus internal Merge. That is, phase-internal XPs can
only escape the phase via its edge. This is called the Phase Impenetrability Condition
((Chomsky 2001)) (henceforth PIC):

(64) Phase Impenetrability Condition (PIC):
The domain of H is not accessible to operations outside [above] HP; only H and
its edge are accessible to such operations. (Chomsky 2001:13)

In short, for an XP to pass from one phase into to another, it must be copied to the
phase edge, a specifier position of the phase head (Roberts 2010a). For example, a top-
icalized object DP spelled-out in CP cannot be fronted directly from within vP; it must
first move to a specifier of the Voice/vP phase, before undergoing further movement
to the C-domain20.

Therefore, an important question is how a phase head “decides” which XP to probe
to move to its edge. Chomsky (2001) posits the presence of generalized EPP features,
referred to here as edge features [EF] following Chomsky (2008). In this conception,
the EF is a simple formal requirement that a specifier of the PH be filled. Thus, in most
instances the highest possible goal necessarily moves to the edge. In this investigation
I assume a slight variation of this assumption, following Müller (2014).

Building on Chomsky (2001:34), Müller (2014) suggests that EFs take the form
[•X•] as category neutral structure building features which remain active only as long
20. The field if far from united on the definition of phasehood, the nature of PIC, and what exactly
constitutes a phase edge and what the role of the edge might be (Müller 2004a, 2011, 2014; den Dikken
2007; Gallego 2010; Richards 2011; Roberts 2012).
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as the head is active, i.e., as long the phase head has unvalued features. Thus, EFs are
parasitic on unvalued features. Only once the head is rendered inactive via feature
valuation, will the EF no longer act to build a specifier. This leaves open the question
as to whether a head requires multiple EFs to build multiple specifiers or if one EF
suffices; I leave this question open, however the important generalization is that EFs
are parasitic and can be deactivated.

(65) Edge Feature Condition (Müller 2014:39):
An edge feature [•X•] can be assigned to the head π of a phase only if (a) π is
still active and (b) this has an effect on outcome.

This condition has two important side effects. Firstly, an EF of the type [•X•] is not
constrained to target the closest possible XP, but because it works in tandem with active
features it can probe more specifically; thus where the phase head carries [uα:_] and
[•X•] an intervening XP specified for [iβ] is invisible to the phase head. Secondly, this
approach means that for a phase head with active [uα:_], [•X•] can either be satisfied
by movement of a phrase endowed with [iα] to the phase edge or it can be disarmed
via movement of a head endowed with [iα]. This theoretical position fits in well with
approaches to the subject EPP in the TP-domain that consider V-movement in null
subject languages to capable of replacing the need for XP-movement (cf. Alexiadou
and Anagnostopoulou 1998). Yet under standard assumptions, T is not a phase head
and thus a general question is then how phasal properties can end up on Non-Phase
Heads. Note that I explicitly and necessarily reject Müller’s 2014 position that every
phrase is a phase.

1.4.3.2 Feature inheritance
In this dissertation, I make use of the feature-inheritance-based system proposed by
(Ouali 2008, 2011) and employed for Germanic and Romance by (Biberauer and Roberts
2010). That is, building on (Chomsky 2008), the features of non-phase heads within
a given extended projection are inherited from the phase head. Ouali (2008, 2011)
proposes a system whereby three different options exist for feature inheritance of un-
valued/uninterpretable Fs from PH to a lower head:

i. keep (PH retains unvalued/uninterpretable Fs)

ii. share (unvalued/uninterpretable Fs are copied from PH to a lower head but re-
main present on both PH)

iii. donate (unvalued/uninterpretable features are donated from PH to a lower
head: Fs are only present on the lower head)
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This state of a affairs is illustrated in the different structures shown in (66).

(66) Basic inheritance constellations (Ouali 2008, 2011):

keep

PHmax/int

XP
...X

PHmin

{F1}
{F2}
{F3}

share

PHmax/int

XP

X
{F1}
{F2}
{F3}

Spec

PHmin

{F1}
{F2}
{F3}

donate

PHmax/int

XP

X
{F1}
{F2}
{F3}

Spec

PHmin

{F1}
{F2}
{F3}

These three inheritance operations also give rise to the possibility that different
features can be distributed differently across the phase head and the head of the dom-
inated projection. I show this schematically below:

(67) keep F1 + share F2 + donate F3

PHmax/int

XP

X
{F2}
{F3}

Spec

PHmin

{F1}
{F2}
{F3}

In principle, these options are available between any phase head and the follow-
ing heads in its transfer domain. However, let us be concrete. Suppose that T can
receive specifications for ±Tense, ±V, ϕ-features, and δ from C. Cross-linguistic vari-
ation may emerge where inheritance relations from C to T vary, as has been argued
at length for the nature of EPP requirements and the presence of V-to-T movement
by Biberauer and Roberts (2010). For example, Biberauer and Roberts (2010) claim
that languages in which C donates [uT:_] to T can show V-to-T movement - but need
not - yet V-to-T movement is not possible in languages in which [uT:_] is kept by C,
but they may have V-to-C movement. From the perspective of the EPP, Biberauer and
Roberts (2010) claim that Romance languages and English share the property that EPP
is donated from C to T, forcing a subject position; however, I shall not follow their per-
spective that Romance null-subject varieties are only optionally associated with EPP.
On the other hand, they view V2 languages as being of two fundamental types a) the
German type which keeps an EPP on C ruling out a subject position, and b) of the MSc
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type which shares EPP features between C and T giving rise to both V2 effects and a
subject position in Spec,TP. In the coming investigation, I shall not share every detail
of Biberauer and Roberts’s assumptions regarding the nature of V-to-T or the EPP. Non-
etheless, the system developed by Ouali (2008, 2011) and employed by Biberauer and
Roberts (2010) is a powerful and potentially fruitful way to consider cross-linguistic
variation in edge requirements, subject positions, and V-movement.

Indeed, given the assumptions, I make here concerning the nature of edge features,
it is possible for an EF [•X•] to be subject to any of the proposed inheritance rela-
tionships, in the same way as Biberauer and Roberts (2010) assume for generalized
EPP features. The fact that [•X•] provides the advantage of not always necessitating
that an XP appear at the edge can perhaps better account for apparent optionality in
languages.

1.4.3.3 A basic hypothesis for the EPP
Given this discussion, we can make a basic hypothesis about the nature of the EPP in
an overt subject and SVO language like English. That is, following Chomsky (2001),
English T has the features [uD:_] and [uϕ:_] inherited from C via donate and the EF
[•X•] likewise inherited from C; given that Spec,CP is canonically empty in English
the donate option is most plausible.

(68)
CP

TP

T
...T

{ϕ,D}
[•X•]

C

This type of approach makes the prediction that if [ϕ,D] features can be checked
by the finite verb, no specifier will be generated on TP, as the EF will be rendered
inactive. Thus, in the spirit of claims by Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou (1998) for
the EPP in null-subject languages, in languages in which the finite verb bears valued
D and ϕ features, Spec,TP is either not projected as the EPP position or it is optional
on the basis of some other optional feature on T which cannot be valued by the verb.
I shall update this proposal in Chapter 4 according to variation in the availability and
types of of locative inversion structures in English, French, Italian, and Hebrew.
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1.4.4 VoiceP, vP and Argument structure
An important consideration in this investigation focuses on where subjects enter the
derivation and how that interacts with non-canonical surface subject linearizations. In
this regard, I depart from Chomsky’s (1995) well-known conception of vP, and adopt
Kratzer’s (1996) VoiceP, in which the functional head Voice introduces the external
argument (EA), i.e., subjects encoding agent and causer θ-roles, and perhaps also
nominative subject experiencers. I assume the structure in (69) for the external Merge
of EA, the verb and its complements.

(69) VoiceP

Voice′

vP

complementsv
√rootv

Voice

EA

This approach differs from Chomsky’s (1995) little v in that the heads introdu-
cing the EA and v, the light verb verbalizing V and encoding causative semantics,
are severed. While v retains its verbalizing (categorizing) character and causative se-
mantics, it is orthogonal to EA and accusative Case. Importantly, VoiceP is thus a
necessary ingredient for accusative to be assigned to any lower internal argument (IA)
(Johnson 1991; Kratzer 1996; Alexiadou et al. 2006, 2015; Schäfer 2008).

Note also that the representation in (69) lacks a VP. This is based on the assump-
tion that the lexical verb is merged in a complex head, made up of a categorizing head
v and a lexical root √.... The complement(s) of v, i.e., its internal argument(s) (IA),
are thus immediately dominated by vP rather than VP (Marantz 2008; Arad 2003;
Embick and Marantz 2008; Embick 2010, 2015; Alexiadou et al. 2015). Roots associ-
ated with a Chomskian V in fact lack any category, belonging to open classes devoid
of formal syntactic-semantic features associated with functional categories (Alexiadou
et al. 2015:11). Thus, roots are necessarily categorized in order to fulfill any lexical-
grammatical function:

(70) Categorization Assumption
Roots cannot appear without being categorized; roots are categorized by com-
bining with category-defining functional heads, e.g., v, n. (Embick
2010)

Finally, variations in the projection of Voice and its features lead to different trans-
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itivity alternations. Adopting the typology proposed by Schäfer (2008), refined by
Alexiadou et al. (2015), there are five constellations for cross-linguistically attested
transitivity alternations, all of which are illustrated in (71).

(71) A typology of Voice and transitivity alternations: (Alexiadou et al. 2015)

a. Active thematic Voice

VoiceP

Voice′

...vP...Voice
{λx, D}

DP
agent/causer

- Transitives
- Unergatives intransitives

b. Voiceless unaccusatives

vP

DP
patient/theme

v
√
verb

v

(to be revised in Chapter 5)
- Pure unaccusatives
- Unmarked anticausatives

c. Expletive active Voice

VoiceP

Voice′

vPVoice
{Ø, D}

DP

- Marked anticausatives:
e.g., German sich and Ro-
mance se-reflexives

d. Thematic non-active Voice

VoiceP

...vP...Voice
{λx, Ø}

- Passives; assuming implicit
agent or causer θ-roles in lieu
of a by-phrase, and perhaps
realisation of the by-phrase on
Voice (Collins 2005) or as an
adjunct.
- Middles

e. Expletive non-active Voice

VoiceP

...vP...Voice
{Ø, Ø}

- Marked anticausatives in Albanian and Greek
e.g., non-active inflection or a reflexive clitic
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For our purposes, the single most important distinction is that only active them-
atic Voice can merge an EA subject DP in its specifier and all other variations merge
subject DPs and assign their θ-roles in vP internal positions. For a thematic external
argument of Voice to be merged, i.e., an agent or causer subject DP, Voice must carry
a D feature requiring a DP to merge in its specifier and also be able assign a θ-role,
denoted above via the function {λx}. Any other combination has the effect that the
syntactic-semantic subject DP can only enter the derivation as an internal argument,
which is typically assigned a patient or theme θ-role. In short, only thematic variants
of Voice can introduce an agent or causer θ-roles and only active variants can intro-
duce a D-element in Spec,VoiceP. Where Voice is present, it is a phase head and in its
absence v is the lone phase head of the verbal domain (Alexiadou et al. 2015). Given
the assumptions made for EFs as [•X•] following Müller (2014), we might suppose
that as a phase head, active Voice in fact hosts both D and [•X•] in order to build an
EA-related specifier.

I shall not discuss or investigate formal differences between different types of marked
anticausatives, as this is largely irrelevant to the questions pursued in this study and the
data under investigation. Thus, the difference between (71c,d) is not particularly rel-
evant for our purposes. Regardless, non-thematic DP reflexives merged in Spec,VoiceP
cannot satisfy EPP requirements in the canonical subject position, i.e., Spec,TP in lan-
guages with EPP. Fabienne Martin (p.c.) points out an especially interesting contrast;
consider the French optionally marked anticausative verb casser ’to break’ in (72a).
In its unmarked form it lacks a voice layer, but in its marked form with se it makes
use of expletive active Voice. In unmarked contexts, the thematic subject must occur
initially; an expletive reading of il is not possible (72b). In marked contexts however,
an inversion where se satisfies clausal subject requirements is impossible (72c) yet the
subject expletive il is possible if the subject fails to be promoted21 (72d).
21. Fabienne Martin puts the suppression of the expletive il reading in unmarked contexts by the agen-
tive and homophonous personal pronoun reading down to form-function competition in this environ-
ment.
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(72) a. Un
the
vase
vase

(se)
refl

casse.
breaks

‘A vase breaks.’
b. il

*expl/he
casse
breaks

un
a
vase.
vase

‘he breaks a vase.’
c. *Se

refl
casse
breaks

un
a
vase.
vase

d. il
expl

se
refl

casse
breaks

un
a
vase.
vase

‘A vase breaks.’

In sum, Voice serves an important role in assigning θ-roles to external arguments
and permitting or ruling out external argument DPs 22, as well as facilitating vP internal
subjects. For in-depth (lexical-)semantic and syntactic motivations for VoiceP and its
different typological instantiations, I refer primarily to Kratzer (1996), Schäfer (2008),
and Alexiadou et al. (2015).

1.4.5 Parameters and variation
Lastly, this dissertation deals with syntactic variation. Consequently, I adopt the gen-
eral definition of parametric variation provided by Borer (1984:29) and Chomsky
(1995:4-5), referred to as the Borer-Chomsky Conjecture (henceforth BCC as dubbed
by Baker (2008:353) (73):

(73) The Borer-Chomsky Conjecture:(Baker 2008:353)
All parameters of variation are attributable to differences in the features of par-
ticular items (e.g., the functional heads) in the lexicon.

The first consequence of the BCC is that the syntactic variation is reduced to lexical
variation, whereby there is no substantive difference between formal features {uF:_/iF}
and lexical heads in the lexicon, except that features are associated with particular
heads. Therefore, all syntactic differences are the result of microparametric variation,
22. The addition of the external argument takes place via the Event Identification function of Voice
(Kratzer 1996:122), which maps the argument to the event(s) at hand; the exact semantic representation
is not directly relevant to the goals of this investigation, yet it is given here for completeness:
(i) f g => h

<e <s,t> > <s,t> <e,<s,t> >
λxeλes[Agent(x)(e)] λes[feed(the dog)(e)] λxeλes[Agent(x)(e) & feed(the dog)(e)]
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and where a grammar shows macroparametric values including the clustering of prop-
erties, such as the head parameter, i.e., harmonically head-initial versus head-final
languages, these are in fact aggregates of microparametric values.

With this in mind, it is clear then that different transitivity alternations and instan-
tiations of VoiceP and vP are microparametric options. Likewise, both the discussions
in Section (1.2) on variation regarding canonical subject positions and in the different
inheritance options for phase heads introduced in Section (1.4.3) are essentially mi-
croparametric options. Consequently, the term microparameter has very little to no
explanatory value, yet is nonetheless a useful way of describing and categorising finite
points of variation.

1.5 The Roadmap
Over the course of the this dissertation, I develop a model which can but need not sever
formal subject requirements related to D and ϕ from a syntactic subject-of-predication
requirement, crucially different from but in the spirit of Cardinaletti (2004) and Mohr
(2005). I now give a brief overview of each part and chapter of this dissertation.

Part I: Locative Inversion
Part I concerns Locative Inversion; in particular, it addresses the status of preposed
locative subjects, the nature of the canonical subject position, and the status of the
post verbal DP subject.

Chapter 2
Chapter two introduces the problem of Locative Inversion in more depth. A range of
fundamental cross-linguistic properties are introduced, such as an association with un-
accusativity, broad-focus on the verb and late subject DP, interactions with definiteness
effects, semantico-pragmatic restrictions against negation and compound periphrases
encoding compound aspect. Building on joint previous work with Fabienne Martin
and Silvio Cruschina (Sluckin et al. 2021; Sluckin and Martin In Prep), it is argued for
English that the aforementioned semantico-pragmatic restrictions on LI relate to an
evidentiality requirement resulting from a syntactically active but covert experiencer
argument proEXP, which encodes a presupposed perception event.

Chapter 3
Chapter three hosts an in-depth investigation of overt and covert forms of LI; the lat-
ter have traditionally been referred to as Free Inversion. Building on work by Pinto
(1997); Bentley and Cruschina (2018) and Sluckin et al. (2021), it is shown that lan-
guages like Italian and Hebrew appear to make use of two separate types of covert
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argument in covert LI structures, namely a covert situational argument proSIT or a cov-
ert deictic locative pronouns proLOC. On the other hand, French appears to allow a
covert-LI-like structure in narrative contexts, which is posited to make use the covert
experiencer proEXP. It is then shown that English differs from all other languages under
investigation in limiting LI to matrix contexts, an observation going back to (cf. Stowell
1981). On the basis of the evidence in this chapter, I argue against topic analyses for
preposed spatio-deictic arguments, instead proposing that they can in fact be under-
stood as Subjects of Predication that show behaviour reminiscent of both topics and
subjects but exclusive to neither.

Chapter 4
The formal nature of the subject requirement in French, English, Italian and Hebrew
varies between two fundamental types. While the traditional EPP comprises a set of D
and ϕ-features on T in all languages, a δ feature with the specification [+Subject of
Predication] (SoP) (see Cardinaletti 2004; Mohr 2005; Sluckin et al. 2021) is located
on T in French, Italian, and Hebrew, but on C in English. This δSoP can either be valued
together with D and ϕ-features or separately from them, creating a separate position,
either a higher Spec,TP or a Spec,CP position, depending on the language at hand. I
propose that those languages which are able to value D and ϕ-features on T via internal
or external Merge of the finite verb - Italiand and Hebrew - will project a subject feature
purely on the basis of SoP requirements. Those languages that require XP-movement
to value D and ϕ requirements - French and Englihs - will either value D, ϕ-features
and δSoP requirements via A movement or a combination of A and A’-movement if the
D and ϕ-valuing element and the SoP are not one and the same.

Chapter 5
In this chapter, the system developed in chapter 4 is specifically applied to cross-
linguistic variation in LI. It is argued that languages with SoP requirements on T per-
mit LI in embedded clauses, while those that have an SoP requirement on CP (English)
limit LI to matrix clauses. Furthermore, I propose that previous proposals concerning
satisfaction of the EPP in English via an expletive pro (Coopmans 1989; Postal 2004;
Bruening 2010) or for French via an implicit stage topic in French (Lahousse 2003b)
are in fact better understood as movement of the covert experiencer proEXP to check ϕ

and D features of the EPP. While similar proposals involving a silent expletive or silent
stage topic, proEXP is both semantically and formally more adept to the formal and in-
terpretation requirements of LI. Moreover, it is argued that covert LI in Hebrew can be
broken down into two types, a narrative and an out-of-the-blue type, only the former
of which shows definiteness requirements; this is put down to variation in the interplay
of the non-selected silent situational argument proSIT in T and the silent locative-deictic
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argument proLOC in the argument structure.

Chapter 6
Here, I go beyond the functional domain, concentrating instead chiefly on the finer
structure of the vP and small clause. For reasons of space, the discussion on argument
structure is largely limited to English. Nonetheless, the main claim is that English LI
always involves a small-clause structure in which the DP-subject, locative SoP, and the
silent experiencer are merged. I argue that previous accounts which consider typic-
ally unergative verbs to retain their agentive structure, in our terms a active-thematic
Voice layer, are off the mark (cf. Levin and Rappaport Hovav 1995). Via an array
of syntactic tests and theoretical arguments, the case is made that English LI always
involves verbs merged with an unaccusative structure; thus, novel claim here is that
unergatives in LI with a existential/located-motion reading along the line of ‘exist in a
state of manner/activity x at a location y’ are indeed coerced as unaccusatives, just as
has been claimed for manner-of-motion verbs taking a directional goal (Hoekstra and
Mulder 1990; Levin and Rappaport Hovav 1995). This is followed by a brief discussion
of why Italian is perhaps less flexible in this respect, yet other operations such as par-
ticiple movement and v-to-T movement are able to permit a greater range of agentive
unergatives in LI without the need for coercion.

Part II: Verb-Third in Kiezdeutsch and the rise of a subject position
Part II investigates the nature of the subject and a preverbal non-canonical subject
position in verb-third distributions in the urban German contact variety Kiezdeutsch
(Wiese 2006, 2009, 2012).

Chapter 7
This chapter introduces the problem presented by the verb-third pattern [frame set-
ter −→ subject −→Vfin] in the German contact variety Kiezdeutsch, which I dub %V3.
A review of the strengths and weaknesses of previous approaches is given. It is ar-
gued that previous approaches by Te Velde (2017), Hinterhölzl (2017) and Walkden
(2017) are too restrictive in some respects but may overgenerate in others. I draw a
link between resumptive phenomena giving rise to verb-third linearisations, e.g., Left
Dislocation (henceforth LD) and Hanging Topic Left Dislocation (henceforth HTLD), ar-
guing that any study and analysis of V2 violations should consider them together (see
the typology by Wolfe 2015, 2019). This discussion is followed by a corpus study of the
distributions of the %V3, LD and HTLD in comparing distributions in Kiezdeutsch with
those in an adult mono-lingual corpus. It is shown that Kiezdeutsch speakers differ
from adult monolinguals not only in their use of %V3 but in parallel behaviour in LD
and HTLD; that is, Kiezdeutsch speakers almost never permit resumptive objects but do
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allow resumed subjects and resumed spatio-temporal adverbs. Adult monolingual Ger-
mans appear to dislocate and resume objects more freely. Moreover, examination of
the metadata in the Kiezdeutsch corpus also suggests that those Kiezdeutsch speaker
from monolingual and multilingual homes show the same differences. The findings
can be summed as follows; multilingual Kiezdeutsch speakers appear to show a com-
plementary distribution between frame-setting adverbs, LD topics and Hanging Topics
on the one hand, and object DPs on the other.

Chapter 8
This chapter hosts a new syntactic approach to %V3 which takes account of the LD
and HTLD data and the apparent ban on preverbal objects in these structures for many
multilingual Kiezdeutsch speakers. Two key syntactic claims are made:

a. Following Walkden (2017), Kiezdeutsch makes use of a recursive CP structure; how-
ever, I argue that the specifier of the lower CP is associated with δSoP, better account-
ing for a restriction against objects.

b. Verb-third derivations are derived when V-movement to the higher head is bled by
the presence of a frame setter or other dislocated topic in LD or HTLD, all of which
share a proposed primitive anchoring feature.

The bleeding operation is made possible by a proposed anchoring feature [±α],
which can either be valued via inherently anchoring [±T] features on the finite verb
or via Move/Merge of an XP bearing [iα]. It is finally suggested that variation in
verb-third distributions across speaker groups can be considered microvariation in the
presence of [uδSoP:_] on the low C head, and differing inheritance options for other
discourse related features across C-heads. Kiezdeutsch is considered to to involve keep
of other δ features on the high C head, while monolingual spoken German and Standard
German are considered to share these features across both C heads.

Chapter 9
As a final diachronic step, the emergence of %V3 is reconsidered. The hypothesis that
%V3 is in fact a historically constant but “rediscovered” pattern (Wiese and Müller
2018) is explicitly rejected. Certain aspects of Walkden’s (2017) diachronic scenario
are called into question, i.e., that the pattern emerged from the attempts of the chil-
dren of immigrants to reconcile V2 violations in the L2 Primary Linguistic Data (PLD)
provided by their parents and consistent V2 data from L1 monolingual peers. I argue
that the prevalence of %V3 in Kiezdeutsch related to a proven correlation between
late subsequent bilingual, i.e., first major exposure to German at four or later, expos-
ure to German and %V3 (Jabnoun 2006; Rothweiler 2006; Sopata 2010). I suggest that
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the lack of rich-enough evidence in the speech community to abandon this option, as
is normally the case, is crucial in its establishment as a genuine grammatical option.
This boils down then to an interaction between so-called input and onset effect (Meisel
2011; Tsimpli 2014; Unsworth 2016). Finally, I argue that %V3 does not necessarily
result from reconciling conflicting input, but it instead finds its origin in a proclivity
for a natural order of information structure (Wiese et al. 2020) and a Minimal Default
Grammar (Roeper 1999) that permits %V3 orders before children are able to separate
the phasal and phrasal properties of C and T.

Chapter 10
This final chapter offers a brief summary of the chief overarching findings of the dis-
sertation. Lastly, attention is given to some consequences of the analyses proposed,
remaining open questions, and future directions for research.
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Chapter 2

Locative Inversion: Variation and the
Problem

2.1 Introduction
This part of the dissertation investigates Locative Inversion (henceforth LI) and in-
stances of so-called Free Inversion, which in fact share many of the same syntactic,
semantic, and pragmatic properties with LI, including a locative speaker-oriented read-
ing (cf. Pinto 1997; Tortora 1997, 2001; Sheehan 2007; Bentley and Cruschina 2018;
Sluckin et al. 2021). As introduced in the last chapter, LI and Free Inversion are phe-
nomena in which the canonical subject falls in a non-canonical position. The canonical
subject position is occupied either by a spatio-temporal XP, as shown for English LI in
(74a), or appears to remain empty, as demonstrated in Italian free inversion (74b).

(74) a. English Locative Inversion
[ppInto the room] came [subjJohn].

b. Italian Free Inversion
È
is
arrivato
arrived

[subjGianni].
Gianni

‘Gianni arrived (here)’.

Both structures are remarkable because they violate otherwise canonical SV word
orders associated with the EPP (75 a,b) (Chomsky 1981, 1982, 1995). This has been
modelled in terms of an EPP feature associated with some combination of D, ϕ, and
nominative Case features on T, whereby the closest nominative DP to T is moved from
from the Voice/vP domain to Spec,TP. In English, this requirement is stronger than in
a null-subject language (henceforth NSL) like Italian, since a phonologically overt DP
subject must typically occupy Spec,TP.

55
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(75) a. [subjJohn] [vfincame] [ppinto the room]
b. [subjGianni]

Giann
è
is
arrivato.
arrived

‘Gianni arrived (here)’.

It has been argued to differing degrees by Pinto (1997)Tortora (1997, 2001), Shee-
han (2007), Teixeira (2016), and most recently by Sluckin et al. (2021) that both struc-
tures are in fact very closely related or one and the same. In both structures, the DP
subject surfaces in a postverbal position receiving presentational focus (Bresnan 1994;
Levin and Rappaport Hovav 1995; Landau 2010b) as part of a broad-focus structure
encompassing the entire syntactic comment (Pinto 1997; Tortora 1997; Sheehan 2007;
Bentley and Cruschina 2018; Sluckin et al. 2021). Moreover, both structures typically
involve unaccusative verbs or a select group of unergatives that select for both a DP
and a spatial argument; transitive verbs and most unergative verbs cannot participate
(76a,b).

(76) a. *[ppInto the room] [vfinthrew] [subjJohn] [dothe ball]
b. *[ppIn the room ] [vfinsang/was singing] [subjJohn]

For both LI and Free Inversion, there is some consensus that either the preposed
overt locative XP or a preposed silent locative argument, both denoting some contex-
tually relevant or familiar location or situation, satisfy clausal subject requirements
in some way, i.e., the EPP in Spec,TP (Pinto 1997; Sheehan 2007; Corr 2016; Sluckin
et al. 2021). Thus, both involve an XP denoting a spatial or occasionally temporal
relation 1 being preposed at the expense of the DP subject.

Note that for LI with an overt preposed spatial XP, use of the term ‘locative’ is a
blanket term and not necessarily a simple locative θ-role. The preposed XP may
encode various spatial-deictic functions, e.g., existence of movement at a location,
speaker-oriented motion and directed motion to a goal, a locative source, or a path
(among others Stowell 1981; Levin and Rappaport Hovav 1995; Landau 2010b; Roberts
2010a; Sluckin et al. 2021).

This part of the thesis presents an in-depth cross-linguistic investigation into the
syntax and pragmatics of LI. I look to address the status of the preverbal XP and in-
teraction with the EPP subject requirement in TP, the status and position of the late
subject, and more widely the interaction between LI and argument structure.
1. In English, when the preposed phrase is temporal, for example, it usually denotes a temporal location
(Birner 1996), yet cross-linguistically other temporal adverbials do occur to different degrees, often
depending on the nature of a particular language’s preverbal subject requirement.
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2.1.1 The cross-linguistic scope of the investigation
LI is in fact cross-linguistically common in languages with canonical SVO orders, ap-
pearing in various distributions and to various extents across all Romance Languages
(Benincà 1988; Pinto 1997; Tortora 1997, 2001; Silva 2001; Sheehan 2007; Bentley
et al. 2015; Corr 2016), English (Bresnan 1977; Stowell 1981; Bresnan 1994; Coopmans
1989; Levin and Rappaport Hovav 1995), Hebrew (Shlonsky and Doron 1991; Shlon-
sky 1997; Borer 2010), and to a certain extent in SOV Dutch (Zwart 1992; Bresnan
1994). Furthermore, Bantu languages such as Chichewa (Bresnan 1994) (77) are also
well-known to show LI. I leave LI in Bantu aside for reasons of space and the complex-
ities of variation within Bantu syntax; I refer the reader to Salzmann (2004, 2011) and
Bresnan (1994) for a review. Nonetheless, this cross-linguistic prevalence of LI sug-
gests that locative XPs can fulfil the syntactic role of a DP subject in these languages
in one way or another.

(77) Ku
17
mu-dzi
3-village

ku
17
na-bwér-a
subj-rec.pst-come-fv

a-lěndo.
2-visitor

‘To the village came visitors.’ (ex. 57b Bresnan 1994:93)

This chapter looks specifically to set out the situation regarding the subject-like
status of locatives in four SVO languages known to show LI: English, French and
Italian as typologically diverse (admittedly not too diverse) examples of Romance,
and Hebrew. This selection has been made for the reason that these languages repres-
ent a range of not only typologically diverse languages, but they also show more or
less flexible clausal subject requirements, i.e., an obligatory overt subject requirement,
or variation in the null-subject parameter, and the reported ability to merge subject
expletives.

For example, Italian is an NSL known to demonstrate a diverse range of locative
and other inversion structures beyond its base SVO order (Cinque 1995, 1999; Pinto
1997; Tortora 1997; Hulk and Pollock 2001). These include both Free Inversion with a
locative reading (78a) (Benincà 1988; Bianchi 1993; Pinto 1997; Tortora 1997; Bentley
and Cruschina 2018) and cases of overt preposed locatives in LI.

(78) a. È
is
arrivato
arrived

Gianni.
Gianni

‘Gianni arrived (here)’.
b. Nella

In-the
camera
room

è
is
entrato
entered

Gianni.
Gianni

‘Into the Room came Gianni.’.
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Furthermore, Hebrew’s status as a non-Indo-European partial NSL offers a valuable
point of contrast with Indo-European languages. Hebrew is similar to Italian in that
it possesses both LI (Shlonsky 1987, 1997) (79a) free inversions resembling those in
Italian (79b) (Shlonsky 1987, 1997; Borer 2010).

(79) a. Betox
Inside

ha-xeder
the-room

ha-ze
the-this

yoshev
sit.sg

ha-yeled.
the-boy

‘In this room is sitting the boy.’
b. Higiya

Arrived
yeled.
boy

‘(Here) arrived a boy.’

A question for languages permitting Free Inversion with speaker-oriented/locative
interpretations is to what extent covert LI of the Italian and Hebrew types resemble one
another, i.e., involve a covert locative argument satisfying EPP, while also giving rise
to a speaker-oriented reading (Pinto 1997; Tortora 1997, 2001; Sheehan 2007; Corr
2016), or if alternative analyses involving null expletives or event arguments are more
appropriate (Rizzi 1986; Benincà 1988; Bianchi 1993; Cinque 1990, 1995; Shlonsky
1997; Borer 2010).

Turning back to overt-subject languages, I examine strictly SVO English as it is an
example of a Germanic overt-subject language without V22. Considering the consid-
erable attention the structure has received in English, it provides a reliable reference
point. However, it will become clear that cross-linguistic comparison can shed light
on certain idiosyncrasies of LI in English, e.g., a restriction to matrix clauses. In short,
English allows LI with a fronted overt locative XP, but rules out Free Inversion; thetic
subject inversions with preverbal expletive there are available in similar conditions to
LI.

(80) a. In the room appeared a little girl.
b. There appeared a little girl.
c. *appeared a little girl.

French, in contrast, represents a halfway house between the more flexible word or-
der of NSLs like Italian and the more fixed-nature of English word order (see Lahousse
2003b, 2006, 2007, 2011; Rowlett 2007). While English and French are both overt-
subject languages with stricter surface SV constraints, French allows not only overt LI
(81a) but also expletive inversions in contexts disallowed in English, e.g., certain verbs
2. Inversions are by default less remarkable in a V2 system and the diagnostics of LI are clouded (see
Salzmann 2004).
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(81b), impersonal constructions; and Stylistic Inversion (Kayne and Pollock 2005; Row-
lett 2007). Free inversions are generally ruled out, but I shall show in Section (3.1.3)
that very contextually limited instances do occur (see also Lahousse 2007, 2011)

(81) a. Hors
Out

de
of
la
the
maison
house

est
is.3sg

sortie
exited.ptcp

Boucle
Goldilocks

d’Or.

‘out of the house came Goldilocks.’
b. Il

expl
est
is
mort
died

quelqu’un.
someone

‘Someone died’ / *There died someone.’

A point of interest for all these languages then is how movement of the DP subject to
Spec,TP is somehow blocked and/or superseded by a spatial (or sometimes temporal)
XP (Bresnan 1994; Levin and Rappaport Hovav 1995; Collins 1997).

Finally, LI structures superficially resemble V2 structures which allow A/A’ move-
ment to a preverbal position in the C-domain and movement of v-to-C (82a), which has
led some to erroneously consider it an instance of lexically conditioned V2 structure
(see Mohr 2005). However, LI shows semantic and structural limitations on both the
verb and fronted XP that are not present in V2; for example, not any adjunct (82b) can
occupy the preverbal position in LI, as is more or less possible in V2 (82c). Neither can
any verb take part, i.e., transitives, most unergatives, and unaccusative change-of-state
verbs are incompatible with LI or expletive inversions (Alexiadou and Schäfer 2011)
but they show no such limitations in inversions in a V2 language like German (82d vs
82e). In line with Roberts (2010a), I do not consider LI an instance of a residual V2
constellation (cf. Rizzi 1996).

(82) a. Auf
On

den
the
Tisch
table

legte
laid

Helge
Helge

das
the
Buch.
book

‘Helge put the book on the table.’
b. ??*Yesterday/*Happily/*Probably was sitting John (in the kitchen).
c. Gestern/Fröhlich/Wahrscheinlich

Yesterday/Happily/Probably
saß
sit.3sg.pst

Johann
Johann

(in
(in
der
the
Küche).
kitchen)

d. *In the room broke the vase
e. In

in
der
the.dat

Küche
Room

zerbrach
broke

die
the
Vase.
vase

‘*In the kitchen broke the vase.’

Nonetheless, an LI-like distribution in continental Germanic Dutch seems to show
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that V2 and LI are in fact orthogonal. In Dutch, a complimentary distribution between
locative XPs and the historically locative TP expletive er has been reported (Zwart
1992; Bresnan 1994) (see 83). That is, a fronted locative PP removes the need for
expletive er, yet a fronted temporal adverb cannot do this, as is shown in the contrast
between (83a,b) and (83c,d). Zwart (1992) even reports that co-occurrence of the
preposed locative and expletive er are degraded; note the contrasts in (84a,b,c).

(83) a. Gisteren
yesterday

werd
became.pass.3sg

in
in
de
the
tuin
garden

gedanst.
danced

‘Yesterday people were dancing in the garden.’
b. In

in
de
the
tuin
garden

werd
became.pass.3sg

gedanst.
danced

‘Yesterday people were dancing in the garden.’
c. Gisteren

yesterday
werd
became.pass.3sg

er
expl

gedanst.
danced

‘Yesterday people were dancing in the garden.’
d. ??Gisteren

yesterday
werd
became.pass.3sg

gedanst.
danced

‘Yesterday people were dancing.’ (adapted from ex.24, Zwart 1992)

(84) a. ??In
in

de
the
kast
closet

zit
sits
er
expl

een
a
lijk.
body

‘There’s a body in the closet.’
b. In

in
de
the
kast
closet

zit
sits
een
a
lijk.
body

‘In the closet is a body.’
c. Er

expl
zit
sits
een
a
lijk
body

in
in
de
the
kast.
closet

‘There’s a body in the closet.’ (see footnote 14, Zwart 1992)

German does not show such behaviour (Salzmann 2004); we have established that
German does not have any subject requirement in Spec,TP (Haider 2010). Mohr (2005)
has claimed that er is not in fact a pure expletive but an event argument, while Haider
(2010) shows that er does not behave like proper subject expletive. If correct, this could
have implications for claims concerning LI in Dutch (Zwart 1992; Bresnan 1994), in
that the crucial factor may not be the subject-like status of the locative, but the event-
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inducing properties of locatives and a matching requirement in the high TP domain.
I leave the Dutch distribution aside in this chapter, as teasing apart the complexities
of V2 inversions and LI are particularly complex, yet future work should take up this
issue. Leaving Dutch aside, and with this brief discussion in mind, let us quickly set
out a formal null-hypothesis for both structures.

2.1.2 Research questions
While this chapter chiefly provides an empirical review of the pragmatic and syn-
tactic properties of overt and covert LI structures, the entire investigation looks to
shed light on the interaction between information structural and formal properties of
inversion-licensing arguments and verbs in order to elucidate the formal link between
LI and syntactic requirements for subjecthood; in sum, LI presents the following re-
search questions:

i. What is it about the syntactic encoding of location and change of location that lets
spatial XPs behave like subjects?

ii. What is it about the syntactic subject requirement (EPP) that permits locatives to
resemble the syntactic behaviour of subjects?

iii. Do other structural factors contribute and if so how?

iv. What is the role of information structure?

v. What is the role of semantics in synchronic restrictions on LI?

The questions (i) and (ii) require some qualification. While these two questions may
appear tautologous at first, I believe that it is not the case. It is possible that locatives
and subjects share some identical feature constellation. However, it is also possible
that they are formally distinct but that the syntactic subject requirement (EPP) is in fact
somewhat flexible, allowing valuation via a heterogeneous set of constituents. Finally,
the apparent relationship between locatives and subjecthood may in some cases be
superficial, i.e., there is perhaps some other covert syntactic operation such a raising
of a silent argument or a repair operation which gives rise to the apparent relationship
(Coopmans 1989; Pinto 1997; Tortora 1997; Rizzi and Shlonsky 2006; Bruening 2010).

In this chapter specifically, I set out some fundamental properties of LI structures
cross-linguistically and elaborate on some key restrictions appearing to stem from
them.
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2.2 The fundamentals of LI: discourse and grammar
I shall now introduce a set of fundamental properties of LI and Free Inversion from both
information structural and syntactic perspectives. This will allow us to make some
general theoretical assumptions before addressing specific issues in the next sections.

2.2.1 Information structure
2.2.1.1 The preposed locative: topic by name or topic by nature?
Let us consider first the discourse value of the preposed locative, the fronted element
must always be as or more retrievable from the context than the inverted subject. Thus,
the preposed locative has traditionally been considered a topic of sorts; in this regard,
fronted locatives in Romance and English behave according to the same generalizations
(cf. Birner 1996; Pinto 1997; Birner and Ward 1998; Huddleston and Pullum 2002;
Sheehan 2007; Ward and Birner 2011; Sluckin et al. 2021, among others). Thus, the
preposed locative can in fact also encode new information, but it never be newer than
the late DP, thus ruling out *new-old, but allowing old-new, old-old and new-
new (Huddleston and Pullum 2002); a DP in presentational focus is simply presented
as new and need not be totally novel to the discourse. We might then consider the
preposed locative as a sentence topic in the sense of (Gundel 1985). Consequently, an
indefinite locative PP cannot precede a definite subject DP within the context of broad
focus in any language allowing LI.

(85) a. *Out of a forest came the grizzly bear.
b. Out of the forest came a grizzly bear.

The nature of the topicality of the preposed locative is not straightforward and is
particularly controversial. Depending on the language, different types of topichood
and its syntactic locus have been suggested: stage topichood (Lahousse 2003b, 2006,
2007, 2011; Erteschik-Shir 2007; Giurgea and Remberger 2012a,b; Teixeira 2016;
Giurgea 2017), C-domain topics (Rizzi and Shlonsky 2006; Sheehan 2010; Roberts
2010a; Corr 2016), or some kind of contextually or anaphorically-linked aboutness
topic/logical subjects of predication in the high TP domain (Levin and Rappaport Hovav
1995; Pinto 1997; Cardinaletti 2004). For now, I leave further investigation of the
information-structural status of the preposed locative aside, but return to them in depth
in Section (3.2.2). In sum, however, the preposed locative cannot be a focus and must
instead encode some information referential to the context in which the events referred
to take place.
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2.2.1.2 No inverted pronouns
A hallmark characteristic of LI is that only full DP subjects participate in inversions,
while anaphorically linked subject pronouns are necessarily preverbal (Bresnan 1994;
Coopmans 1989; Birner 1996; Roberts 2010a; Sluckin et al. 2021); note the contrasts
in (86) for English and (87) for French, in which LI with a pronoun is ungrammatical.
Indeed, this generalisation appears to hold for Italian (88) and across Romance more
widely (Sheehan 2007:§3) and also Hebrew (Shlonsky 1997; Borer 2010) (89).

(86) Out of the house came Goldilocks/*she.

(87) Hors
out

de
of
la
the
maison
house

est
is
sortie
exited

Boucle
locks

d’Or/*elle.
of-gold/*her

‘Out of the house came Goldilocks.’

(88) In
in
questa
this

casa
house

abita
lives

Dante/*egli.
Dante/he

‘In this house lives Dante.’

(89) Betox
inside

ha-xeder
the-room

ha-ze
the-this

yoshev
sit.sg

ha-yeled/*hu.
the-boy/he

‘In this room is sitting the boy.’

The ban on late pronouns appears motivated by both the formal and informational
status of pronouns. Subject pronouns are inherently familiar and thus hardly compat-
ible with a focus reading associated with the focal end position under vP, i.e., they will
always be more familiar than the fronted locative. Moreover, Roberts (2010a) posits a
formal justification that where a pronoun is present, it must raise to check the EPP on
account of their status as weak pronouns (Cardinaletti and Starke 1999) which must
appear in the designated specifier position Spec,TP. I revisit the formal nature of this
requirement later on.

2.2.1.3 The late subject: presentational and broad focus
It is typically considered a defining characteristic of LI that the late subject DP bears
presentational focus (Bresnan 1994; Levin and Rappaport Hovav 1995; Huddleston
and Pullum 2002; Roberts 2010a; Landau 2010b). The preposed locative cannot intro-
duce newer information than the late DP (Birner 1994, 1996; Birner and Ward 1998;
Huddleston and Pullum 2002) (see above).
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Presentational focus is defined as either i) ‘[e]xplicitly introducing a new parti-
cipant into the discourse, as a thetic sentence;’ or ii) ‘[p]resenting a referent as new
information’ (Van der Wal and Skopeteas In Prep). However, literature on LI in Ro-
mance languages sets a precedent that we can frame the presentational focus properties
of the inverted DP within the notion of broad (also termed wide) focus, where the en-
tire predicate structure in fact receives a focus interpretation, i.e., the verb and its
low argument(s) as part of a broad-focus structure (Benincà 1988; Cinque 1990; Pinto
1997; Sheehan 2007; Bentley and Cruschina 2018; Sluckin et al. 2021).

(90) Broad Focus (Van der Wal and Skopeteas In Prep):
Focus on a larger constituent than just a noun phrase, or multiple constituents,
typically the verb phrase. It can sometimes include the whole sentence, that is,
be a thetic sentence.

Following on, consider first the English example in (91); not only is the DP presen-
ted as new, but the entire ‘coming’ event is under focus; if only the DP were focused,
the DP would be under narrow focus and would not typically invert; in English nar-
row focus is not typically associated with inversion but with prosodic stress (Lambrecht
1994; Kiss 1998).

(91) Context: There was a knock at the door.
...And into the room came the head master.

Note the infelicity of the inverted DP under narrow focus in English, as opposed to
a SV order:

(92) Who came into the room after the knock at the door?

a. #Into the room came the head master.
b. THE HEAD MASTER came into the room.

Furthermore, considering the presentational focal properties of LI and Free Inver-
sion with locative readings as broad focus is an important distinction for NSLs such
as Italian, because these languages are know to show more flexible pragmatically-
conditioned word orders (Cinque 1995, 1999, 2006; Rizzi 1997a; Frascarelli and Hin-
terhölzl 2007; Cruschina 2012). For example, narrow focus – where only a single
constituent is in focus - always produces subject final order in Italian (Cinque 1995,
1999), regardless of verb class. However, subject inversion involving broad focus is
limited largely to unaccusative verbs (Pinto 1997; Tortora 1997, 2001) and a small set
of typically unergatives selecting a directional argument of some kind, e.g., chiamare,
telefonare, bussare ‘call, telephone, knock’ (Pinto 1997).

Following Pinto (1997), this contrast is evident in the infelicity of inversions in-
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volving verbs like piangere ‘to cry’ or scrivere ‘to write’ in broad-focus inducing out-of-
the blue contexts but not unaccusatives like arrivare ‘arrive’. On the other hand, in
contexts eliciting narrow focus on just the late DP, the felicity of inversion is no longer
lexically conditioned, as demonstrated in (94a–c). This dissertation is interested in
broad focus, assuming that narrow focus involves complex syntactic movements or-
thogonal to the central issues surrounding LI (Kiss 1998; Lahousse 2006; Cinque 1999,
among many others).

(93) out-of-the-blue context for broad focus
che cosa è successo? ‘what happened?’

a. unaccusative
È
is
arrivato
arrived

Dante.
Dante

‘Dante arrived.’
b. unergative

#Ha
has

pianto
cried

Beatrice.
Beatrice

Intended: ‘Beatrice cried.’
c. transitive

#Ha
has

scritto
written

una
a

lettera
love

d’amore
letter

Beatrice.
Beatrice

Intended: ‘Beatrice has written a love letter.’ (Pinto 1997:18–9)
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(94) Event specific question for narrow focus

a. unaccusative
Who arrived?
È
is
arrivato
arrived

Dante.
Dante

‘DANTE arrived.’
b. unergative

Who cried?
Ha
has
pianto
cried

Beatrice.
Beatrice

‘BEATRICE cried.’
c. transitive

Who wrote love letters?
Ha
has
scritto
written

lettere
love

d’amore
letters

Beatrice
Beatrice

‘BEATRICE has written a love letter.’ (Pinto 1997:16)

In sum, while the term presentational focus refers to the newness of the late DP-
subject, what is in fact happening in LI is that the entire predicate structure is presented
as novel and thus falls under broad focus. This is important in that it shows clearly
that inversion structures involving broad focus behave differently to narrow focus and
are not free. From this brief discussion, we were able to observe that in English broad
focus enables inversion that is otherwise impossible, yet for Italian broad focus in
fact places specific limitations on inversions that narrow focus does not. Let us now
move on to see how definiteness can but need not interact with LI and indeed also
types of focus. This will prove important for later discussions on the nature of EPP
satisfaction and varying proposals that LI (Coopmans 1989; Postal 2004; Bruening
2010) and Free Inversion (Shlonsky 1997; Sheehan 2007) may in fact involve silent
expletives in different measures.

2.2.2 LI is orthogonal to definiteness effects
It is tempting to consider thetic expletive inversions and LI together, especially for
languages like English and French; that is, both are highly correlated to intransitives -
especially unaccusatives. However, while both types of sentence involve broad focus,
thetic sentences and LI behave differently in relation to definiteness effects (henceforth
DE) on the late subject. Consider the following sentences:
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(95) a. There arrived a/*the train (into the station). English
b. Into the station arrived a/the train.
c. Il

expl
est
as
arrivé
arrived

un/*le
a/the

train
train

(dans
(in

la
the
gare).
station)

French

‘there arrived a train at the station.’
d. Dans

in
la
the
gare
station

est
is
arrivé
arrived

un/le
a/the

train.
train

‘Into the station arrived a/the train’.

The examples in (95) demonstrate that LI structures are not inherently associated
with DE (Birner 1996), yet inversion structures involving expletives are; that is the late
subject under an expletive is necessarily definite (Freeze 1992; Birner 1996; among
others).

With this difference in mind, let us return to the contrast between Italian inversions
involving broad and narrow focus, which I have shown to function differently (see
Pinto 1997). A further diagnostic difference between broad and narrow focus types in
Italian is the presence or absence of definiteness effects (henceforth DE) when subject
inversion involves two in-situ arguments of v. Crucially, broad-focus inversions in
which both a PP and the subject remains low under v require that the late subject be
indefinite (Belletti 1988; Pinto 1997). However, when late subjects are under narrow
focus and a PP follows the finite verb, the subject may always appear in the definite
(Cinque 1999:112). Note, however, that the order of the subject DP and PP is reversed
in narrow focus:

(96) a. Wide/broad focus
All’improvviso
suddenly

è
is
entrato
entered

un
a
uomo
man

dalla
from-the

finestra.
window

‘Suddenly, through the window entered a man.’ (Belletti 1988:9)
b. *All’improvviso

suddenly
è
is
entrato
entered

l’uomo
the-man

dalla
from-the

finestra.
window

Intended: ‘Suddenly, through the window entered the man.’ (Pinto
1997:45)

c. Narrow focus
All’improvviso
suddenly

è
is
entrato
entered

dalla
from-the

finestra
window

L’UOMO.
the-man

‘Suddenly, THE MAN entered through the window.’

While we have now established that LI should not by default show DE, we must ask
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how this observation fits with the Italian data in (96). Note that a typical LI structure
such as (97a) is not subject to DE, yet if alla stazione ‘at the station’ remains low, then
DE are introduced (97b).

(97) a. Alla
to-the

stazione
station

è
is
arrivato
arrived

un/il
a/the

treno.
train

‘Into the station arrived a/the train’. Italian
b. e

and
poi
then

è
is
arrivato
arrived

un/*il
a/*the

treno
train

alla
to-the

stazione.
station

‘And then a train arrived into the station.’. Italian

DE are important for our discussion inasmuch as they can but need not affect LI.
When DE appear in an inversion structure, it is indicative of something else going on
in the syntax. For Italian, it might be a sign that we are in fact dealing with a narrow-
focus structure and not LI if we also see a reversal of order in the argument structure;
yet if the order VSX is constant, then DE can be understood in different ways. Some
consider that these DE in fact emerge only when an expletive is merged in Spec,TP
(Sheehan 2007), while others consider DE simply to reflect processes inside the vP
(Belletti 1988). Given that LI is exceptional because it involves interplay in both the
lexical and functional domains, i.e., vP and TP, assumptions on the root of DE are
important for a theory of LI.

I shall not attempt to provide a new syntactic account of DE nor do I wish to adopt
every specific detail of a particular previous approach. Nonetheless, let us take a brief
look at prominent conceptions, as there are some generalizations that hold which will
ultimately inform the treatment of the data and analyses in this dissertation.

2.2.2.1 Belletti’s (1988) partitive account of DE
Belletti (1988) considers that DE arise with internal in-situ subjects of unaccusative
verbs because they receive partitive case assigned directly by the verb; partitive case
is necessarily indefinite. Nominative Case cannot be assigned to the internal subject
because the VP acts as a barrier. This type of approach creates the problem that a per-
fectly permissible late definite subject in so-called Free Inversion or Locative Inversion
must be considered dislocated and outside the VP domain, a position I do not share (see
also Sheehan 2007; Bentley and Cruschina 2018; Sluckin et al. 2021, among others).

Nonetheless, the examples in (95) and (97) demonstrate that DE disappear when
the spatial argument of v moves out of vP and/or when no expletive pronoun is present,
such as a free inversion structure (98). The expletive can presumably block raising of a
locative out of vP. Thus a particular characteristic of LI involving a fronted overt spatial
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argument is that generally no requirement exists that the final DP be indefinite. As long
as the information structure and verb type are compatible with LI, both indefinite and
definite subjects are acceptable in inversion.

(98) È
is
arrivato
arrived

un/il
a/the

treno.
train

‘The train arrived.’

2.2.2.2 DE by the Mapping Hypothesis
Diesing (1992) suggests the Mapping Hypothesis by which DE are derived via an in-
teraction at the syntax-semantics associated with the position of arguments under V.
Explicitly, in Diesing’s terms, VP material is mapped into nuclear scope, while IP ma-
terial is mapped into a restrictive clause. Hence, in an existential sentence such as
(99), DE are apparently derived via the VP internal position of the subject DP a train.

(99) There was/arrived a/*the train.
As was the case for Belletti’s account, the lack of DE on late subjects in LI presents

an immediate challenge to such a theory, if we suppose that the subject is in fact in
situ, as I will argue on the basis of syntactic tests in Chapter 6. Moreover, the lack of
DE in Romance Free Inversion structures and also in Hebrew out-of-the-blue contexts,
both of which I argue to be a type of LI, is likewise a major challenge to the Mapping
Hypothesis. Diesing’s (1992) theory can only be saved if we stipulate that inverted
subjects are always extracted to dislocated. Such a solution is however an ad-hoc fix
for the theory, where the theory should in fact follow the all the data.

2.2.2.3 DE result from Spec,TP
In contrast to over-stipulative accounts of DE in VP (Belletti 1988; Diesing 1992), an
alternative set of approaches suggest that DE are in fact derived when a language has
a requirement that an XP checks/values the EPP feature of T. These approaches fall in
to two broad schools.

In the first instance, Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou (1998) suggest that DE in
unaccusative contexts obtain when a language requires overt valuation of the EPP on
AgrSP and this is done via an overt expletive valuing [D] on AgrS; in current minimalist
terms this can be assumed to be T. On their approach, valuation/checking of AgrS’s
[D] feature by the expletive will satisfy a high specificity requirement linked to the
categorial D feature. Thus the associate DP is necessarily nonspecific. The basis of
this argument is that NSLs do not show DE in Free Inversions for the reason that EPP
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requirements are valued/checked via head movement to T (or AgrS in Alexiadou and
Anagnostopoulou’s terms) and no specifier position is necessary for the subject. On
the other hand, Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou (1998) put the existence of DE in
existential contexts in all languages down to semantic factors.

While Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou’s approach offers an intuitively economic
solution to DE, it cannot account for all the data in Romance NSLs, such as Italian.
For instance, a particular problem are the well-known cases in which a definite subject
in Free Inversion is degraded when the overt PP also falls late such as (96) or the
example in 100; presumably, these cases have to result from the semantics on such an
account. However, there is little evidence to suggest that such instances are necessarily
existential and thus draw on semantically driven DE. I refer to Fischer (2016) for further
discussion of the implications of the Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou approach from
both a synchronic and diachronic perspective.

(100) è
is
entrato
entered

??il/un
the/a

ragazzo
boy

nella
in-the

camera.
room

‘A boy entered the room’

In contrast to TP-derivation of DE, Sheehan (2007) suggests that DE are correlated
with the presence of an expletive, overt or covert. Consider once more the well-known
observation that overt expletive there in English or il in French trigger DE (Diesing
1992; Freeze 1992; Birner 1994, 1996; Sheehan 2007):

(101) a. There arrived a/*the train (into the station)
b. il

expl
est
as
arrivé
arrived

un/*le
a/the

train
train

(dans
(in

la
the
gare).
station)

‘there has arrived a train at the station.’

However, when such an approach is applied to NSLs, it requires us to assume a)
that EPP is in fact universally valued via XP movement to Spec,TP, and b) that null
expletives are a necessary theoretical primitive of the system. While Alexiadou and
Anagnostopoulou’s (1998) account of DE may be off the mark, it is perhaps not yet
necessary abandon the entire theory of EPP satisfaction either via head movement or
XP-movement, i.e., we should maintain the observationb that the rich morphological
features of the finite verb itself can value EPP requirements on T, a position I adopt in
this dissertation. Admittedly, this is not a strong reason per se to reject Sheehan’s pro-
posal; however, as I will introduce, Free Inversions involving two in-situ complements
of v do are in fact associated with interpretational effects that can be associated with
a silent situational argument (Bentley and Cruschina 2018), as opposed to a semantic-
ally empty expletive pro. It shall be argued in this and the following chapters that the
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presence of this argument is not dependent on the D/ϕ specification of T.

2.2.2.4 A generalization for DE
While a theoretical explanation remains lacking if we do not fully adopt the discussed
approaches above, I pursue the generalization that if v selects two internal arguments
(presumably within a small clause structure), e.g., a DP subject and a PP argument, and
both remain in-situ under v, then the DP must be indefinite. Returning then briefly
to the DE-inducing effects of overt expletives, we can explain these in terms of the
assumption that verbs of existence and verbs of speaker-oriented motion select either
an overt or covert silent locative argument (Pinto 1997; Tortora 1997, 2001; Irwin
2012, 2018); thus, Merge of an expletive will trap both arguments under v, giving rise
to DE. Thus DE are by default correlated with expletives, but need not derive DE from
them.

I shall thus follow the the simple generalization that two in-situ internal arguments
of a single unaccusative are correlated with DE, but I do not commit to a particular
theory, nor shall I propose one. Furthermore, I do not wish to claim that DE are never
semantically derived in existential contexts (Freeze 1992; Alexiadou and Anagnosto-
poulou 1998; Fischer 2016), yet instances of LI with an existential interpretation do
not show any DE.

(102) Descriptive generalization for definiteness effects:
When two internal arguments of an unaccusative v remain in situ, DE will
follow on the DP argument3.

It will become clear in chapter 5, that an expletive-based approach for DE in NSLs is
incompatible with the theory I ultimately develop. Nonetheless, this small excursus has
hopefully shed some light on the interplay between focus effects, argument structure,
expletives, and DE. Crucially, LI and DE are not related to one another in that way that
expletive constructions and DE are. Going forward, where DE feature in structures
under investigation, I shall assume that this derives from the presence of two low in-
situ arguments under v. For a further overview of approaches to DE, I refer again to
Fischer (2016).
3. This does not apply to ditransitive verbs which I assume to make use of several vP-layers, or rather
a combination of v and and applicative head following (Pylkkänen 2008)



72 CHAPTER 2. LOCATIVE INVERSION: VARIATION AND THE PROBLEM

2.2.3 The structural and thematic properties of inverting predic-
ates

2.2.3.1 The thematic properties of inversion
In LI and Free Inversion with locative and temporal interpretations, the subject DP
is typically associated with a patient or theme θ-role. The locative expression can
be associated with a range of spatio-deictic roles. Following Roberts (2010a:171-72),
predicates associated with path, a spatial goal, locative, or spatial source roles
can take part in LI. This fits with wider observations that speaker-orientation, directed
motion (Hoekstra and Mulder 1990; Levin and Rappaport Hovav 1995) and first-hand
perception/evidentiality (Hole and Fraser 2019; Laparle 2020; Sluckin et al. 2021) play
an important role in licensing inversion and LI more widely: to be discussed in-depth
in Section (3.1).

(103) a. Into the room came a cat. goal/path
b. In the corner was sitting a cat. location
c. From under the car emerged a cat. source

These observations are in line with those made for Italian Free Inversion by Pinto
(1997). She posits the following generalisations for verbs taking part in inversions,
in her terms wide-focus structures. These hold to a greater or lesser extent across Ro-
mance languages showing LI (Sheehan 2007; Corr 2016), depending on the typological
character of the language at hand.

(104) Pinto’s Generalizations (1997:131):
Verbs with wide (in our terms broad) focus inversion:
a. select an extra internal argument
b. this argument can be either locative or temporal
c. it can be either covert or overtly realized
d. it must be deictic [speaker-oriented in some way (my addition)].

For a limited set of typically agent-assigning unergative manner-of-motion verbs,
there is ambiguity as to whether the DP-subject denotes a patient or an agent role.
This leads to an interesting contrast in the nature of available predicates in inversion
with verbs. For example, some verbs appear to prefer a path or goal-denoting predic-
ate in inversion,e.g., walk or run (105a), while a preposed simple location-denoting
predicate is degraded (105b).
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(105) a. Into the room walked a cat.
b. ??In the room walked a cat.
c. In the room was walking a cat.

A standard explanation for these facts is that unergative verbs can be coerced as
unaccusative verbs in contexts of directed motion but not existence, i.e., there exists a
cat in the room and it was walking. Hoekstra and Mulder (1990). Levin and Rappa-
port Hovav (1995), and Roberts (2010a:171). However, the latter existential reading
is sensitive to the aspectual properties of the verb and is greatly improved with a pro-
gressive (105c). Since the felicity of LI is evidently mediated by temporal and aspectual
properties, the question as to whether a DP-subject of unergative verb taking part in LI
is in fact a patient or an agent is not straightforward. I shall assume that the DP subject
is indeed a theme under existential readings, unless clear evidence to the contrary is
available; I argue explictly for this position in Chapter 6.

The point of this short exercise has been to demonstrate that the θ-roles assigned to
the locative argument and thus the properties of LI structures are sensitive to both the
lexical-semantic and temporal/aspectual content of the verb and the type of predicate
it can select. Since the thematic properties of late DP subjects and locative arguments
cannot be separated from the argument structure, I refrain from extensive discussion
of argument structure and lexical semantic properties until Chapter 6, yet I introduce
the basic distribution across verb classes in the next subsection (§2.2.3.2).

2.2.3.2 An unaccusativity restriction
LI and broad-focus Free Inversions are typically associated with unaccusativity (Stow-
ell 1981; Coopmans 1989; Bresnan 1994; Hoekstra and Mulder 1990; Levin and Rap-
paport Hovav 1995; Pinto 1997; Shlonsky 1997; Roberts 2010a, among many oth-
ers), i.e., verbs assigning a patient or theme θ-role to the DP subject (Perlmutter
1978; Stowell 1981; Belletti 1988) merged as an internal argument of v. Transitive
verbs are strictly prohibited from LI (106a) in English (Stowell 1981 among many oth-
ers), Italian (Cinque 1995; Pinto 1997; Cardinaletti 2004), and French (Rowlett 2007,
among others); This holds for Hebrew Free Inversion, but for overt LI confounds ex-
ist with so-called Triggered Inversion to which I shall return (cf. Shlonsky and Doron
1991; Shlonsky 1997). Likewise, most agentive unergative verbs are ruled out (106b).
In short, there is a generalisation that verbs taking external arguments in VoiceP show
resistance to inversion structures. The ban on inversion for transitive verbs falls out
straightforwardly for the reason that the external argument subject will always be
closer to Spec,TP - the traditional subject position - than any other element. This de-
rives from principles of general locality (Collins 1997),e.g., the Minimal Link Condition
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(Chomsky 1995) or indeed Relativized Minimality (Rizzi 1990a).

(106) a. transtive
*Into the river threw a man some books.

b. unergative
*In the room breathed a man.

However, the generalisation that LI and unaccusativity go hand in hand is neither
straightforward nor foolproof. While unaccusatives expressing change of location or
existence or movement at a location may participate in LI freely (106b,c), unmarked
anticausative unaccusatives denoting a change of state (CoS) do not participate in LI in
a language like English (cf. Levin and Rappaport Hovav 1995). Note that CoS anticaus-
atives are also resistant to subject inversions involving thetic sentences with expletive
there (Alexiadou and Schäfer 2011) (107a,b). Furthermore, as discussed, typically un-
ergative manner-of-motion verbs such as walk, run, skip, dart may also participate in
LI (see 107c,d) (cf. Hoekstra and Mulder 1990; Levin and Rappaport Hovav 1995). LI
with these verbs generally prefers a directed motion reading, yet other typically uner-
gative verbs of emission (107e) can also show LI (Levin and Rappaport Hovav 1995).
This has led to a debate in the literature as to whether all or only some such instances
involve coercion to an unaccusative structure or not (Hoekstra and Mulder 1990; Levin
and Rappaport Hovav 1995; Roberts 2010a; Irwin 2012); it is scholarly consensus that
directed/speaker-oriented motion readings do involve unaccusativity, while there is
less consensus for other instances of unergatives. Unless there is clear evidence to the
contrary, I assume an unaccusative structure for both dynamic movement and existen-
tial readings. Indeed, it will become clear that, if this were not the case, it would be
necessary to formulate a series of ad hoc and unmotivated movement rules to obtain
the correct linearisations in only a handful of cases. I revisit the argument-structural
motivations behind the ban on CoS anticausatives as well as an in-depth appraisal of
the status of canonically unergative verbs in LI in Chapter 6.
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(107) a. Into the room came a boy. unaccusative: directed motion
b. In a cupboard under the stairs lived a boy. unaccusative: location
c. *Into a slimy goo melted the ice cream. CoSgoal
d. *In the kitchen melted the ice cream. CoSlocation
e. Into the room skipped a boy. unergative: directed motion
f. In the room was sitting a boy. unergative: location
g. Through the orchard rattled the Ford pickup […] unergative: emission

(adapted from ex.10, Levin and Rappaport Hovav 1995:222)

2.2.4 Syntactic null hypotheses
As a starting point, we can think of the argument structure of LI and Free Inversion as
shown in (108); that is, an unaccusative vP lacking any Voice layer.

(108)
vP

SC

DP
John

into the room

PP

v
came

This type of approach takes account of the fact that both occur prototypically
with unaccusative verbs (Hoekstra and Mulder 1990; Bresnan 1994; Levin and Rap-
paport Hovav 1995; Pinto 1997; Roberts 2010a; Sluckin et al. 2021) with both an
internal subject DP argument and a locative argument considered to involve the addi-
tion of a Small Clause (Hoekstra and Mulder 1990; Roberts 2010a:170-172); that is,
an XP complement of v in which both the subject DP and the PP are merged as sisters.
I shall not yet explore the structure or nature of the small clause; e.g., if it is a predic-
ate phrase PredP (Bowers 1993, 2010), a result phrase (Alexiadou and Schäfer 2011;
Alexiadou et al. 2015, among others), or some form of pP/PP (Hale and Keyser 1998;
Svenonius 2003, 2007; Acedo-Matellán and Mateu 2014; Acedo-Matellán 2016; Mateu
and Acedo-Matellán 2012, among others). Likewise, the assumption that v is made up
of a categorizer v and a lexical root √verb (Marantz 2001; Embick and Marantz 2008;
Embick 2010; Alexiadou et al. 2014b, 2015) is ignored for simplicity’s sake where it is
not directly relevant. I return to the finer points of argument structure in LI in Chapter
6.
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Based then on the observation that the locative PP appears to satisfy the EPP, we
might suppose the null-hypothesis LI structure along the lines of (109) (cf. Bresnan
1994; Levin and Rappaport Hovav 1995; Collins 1997) in which the locative XP non-
canonically occupies the canonical subject position in Spec,TP. It will be shown that
this position is correct for some languages and ultimately incorrect for English (Stowell
1981; Coopmans 1989; Rizzi and Shlonsky 2006; Roberts 2010a; Sluckin et al. 2021).
For languages permitting Free Inversion, the subject requirement is generally con-
sidered to be satisfied by a silent deictic argument that may encode a location (Pinto
1997; Tortora 1997, 2001), a situation (Bentley and Cruschina 2018; Sluckin et al.
2021), or some type of location/situation related eventive property (Bianchi 1993;
Borer 2010). This is on account of speaker/situation-oriented reading of these clauses.
I thus consider the tree in (110) as the null-hypothesis following (Pinto 1997). Building
on claims by Bentley and Cruschina (2018) and Sluckin et al. (2021), I ultimately argue
for a richer array of silent arguments giving rise to different interpretational effects.

(109) overt li

TP

T’

vP

SC

DP
John

PPt

v
came

Tinto the room

PP

(110) free inversion / covert li

TP

T’

vP

SC

DP
Gianni

loc

vt

arriva

T
arriva

loc

(Structures to be revised later)

Considering then that both LI and Free Inversion of the type depicted in (110) share
the properties of locative preposing, unaccusativity, and late subject DPs, I henceforth
refer to LI with an overt PP or other overt spatio-deictc XP as overt LI and Free
Inversion with locative/speaker-oriented readings as covert LI (see also Sluckin et al.
2021 who refer to this is as null-LI).

The structures in (108–110) will be revised in terms of the derived subject position
and the nature of the EPP over the course of the next four chapters. Chapters 4 and 5
concern themselves with the nature of higher clausal subject positions in the T and C
domain and the derivation of LI, while the argument structure of LI in investigated in
Chapter 6. Recall finally that a select group of unergative manner-of-motion verbs may
also participate in LI (cf. Levin and Rappaport Hovav 1995) with varying implications
for a unified theory of LI. Such instances typically involve verbs selecting for either a
spatial goal or path argument (Hoekstra and Mulder 1990; Levin and Rappaport Hovav
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1995; Pinto 1997). However, I will argue in 6 that an existence reading is perfectly
possible (see also Levin and Rappaport Hovav 1995); I return later to such exceptions
and controversy concerning the argument structure of such verbs in LI.

2.3 Pragmatic restrictions on LI
I have introduced the fact that LI is sensitive to thematic, aspectual and information
structural properties. LI is furthermore subject to a set of constraints at the interfaces
between pragmatics, semantics and syntax. In this section, I discuss an incompatibility
for LI structures with negation and and certain instances of complex aspect. I attempt
to provide initial explanations of these where possible in order to inform the cross-
linguistic and formal investigation of the structure.

2.3.1 No negation
It is the general consensus that inverted locative structures and sentential negation are
incompatible (see Bresnan 1994; Levin and Rappaport Hovav 1995; Shlonsky 1997;
Sluckin et al. 2021, among others). Thus, sentences such as those in (111a–d) are
infelicitous in English, French, Italian, or Hebrew.

(111) a. #Into the room hasn’t/didn’t come a boy .
b. *Into the room came not a boy.
c. French

#Dans
In

la
the
salle
room

n’est
neg-is

pas
neg

entré
entered

un
a
garçon.
boy

Intended: ‘A boy did not enter the room.’
d. Italian

#Nella
In-the

stanza
room

non
neg

è
is
entrato
entered

un
a
ragazzo.
boy

Intended: ‘A boy did not enter the room.’
e. Hebrew

*Eyn
neg

la-cheder
to.the-room

nixnas
entered

yeled.
boy

Intended: ‘It is not the case that a boy entered the room.’
f. #La-cheder

to.the-room
ha-ze
the-this

lo
neg

nixnas
entered

yeled.
boy

Intended: ‘A boy did not enter the room.’
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Bresnan (1994) reports that Bantu language Chichewa (see also Salzmann 2004) is
more flexible in allowing negation, possibly due to the formal mechanisms for nega-
tion in the language. Nonetheless, the ban on negation must be considered a pragmatic
and not necessarily syntactic constraint for the reason that negation is possible in con-
texts marking contrastive focus (Bresnan 1994; Sluckin et al. 2021). Depending on the
mechanisms of negation allowed in a language, this can take place at the argument
(constituent) level, i.e., negation of a DP itself, or at the sentential level. In English
and French negation in a contrastive context is preferably at the DP level; while in
Italian and Hebrew, standard negation within the functional domain is unproblematic
in such contrastive/narrow focus contexts. However, the type of negation in Hebrew
taking scope over the entire proposition eyn is still ruled out.

(112) a. Into the room came not a boy but a girl.
b. French

Dans
In

la
the
salle
room

est
is
non
neg

pas
neg

entré
entered

un
a
garçon,
boy

mais
but

une
a
fille.
girl

Intended: ‘Into the room came not a boy but a girl’
c. Italian

Nella
In-the

stanza
room

non
neg

è
is
entrato
entered

un
a
ragazzo,
boy

ma
but
una
a

ragazza.
girl

Intended: ‘Into the room came not a boy but a girl.’
d. Hebrew

La-cheder
to.the-room

ha-ze
the-this

lo
neg

nixnas
entered

yeled,
boy

aval
but

nixnas
entered

gever.
man

Intended: ‘Into this room came not a boy but a man.’

Levin and Rappaport Hovav (1995) put the ban on negation in LI down to a ne-
cessarily light informational status of the verb. I shall not pursue such a position, as
informationally light does not appear to me to be a well defined concept; I present a
more detailed case against informational lightness in Chapter 6.

For English, the exception to the ban in contrastive environments could be ex-
plained in terms of a narrow focus alternative following the broad focus structure.
However, it remains unclear why LI involving broad focus cannot be negated from a
syntactic perspective.

2.3.2 No present perfect or do-support in English
A particular feature of LI limited to English is that LI strongly prefers simple tenses
(Coopmans 1989): both the present perfect (113b) and do-support (113c) are incom-
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patible with LI (Coopmans 1989), future periphrases are acceptable although degraded
(113d), and progressives are generally fine under a stative location reading, i.e., loc-
ated motion and not directed-motion (113e,f) (Roberts 2010a). Note however that the
progressive prefers an indefinite subject without adequate context:

(113) a. Down the hill rolled the ball.
b. *Down the hill has rolled the ball.
c. *Down the hill did roll the ball.
d. ?Down the hill will roll the ball.
e. Down the hill was rolling ??the/?a ball.
f. On top of the hill was rolling ?the/a ball.

Thus, assuming standardly that auxiliaries are merged in T, it does not seem that
the ban on the present perfect or do-support comes from a syntactic ban but rather
some clash at the interfaces with semantics and pragmatics.

While Hebrew does not have compound tenses, both French and Italian show no
such restrictions on overt LI, both permitting the compound perfect tense.

(114) a. French
Dans
In

la
the
salle
room

est
is

entré
entered

un
a
garçon.
boy

Intended: ‘Into the room came a boy.’
b. Italian

Nella
In-the

stanza
room

è
is

entrato
entered

un
a
ragazzo.
boy

Intended: ‘Into the room came a boy.’

However, neither of these languages encode present perfect aspect in the same way
that English does, nor do they mark verum focus with do-support.

It is of note that, as was the case for negation, where contrast plays a role, do-
support is greatly improved; yet, prosodic stress on do is required. The introduction
of contrast necessarily replaces broad focus on the predicate with narrow focus on the
late subject.

(115) Against all expectation, out of the woods DID come a bear.
In sum, we can conclude that the present perfect and verum-focus-marking do-

support are in fact incompatible with broad focus contexts. This appears to confirmed
in the following non-inverted sentences:
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(116) What happened?
a. ??We have witnessed a car accident.
b. *We did witness a car accident.

2.3.3 An initial explanation for pragmatic constraints: the covert
perceiver/observer argument

It is remarkable that the English present perfect and sentential negation should be
largely incompatible with LI. While it is desirable that these bans should be derived via
some interface between semantic-pragmatic properties and a corresponding syntactic
constellation, I would like to draw on insightful work by Laparle (2020), who makes
the following generalisation for English:

(117) Discourse Immediacy Constraint (DIC):
LI must introduce a referent to the Narrative Center (NC) at reference time
(RT), where the NC is the established location of the situation under discussion
immediately prior to the utterance. (Laparle 2020)

In Laparle’s approach, any mismatch of NC and RT lead to the infelicity of the ut-
terance. Thus, a negated sentence leads to an inherent mismatch (118a), as do irrealis
modality (118b), polar questions (118c), indefinite preposed locatives (118d), in ad-
dition to inappropriate use of tense and aspect in directed motion contexts (119b) and
positional contexts (120).

(118) Context: Meredith stood in the center of [the Great Hall]nc and waited.
a. Negation −→ referent is not in NC at RT

#Into the room didn’t run a wizard.
b. Polar questions −→ referent may or may not be in NC at RT

#Did into the room run a wizard?
c. Irrealis modality −→ referent may or may not be in NC at RT

#Into the room might run a wizard.
d. Definiteness effects −→ referent is somewhere at RT,but not necessarily in

NC
#Into a room ran the wizard.
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(119) Complex aspect with directed motion
Context: Meredith stood in the center of [the Great Hall]nc and waited.
a. Into the room walked a wizard. −→ referent is in NC at RT.
b. #Into the room was walking a wizard. −→ referent is not yet in NC at RT
c. She heard a noise and spun around. Into the room had walked a wizard.

−→ referent is in NC at RT
d. #Into the room had walked a wizard, but he left long before her arrival.

−→ referent is no longer in NC at RT

(120) Complex aspect with positional LI
Context: Nora walked into [the gallery]nc and began looking around.
a. On the wall hung a portrait of a wizard. −→ referent is in NC at RT
b. On the wall was hanging a portrait of a wizard. −→ referent is in NC at RT
c. #On the wall had hung a portrait of a wizard. −→ referent is not in NC at

RT
Laparle’s (2020) insights provide a useful and largely accurate way of conceiving

of limitations on LI structures. However, a few shortcomings should be mentioned.
Firstly, with regard to DE on the preposed constituent (118d), Laparle admits that her
stipulation should incorrectly rule out the combination in which both the preposed
locative and the late DP subjects are discourse new, presumably in a typical topic-
comment constellation. Secondly, none of the examples provided by Laparle make use
of the present perfect. This is important because unlike the past perfect, e.g., ‘had
come’, the present perfect is never permissible. However, it is conceivable that DIC
can also account for the ban on the present perfect, given that the present perfect
makes reference to both the point at which an event takes place and continuing effect
in present. Thus, it is possible that NC and RT must always be identical and this is
always impossible given the duality of the present perfect. Nonetheless, it is unclear
how the DIC intersects with syntax and why these constraints are not pervasive in non
inversion structures.

Let us then briefly consider how Laparle’s useful conception of the narrative center
might be definable in syntactic and semantic terms. In this vein, I draw on arguments
by Hole and Fraser (2019) for English expletive inversion structures and Sluckin et al.
(2021) for LI that these structures are inherently evidential.

Consider the observation by Hole and Fraser (2019) that expletive inversion struc-
tures involving there are necessarily evidential. Note the contrasts between between
(121a) and (121b) (their original example contains the verb perceive instead of see).
Where perception is explicitly denied, the inversion becomes infelicitous.
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(121) a. #There marched Basques through the square, and I didn’t see it.
b. Basques marched through the square, and I didn’t see it.

(Hole and Fraser 2019)
Let us now compare this to an instance of LI: consider the felicitous SV example in

(122a) compared to the degraded inversion in which perception is denied (122b). In
short, perception is a necessary ingredient of LI and thetic there-inversion, while it is
unproblematic in canonical orders. Note the improvement in (122c) once the event
can once again be construed as having been witnessed.

(122) a. Goldilocks came out of the house and I didn’t see it.
b. #Out of the house came Goldilocks, and I didn’t see it.
c. I was watching from behind the bushes, and as expected, out of the house

came Goldilocks.
Likewise, an inferred event is also incompatible with LI, as was the case in French,

as direct perception of the event cannot be reconstructed.

(123) #Given the footsteps in front of the door, out of the house came Goldilocks.
These instances could be explained by Laparle’s DIC in that NC and RT do not inter-

sect if the perceiver is synonymous with the NC. However, we might instead chose to
look at DIC from the perspective of the NC in fact representing a perceiver/observer.
In this regard, I draw on argumentation by (Sluckin et al. 2021), and specifically sug-
gestions by Fabienne Martin, that English and French LI necessarily involves a silent
perceiver/observer argument, i.e., a covert experiencer.

Explicitly, Sluckin et al. (2021) propose that a decisive property of verbs particip-
ating in LI structures in English and French is that they license a syntactically active
covert experiencer/observer argument proEXP. This proEXP relies on the presupposition
of the occurrence of a perception event e on the part of the experiencer/observer. The
(asserted) appearance event e’ is part of what is observed through the (presupposed)
perception event. This appearance event e’ amounts to the emergence of a new element
- the postverbal DP’s referent - in the experiencer’s field of perception. This percep-
tion event is associated with its own time interval, which gives the topic time (also
reference time) of the appearance event.

However, the covert experiencer is impossible with die or disappear in English and
French as they cannot presuppose a perception event (Sluckin et al. 2021). Thus fol-
lowing Sluckin et al. (2021), verbs of appearance (including directed and speaker-
oriented motion) and existence may license this proEXP, while verbs of disappearance
cannot. From this a wider incompatibility with LI and disappearance verbs in English
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and French falls out straightforwardly. Along the same lines, where an event or rather
perception of an event is directly negated, it is thus incompatible with proEXP, rendering
an utterance infelicitous.

Let us now see how the covert perceiver/observer argument can account for restric-
tions on negation and the present perfect.

2.3.3.1 The perceiver rules out negation
I would like to now draw again directly on suggestions by Fabienne Martin from
joint work in progress (Sluckin and Martin In Prep) on why the evidential flavour
and thereby the implicit experiencer associated with LI is in fact incompatible with
negation.

Consider the affirmative/negative contrasts below for appearance/directed motion
in (124) and non-dynamic existence in (125):

(124) a. Out of the well emerged a small girl.
b. #Out the well did not/had not emerged a small girl

(125) a. In the corner was sitting the boy.
b. #In the corner wasn’t sitting the boy.

Martin proposes that negation is a presupposition hole which cannot be reconciled
with the perception event within the context of broad focus. That is, negation lets the
presuppositions of its complement slip through it (Karttunen 1973). Consequently,
while both the negative sentences in (124b) and (125b) and the affirmative vari-
ants (124a) and (125a) convey the occurrence of the observing-the-well/corner event,
(124b) and (125b) simultaneously deny the occurrence of events or states associated
with the appearance of the theme argument, which is part of what is perceived by the
Observer. While (125b) is not explicitly associated with appearance in its lexical se-
mantics, it is tied to a new perception event of the boy by the observer, which equates
to appearance.

It is then the mismatch between perception and negation which underlies the in-
felicity of negated LI. Put simply, it is counter-intuitive to report the perception of
an event whose occurrence is simultaneously denied. By denying the occurrence of
the event understood to be perceived by the covert experiencer, broad focus in LI is
rendered infelicitous.

Possible counter examples are those instances involving narrow contrastive foci for
which negation takes place at either the DP level or sentential level (§2.3.1), depending
on the language in question. However, these are in fact unproblematic for the covert
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perceiver/observer because the occurrence of an appearance event is not denied, but
rather simply a sub-part of its theme. This is clearly visible in the contrast in (126)
and (127).

(126) a. #Out the well did not/had not emerged a small girl.
b. Out of the well emerged not a small girl but a vampire frog.

(127) a. #In the corner wasn’t sitting the boy.
b. ??In the corner wasn’t sitting the boy, but a Bajoran monk.
c. In the corner was sitting not the boy, but a Bajoran monk.

Let us now return to the distribution of aspect/tense markers in LI in English.

2.3.3.2 The perceiver rules out present perfect
Recall that while Laparle’s (2020) DIC-based account does account in part for degraded
or infelicitous complex aspect, she did not in fact explicitly discuss the present perfect
and how or why it is incompatible with LI, as shown below.

(128) #Down the hill has rolled the ball.
I would now like to make clear how the evidential flavour given by the perceiver /

observer in the form of the posited covert experiencer is able to derive the restriction
against the present perfect in English, while no such restriction exists against com-
pound tenses in French or Italian. Once again, I draw directly on ideas by Fabienne
Martin in joint work in progress (Sluckin and Martin In Prep), presenting a summary
of her arguments.

A central concept relevant to LI and the effects of the covert experiencer is an
approach to tense as being referential/pronominal tense, as opposed to existential /
quantificational (Partee 1973). That is, expressions of tense and pronouns resemble
one another in that indexical, anaphoric, and bound variable interpretations are pos-
sible with both. Explicitly, when tense is used pronominally, a past sentence presup-
poses a contextually salient interval that serves as its reference time. In contrast, in an
existential use of past, the sentence quantifies over a (yet unfamiliar) interval serving
as the reference time.

Recall that for Laparle (2020) a fundamental requirement for LI is that the narrative
centre and the reference time are the same. Thus, comparison of Partee’s distinction
and Laparle’s idea independently leads to the prediction that LI is necessarily associated
with pronominal use of tense. How then does this relate in the first instance to the
present perfect and in the second the covert experiencer?
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Sluckin and Martin (In Prep) consider crucial insights by Zhao (2019) on the com-
petition of interest between the present perfect and simple past. Firstly, it is a long-
standing observation that the present perfect is incompatible with past temporal ad-
verbs (Klein 1992).

(129) # Last year, I have been to Sweden.
Without going into great detail here, Zhao (2019) proposes that the present perfect

is incompatible with referential/pronominal use when a salient past time is clearly
understood as already making up part of the context.

This is relevant inasmuch as LI appears correlated with the availability of pronom-
inal tense, which the present perfect cannot provide. How then does this relate to the
covert experiencer? LI sentences are necessarily interpreted against a context in which
a past time serving as the reference time is salient, namely, the running time t(e) of the
presupposed perception event e. In essence, the perceiver/observer argument forces
pronominal tense use in the same way as past temporal adverbials. Thus, LI requires
pronominal tense use because of proEXP, which is incompatible with the present perfect.

Therefore, returning to the infelicity of (128), it is infelicitous because the presup-
posed observing-the-hill event provides a salient time interval serving as the reference
time, which in turn induces a pronominal use of past tense. However, as we have now
established, the present perfect cannot convey the pronominal use.

In contrast, the French or Italian periphrastic perfect can always have the pronom-
inal use required by LI without any problematic aspectual content. This explains the
felicity of the examples in (114) given again below as (130).

(130) a. dans
In

la
the
salle
room

est
is

entré
entered

un
a
garçon.
boy

French

Intended: ’Into the room came a boy.’
b. Nella

In-the
stanza
room

è
is

entrato
entered

un
a
ragazzo.
boy

Italian

Intended: ’Into the room came a boy.’

While the arguments for proEXP thus far have been chiefly semantic and pragmatic,
I shall ultimately argue that it is not only semantically necessary but also syntactically
necessary in English and French for EPP satisfaction in LI. This approach will be first
extended to a class of free-inversion-like structures in French in Section (3.1) and more
widely for French and English overt LI in Chapter 5, where syntactic claims regarding
the interaction between proEXP and EPP will be made explicit. In Section (6.5), I shall
discuss the argument structural properties of proEXP, namely its merge site in the small
clause.
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2.3.4 Intermediate summary
This section has served to introduce the basic syntactic issued surrounding LI and free-
inversion structures, which I have dubbed covert LI, as both are interpretationally,
pragmatically and most likely syntactically similar.

I have set out a set of cross-linguistic and fundamental properties that are relatively
constant in LI across languages. These can be summed up as following:

i. A preference for unaccusative verbs and restriction against transitive verbs.

ii. A requirement that the predicate be under broad focus.

iii. A lack of mandatory definiteness effects.

iv. An evidential flavour (Sluckin et al. 2021; Sluckin and Martin In Prep), giving rise
to:

a. Resistance to Negation
b. Resistance to complex aspect, e.g., present perfect.

Furthermore, I have attempted to explain extra-syntactic pragmatic restrictions
more or less common to all LI. That is, I have introduced the inherently evidential
nature of LI and English expletive inversion structures (Hole and Fraser 2019; Sluckin
et al. 2021). In this vein, I have adopted suggestions by Sluckin et al. (2021) that LI in
English and French involve a covert perceiver/observer experiencer argument proEXP.
I have not taken such a strong position for Italian and Hebrew, as it will be shown that
the syntactic effects of proEXP are less clear, yet there is nothing to rule out an semantic-
ally active implicit experiencer. Nonetheless, the idea of proEXP will be important for
the syntactic account of English and French LI in Chapter 5. This discussion allows us
to now focus on how different patterns and effects may be derived via the syntactic
structure, assuming that covert syntactic elements have interpretational effects.

In the coming chapters I explicitly investigate cross-linguistic variation in the nature
of overt and covert LI structures. The null-hypothesis analyses in Section 2.2.4 will not
be able to model the full-breadth of cross-linguistic variation in English, French, Italian,
and Hebrew. Consequently, it is beneficial to set out some fundamental requirements
of what a good syntactic analysis of LI should do:
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Some basic requirements of a formal typology of LI:

i. Set out the nature of the formal subject requirement in a language.
ii. Explain how that subject requirement is valued.

iii. Make clear what interaction an overt or covert spatio-deictic argument has
with subjecthood and the subject requirement.

iv. Account for potential asymmetries concerning overt and covert structures,
definiteness effects, and the availability of LI in different syntactic environ-
ments.

v. Explain potential differences relating to argument-structural notions such as
transitivity and the merge site of the subject DP.

I now move on to explicitly investigate cross-linguistic variation in both overt and
covert LI structures and their availability in different environments.
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Chapter 3

Clausal subject requirements and the
preposed locative: A cross-linguistic
investigation

I have thus far spoken in broad terms about the characteristics of LI. I provided a null-
hypothesis that fronted locatives, be they covert or overt, occupy the EPP position in
Spec,TP (§2.2.4). This was based on previous literature and the observation that when
the DP-subject remains low, the locative appears to fulfill the formal role of the sub-
ject in certain respects (Bresnan 1994; Levin and Rappaport Hovav 1995; Pinto 1997;
Sheehan 2007). While this might appear the case from a linear perspective, I have not
in any waz tested or investigated the interaction between the preposed locative and
its apparent behaviour as a subject for the languages in question. Indeed, in Chapter
1, I already argued that in English so-called PP subjects, which strongly correlate to
locatives, do not unproblematically act as syntactic subjects in the sense of valuing T’s
EPP-associated ϕ and D features (contra Davies and Dubinsky 2001). On the other
hand, it was suggested that PP and CP-subjects are less problematic as Aristotelian
subjects of predication, which can be orthogonal to other formal requirements of sub-
jecthood. Nonetheless, the mechanisms by which non-canonical subjects are able to
occupy subject positions have until now been ignored.

Therefore, in order to be in a position to posit an analysis of LI for English, Italian,
French, or Hebrew, it is first necessary to carry out an in-depth investigation of the
pervasiveness and limitations on both covert and overt LI in these languages. Only in
this way will we be able to properly understand what the formal points of variation
are that give rise to different instantiations of LI within and across languages.

In this chapter, it shall become clear that both overt and covert LI are cross-linguistically
non-unitary phenomena. The chapter is divided into two halves. Firstly, I compare in-
stances of overt LI and covert LI more closely in the languages under investigation. It
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will be shown that these two types show variation as to their availability depending
on variation in the array of different types of silent arguments available in a language.
In the second half, I compare the availability of LI in matrix and embedded contexts
which has direct implications for a) the analysis of preposed locatives as syntactic top-
ics or subjects, and b) the mechanisms by which the formal subject requirement in
different languages is satisfied, and c) the nature of formal subject requirements across
languages.

The explicit claim of this chapter is as follows: preposed locatives are not d-linked
topics, nor are they formal subjects; they are in fact subjects of predication in not only
the Aristotelian sense but also that of Cardinaletti (2004), which behave differently
depending on the language at hand.

3.1 Overt and covert LI
As introduced already (§2.1), inversion structures involving a spatio-deictic reading
appear to divide cross-linguistically into two types categories. The first type of LI in-
volves an overt fronted locative PP or other locative XP, which I term overt LI (see also
Sluckin et al. 2021), shown schematically as (131a), and given for Italian in (131b).
The second type of LI, which I term covert LI, is a thetic verb-first free-inversion struc-
ture (Hulk and Pollock 2001) involving speaker-oriented deixis, available in full and
partial null subject languages, e.g., Italian and Hebrew; a schematic and data example
example are given again in (131c,d). I consider Free Inversion to be covert LI for the
reason that such instances are generally assumed involve a silent locative/deictic argu-
ment of some kind, given as proLOC (Pinto 1997; Tortora 2001; Sheehan 2007; Bentley
and Cruschina 2018; Sluckin et al. 2021).

(131) a. [PPloc [Vfin [DPsubject]]]
b. In

in
questa
this

casa
house

sono
are

entrati
entered

dei
part.masc.pl

ladri.
burglars

‘Burglars broke into this house.’
c. [proLOC [Vfin [DPsubject ([PPloc])]]]
d. Sono

are
entrati
entered

dei
part.masc.pl

Ladri.
burglars

‘Burglars broke in (here).’
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The goals of this section are as follows:

i. To introduce the two types of LI, their availability, and their distribution across
the languages under investigation.

ii. To make clear that the behaviour of covert LI is subject to cross-linguistic variation,
where it does occur.

iii. To set out an initial set of different covert syntactic arguments correlated to syn-
tactic and lexical-semantic variation in covert LI.

In this section, I further introduce some of the possible theoretical apparatus pro-
posed to deal with variation in free-inverted, or rather covert LI structures. Let us
first consider the situation in NSL Italian before comparing it to partial NSL Hebrew,
and then overt subject languages French and English. It shall become clear that these
languages sit on a continuum of more to less flexible in the order given above.

3.1.1 Italian: overt and covert LI
LI in Romance NSLs such as Italian possess both overt (132a) and covert LI (132b)
constructions, albeit with some variation in the verb classes that may participate in
covert LI (see Sheehan 2007; Corr 2016 for a review of variation in Ibero-Romance).

(132) a. In
In
questa
this

casa
house

abita
lives

il
the
Presidente
president

del
of.the

Consiglio.
Council

‘In this house lives the Prime Minister.’
b. È

is
entrata
entered

Beatrice.
Beatrice

‘Beatrice came in (here).’

In Italian overt LI, as with all overt LI, a phonologically overt locative appears to
occupy the preverbal subject position typically associated with a subject DP (cf. Pinto
1997). For Romance NSLs it has been generally assumed that overt LI constructions
involve valuation of clausal subject requirements, i.e., EPP in Spec,TP, by movement
of a spatial or sometimes also temporal XP (Pinto 1997; Sheehan 2007). Indeed, this is
unsurprising if we take a good deal of work seriously that shows the traditional subject
position in NSLs to act more easily as an A’-position of sorts, bearing less of an inherent
relationship to nominative subjects - albeit with different formulations (see Fontana
1993; Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou 1998; Cardinaletti 2004; Jiménez-Fernández
and Miyagawa 2014; Quarezemin and Cardinaletti 2017, among others).
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The term covert LI, however, relates to the idea that a covert and thus silent deictic
locative argument with the meaning ’here/now’ (Pinto 1997; Tortora 1997, 2001; Shee-
han 2007; Corr 2016) can covertly satisfy EPP via movement to Spec,TP. I shall refer
henceforth to the null-locative as proLOC. This builds on the idea that certain verbs
naturally involve a locative argument of some kind, be it a directional goal for change
of location verbs or a stative location for unaccusatives of existence (Freeze 1992; Hale
and Keyser 1998; Alexiadou and Schäfer 2011; Irwin 2012, 2018, among others).

Italian and other Romance NSLs covert LI inversion structures appear not to be
limited to unaccusative verbs of motion or existence but are also permissible with
unaccusative verbs such as morire ‘to die’ (133a) and unergative verbs selecting locat-
ive/directional arguments more generally. A typical instance of the latter is the verb
telefonare ‘to call’ (133b) (Pinto 1997; Sheehan 2007; Sluckin et al. 2021).

(133) a. È
is
morto
dead

Giuseppe.
Giuseppe

‘Giuseppe has just/recently died.’
b. Ha

has
telefonato
phoned

Maria.
Maria

‘Maria has called (here).’

A key difference however between (133a) and (133b) is that the former does not
have a locative interpretation but a temporal one, e.g., ‘very recently’, or rather tem-
poral rather than spatial proximity to the speaker (Pinto 1997:24).

Pinto (1997) offers the initial summary of the properties of verbs allowing inversion
in Italian (134) outside of contexts involving narrow focus on the subject, which always
requires subject inversion irrespective of verb type.

(134) Inversion Verbs (Pinto 1997:27):
a. they select an additional internal argument: LOC (our proLOC)
b. LOC can be either locative or temporal
c. LOC must be covert
d. LOC gets a speaker-oriented deictic interpretation

However, as pointed out by Bentley and Cruschina (2018), inversions involving
unaccusative verbs denoting movement away from the speaker and disappearance, e.g.,
partire ‘to leave’ are in fact sensitive to temporal and aspectual properties in a way that
speaker-oriented verbs are not, i.e., those selecting a directional goal or locative θ-role.
Note the contrast in (135a,b), in which the compound perfect tense is degraded, yet
the progressive construction is perfectly felicitous. This seems to imply that covert LI
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inversions that do not involve inherently speaker-oriented verbs do not select a fronted
locative argument, but instead some other covert argument which is sensitive to event
semantics, which can be disrupted in certain tense/aspectual environments.

(135) a. ?Sono
are

partiti
departed

i
the
ragazzi.
kids

Intended: ‘the kids have left.’
b. Stanno

are
partendo
departing

i
the
ragazzi.
kids

Intended: ‘the kids are leaving.’ (ex.17, Sluckin et al. 2021)

Bentley and Cruschina (2018) point out that only predicates and tenses that allow
for a bounded reading of the denoted eventuality in a particular situation are compat-
ible with covert LI. In other words, verbs participating in such inversions must entail a
specific goal on a scale of change; this goal may be either a location or a state goal. As
such, these are considered events of quantized change (Bentley and Cruschina 2018:8).
This holds for locative as well as non-locative interpretations. The basic fact is, how-
ever, that the aspectual contraints on those verbs which do and do not inherently select
speaker oriented goals or locations appear different.

Bentley and Cruschina (2018) consequently make a distinction between covert loc-
ative arguments on the one hand, our proLOC and a fronted situational argument on
the other, which I call proSIT following Sluckin et al. (2021). Depending on the type
of verb involved either proLOC or proSIT will satisfy clause initial subject requirements
in Spec,TP; Bentley and Cruschina (2018) and Sluckin et al. (2021) assume a SubjP in
cartographic terms, which I shall argue to be reducible to varying specifications of TP.
In short, verbs denoting speaker-oriented motion,e.g., ‘arrive’, ‘come’, ‘appear’ select
proLOC as part of their thematic structure, while verbs such as ‘die’, ‘leave’, and ‘disap-
pear’ do not select such an argument in their thematic structure, but instead proSIT is
merged directly in the subject position on account of the event of quantized change. It
is proSIT that produces the temporal reading posited for LOC by Pinto (1997), since
proSIT is inherently related to the at-hand situation and thus provides the speaker-
oriented temporal interpretation. Indeed, the idea that the covert argument can be
related to event structure gains support from earlier proposals by Bianchi (1993) that
the covert argument in free inversions is a covert stage-level event argument. How-
ever, the distinction between proLOC and proSIT offers a finer-grained distinction. I refer
to Bentley and Cruschina (2018) for an in-depth discussion of the motivation of proSIT.

Finally, it should be mentioned that all instances of covert LI are felicitous in out-
of-the-blue contexts as a response to a “what happened?” question. However, an overt
preposed in overt LI locative is generally infelicitous in out-of-the-blue contexts, yet
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proLOC is not. This asymmetry appears at odds with the view that the overt locative in
Romance is not necessarily a C-domain topic (Pinto 1997), since incompatibility with
out-of-the-blue contexts is a property of d-linked topics. Yet, preposed overt locatives
do not require d-linking. Moreover, it shall be shown in Section (3.2.2) that preposed
overt locatives are available in embedded contexts and are not syntactic topics but do
in fact occupy the subject position. It is possible then that an out-of-the-blue context
is incompatible with a preposed overt locative because it always requires grounding in
the situation at hand via either the silent deictic argument that is event/situationally
bound, e.g., proLOC or in its absence proSIT. It is beyond the scope of this chapter to
provide an explicit account for why covert but not overt LI is compatible with out-of-
the-blue contexts. However, if this idea is on the right track, or indeed if not, future
work should look to understand this asymmetry between preposed covert and overt
locatives in out-of-the-blue contexts.

With this description of covert and overt LI in mind, I now move on to briefly survey
the other languages under investigation.

3.1.2 Hebrew: overt LI and constrained covert LI
As introduced in Section (2.1), like Italian, partial-NSL Hebrew is well-known to show
Free Inversion, i.e., covert LI as well as presentational inversion structures involving
fronted locatives, i.e., overt LI (Shlonsky 1987; Shlonsky and Doron 1991; Shlonsky
1997; Borer 2010), as shown in (136). Indeed, these belong to a wider set of inver-
sion phenomena, such as Copular Inversion and Triggered Inversion (Shlonsky 1997).
While inversion structures in Hebrew have received much attention, they have not
been afforded a great deal of dedicated consideration from the perspective of LI, with
the exception of Borer (2010). Hebrew Free Inversion has been reported to show DE
(Shlonsky 1997; Borer 2010), to which I shall return.

(136) a. La-cheder
to.the-room

nichnas
entered

yeled.
boy

‘Into the room entered a boy.’
b. Higiya

arrived
yeled/*ha-yeled.
boy/*the-boy

‘Here arrived a boy.’

Concerning overt LI in Hebrew, I must mention Triggered Inversion in which the
finite verb has been posited to move to the C-domain (Shlonsky and Doron 1991; Shlon-
sky 1997), resmbling a specific instance of a V2 structure. This has the effect that that
transitive verbs may participate in structures superficially resembling LI (137).
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(137) Ba-pšita
in-the-raid

ha-leilit
the-nightly

acra
detained

ha-mištara
the-police

pe’ilim
activists

rabim.
many

‘The police detained many activists in the nightly raid.’
(Shlonsky 1997:146)

It is a particular challenge to show that transitive verbs cannot take part in LI in
Hebrew due to the likeness with Triggered Inversion. The only clue that there may be
some underlying difference is that unaccusative verbs typically participating in LI may
participate in both overt LI (138a) and what Shlonsky (1997) classifies free inversion
(138b), taken to be a covert form of LI (Pinto 1997; Tortora 1997; Sheehan 2007; Corr
2016; Bentley and Cruschina 2018; Sluckin et al. 2021). A transitive verb, however,
may never undergo free inversion (138c).1

(138) a. La-cheder
to.the-room

ha-ze
the-this

nixnas
entered

yeled.
boy

‘Into the room came a boy. ’
b. Nixnas

entered
yeled.
boy

‘In came a boy.’
c. *Acra

detained
(ha-)mištara
(the-)police

pe’ilim
activists

rabim
many

(ba-pšita
(in-the-raid

ha-leilit).
the-nightly)

A further confound between overt LI and Triggered Inversion in Hebrew is that
neither show DE on the inverted subject; thus, it is particularly difficult to tell them
apart or ascertain if they are derived via the same or different mechanisms. How-
ever, for overt LI, Shlonsky (1997) argues that the locative XP moves to a C-domain
topic position, but EPP is satisfied by an expletive pro - proEXPL. In section (3.2.2.3), I
shall show A’-movement to a CP position to be undesirable for overt LI, since Shlon-
sky (1997) employs diagnostics such as sentential negation via eyn, which we have
established as inappropriate for LI (§2.3.1). Consequently, I avoid extended discussion
of triggered inversion, yet it will become clear in Chapters 4 and 5 that it is unne-
cessary to posit a complex syntax involving V-to-C movement or XP movement to the
C-domain for overt LI. Thus, working on the principles of parsimony and economy, i.e.,
less movement is less complex, I consider LI alone. Moreover, if Borer (1995) is correct
that Spec,TP is in fact an A’-position and the subject-related EPP in Hebrew is either
absent or need not be satisfied via A-movement (see also Doron 2000), then proEXPL is
unnecessary technology, as predicted by Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou (1998) for
richly inflecting languages in which the inflectional features of the verb satisfy D and
1. The example in (138c) is taken from Shlonsky (1997:47)
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ϕ requirements on T.
On the other hand and as reported above, Hebrew Free Inversion or covert LI in

our terms has been reported to be necessarily indefinite (Shlonsky 1997; Borer 2010),
a constraint not present in Italian. However, in response to a “what happened?” ques-
tion, native speaker consultants agree that a definiteness requirement is not necessary,
which disputes the assertions in the literature.

(139) What happened? (Ma kara?)
a. Ne’elam

disappeared
ha-yeled!
the-boy

‘The boy has disappeared!’
b. Nigmar

finished
habiskvitim!
the-biscuits

‘The biscuits are finished’ (p.c. Nora Boneh)

Turning to the explicit relation between locatives and inversion in Hebrew, Borer
(2010) argues that wherever an overt or covert location can be reconstructed, Hebrew
unaccusatives may take part in inversion (140). This she argues is down to an event
argument high in the clause, in an E(vent)P projection above TP (see Borer 2005a,b),
related to a quantifiable change licensed by either an overt or covert locative; these
proposals are along the lines of the covert situational argument proSIT proposed by
Bentley and Cruschina (2018) for predicates denoting quantized change. In this terms
we may think of the event argument as the situational argument proSIT.

(140) Hebrew: ‘disappear’
Ne’elm-u
disappeared.pst.pl

harbe
many

sfarim
books

me-ha-sifrija
from-the-library

‘many books disappeared from the library.’
(Shlonsky 1997:163)

Note, however, that the verb ne’elam ‘disappeared’ is not speaker-oriented in the
same way as higiya ’arrived’ or nixnas ’entered’ and thus it is not clear that it selects
a locative argument by default. Consider then the perfectly grammatical example in
(141). It is then a reasonable hypothesis that proSIT in Hebrew need not always be
licensed by a locative, as is the case in Italian. Alternatively, we might posit that
unlike in Italian, verbs of disappearance either optionally or necessarily select a covert
locative by default, along the lines of proposals by Corr (2016) for micro-variation in
Ibero-Romance varieties.
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(141) Ne’elm-u
disappeared.pst.pl

harbe
many

sfarim.
books

‘Many books disappeared.’

Nonetheless, some differences between Hebrew and Italian in covert LI structures
are apparent with verbs that do not inherently involve directional goals or locations.
For example, a Hebrew version of the Italian (133a) is degraded even with an indefinite
(see 142a); a definite is always ruled out. But when an overt location is included, the
sentence is improved (142b), as predicted by Borer (2010).

(142) a. ?Met
died

gever/misheu.
man/someone

Intended: ‘A man/someone died.’
b. met

died
gever/misheu
man/someone

ba-sifrija.
in.the-library

Intended: ’a man/someone died in the library.’

The fact that covert LI in Hebrew is subject to definiteness effects in non out-of-
the-blue contexts can be understood as evidence that proLOC does not raise to a higher
position, since DE emerge when two internal arguments of v remain in-situ (§2.2.2).
This begs the question, as to where DE come from for an inversion such as (141),
where it is unclear that proLOC is an inherent property of disappearance verbs. In such
instances, it is possible that an optional proLOC occupies a v-internal argument position
and aids in licensing proSIT.

It is thus evident that the inversion facts for covert LI vary for different verb classes
in Hebrew; indeed, some level of lexical semantic variation is expected, as is well
recorded for overt LI in English. I do not have space to discuss the exact behaviour of
each lexical semantic verb class and the argument structural implications. Nonetheless,
it appears that Hebrew covert LI is in part dependent on a overt or covert locative
argument and the covert argument proSIT. Nonetheless, the licensing conditions for
proSIT, Borer’s (2010) event argument, do not seem reliant on a location at all times;
some verbs require extra support, while others do not. I shall not yet offer a full
analysis; however,the analysis I shall develop follows the idea that Hebrew covert LI
with DE in Hebrew involves proSIT in the subject position and either an overt locative
XP or proLOC in situ. Indeed, the locative interpretation of instances of covert LI in
Hebrew such as (136b) gives us good reason to suppose proLOC in the Hebrew repertoire
of covert elements.

Alternatively, Shlonsky (1997) argues that instances of Hebrew covert LI in fact in-
volve an expletive pro, proEXPL satisfying EPP requirements. If this is the case, a possible
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hypothesis, is that selection of an expletive is possible with ’appear’ and ’disappear’ but
not ’die’. That however begs the question as to why a low overt locative has the ef-
fect of licensing otherwise degraded inversions, a problem Borer (2010) or an account
inspired by hers, does not have.

3.1.3 French: overt LI and very constrained covert LI
French unproblematically allows structures of the overt LI type (Bonami et al. 1999;
Lahousse 2003b, 2006; Marandin 2001, 2008, 2011; Sheehan 2007; Teixeira 2016;
Sluckin et al. 2021, among others) (143a). The situation for overt LI resembles that
described for Italian, i.e., it is related to broad focus but is infelicitous in out of the blue
contexts. However, it appears more sensitive to lexical-semantic constraints; for ex-
ample, verbs that are inherently speaker orientated, appearance, directed motion, and
existence are all permissible, while verbs of ‘disappearance’ are generally infelicitous
(Sluckin et al. 2021; p.c. Fabienne Martin); also a characteristic of English LI.

(143) a. Dans
in

la
the
chambre
room

est
is
entrée
entered

Beatrice.
Beatrice

‘Into the room came Beatrice.’
b. *Dans

in
la
the
chambre
room

est
is
disparue
disappeared

Beatrice.
Beatrice

Intended: ‘Beatrice disappeared in the room.’

Turning to covert inversion structures, we have seen that full and partial NSLs such
as Italian and Hebrew allow instances of covert LI. However, languages without null-
subjects typically do not. Indeed, Free Inversion is not generally considered possible
in French (Sheehan 2007:167), a language lacking null-subjects. Thus, French does
not readily replicate the fronted Italian covert-locative, as visible in (144a); the inver-
sion requires an expletive and a indefinite subject. Sheehan (2007) puts this difference
down to the fact that French lacks an expletive pro. Regardless of the validity if explet-
ive pro in other languages, the empirical facts are unsurprising, as it is accepted that
French shows a relatively strong requirement for an overt subject element to occupy
Spec,TP, i.e., the EPP position (Pollock 1989; Rowlett 2007).
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(144) a. *Est
is

entrée
entered

Beatrice.
Beatrice

Intended: ‘In came Beatrice.’
b. Il

expl
est
is
entrée
entered

un
a
garçon.
boy

‘There came a boy (in here).’

However, French does in fact possess two potential candidates for covert LI: Firstly,
French shows particular complications in respect to the diagnostics of covert LI due to a
linearly similar structure under the guise of Stylistic Inversion in embedded contexts,
which are generally unavailable in matrix clauses (Kayne and Pollock 1978, 2001,
2005). Note the grammaticality of (145) as opposed to (145b). Thus, we can immedi-
ately put this type of construction down to licensing properties in embedding structures
that are beyond the aims of this dissertation (but see Sheehan 2007).

(145) a. ...quand
when

est
is
mort
died

le
the
president.
president

Intended: ‘...when the president died.’
b. *et

and
est
is
mort
died

le
the
president.
president

Intended: ‘and then the president died.’

The second candidate is a verb-initial matrix structure, referred to by Lahousse
(2007) as Absolute Inversion (146). That is, within the typical scenarios of covert LI,
the example in (144a) was indeed ungrammatical. However, there do exist situations in
which a construction like (144a) is grammatical. Absolute inversion (Lahousse 2007) is
possible where a sequence of events are depicted in a narrative and the clause showing
subject-verb inversion is anaphorically linked to the previous clause. Thus, Absolute
Inversion is infelicitous in out-of-the-blue contexts, which are typical of Italian and
Hebrew covert-LI.
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(146) Context: J’adorais livrer mes textes en ces petits matins grisâtres et pluvieux. Achard
corrigeait, annotait, expédiait à la compo.
‘I loved delivering my texts on these grey and rainy dawns. Achard would cor-
rect, annotate and send them to the typesetters.’

Et
it

arrivait
arrived

l’instant
the-instant

magique:
magic:

il
he
m’ouvrait
me.dat-openend

le
the
placard
cupboard

d’Ali
of-Ali

Baba.
Baba

‘Then came the magical moment: he opened Ali Baba’s cupboard for me.’
(ex. 23b, Lahousse 2007:13)

Absolute Inversion not only involves an implicit location but also a temporal pivot
‘and then’ reading typical of narrative style (Lahousse 2007, 2011; Sluckin et al. 2021).
Lahousse (2007) posits that the construction involves the presence of a covert temporal
stage topic which licenses the inversion, as anaphoric reference is required. This sug-
gestion chimes with suggestions by Pinto (1997) that the covert-argument of inversion
verbs may be either locative or temporal but is different in that the covert-argument
does not refer to a temporal location (Lahousse 2007). Moreover, Absolute Inversion
is strictly limited to unaccusative verbs of appearance, speaker-oriented motion, and
occurrence ,e.g., appear, arrive, come, and happen. As Lahousse (2007:15) puts it, Ab-
solute Inversion ‘denotes the occurrence of a new event or moment, or the appearance
of a new person with respect to the immediately preceding spatio-temporal context’.
It is not possible with unaccusatives denoting disappearance, departure, or dying (see
Sluckin et al. 2021). Finally, no DE are present, Overall, Absolute Inversion appears
to behave exactly like overt LI in French and English.

(147) a. *et
and

est
is
disaparu
disappeared

le
the
president.
president

Intended:‘and then the president disappeared.’
b. *et

and
est
is
mort
died

le
the
president.
president

Intended: ‘and then the president died.’

In Section (3.2.2), I argue explicitly against stage-topic analyses of LI, for the reason
that stage topics are too broad to be able to produce the syntactic constraints across dif-
ferent types of LI. The fact that Absolute Inversion is conditioned by lexical semantics
indicates that there is in fact a deeper relation to argument structure than indicated
by Lahousse (2007). Given that French also possesses a strong EPP (Rowlett 2007),
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the lexical semantic variation in Absolute Inversion suggests that unaccusative verbs
of appearance, speaker-oriented motion, and occurrence have the ability to license an
EPP satisfying silent argument.

In this regard, I would like return to the notion of the covert perceiver/observer
argument suggested by Fabienne Martin in joint work (Sluckin et al. 2021), intro-
duced in Section (2.3.3). Sluckin et al. (2021) explicitly claimed that a crucial prop-
erty of absolute inversion structures was the fact that they exclusively involve verbs
of appearance/speaker-oriented directed motion capable of licensing proEXP. Indeed,
absolute inversions are evidence that that proEXP is a syntactically active experien-
cer/observer argument, which they claim is capable of satisfying subject requirements
the higher functional domain, i.e., Spec,TP.

Again, we can see that if perception of the event is denied either directly or in-
directly, inversion becomes infelicitous. Note the contrast between (148a) where a
perception event is set up via the introduction of a narrative centre, and the infeli-
city of (148b) where the appearance event of la jeune élève is explicitly negated, thus
rendering a perception event impossible and thereby the sentence infelicitous.

(148) a. Elle
she

ouvre
opens

la
the
porte.
door

‘She opens the door.’
Apparaît
Appears

la
the
jeune
young

élève,
pupil

âgée
aged

de
of
18ans.
18

‘The young 18-year-old female student appears.’ (Lahousse 2003a:138)
b. #?? Ne

neg
apparaît
appears

pas
neg

la
the
jeune
young

élève.
pupil

‘The young female student does not appear.’

Sluckin et al. (2021) assumed, following Landau (2010b), that experiencers are in
fact a kind of abstract locative, as experiencers and mental locations are conceptually
similar. In other words, experiencers are inherently locative. Thus, in French covert
LI, Sluckin et al.’s conception of proEXP is that it denotes a mental location and thus
semantically and syntactically resembles a subject and a location. They pursued the
idea that the experiencer behaves exactly the same as a locative. However, in this dis-
sertation, I will instead develop the idea that the experiencer is not in complementary
distribution with a locative but may instead work with a locative element, whereby
proEXP fully values the D and ϕ-features of T, yet a locative is not capable of doing this.

In the coming chapters, I argue that both covert and overt LI in English and French
involve movement of the covert proEXP to Spec,TP to satisfy the traditional D/ϕ con-
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ception of EPP (Chomsky 1981, 1982, 1995, 2001; Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou
1998), while overt locatives target a higher position.

3.1.4 English: plain-old overt LI
Turning lastly to English, only overt LI is possible (149a), while covert LI of any type
is completely ruled out (149b). The cognate to NSL covert LI structures, as is generally
also the case in French, involves the insertion of expletive there (149c). However, a
key difference between French and English is that the there is more strictly limited to
unaccusatives of existence and directed motion in English, while French may merge
expletive il with verbs like mourir ‘to die’ or partir ‘to leave’ (150a,c) (Sluckin et al.
2021) (150b,d). Moreover, the impersonal passive in French with il enables a greater
range of expletive constructions than is possible in English. Nonetheless, the exact
syntactic motivation for availability of expletives with different lexical-semantic verb
classes in French is beyond the goals of this dissertation.

(149) a. Into the room came Beatrice.
b. *Entered/came/arrived Beatrice.
c. There arrived/exists a train.

(150) a. Il
expl

est
is
mort
died

un
a
homme.
man

‘a man has died.’
b. *There died a man.
c. Il

expl
est
is
parti
departed

un
a
train.
man

‘A train has departed.’
d. *There departed a train.

It is of note that the constraints on English LI and there insertion appear to obey
the more or less the same lexical-semantic constraints as the French absolute inversion
structure, i.e., verbs of appearance, speaker-oriented motion, and existence. This is
not an inconsequential issue for the reason that for English LI, the fronted locative
appears to act as a syntactic topic on account of a well-known ban on embedded LI in
English (Stowell 1981; Coopmans 1989; Roberts 2010a); I discuss this root-embedded
asymmetry in greater depth in the next section.

(151) *We were surprised that out of the house came Goldilocks.
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This has led to a dispute in the literature as to whether the locative itself satisfies
EPP requirements in Spec,TP, either landing there (Hoekstra and Mulder 1990; Levin
and Rappaport Hovav 1995; Collins 1997; Sheehan 2007), or passing through on its
way to Spec,CP (Stowell 1981; Haeberli 2002; Roberts 2010a; Sluckin et al. 2021); or if
raising of the locative and EPP satisfaction are in fact orthogonal with covert valuation
of the EPP via raising of a proEXPL (Coopmans 1989; Postal 2004; Bruening 2010) and
A’-movement of the locative to Spec,CP.

While this is a complex issue to which I shall return in Section (3.2.1) and §(5.1.3),
I have already presented evidence for an evidential component involving proEXP in Eng-
lish, along the lines suggested by Sluckin et al. (2021) for French Absolute Inversion.
Put briefly, given the evidential flavour of English LI akin to expletive constructions
(Hole and Fraser 2019) and the French Absolute Inversion construction, we might en-
tertain the idea that proEXP is in fact involved in EPP valuation. That is, we might posit
that what has been up to now considered proEXPL is in fact proEXP, which has previously
been miscategorized as an expletive. If correct, this is a preferable solution, given that
a covert argument with intepretational content and effects should be preferred to a
semantically empty proEXPL occurring in apparent free variation with the overt there,
yet never alone (compare 152a–c).

(152) a. Out of the cave came a grizzly bear.
b. Out of the cave there came a grizzly bear.
c. *came a grizzly bear

3.1.5 Intermediate summary
Therefore, it appears that the EPP in Italian, Hebrew, and French can be to different
degrees be satisfied by covert XPs which do not correspond to the semantic-subject, yet
the extent to which that is possible is dependent on the the types of covert argument
available in a language. In this section I have introduced a set of proposed covert
arguments that appear to enable more or less inversion broadly describable as covert
LI (153). However, while I have included proEXPL in this list, it will ultimately not factor
in the analyses proposed here.



104 CHAPTER 3. PREPOSED LOCATIVES AND SUBJECT REQUIREMENTS

(153) Types of covert argument
a. proLOC

b. proSIT

c. proEXP

d. proEXPL2

It should already be clear that the properties of overt and covert LI among the
surveyed languages and indeed among lexical-semantic verb classes show a good deal
of inter- and intralinguistic variation. Let us now move on to consider the status of the
preposed locative, be it covert or overt, as a topic, subject-like element, or a mix of the
two.

3.2 Matrix and Embedded LI: the topic/subject status
of the locative

We have already established that LI involves presentationally focused DPs within broad-
focus structures (Benincà 1988; Cinque 1990; Pinto 1997; Sluckin et al. 2021, among
others). This has the syntactic effect that the DP subject remains low in the structure,
i.e., it stays in situ. On the other hand, the syntactic status and position of the preposed
locative is less unitary from a cross-linguistic perspective.

In this section, I focus first on the topic-like properties of preposed locatives and the
interaction thereof with the availability LI in embedded and matrix clauses. This will
serve to demonstrate that languages showing symmetrical LI across root and embedded
contexts,e.g., Italian, French, and Hebrew, and those showing a root-embedded asym-
metry,e.g., English require different explanations for EPP satisfaction and ultimately
different analyses for the requirements of T. It will be shown that for English there is
clear evidence that the final landing site of the fronted locative is a CP-topic position
and not the subject position.

I then move on to discuss just what kind of a discourse-element the preposed locat-
ive is, ultimately suggesting that the best label is Subject of Predication (Cardinaletti
2004; Sluckin et al. 2021; contra Rizzi and Shlonsky 2006). I come to the conclu-
sion that the Arestotelian notion Subject of Predication as formalized by Cardinaletti
(2004) is a necessary and primitive ingredient of LI. We must then ask how it is that
all the languages under investigation show similar pragmatic constraints but encode
them differently at a syntactic level.
2. Not employed in this dissertation, following (Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou 1998).
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Let us begin this discussion by highlighting arguments for the subject and/or topic
status of locatives in English.

3.2.1 The clausal syntactic problem of LI in English
A particular peculiarity of English LI is that it is only possible in matrix clauses. Indeed,
Stowell (1981) comes to the well-accepted conclusion that in English fronted PPs in LI
are syntactic topics on account of the ungrammaticality of fronted PPs in embedded
contexts but unproblematic in matrix clauses:

(154) No embedded LI:
*I don’t believe John’s claim [that in the chair was sitting my older brother].

(Stowell 1981:272)

(155) PP-fronting (LI) in matrix contexts:
a. [Into the room] walked my brother Jack.
b. [On the table] was put a valuable book.
c. [Down the stairs] fell the baby.

The requirement then that the fronted locative be ‘more retrievable from the con-
text’ can for English be understood as a topic requirement in the sense that the locative
occupies a position typically associated with CP topics (see also Roberts 2010a; Rizzi
and Shlonsky 2006) and can be understood as movement to a topic position in the
C-domain - Spec,CP or Spec,TopP in cartographic terms (cf. Rizzi 1997a). This gives
rise to the matrix-embedded asymmetry in English LI, where LI is not possible after
a complementizer3. The idea that English LI involves A’-movement to the C-domain
is by now well represented in the literature (Coopmans 1989; Bruening 2010; Roberts
2010a; Rizzi and Shlonsky 2006; Sluckin et al. 2021). This type of analysis fits in-
tuitively with the information-structural observations that the preverbal spatial XP is
typically anaphorically or contextually linked to the previous discourse. A basic struc-
ture ignoring the EPP property is given below:

(156) (Structure to be further revised later)

3. Note also that complementizer-less embedded contexts are also highly degraded:
(i) John saw/said/knows/was surprised, *out of the house came a little girl.
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CP

C′

TP

T’

vP

SC

DP
John

PP

into the room

v
came

T

C

PP

Into the room

A more problematic question remains for English; if the PP targets a position in CP,
how is the EPP satisfied? This problem has not gone unnoticed. Let us here review
some proposed solutions.

Potential explanations for EPP satisfaction in LI

a. Locatives are formally akin to DP subjects. (Stowell 1981; Bresnan 1994;
Pinto 1997; Haeberli 2002; Sheehan 2007; Collins 1997; Roberts 2010a;
Teixeira 2016)

b. A repair operation is active in the syntax. (Rizzi and Shlonsky 2006)
c. A silent expletive (Coopmans 1989; Postal 2004; Bruening 2010), silent

stage topic (Lahousse 2003b), or other covert argument (Pinto 1997; Bentley
and Cruschina 2018; Sluckin et al. 2021) is active in the syntax and covertly
satisfies EPP.

3.2.1.1 The locative is like a DP and moves through TP
It has been claimed that locatives move through Spec,TP on their way to the C-domain.
Scholars such as Stowell (1981), Haeberli (2002), and Roberts (2010a) suppose that
either the P content of a PP (Haeberli 2002) or the nested DP (Roberts 2010a) might
satisfy the EPP when the lone-DP argument in the clause is the theme argument of an
unaccusative verb or a passivized transitive verb.

Let us discuss the empirical claims first. Bresnan (1994:97) shows that English LI
involves subject-like behaviour of locatives PPs in subject raising contexts:
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(157) Subject Raising (Bresnan 1994:97)
a. On that hill appears to be located a Cathedral.
b. Through the door is likely to walk the most important man in the com-

pany.
Moreover, Stowell (1981:273) draws on data observed by Bresnan (1977), that

long-extraction of locative PP-subjects produces that-trace effects. He concludes that
even if preposed locative PPs are necessarily topics, they also appear to satisfy clausal
subject requirements, i.e., they move through the subject position (Spec,TP) to Comp
(spec,CP).

(158) That-trace effects (Bresnan 1977; Stowell 1981)
a. [Who]i did you say [S’[e]i [[e]i read the book]]?
b. *[Who]i did you say [S’ that [[e]i read the book]]?
c. [Into which room]i did you say [S’[e]i [[e]i walked the children]]?
d. *[Into which room]i did you say [S’ that [[e]i walked the children]]?

These effects, he argues, boil down to the fact that ‘the PP Preposing [i.e., LI (my ad-
dition)] construction involves proper government of the subject position from COMP’
and if COMP, or rather C, is filled by an overt complementizer proper government is
blocked (Stowell 1981:273).

However, it is possible that that-trace effects actually involve a structural confound.
While (159a) is grammatical, the sentence in (159b) is not. The wh-phrase involves
likely involves a movement operation motivated for different reason than those trig-
gering LI.

(159) a. [Into which room]i did you say [S’[e]i [[e]i walked the children]]?
b. ??You said into the living room walked the children.

It should also be pointed out that reformulated instances of apparent subject raising
in (157) are peculiar in that they are more marked without inversion if both the PP
and DP subject occur preverbally (160.

(160) a. ?Through the door the most important man in the company is likely to
walk

Although, none of the raising examples are grammatical in embedded contexts
(161), as is the case for all LI, which suggests that the locative may not actually satisfy
subject requirements, as raising should not be limited to matrix clauses more widely.
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(161) a. ??It is a surprise that on that hill appears to be located a Cathedral.
b. ??It is expected that that through the door is likely to walk the most im-

portant man in the company.
However, the examples in (157) and (158c) are all also compatible with an expletive

there in the subject position, albeit with DE.

(162) a. [Into which room] did you say there walked some children]]?
b. On that hill there appears to be located a Cathedral.
c. Through the door there is likely to walk an important man in the company.

It is possible then that the locatives simply always move straight to the C-domain
and EPP is satisfied in another way. Aside from the somewhat cloudy empirical situ-
ation, there are theoretical arguments against the assumption of EPP satisfaction via
the locative.

If the locative does in fact satisfy EPP, it is a conundrum why it may never surface
in Spec,TP in embedded clauses; after all, there is no ban on anaphorically linked pre-
verbal subjects in embedded clauses. The ban on embedded LI indicates that locative
PPs do not in fact value the EPP in TP or there is some restriction preventing the pre-
posed locative from remaining there. Perhaps more problematic is how a locative P
or adverbial element is supposed to check EPP under a Chomskian (Chomsky 1995,
2001) conception of T’s EPP features reducing to [uϕ:_, uD:_]. Roberts (2010a) sug-
gests that the [+D] features of the DP under the directional PP suffice to check the
EPP, yet if P or rather p is a phase head (see Svenonius 2003, 2007; Asbury et al. 2008;
Abels 2012) the PIC should block an agree operation between T and the transferred DP
under p. It is also unclear then how these features are valued in cases of DP-ellipsis,
e.g., and along came the postman. On the other hand, if P were indeed an EPP checking
element (Haeberli 2002), aside from lacking explanation for the root-embedded issue,
we might predict passive clauses with initial by-phrases or unaccusatives with causer
PPs in the subject position; these are both ungrammatical in English.

(163) a. *By the giant was killed Jack.
b. *From the disease died the boy.

Another potential problem surfaces in the idea that an argument in a derived pos-
ition should become frozen and an island for further movement (Corver 2017). Thus,
under the principle that a raised argument in a derived A-position cannot move again,
the PP in Spec,TP should no longer be accessible for further movement to CP. Admit-
tedly, the mechanics and extent of Freezing are contested issues and do not equate to
an insurmountable problem. Therefore, I consider that some other operation for EPP
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satisfaction must be active4.

3.2.1.2 A silent expletive in TP
The assertion that the locative PP in English LI moves to the C-domain leads Coopmans
(1989) Postal (2004) and Bruening (2010) to propose EPP satisfaction via a null ex-
pletive. Coopmans (1989) observes that LI and a preposed locative in an expletive
construction are nigh on optional. Consider the examples in (164), both are ungram-
matical in embedded contexts, the informational status of the preposed locative is
constant, and both involve presentational focus on the late DP Subject.

(164) a. Out of the woods came a bear.
b. Out of the woods there came a bear.

A particularly strong argument for the presence of null expletive, i.e., a phonolo-
gically silent there emerges in the fact that in tag questions following LI clauses, the
tag pronoun is there (Postal 2004; Bruening 2010).

(165) a. To Gloria (there) will fall a number of unpleasant tasks, won’t there?
b. At that time (there) were built a number of warships, weren’t there?

(ex.92, Postal 2004:42)
While Bresnan (1994) has argued against a null-expletive analysis on the basis of the

ungrammaticality of there in LI sentences such as (166). Bruening (2010:48) points out
4. on the basis of very particular cases of embedded LI such as (1), Hoekstra and Mulder (1990), and
following them Levin and Rappaport Hovav (1995), have argued reach that the preposed locative PP
lands in Spec,TP).
(i) a. We all witnessed how down the hill came rolling a huge baby carriage.

b. We suddenly saw how into the pond jumped thousands of frogs.
(Hoekstra and Mulder 1990:32)

Such data is at first sight certainly a problem for a CP-topicalisation analysis. However, their data
is not as strong as it seems. Firstly, the examples are highly marked, much more so than their matrix
equivalents. Secondly, why should it be that complementizers like that are totally ungrammatical in
embedded LI, but how appears just about possible (emphasis on just about)? The marginal availability
of these examples stems from the fact that they are interpretable as root-environments; both instances
involve verbs of perception that are capable of inducing root contexts. Verbs of perception and saying
(bridge verbs), are known to license V2 structures in embedded contexts in languages that are otherwise
asymmetrically V2 (cf. Salvesen and Walkden 2017). This is in line with observations by Coopmans
(1989:747), that the complements of certain assertive verbs will allow exceptional behaviour, as they
do in V2 Germanic. Consequently, the examples in (1) are the exception and not the rule, and not a
strong challenge to the generalization that fronted locatives in English are restricted to CP environments.
We have furthermore already posited a relation between direct perception and LI. In short, the cases
in (1) involve a complementizer selecting a CP-matrix clause. Another credible alternative is that how
occupies a higher position in the C-domain than the topic position occupied by the PP; indeed, the
relative instances of how can be considered as derived from the wh-word; I suppose that how can be
considered to syntactically act like why-questions, which are merged high in the C-domain (see Walkden
2017:57).



110 CHAPTER 3. PREPOSED LOCATIVES AND SUBJECT REQUIREMENTS

that this derives from an indefiniteness restriction associated with overt there (Belletti
1988; Diesing 1992; Freeze 1992).

(166) Into the room (*there) ran Mother. (ex.76, Bresnan 1994:99)
However, while the behaviour of there and LI seems to cut pretty closely, posit-

ing a null-expletive requires Bruening (2010:48) to posit the stipulation that English
null-expletives do not cause definiteness effects, while overt ones do; this is the total
opposite of claims concerning null expletives for Romance (Sheehan 2007) and Hebrew
(Shlonsky 1997). Moreover, one needs to account for the apparent optionality of the
overt and covert form in indefinite circumstances.

Bruening (2010) invokes the notion of a [SP] (Special Purposes) feature, which
despite his protestations seems an ad hoc solution. There is a final piece of evidence that
is especially problematic for an optionality account; note that in directional contexts
(167a) there with DP-ellipsis is ungrammatical, while the iterations in (167b–c) are
perfectly grammatical. This shows quite clearly that the presence of there in LI is
dependent on the fronted DP within the preposed locative PP. I take this as evidence
that there in preposed locative structures is not in fact expletive there but an extractable
element of the PP structure itself. If proEXPL were simply a reflex of there, it too should
be ruled out in such contexts.

(167) Context:John was waiting underneath the window of the Chinese restaurant,
a. *and suddenly out there jumped a boy.
b. and suddenly out of the window jumped a boy
c. and suddenly out of the window there jumped a boy.
d. and suddenly out jumped a boy.

Similar analyses have been posited for French involving a silent stage topic (Lahousse
2003b; Rowlett 2007) capable of satisfying clausal subject requirements in the context
of adverbial fronting, i.e., LI in French. I shall discuss in the next chapter why such an
analysis is in fact inappropriate.

3.2.1.3 Nominal Fin
Rizzi and Shlonsky (2006) pursue a strong cartographic approach to LI in English.
They dismiss EPP on T as the source of subject requirements cross-linguistically, in-
stead assigning it to the subject-criterion on SubjP; that is, a Subject Phrase (SubjP)
(Cardinaletti 2004) which attracts the Subject of Predication; when the appropriate
element reaches this position it is frozen in place via criterial freezing.

The fact that English LI is necessarily matrix is taken by Rizzi and Shlonsky (2006)
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to be evidence that the subject criterion cannot be satisfied by the PP. Their analysis
involves several parts; firstly, T is associated with nominative Case and moves to Subj
creating the condition that the XP satisfying the subject criterion must be nominative.
This has the effect that a locative PP could not satisfy the subject criterion, as it cannot
check nominative case. However, this definition of subjecthood is a pre-minimalist
EPP constellation and does not in fact draw on the Aristotelian notion. Rizzi and
Shlonsky (2006) then assume that LI involves a special nominal instance of Fin, bearing
an uninterpretable locative N feature which is able to satisfy the subject criterion on
Subj via a local Agree operation when a locative PP values the locative N feature in
Spec,FinP. Movement of PP must carry on to TopP because Fin is a non-criterial position
that cannot host the locative. This produces the following analysis:

(168) [TopP PPInto the room [Top[FinP PPt[Fin{i:Nloc}[SubjP[Subj{u:Nloc}[TP T[vP vcame [SC
DPJohn PPt]]]]]]]]]

While this might work in strong cartographic syntax, I do not pursue such an ap-
proach in this dissertation. However, their analysis suffers from larger problems than
differences in taste. Firstly, T-to-Subj raising for Case reasons is a speculative operation
that has only theory-internal motivation. In the case of English, Rizzi and Shlonsky
(2006) gain nothing in positing SubjP. If the standard approach is that nominative Case
is on T, the addition of SubjP becomes superfluous for English. More importantly, the
Rizzi and Shlonsky (2006) analysis cannot account for restrictions on tense and aspect,
the optionality of expletive there, or more importantly why particular unaccusatives
cannot participate in LI and other unergatives can. Moreover, it can be argued that
the notion of nominal Fin suffers from a look-ahead problem: how does the derivation
know that it should place locative features on Fin in LI but not other unaccusative
contexts? While it is simple to say that the selection from numeration allows this dis-
tribution, it focuses on subject requirements as a de facto trigger for LI. I have already
shown in Chapter 2 that LI has specific evidential and argument structural properties.
A strength of the expletive account is that it focuses on the interplay between the LI-
triggering properties of argument structure and arguments present. Thus, while we
cannot ignore the structure of subject requirements, it is more desirable to look more
closely at the argument structure. In the next chapter, I shall discuss how SubjP and
Subject of Predication can in fact inform an approach to LI, yet I still ultimately come
to the conclusion that SubjP is always unnecessary architecture.

In sum, if I am correct about the shortcoming of previous analyses, then there we
are left with no fully functional analysis of LI that neither over-generates nor make
recourse to ad hocmechanisms, such as nominal Fin (Rizzi and Shlonsky 2006) or [SP]
features (Bruening 2010). Before being attempting an analysis for English, let us now
compare the behaviour of LI in matrix and embedded clauses in Italian, French, and
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Hebrew, so that we are in a position to present a unified approach to variation in LI
across these languages.

3.2.2 (A)Symmetrical LI: The topic status of preposed locatives
beyond English

In this section, it is demonstrated that Italian, French, and Hebrew show symmetrical
patterns for all types of LI. Thus, it will become clear, that English is exceptional. This
discussion provides context for an in depth discussion on the discourse status of the
preposed locative in Sections (3.2.3) and (3.2.4).

3.2.2.1 Italian
Italian LI contrasts with English, occurring in both matrix and embedded contexts
(Sluckin et al. 2021), as shown in (169). This behaviour indicates that topichood
in the traditional sense and thus movement to the C-domain is not involved, as Merge
of a complementizer in C would block A’-movement to the C-domain and limit LI to
matrix clauses.

(169) Tutti sanno che... all know that ‘Everybody knows that...’
a. È

is
entrata
entered

Beatrice.
Beatrice

‘Beatrice has come in (here).’
b. Ha

has
‘Dante

telefonato
phoned
has

Dante.
Dante
phoned

c. In
in
‘Giacomo

questa
this
Leopardi

casa
house
lived

ha
has
in

abitato
lived
this

Giacomo
Giacomo
house.’

Leopardi.
Leopardi
(Pinto 1997:20-22)

If the informational status of the preposed locative is the same as in English, which
appears the case, a difference between these languages is how and where in the clause
particular types of topichood may be encoded, i.e., CP or TP. Let us now consider the
empirical situation in French.

3.2.2.2 French
We have already established that overt LI in French is permissible in matrix clauses.
However, the existence of embedded overt LI is also easily demonstrable (170).
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(170) Tout
All

le
the
monde
world

sait
knows

que
that

dans
in

cette
this

maison
house

habites
lives

George
George

Brassens.
Brassens

‘Everyone one knows that George Brassens lives in this house.’

On the other hand, embedded covert LI also appears possible (171a,b), but this
is in fact Stylistic Inversion (henceforth SI) and not covert LI (Kayne 1972; Kayne
and Pollock 1978, 2001; Bonami et al. 1999; Marandin 2001, 2011; Lahousse 2006;
Rowlett 2007). Note the inversion involving unaccusative arriver ‘arrive’ in (171a) but
also the agentive verb téléphoner in (171b). Recall that Free Inversion is not typically
available in French. While a verb such as arriver might participate in matrix Absolute
Inversion, a specific anaphorically linked instance of covert LI, téléphoner can never
do so; furthermore,téléphoner also resists overt matrix LI. This explains why the matrix
versions of (171) in (172) are not possible5.

(171) a. Tout
All

le
the
monde
world

sait
knows

qu’est
that-is

arrivé
arrived

George
George

Brassens
Brassens

‘Everyone one knows that George Brassens has arrived.’
b. Tout

All
le
the
monde
world

sait
knows

qu’a
that-has

téléphoné
phoned

George
George

Brassens
Brassens

‘Everyone one knows that George Brassens has called.’

(172) a. ??Est
is

arrivé
arrived

George
George

Brassens
Brassens

Intended ‘George Brassens has arrived.’
b. *A

has
téléphoné
phoned

George
George

Brassens
Brassens

Intended: ‘George Brassens has called.’

Let us pay some more attention to the complexities of embedded SI that are not
possible in matrix settings. Note the contrast between (173a) and (173b) with the un-
accusative verb partir ‘to leave’; here an inversion with a late DP-subject is possible
under the Q-element quand ’when’, but not without it in a matrix context. Like télé-
phoner, partir cannot participate in Absolute Inversion even in the appropriate discourse
context.
5. (The sentence in 172)is only possible within an anaphorically linked context and not those possible
in Italian or Hebrew LI, as already discussed.
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(173) a. (Je
I
me
refl

demande)
asked

quand
when

partira
leave.fut.3sg

ton
your

ami.
friend

‘I wonder when your friend will leave.’ (Kayne and Pollock
1978:595-598)

b. *Part
leaves

ton
your

ami.
friend

Intended: ’Your friend left.’

Indeed, Marandin (2001) shows that embedded inversions are also available for
transitive verbs, which can never participate in LI.

(174) a. La
the
pièce
room

où
where

fait
makes

cours
lecture

le
the
professeur
professor

de
of
Marie.
Mary

‘the room where Mary’s teacher lectures.’ (Marandin 2001:197)

This evidence suggests that embedded SI resembling covert LI does not involve EPP
or subject requirements being met by a covert proLOC or proEXP but instead by some
other means. However, there is disagreement on the nature of the licensing factor
of embedded inversions in French and how subject requirements in the TP domain
are met. For instance, authors such as Bonami et al. (1999) and Marandin (2001)
instead divide SI into two categories, one involving in-situ subjects of unaccusatives
and an extraction-triggered inversion of any verb type; the latter involves reordering
under a HPSG model. On the other hand, Kayne and Pollock (1978) and Roberts
(2010b) argue for expletive (null-referential for Roberts) pro being able to satisfy the
EPP. This is problematic for the reason that French does not otherwise present evidence
of an expletive proEXPL; why would there be free choice between a covert expletive
and overt expletive il? Kayne and Pollock (2001), however, propose that SI involves
movement of the subject to a position in the left periphery and the entire TP to an even
higher position, leaving behind a trace subject-clitic in Spec,TP, yet this is a particularly
cumbersome solution for every case. Finally, under an alternative approach, Lahousse
(2006) argues that SI is divisible into two types, Focus Inversion and Genuine Inversion.
She claims that where a DP-subject encodes ‘exhaustive focus’ or narrow focus in our
terms, then the remnant movement approach proposed by Kayne and Pollock (2001)
is correct. However, where an inversion is genuine, it need not involve narrow focus,
i.e. it can involve broad focus and instead falls out from movement of the finite verb
to T and the subject remaining in-situ. However, Lahousse’s Geunuine Inversion is
explicitly orthogonal to unaccusativity and thus fails to account for the fact that French
past participles remain in V (Cinque 1999) and the different merge site of unaccusative
and agentive subject DPs. That is, Lahousse predicts ungrammatical orders such as
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(175), unless she adopts participle raising.

(175) *que/ou −→ Taux −→ DPsubj −→ Vptcp

A further problem for the account by Lahousse (2006) is that nothing is said for
EPP satisfaction so-called Genuine Inversion. Nonetheless, in other work by Lahousse
(2003b, 2007) in-situ inversions are always claimed to be licensed by a covert Stage
Topic satisfying subject requirements, although the exact means by which this takes
place are vague. Thus, under a Lahoussian analysis, (173a) may be analysed as Genuine
Inversion in which an implicit stage topic satisfies EPP requirements. Yet a problem
arising from that kind of approach is that we lack adequate explanation as to why
(173b) is ungrammatical in matrix contexts without the Q-element, but verbs of ap-
pearance and occurence can participate in Absolute Inversion, the anaphorically linked
covert LI. Indeed, I have already argued that French covert LI involves proEXP; I shall
argue explicitly against the appropriateness of a stage-topic account for LI in Section
(3.2.3).

Indeed, Sheehan (2007) argues that it is in fact the Q-element or wh-phrase it-
self that values the EPP in TP. If correct, the differences between limited verb classes
permitting covert LI and those wider set participating in SI falls out easily. The only
potential issue with this is that the standard intuition that wh-elements occupy a C-
domain position is lost. I suspect that the structure in (173aa) has a separate formal
motivation. I would like to suggest that Kayne and Pollock’s (1978) old observation
that such behaviour occurs adjacent to wh-elements and in subjunctive contexts is
crucial. This is because both of these are arguably mediated by C. Given that the EPP
features of T are taken to be inherited from C (Chomsky 2005, 2008; Ouali 2008, 2011;
Biberauer and Roberts 2010; Roberts 2010b), I take the embedded null inversion to be
licensed by C’s relation to T. As such, where subject-like properties are retained by C
on account of the need to merge or raise a wh/Q-element, the subject requirement in
TP is no longer obligatory. I leave further formalisation of SI for further research, as
it falls outside the goals of this dissertation.

In sum, embedded overt LI does appear possible in French. The possibility of em-
bedded overt LI in French leads to the conclusion that the locative XP is not a CP-topic,
but appears to surface in Spec,TP without obligatory further movement to the left peri-
phery. However, structures resembling embedded covert LI are in fact instances of SI,
a different construction with different licensing conditions.

3.2.2.3 Hebrew
Let us finally turn to the possibility of LI in embedded contexts in Hebrew. Both overt
and covert LI appear possible in embedded contexts. In (176a), a fronted locative XP
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under a complementizer ʃe, taken to be the overt realization of C, is perfectly possible.
This demonstrates that the locative PP is not a CP-topic. Likewise, embedded inversion
akin to covert LI is also possible (176b). Due to the requirement that inverted subjects
are indefinite in Hebrew inversion lacking an overt fronted locative XP, I have taken the
verb disappear rather than live in order to produce a contextually acceptable example.

(176) a. Kol
all
exad
one

yodea
knows

ʃe-ba-bait
that-in.the-house

ha-ze
the-this

gar
lives

yeled/Yosi
boy/Yosi

Shapiro.
Shapiro

‘Everyone knows that a boy/Yosi Shapiro lives in this house.’
b. Kol

all
exad
one

yodea
knows

ʃe-ne’elmu
that-disappeared.pl

mitnagdim
opponents

polit’im.
polticalpl

‘Everyone knows that political opponents disappeared.’

Shlonsky (1997:257) suggests that the preposed locative is a topic of sorts and not
a subject due to the fact that it resists embedding under ʔeyn (177a), which Shlonksy
posits as the head of NegP above TP. However, this is a moot point for the general fact
that LI is generally incompatible with sentential negation. This is at least the case for
English, French, and Italian (Bresnan 1994; Roberts 2010a; Sluckin et al. 2021), but
not for the Bantu language Chichewa (Bresnan 1994).

(177) a. *ʔeyn
neg

ba-pina
in-the

ʔomed
corner

xatul
stands

saxor.
cat

‘It is not the case that in the corner stands a black cat.’

I am obliged to return briefly to Triggered Inversion structures that go beyond LI,
introduced in (§2.2.3.2). Shlonsky and Doron (1991) and Shlonsky (1997) remark
on the ability of temporal adverbs, PPs, clausal complements, negative phrases, wh-
expressions, and relative operators to trigger inversion in both matrix and embedded
contexts. They leave unaccusatives, passives, and presentational contexts aside for the
reason that the trigger is optional in such cases but is obligatory with unergative and
transitives, i.e., an unaccusative verb may invert without the overt preposed locative.
Because both Shlonsky and Doron (1991) and Shlonsky (1997) assume that the EPP
in TP (or AgrSP) is universal, they conclude that Triggered Inversion is the result of
CP recursion, v-to-C movement, and movement of the trigger to Spec,CP. Moreover,
Triggered Inversion is also possible in embedded contexts under ʃe. If Shlonsky and
Doron (1991) are correct, it is difficult to fully know if an overt preposed PP in Hebrew
LI is occupying a subject position or a CP position, yet the latter would involve unne-
cessary movement if locatives are somehow privileged.

Alternatively, the fact that a preposed PP in LI may surface below a complementizer
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in both LI and Triggered Inversion could instead be taken as evidence under strong
minimalist assumptions that the locative is in fact occupying the specifier of a head
lower than CP, presumably TP. Indeed, Borer (1995) argues that Spec,TP is not an
obligatory subject position but in fact an A’-position. Under this view, overt LI can
plausibly involve PP-raising to Spec,TP. The question then is what kind of topic the
locative is in Hebrew if not a CP topic, and if there is a interpretable distinction to
be drawn between TP and CP topics. Moreover, this leaves the question open as to
how EPP features on T associated with D and ϕ are valued. Given Hebrew’s status
as a partial NSL, it is plausible to suppose that the finite verb is capable of valuing
these alone (Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou 1998), rendering Spec,TP an A’-position
of sorts in line with arguments by Borer (1995).

3.2.2.4 Interim summary
In sum, Hebrew, English, Italian, and French all show the same pragmatic constraints
on the fronted PP, i.e., the locative must be more familiar or more retrievable from the
context than the late subject. However, the four languages show variation in the avail-
ability of embedded LI structures. While only English makes use of a topicalization
strategy for LI, the other languages do not. The situation for embedded covert LI in
French was shown to be complex and to show a series of confounds with SI; I therefore
concluded, that French probably does not make use of covert LI in embedded struc-
tures, although embedded anaphorically linked covert LI with verbs of appearance and
occurence cannot be ruled out completely. The distribution of LI in the four languages
is summarized in (Table 3.1).

English Italian French Hebrew
Matrix overt LI + + + +
Embedded LI - + + +

Matrix covert LI - + ± +
Embedded covert LI - + - +

Table 3.1: Symmetrical and asymmetrical LI across in English, Italian, French, and
Hebrew

With the predicament in mind that topicalized locative XPs appear to target dif-
ferent positions in different languages, and the ever present problem of EPP satisfac-
tion, let us now turn to discuss the pragmatico-syntactic status of the preposed PP. I
shall now explore two potential explanations for the nature of the preposed locative in
symmetrical-LI languages, which will also inform the analysis for asymmetrical Eng-
lish. I shall first address case for classifying the locative as a Stage Topic (cf. Lahousse
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2003b, 2006, 2007, 2011; Teixeira 2016) before turning to the notion of Subject of
Predication (cf. Cardinaletti 2004; Rizzi 2005; Bentley and Cruschina 2018; Sluckin
et al. 2021).

3.2.3 Stage Topics are not a syntactic explanation for LI
It has been argued for French (Lahousse 2003b, 2007, 2011) that the fronted locative
in LI is a Stage topic; that is, a presupposed constituent defining a spatio-temporal
location already known to the addressee, i.e., ‘here and now’, resulting from either
its discourse-old status or contextual salience (Erteschik-Shir 1997, 2007). This type
of approach has been further expanded for other Romance varieties,e.g., such Italian
and Portuguese, (cf. Giurgea and Remberger 2012a,b; Giurgea 2017; Teixeira 2016),
as well as for English by Teixeira (2016). The cited approaches argue that stage top-
ics are capable of satisfying subjects requirements, i.e., the EPP in our conception. In
this subsection, I argue that a stage-topic explanation ultimately lacks syntactic con-
sistency and must therefore be discarded. While intuitively attractive, stage-topics are
a discourse-pragmatic notion that poorly translate into syntax, ultimately being too
broad to account for the syntactic particularities of LI. In short, while fronted overt
locatives and posited covert arguments can be accurately described as stage topics in
a pragmatic sense, a condition stipulating that stage topics may check the EPP would
over generate.

Let us first recall that Pinto (1997) posits that the null locative selected by inversion
verbs (my proLOC) denotes the ‘here and now’ of a given situation. This fits the bill for
the pragmatic definition of a stage topic; indeed, this is intuitively extendable to overt
preposed locatives. Indeed, Erteschik-Shir (2007:68) herself suggests that the fronted
locative in LI ‘may be best analysed as a stage topic, excluding it from the focus domain
of these sentence’. Fittingly then, cases of both covert and overt LI in Romance have
been considered to involve stage topics, be they phonologically silent or realized (cf.
Lahousse 2003b, 2006, 2007, 2011; Giurgea and Remberger 2012a,b; Giurgea 2017;
Teixeira 2016).

Now consider initial proposals for the role of stage topics in sentences and their
locus if any. Erteschik-Shir (2007:16) pursues a view of pragmatics stipulating that
a topic is always necessary, as ‘topics are the pivots for assessment’ and ‘ it is crucial
that every sentence have one’. Consequently, Erteschik-Shir (1997, 2007) proposes
that thetic-sentences, sentences in which no topic appears to be present, must always
involve an implicit stage topic. Under such a view, well-formed thetic sentences such
as those in (178) will necessarily involve an implicit stage topic.
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(178) a. It’s snowing.
b. There’s a cat outside the door.
c. Q: What happened? A: John washed the dishes! (Erteschik-Shir

2007:16-17)
Furthermore, Erteschik-Shir (2007:17) remarks that even where an overt stage topic

is apparently fronted, there is still need for an implicit stage topic in order to tell us
“where the door is located and at which time the sentence is supposed to be true.”

(179) Outside the door, there’s a cat.
From a syntactic perspective, the notion of stage topic is unclear, raising questions

such as, where are they generated? are they associated with any particular position?
Are they syntactically uniform? In (179) a stage topic may be overt, but another one
is needed to make sense of the sentence, yet the implicit stage topic does not appear
to play any syntactic role. It is possible to reformulate (179) as an instance of LI,
where presumably on top of the overt stage topic ‘outside the door’ another implicit
stage topic would still be required, as all that would be excluded would be the overt
expletive there. In sum, the notion of stage topic, the presence thereof in the syntax,
and EPP satisfaction are neither straightforward nor necessarily related.

Moreover, it is perhaps problematic for English, for example, to assume that all
well-formed thetic-sentences, i.e., those with a canonical structure involving a DP or
expletive subject, necessarily involve an extra implicit stage topic. If expletive there
does in fact retain some locative specification (Freeze 1992), i.e., it is only merged in
circumstances where the here and now of a particular situation requires reconstructing;
then I cannot see why the expletive could not in fact express the same content as the
apparently covert stage topic. There does not seem to be any consistent means of
determining when a stage topic must be syntactic and when it is purely pragmatic.
Indeed, if it is also necessary to posit a stage topic in instances where an overt stage
topic is already present, it is not for syntactic reasons such as EPP satisfaction, nor
does it involve the argument structure. As far as I can tell, the presence or absence of a
stage topic is a non syntactic notion and unfalsifiable in the syntax; it is only necessary
for pragmatico-semantic theory internal reasons.

An additional concern is the fact that multiple overt stage topics are possible; in
the constructed sentence in (180) two stage topics co-occur: yesterday and outside the
door. Frame/scene-setting adverbs are also stage topics, yet they are not uniformly
permissible in LI. In short, a peripheral scene-setting adverb, an argument of the verb,
and an implicit topic for which there is questionable evidence can be all be stage topics,
and seemingly all at the same time. There is of course nothing suspect about multiple
spatio-temporal restrictors per se, e.g., ‘yesterday, in the house, in the bedroom, under
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the bed, next to the box....’, yet once again the presence of multiple stage topics shows
that stage topichood is not tied to a particular syntactic role or requirement. The same
arguments against PP-subjects also apply to stage topics, overt or covert.

(180) Yesterday, outside the door, there was a cat.
It seems then that the notion of stage topic as an explanation for LI falls short.

Instead, stage topics are a useful notion in the pragmatic-semantic domain, but I am
unconvinced of its syntactic import. While preposed locatives or indeed proLOC in LI
may indeed be stage topics, that fact still fails to explain the syntactic operations at
hand. That is, I see no evidence to posit a syntactic feature with an extra [+stage]
specification.

Nonetheless, let us for a moment consider more concrete proposals on the interac-
tion of stage-topichood and the EPP in LI. Firstly, Lahousse (2003b:189) argues that
French ‘VS is licensed by the presence of an adverb which signals the presence of a
(covert) stage topic’. Spatio-temporal adverbs furthermore apparently always ‘require
the presence of this implicit stage topic in order to be licensed’ (Lahousse 2003b:190).
The EPP is not explicitly addressed, yet the assumption must be that either the cov-
ert stage topic or the overt adverb itself satisfies T’s EPP requirement. Furthermore,
Lahousse (2003a, 2007:138) and Teixeira (2016) take instances of absolute inversion
such as those in (181) to demonstrate that a covert-stage topic is indeed syntactically
active. Teixeira (2016) explicitly claims that a covert stage topic is satisfying the EPP.

(181) a. Une
a

porte
door

s’ouvre
refl-opens

doucement
softly

et...
and

‘A door opens and...’
Apparaît
appears

un
a
homme
man

d’une
of-a

soixantaine
sixty

d’années.
of-years

‘A man of 60 years of age appears.’ (Teixeira 2016:23)
b. Elle

she
ouvre
opens

la
the
porte.
door

‘she opens the door.’
Apparaît
Appears

la
the
jeune
young

élève,
pupil

âgée
aged

de
of
18ans.
18

‘The young 18-year-old female student appears.’ (Lahousse 2003a:138)

Clearly some covert element must be satisfying syntactic subject requirements in
TP, for which I have already argued that such instances might instead involved a syn-
tactically active covert experiencer (§3.1) (see also Sluckin et al. 2021). Regardless,
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let us further consider the stage-topic account in order to discount it.
Teixeira (2016) develops a typology of three types of EPP-satisfying stage topics

that are cross-linguistically possible: an overt stage topic, a covert anaphoric stage
topic, and a covert deictic stage topic. In her typology, Teixeira claims that covert
LI in French is incompatible with ‘what happened?’ questions, unlike NSLs, because
French does not allow a deictic stage topic but only an anaphoric one. The covert
arguments in (181a,b) are thus anaphoric stage topics.

However, this proposal is explicitly challenged by the data in (182) with the unac-
cusative verb mourir ‘to die’, in which a context has been carefully crafted to induce
an anaphoric and not deictic stage topic. The sentence in (182) is unsalvageable. Note
that such inversions are unproblematic in NSLs Romance varieties.

(182) a. Une
a

bombe
bomb

a
has
explosé
exploded

dans
in

la
the
ville!
city

*et
and

est
is
mort
died

quelqu’un/
someone/

un
a
jeune
young

homme/
man/

Umberto
Umberto

Eco.
Eco

‘A bomb exploded in the city and someone/a young man/ Umberto Eco
died.’

The availability of a covert LI construction is undoubtedly conditioned by discourse,
yet the fact that a verb like apparaître ‘to appear’ allows inversion but mourir ‘to die’
does not, even within a scenario that should induce an anaphoric stage topic, points
to a straightforward conclusion: this particular point of variation is not primarily con-
ditioned by information structure but by argument-structural differences. There is no
reason why particular verbs would not allow a stage topic. If, however, as already sug-
gested, a covert experiencer proEXP can only be selected by verbs of appearance/speaker-
oriented motion, as I argued in (§3.1) (see also Sluckin et al. 2021), a more constrained
approach may be possible.

In sum, while the descriptive label of stage topic for fronted elements may be accur-
ate, I have argued that a stage-topic account is an inappropriate syntactic explanation
for the distributional facts at hand.

3.2.4 Preposed locatives are subjects of predication
I now turn to another possible explanation for the fronted locative starting with those
languages showing symmetrical LI. Cardinaletti (2004), in her now seminal work on the
cartography of subject positions, builds on work by McCloskey (1997) noting that the
notion of subjecthood is not straightforward. Cardinaletti discusses variation in linear
position of preverbal subjects. In short, elements such as locative PPs, quirky subjects,
dative subjects, and experiencers can all act as the logical subject of the sentence, or
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rather they are the logical subject of the predication, but they are crucially not the
subject in the sense of the semantic subject, i.e., the DP subject in either Spec,VoiceP
or the internal argument of v in unaccusative contexts.

Cardinaletti posits that SoP is inherently related to its own projection SubjP, the
highest head in the IP-domain, headed by Subj0. SubjP dominates AgrSP and TP
(183); I view AgrSP to be unnecessary architecture that is problematic at LF (Chomsky
1995). Neither shall I ultimately adopt the position that SubjP is a universal position in
the clausal hierarchy (contra Cardinaletti 2004; Rizzi 2005, 2018; Rizzi and Shlonsky
2006); I instead prefer to pursue a stronger minimalist thesis that the formal motivation
of the phrase requires representation on the featural level at either T or C. However,
let us consider some relevant arguments that fronting of SoPs to a higher subject pos-
ition in the IP domain is the correct approach for languages showing embedded LI. In
this discussion I look simply to describe linear effects associated with the SoP before
turning to offer a more minimal analysis in the next chapter.

(183) CP > SubjP > AgrSP > TP
Elements acting as the logical subject of predication are topics in the sense of a

topic-comment structure (Reinhart 1981; Gundel 1985), as discussed in Chapter 1,
but not necessarily topics in the sense of d-linking or reference to a given referent.
Explicitly, Rizzi (2005:212) distinguishes between SoP and aboutness topics; SoP is
definable as [+Aboutness], while an aboutness topic comprises [+d-linking; +About-
ness](see also Rizzi 2018). It follows then that syntactic topical status of fronted locat-
ives, i.e., [+d-linking] is an unnecessary condition in those languages allowing LI; from
a semantic-logical perspective, the function of SoP is more basic than an additional but
optional topic function, depending on the contextual properties of the sentence. In-
deed, we have seen that the preposed locative in LI need be only more retrievable but
not necessarily given, speaking for an SoP analysis.

Cardinaletti (2004) proposes that Case and ϕ-feature valuing properties in Italian
can be disassociated from SoP; an SoP may naturally also check Case and ϕ-features,
but it is not a prerequisite. This allows for unmarked fronting of a set of non-topic and
non-Case/ϕ-valuing elements acting as SoP: dative fronting with psych verbs (184) and
unaccusative verbs (185); locative fronting (186), and predicate fronting in copular-
inversions. I shall now review some of these via discussion of Italian data.

3.2.4.1 Dative SoP
A key characteristic of a dative SoP is that it cannot be the internal argument of a
transitive verb (184d); consequently, these constructions are limited to verbs that are
not inherently transitive. I take both theme and object experiencers of verbs like piacere
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‘to please’ to be internal arguments of a complex unaccusative structure (Belletti and
Rizzi 1988). Like LI in Italian, a fronted dative is possible in embedded context, except
in (184c), where the auxiliary raises to C. Based on this evidence, it is clear that the
fronted datives in question occupy a subject position.

(184) a. La
the

musica
music

piaceva
’pleased’

molto
much

a
to
Gianni.
Gianni

‘The music pleased Gianni very much.’
b. A

to
Gianni
Gianni

piaceva
’pleased’

molto
much

la
the
musica.
music

‘Gianni liked music the music very much.’
c. (*che)

(that)
Essendo
being

a
to

Gianni
Gianni

piaciuto
pleased

molto
much

il
the
regalo…
gift

‘given that it was for Gianni, the gift was well liked.’
d. *Avendo

having
(gli)
(to-him)

a
to
Gianni
Gianni

dato
given

questi
these

libri...
books...

Intended: ‘having myself given the books to Gianni,…’

(Cardinaletti 2004:123)
Taking a closer look at inversion involving unaccusatives, we see that the same

patterning is available with unaccusative capitare ‘to happen’. Note that the dative PP
can also be unproblematically embedded (185c). Note that Cardinaletti (2004:124)
reports that dative fronting is marginally acceptable with some unergatives like parlare
‘to speak’ in the context of aux-to-C raising (185d), although it is impossible with dative
recipients; I put this behaviour down to the experiencer like properties of the PP with
parlare allowing some analogy to unaccusatives. It is furthermore intuitively the case
that the fronted dative PP in (185a–c) depicts an experiencer in the same way as piacere
even if capitare is not a psych-verb by default:
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(185) a. A
to

Gianni
Gianni

è
is
capitata
happened

una
a

grande
big

disgrazia.
misfortune

b. Essendo
being

a
to

Gianni
Gianni

capitata
happened

una
a

grande
big

disgrazia...
misfortune...

c. Credo
believe.1sg

(che)
(that)

a
to

Gianni
Gianni

sia
is
capitata
happened

una
a

grande
big

disgrazia.
misfortune

d. ?? Avendo
having

a
to
Gianni
Gianni

(già)
(already)

parlato
spoken

Maria...
Maria...

(Cardinaletti 2004:123-124)

3.2.4.2 Locative SoP
Moving on to the most relevant structure for LI, Cardinaletti reports locative fronting,
i.e., the fronting of locative PPs (186). As is clear in the examples, the locative PP
Gianni can behave in all the same ways as the examples above. In my view, these
examples show a halfway-house between the dative experiencers above and LI in the
sense of a path, goal, or location PP denoting a place and non-animate argument. While
su Gianni is interpretable in terms of a locative goal, Gianni is equally the experiencer of
the great misfortune. This confound is, however, noteworthy and shows that the notion
of experiencer and location are at times difficult to separate entirely. Indeed, Landau
(2010b) argues that experiencers and mental locations are conceptually similar, by
which experiencers can act as an abstract locative subject; in short, there is something
inherently locative about experiencers.

(186) a. Su
on

Gianni
Gianni

cadde
fell

una
a

grande
big

disgrazia.
misfortune

‘A great misfortune befell Gianni.’
b. Essendo

being
su
on

Gianni
Gianni

caduta
fallen

una
a

grande
big

disgrazia...
misfortune...

Intended: ‘It being the case that a great misfortune had befallen Gianni...’
c. Credo

Believe.1sg
(che)
(that)

su
on

Gianni
Gianni

sia
is
caduta
fallen

una
a

grande
big

disgrazia...
misfortune...

‘I believe that a great misfortune has befallen Gianni.’

(Cardinaletti 2004:124)
Moving away from the syntax of experiencers for the time being, we see that overt

LI behaves in a very similar way. Cardinaletti’s tests are grammatical for the fronted
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locative PP; note that Aux-to-C raising (187c) is slightly marked with a fronted locative
but still grammatical.

(187)
a. In

in
questa
this

casa
house

è
is
entrato
entered

Gianni.
Gianni

‘Into this house came Gianni.’
b. Credo

believe.1sg
(che)
(that)

in
in

questa
this

casa
house

sia
is.subj

entrato
entered

Gianni...
Gianni

‘I believe that GIANNI came into this house’
c. Essendo

being
in
in

questa
this

casa
house

entrato
entered

Gianni
Gianni

prima
before

di
of
me,
me,

io
I
non
neg

ci
there

metterò
put.fut

più
more

piede.
foot

‘Given that has entered this house before me, I won’t place a foot inside’

While Aux-to-C raising of the Italian type is not possible in English in general, I have
already shown that the root-embedded asymmetry in LI is proof that that the locative
PP targets the C-domain and not a high-TP-domain position. I have already made
the case that SubjP is not a useful addition to the syntactic architecture in English, as
discussed in (§3.2.1). This is demonstrated in the ungrammaticality of inversions of the
Italian kind involving seem (188a) in comparison to the CP-topic (188b) or canonical
order (188c). Dative object experiencers of the piacere class, i.e., Belletti and Rizzi’s
(1988) class III, do not exist in English; English has class I nominative experiences and
class II accusative object experiencers. Thus dative experiences or verbs like piacere
‘to please’ cannot be compared in a language like English. However, a few verbs such
as seem (188) which take a small clause complement and a dative experiencer provide
the best syntactic alternative for comparison.

(188) a. *To me seems (it) that...
b. TO ME it seems that...
c. It seems to me that...

What is then the relevance of SoP to a cross-linguistic approach to LI. In short,
given that LI is possible in embedded clauses in French, Hebrew and Italian, we can
hypothesize that French and Hebrew resemble Italian in the ability of a fronted spatial
XP to encode SoP. On the other hand, this appears not to be possible in English on
account of the LI root-embedded asymmetry, since non-nominative subjects are also
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ruled out in English in passive contexts (cf. Rizzi and Shlonsky 2006); fronted object
experiencers and dative recipients necessarily receive nominative case in the passive.

(189) a. John/he was pleased (by the book).
b. *him was pleased (by the book)

(190) a. John/he was given a book.
b. ??To John was given a book.
c. *Him was given a book.

Thus, it would appear that English SoP does not function in the same way as it
does in Italian. We are thus faced with the question if English locatives simply cannot
encode SoP, as has been claimed by Rizzi and Shlonsky (2006), or if they can but are
incompatible with a subject position in the high T-domain. I find the second option
more palatable as it would be peculiar if a discourse interpretation, such as SoP, were
unassignable to a locative PP in one language but not the other. Pursuing a stronger
minimalist position, I contend that the difference is not the ability of locatives to encode
SoP, nor is it the availability of SubjP, but rather the locus of SoP features in the
derivation. I shall develop this point explicitly in the next section. For now, we can
summarize the variation in the nature of SoP and the syntactic consequences thereof
in Table (3.2).

Italian French Hebrew English
Locative SoP + + + +
SoP-position in TP + + + -
Embedded LI + + + -

Table 3.2: The ability of locatives to encode SoP and license embedded LI

In sum, the nature of the traditional subject position in English is more constrained
than in the other languages under investigation. I now turn to examine the interaction
of EPP and SoP in English, Italian, French, and Hebrew in order to present an analysis
of EPP satisfaction in LI.



Chapter 4

The EPP and SoP

In this section, I propose a system for subject requirements that may be decomposed
into not only the Chomskian (1995; 2001) notion of EPP according to D and ϕ, but
also discourse-related δ features following Miyagawa (2017). Specifically, it will be
proposed that Cardinaletti’s 2004 SubjP can be reduced to a discourse-related δ-feature
with an SoP specification; this feature may either be passed on to T from C or retained
by C, depending on the language involved (see also Mohr 2005). Depending on the
particular constellation of subject-related formal features on T or C as well and the
means by which a language may value them, i.e., XP or V movement, I predict a typo-
logy of at least 6 different modes of EPP-valuation across at least four different types
of language incorporating both SoP and traditional EPP requirements. Furthermore, I
demonstrate that this conception is able to account for multiple phenomena investig-
ated by Cardinaletti (2004) to justify the existence of SubjP. Working on the assumption
that preposed locatives in LI in fact encode [iδSoP], the system predicts two types of
language that will permit embedded LI and two that will not. This section serves as
a vital theoretical set-up to the the individual analyses of both overt and covert LI in
Chapter 5.

4.1 Revisiting the nature of EPP
Recall the conception of EPP introduced in Chapter 1 as formulated by (Chomsky 2000,
2001) as a subject requirement on T resulting from unvalued/uninterpretable D and ϕ

features, i.e., [uD:_] and [uϕ:_]. Thus, in a standard transitive construction, the subject
DP bearing [iD] and [iϕ:] will always be attracted to Spec,TP as no other XP with the
a [iD/ϕ] specification is closer to T (cf. Relativized Minimality in Rizzi 1990a, the
Minimal Link Condition in Chomsky §4, 1995): the relevant probing operation and
the resulting movement operations are shown in (191).

127
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(191) TP

T′

VoiceP

Voice′

vP

DPia
[iD, iϕ]

v

Voice

DPea
[iD, iϕ]

T
[uD:_, uϕ:_]

DPea

In an unaccusative structure, the closest possible goal specified for D and ϕ is the
v-internal subject DP, thus it moves to Spec,TP, as shown below:

(192) TP

T′

vP

DPia
[iD, iϕ]

v

T
[uD:_, uϕ:_]

DPia

4.1.1 More on the formal mechanisms behind EPP
The Chomskian D/ϕ-related notion of EPP is devoid of any inherent relationship to
subjects in the sense of SoP, i.e., it is not immediately clear that locative or (at least
prepositional) dative SoP should value these features. Hence, Cardinaletti’s SubjP is
a useful solution within cartographic frameworks; before I pursue a structurally more
minimal and indeed flexible solution to SoP requirements, let us first refresh ourselves
on the particular formalism being employed and its consequences for a theory of subject
requirements.

Let us first recall the following notions introduced in Chapter 1 regarding EPP as a
D/ϕ-related notion, the interaction of edge features, phasehood, and inheritance:
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1. Edge Features (EF) (Chomsky 2008) are prolific in the syntax. Following sugges-
tions by Müller (2014), building on Chomsky (2001:34), EFs can be conceived
of as [•X•] features; these are category neutral structure-building feature which
remain active as long as the head is active, i.e., they are parasitic on unvalued
features. When present on a head, e.g., C, T, Voice, v, they will associate with
whatever features are unvalued and require a specifier to be filled with an ele-
ment bearing a corresponding valued feature until all features on the head are
valued (Chomsky 2000, 2001, 2005, 2008).

2. T’s EPP derives in part from this parasitic EF [•X•] which requires that a specifier
of T be built and associated with whichever features of T remains unvalued:
[uD:_, uϕ:_].

3. T’s EF [•X•], [uD:_], and [uϕ:_] properties are in fact inherited from the phase
head C (Chomsky 2008; Biberauer and Roberts 2010; Ouali 2008, 2011) accord-
ing to the options donate or share.

Thus, only once a head has been rendered inactive via feature valuation will [•X•]
no longer act to build a specifier. This state of affairs gives rise to the following possib-
ilities for T or indeed any phase head or otherwise endowed with [•X•] and two other
hypothetical features [uα:_, uβ:_].

(193) Where a given head H remains active on account of the features [uα] and [uβ],
parasitic [•X•] may be satsified in the following terms:
i. Movement of a single XP bearing [iα] and [iβ] to a single specifier of

H[uα:_,uβ:_, •X•]

ii. Movement of two separate XPs, XP[iα] and XP[iβ] to two separate specifier
positions of H[uα:_, uβ:_, •X•]

iii. Movement of an H[iα, iβ] to H[uα:_,uβ:_, •X•] rendering H[uα:_, uβ:_] inactive and
disarming [•X•]: no specifier position

iv. Movement of an H[iα] to H[uα:_, uβ:_, •X•] and XP[iβ] to a single specifier pos-
ition of H[uα:_, uβ:_, •X•]

Applied to T, this predicts potentially different types of languages with regards to
EPP, used in the traditional sense:

1. Those satisfying EPP exclusively via phrasal movement

2. Those satisfying EPP exclusively via head movement, i.e., v-to-T

3. Those satisfying EPP via a collaboration of head and phrasal movement
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In canonical cases, the first two options appear to bear fruit; that is, in the spirit
of Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou (1998), it has been assumed that null-subject lan-
guages with rich inflectional morphology, e.g., Greek, Spanish, and perhaps Italian,
value D and ϕ via v-to-T movement with the effect that Spec,TP need not be built to
satisfy the EPP. On the other hand, English or French are exemplary cases of languages
that only satisfy the EPP via DP-to-Spec,TP raising; the noted exceptions providing the
basis of this dissertation and will be discussed formally in this and the next chapter.
The third option is more problematic in terms of a conception of EPP in which [iα]
and [iβ] correspond to [iϕ] and [iD] for the reason that DP arguments have ϕ fea-
tures by their very nature. This potential type of language is not of great import to us
here.1 Note that I have so far left the notion of SoP aside, yet its association with a
subject-associated position cannot be overlooked.

If this conception of EPP is active in instances of LI, we are nonetheless left with
following questions:

1. How does a languages like English or French satisfy ϕ and D via a locative?

2. What if any motivation does a language like Italian or Hebrew have to raise a loc-
ative if no specifier requires construction for D and ϕ valuation, as the head is
rendered inactive by way of V-movement?

3. How can SoP be formalized if not as SubjP?

For languages like Italian or Hebrew, a traditional conception of EPP as D/upphi
in combination with the model of EPP satisfaction by Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou
(1998) for NSLs forces us to assume that TP is necessarily a topic position to which
fronted overt or silent locative locatives or indeed other topic XPs may move. How-
ever, I have argued against the position that preposed locatives must be topics, positing
instead that they encode SoP, i.e., [- d-linking] but [+aboutness]; this is equivalent to
a sentence topic in the sense of Gundel (1985). Nonetheless, that more configurational
languages appear to show a topic-like position in Spec,TP is well known (Fontana 1993;
Jiménez-Fernández and Miyagawa 2014). Thus, for LI in NSLs like Italian, we must
1. A possible instance of such a scenario may be found in expletive constructions involving marked
anticausatives in French. Let us take se casser ’to break’; in such an instance, se is a non thematic D
element that cannot act as an argument, i.e., it does not receive a θ-role nor does it interact with Case.
It could be argued then that it lacks any valued ϕ features. Thus, even though se must raise as a clitic
to T via head adjunction, T’s ϕ-content remains unvalued and expletive il is necessary; we might take il
to have valued ϕ features, as the verb must agree with it.
(i) il

expl
s’est
se-is

cassé
broke

des
of-the

branches
branches

dans
in

l’arbre.
the-tree

‘Branches in the tree broke.’
A further language is imaginable with ϕ but not D features on finite verbs; in this language, subject

expletives would still be required when a subject remains low or is absent in impersonal passives.
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motivate raising of a locative element to Spec,TP without recourse to EPP satisfaction
via D and ϕ features and avoid stipulating that it is necessarily topic. Clearly then,
a straightforward analysis for Italian and perhaps also Hebrew is simply to posit Car-
dinaletti’s (2004) SubjP for inversion structures involving raised SoPs. Indeed, not only
was this the position of Cardinaletti (2004) but similar approaches are also offered by
Bentley and Cruschina (2018) and Sluckin et al. (2021).

However, I have already argued that SubjP offers very little empirical advantage for
a language like English. In addition, I have also argued that a PP most likely does not
check EPP features associated with ϕ and D in LI; that is, I do not take the position that
locative PPs always resemble DPs or CP-subjects in their formal composition (contra
Haeberli 2002). Claims that PPs and NP/DPs are similar2 are not able to account for
why English LI involves a root-embedded asymmetry, or B) the informational status of
the fronted locative. Likewise, SubjP fails to solve any of the problems surrounding D
and ϕ valuation on T for French; there is some consensus that French finite verbs do
not have rich enough ϕ and D specification to satisfy the traditional EPP (Biberauer
and Roberts 2010; Alexiadou et al. 2014a). Following Biberauer and Roberts (2010),
v-to-T movement in French proceeds on the basis of rich T features alone. On the other
hand, from a purely distributional position, the idea that locative satisfies the EPP in
overt French LI appears less problematic given it is symmetrical.

Let us now turn to a potential solution to these problems which will ultimately
allow us to do away with apparent optionality of both EPP valuation by locatives and
the relevance of SubjP.

4.1.2 Discourse-related variation on C and T
To resolve conundrums involving EPP satisfaction and the discourse-pragmatic value of
LI, I would like to turn to the system proposed by Miyagawa (2017), who suggests that,
like D and ϕ features, discourse features, in his terms δ-features, can also be passed on
from C to T via inheritance or remain on T. This leads to the following typology:

(194) Some predicted languages according to (Miyagawa 2017:5)

Category I: Cϕ Tδ Japanese
Category II: Cδ Tϕ English
Category III: C Tϕ/δ Spanish
Category IV: Cϕ/δ T Dinka

2. Ross (1967) claimed that PP is in fact a special instance of NP, while (Grimshaw 2005) has made the
claim that PP is the highest projection of the nominal extended projection. I do not deny similarities;
but given the discussion in chapter 1, I do not consider DPs and PPs to behave equally as subjects.
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Miyagawa (2017) follows observations by Frascarelli and Hinterhölzl (2007) that
topichood is divisible into at least three versions: Aboutness, Contrastive, and Famil-
iar/Given, which he considers different specifications of δ. Recall now the proposed
options for EPP satisfaction in (193) based around the idea of purely D and ϕ valuation
in combination with the parasitic EF [•X•]. A potential problem was that a D/ϕ only
system does not have an efficient mechanism for projecting a well-documented high
subject position, Spec,TP, in SVO NSLs without recourse to optionality or parametriz-
ation of a position (193iii). On the other hand, in (193iv), I predicted a system which
requires valuation of the D/ϕ requirements to be split between movement of a DP and
Vfin; while I provided a potential example, I am unsure that such a system exists given
that D and ϕ are generally associated with one another.

However, with the addition of a feature δ on T that may be associated with a partic-
ular discourse value, we can account for NSLs with a requirement in Spec,TP for some
discourse value. Disagreement in the literature for a dedicated subject position can be
reformulated as satisfaction of the EPP requirements via a combination of phrasal and
head movement motivated for different reasons, given as (195).

(195) Movement of an H[iϕ, iD] to H[uϕ:_,uD:_, uδ:_, •X•] and movement of an XPiδ to Spec,H
renders H[uϕ:_,uD:_, uδ:_, •X•] inactive: one discourse related specifier position

While Miyagawa (2017) considers this to most often correspond to familiar topic-
hood, it has been shown that not all NSLs are alike in the topic-like behaviour of
Spec,TP. While Spanish appears to permit contrastive and familiar topics in TP (Fontana
1993; Sheehan 2007; Miyagawa 2017), Italian is less flexible and appears to have a
more English-like subject requirement in Spec,TP. Italian does not permit familiar top-
ics to occupy a TP topic position as freely as Spanish (§3 Sheehan 2007). This is evident
in the contrast of acceptability of the embedded topic in Spec,TP between Spanish and
Italian.

(196) a. Spanish embedded topicalization
Es
is
probable
probable

que
that

el
the
CD-ROM
CD-ROM

nunca
never

lo
it.cl

haya
have.sbjv

visto
seen

antes.
before

‘It’s probable that I have never seen the CD-ROM before.’

(Miyagawa 2017:53)

b. Italian ungrammatical/degraded embedded topicalization
??è
is
probabile
probable

che
that

il
the
CD-rom
CD-ROM

non
not

l’abbia
it.cl-have.sbjv

mai
ever

visto
seen

prima.
before

Intended: ‘It’s probable that I have never seen the CD-ROM before.’
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Moreover, Spanish also permits SV-inversions in transitive broad-focus contexts
with a preverbal d-linked topic, while Italian does not (Sheehan 2007:§3, see also
Belletti and Shlonsky 1995; Belletti 2001).

(197) a. Ayer
yesterday

ganó
won

Juan
Juan

la
the
loteria.
lottery

Spanish

‘Yesterday, Juan won the lottery.’ (Sheehan 2007:117)
b. *Ieri

yesterday
ha
has
vinto
won

Giorgio
Giorgio

la
the
lotteria. Italian
lottery

Thus from an informational perspective, the Italian subject position has more topic-
like properties than Spec,TP in English, as shown by (Cardinaletti 2004), but less than
Spanish. With this is mind, I would like to move to assess SoP, the nature of the EPP,
and the distribution of LI across the observed languages in these terms. Let us now
turn to a potential solution within a Miyagawan inspired system.

4.2 The EPP and SoP: a distributed-feature approach
Let us first assume that the probe for preposed SoPs, including preposed locatives and
certain dative subjects or certain instances of experiencer (Cardinaletti 2004; Bentley
and Cruschina 2018; Sluckin et al. 2021) can be reduced to a δ-feature encoding SoP
[uδSoP:_]. Any further topic-like property an SoP may simultaneously exhibit is presum-
ably optional and layered on top, i.e. the addition of an extra topic-related δ-feature.
Following Rizzi (2005, 2018); Bentley and Cruschina (2018); Sluckin et al. (2021), SoP
is not a d-linked topic but does involve aboutness; in this sense, it is an Aristotelian
subject.

In this section, I would like to propose that clausal subject requirements relating to
SoP can be differently distributed across C and T, in the spirit of the proposals by Miy-
agawa (2017). This is directly inspired by suggestions by Mohr (2005), who concludes
that certain V2 languages encode SoP in the C-domain, yet non V2 languages do this on
T. Note, however, that Mohr (2005) and I reach very different conclusions for English,
for which I will not posit a T-domain encoding of SoP. Thus, variation in the distribu-
tion of preposed SoPs should be derivable via the feature content of T or C. Thus, the
novel claim made here is that a non d-linked aboutness setting [uδSoP:_] can induce a
specifier of T in combination with [•X•], yet this is orthogonal to D/ϕ requirements. I
thus offer a more fine-grained analysis, in that Miyagawa (2017) claims that δaboutness
is universally encoded on C but fails to distinguish SoPs from d-linked aboutness top-
ics. In this sense, Mohr (2005) was in fact ahead of the game. Indeed, the inclusion of
[δSoP] as either a feature of T or C is not only more in line with SMT (Chomsky 2000),
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but the introduction of SubjP in a non-cartographic system would be akin to reintro-
ducing the Split-INFL hypothesis (Pollock 1989), which was convincingly rejected by
Chomsky (1995) and is no longer the standard assumption.

Let us now investigate the syntactic predictions made if SoP can in fact be reduced
to its own instance of [uδSoP:_] on either T or C depending on inheritance from the
phase head. Consider the different distributions of [uD:_]/[u:ϕ:_] and [uδSoP:_] across
C and T given below for English, Italian, French, and Hebrew.

SoP/EPP distribution embedded LI
English: T[uD:_]/[u:ϕ:_] C[uδSoP:_] -
Italian: T[uD:_]/[u:ϕ:_][uδSoP:_] C +
French: T[uD:_]/[u:ϕ:_] [uδSoP:_] C +
Hebrew: T[uD:_]/[u:ϕ:_] [uδSoP:_] C +

Table 4.1: The distribution of EPP related features across T and C

Such a system is better adapted to explaining differences between fronted locatives
in English and the other three languages under investigation; English SoP is a property
of C, while in the other languages SoP is encoded on T. This predicts that fronting
of SoP related XPs in English will involve topicalistion to A’ positions, but movement
to a specifier of T in Italian, French, and Hebrew. I have omitted other δ values for
topichood and focus, yet I consider them to be optional on C for English, Italian, and
French and Hebrew3.

This approach has direct consequences for EPP settings and satisfaction. Assuming
that [ϕ, D] are encoded on T but that [δSoP] is either on T or C, six types of languages are
predicted: four constellations are theoretically available for those language encoding
[ϕ, D] and [δSoP] on T, three of which I shall pursue; while two are available for those
encoding [δSoP] as a property of C. Let us first concentrate on those languages with
[δSoP] as a property of T:
3. The fact that Triggered Inversion is not ruled out under complementizer [ʃe] may indicate that a topic
δ can shared or donated to T, but I do not discuss this possibility further; nonetheless, the behaviour
of the trigger is different from typical topicalisation phenomenon(Shlonsky and Doron 1991; Shlonsky
1997)
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(198) T hosts [uδSoP:_] and [uϕ:_, uD:_]
a. If [uδSoP:_] and [uϕ:_, uD:_] features can be valued by a single XP, this

element will raise to Spec,TP.

TP

T’

…
VoicePT

[uϕ:_, uD:_, uδSoP:_]
[•X•]

DP
[iϕ, iD, iδSoP]

b. If [uϕ:_, uD:_] features are valued by an XP that has no [uδSoP:_] spe-
cification, T will remain active; if an appropriate [iδSoP] goal exists in the
derivation, T’s [uδSoP:_] feature will associate with [•X•] and T will pro-
ject a second specifier to which an SoP will move.

TP

T’

T

…
VoicePT

[uϕ:_, uD:_, uδSoP:_]
[•X•]

DP
[iϕ, iD]

XP
[iδSoP]

c. If [uϕ:_, uD:_] features can be valued by V, yet V has no [uδSoP:_] specific-
ation, but an appropriate goal exists in the derivation, [uδSoP:_] and thus
T will remain active and project a single specifier to which an SoP may
raise.

TP

TP

…
VoicePv+T

[uϕ:_, uD:_, uδSoP:_]
[•X•]

[iϕ, iD]

DP
[iδSoP]
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d. If [uδSoP:_] and [uϕ:_, uD:_] can be valued by V, T will no longer be active
and will not construct a specifier position.

TP

…
VoicePv+T

[uϕ:_, uD:_, uδSoP:_]
[•X•]

[iϕ, iD, iδSoP]

With regard to (198d), to my knowledge, finite verbs cannot encode SoP or indeed
other discourse values in the same way as arguments; consequently, I do not predict
(198d) to exist, but it cannot be ruled out completely. A strong thesis arguing that null
subjects do not exist as independent arguments but are in fact clitics on the verb might
be compatible with this structure (see discussions in Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou
1998).

On the other hand, if [uδ:_SoP] is necessarily retained by C, then I predict the ex-
istence of two further types of language; on the one hand, the overt subject language
of the English type in which SoPs move to the C-domain (199a), and on the other
a language valuing [uD:_] and [uϕ:_] features via V-movement, but [uδSoP:_] via XP
movement to C (199b). This involves a keep option for δSoP and a share option for
EF [•X•].

(199) a. If [uϕ:_, uD:_] are valued by an XP that has no δSoP specification, T will no
longer be active yet C’s [uδ:_] feature is unvalued and thus C will remain
active and project a specifier to which an SoP goal may raise.

CP

C′

TP

T′

…
VoicePT

[uϕ:_, uD:_]
[•X•]

DP
[iϕ, iD]

C
[uδSoP:_]

[•X•]

XP
[iδSoP]
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b. If [uϕ:_, uD:_] are valued by V movement T will no longer be active and fail
to construct a specifier position, yet C’s [uδSoP:_] feature is unvalued and
thus C will remain active and project a specifier to which an appropriate
SoP goal may raise.

CP

C′

TP

…
VoicePv+T

[uϕ:_, uD:_]
[•X•]

[iϕ, iD]

C
[uδSoP:_]

[•X•]

XP
[iδSoP]

Thus a language of the type in (199a) should produce a root-embedded asymmetry
for SoP XPs that cannot value [uϕ:_, uD:_] on T; that is, they should move directly to
Spec,CP without a requirement for d-linking. Thus, English appears to be a language
of this type; yet in the case of LI, we still lack a solution for EPP satisfaction.

I do not know of any language fitting the exact bill of (199b), yet such languages
cannot be ruled out on account of my own typological ignorance. A potential set of
candidates for EPP and SoP satisfaction along the lines of (199b) might be historically
rich-inflecting full or partial NSL V2 languages such as Old French (cf. Adams 1987;
Dupuis 1989; Vance 1989, 1997; Salvesen 2009; Wolfe 2015, 2018) or Old Italian
(Poletto 2014).

On the other hand, modern Germanic V2 languages such as German and Dutch
are generally not considered to involve v-to-T movement (Vikner 2005; Biberauer and
Roberts 2010). A potential middle ground then, as introduced in Chapter 1, is to
follow the typology of EPP satisfaction proposed by Richards and Biberauer (2005) in
which a V2 language like German or Dutch values [uϕ:_, uD:_] features of T via phrasal
movement of the entire vP or rather VoiceP in our terms; [uϕ:_, uD:_] on T can be
valued either via the valued counterparts on the EA in spec,VoiceP (Dutch, Afrikaans)
or by the valued features on Voice (Richards and Biberauer 2005).4 This opens up the
possibility that certain V2 languages can encode SoP in the C-domain without showing
4. Richards and Biberauer (2005) suppose that the D and ϕ content of v is responsible. Such an approach
appears necessary in unaccusative contexts lacking a Voice layer. However, in transitive, reflexive,
unergative, or marked anticausative contexts, Voice should be merged with its own set of ϕ features
(Schäfer 2008). Taking these features to either come valued from the numeration or to be valued via
Merge of the EA DP, the D and ϕ-content of Voice can play the same role as that of v as suggested by
(Richards and Biberauer 2005). In terms of agree, there is no difference between pide-piping of v and
its maximal projection à la (Richards and Biberauer 2005) or Voice and its maximal projection.
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a position otherwise dedicated to nominative subjects. This idea fits more or less with
analysis proposed by Mohr (2005) for V2 languages; however, for Mohr, V2 is always
triggered by [+SoP], a solution which leads to highly powerful and unrestricted view
of SoP to the point where it becomes somewhat meaningless. In short, just because a
fronted XP in a V2 language often carries a special discourse role, it cannot de facto
be said to be SoP. In Part II, I shall argue that a V2 language like German does not in
fact encode [uδSoP:_] on C at all, yet the German ethnolect Kiezdeutsch does, albeit as
part of the V2 system and not the motivation for all V2 derivations. Thus, Kiezdeutsch
may fall into such a hybrid category. If Richards and Biberauer (2005) are correct and
Kiezdeutsch is indeed such a language, a seventh type of language can be conceived
of as below (200). Note that the structure in (200) is missing a higher C-layer that I
shall argue is important for the complexities of V2 in both German and Kiezdeutsch,
yet recursion in the C-domain is not directly relevant to the argument at hand here.

(200) CP

C′

TP

T′

VoicePtT
[uϕ:_, uD:_]

[•X•]

VoiceP

Voice′

…
vPVoice

[iϕ, iD]

DPea
[iϕ, iD]

C
[uδSoP:_]

[•X•]

XP
[iδSoP]

4.2.1 Some remaining problems
Returning to languages like French and English, it is all very well that an SoP-endowed
XP such as a preposed locative XP may raise to either Spec,TP or Spec,CP respectively,
yet we are left with two open questions:

i. If an English DP subject has [iϕ,iD] and [iδSoP] features, why does it not move
to the C-domain in a standard SVO matrix clause; embedded nominative subjects
presumably bearing SoP are always grammatical.

ii. if an XP encodes [iδSoP] but does not value the [uϕ:_] and [uD:_] specifications of
T, how is the D/ϕ content of EPP valued in languages like French and English?
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In response to the first question, I draw on the observation that A-movement leads
to freezing effects (Corver 2017). In short, a subject DP valuing the [ϕ:_, uD:_] should
become an Island to further extraction if it lands in spec,TP, an A position. Thus, a
subject DP bearing [ϕ, D, δ:SoP] will become frozen in Spec,TP. This explains why then
a subject unambiguously encoding SoP such as 201 need not raise to the C-domain.
However, this does not explain how the δ specification of C is valued in matrix contexts.
I assume that in such a situation Spec,TP and C are local enough that an agree relation
is still possible, even if movement is not. This local in-situ agree operation is that
a last-resort type repair, which disarms the EF [•X•]; it is of the same type of agree
relationship that we see between T and low in-situ DP subjects. The structure of the
frozen SoP subject example in (201) is shown in (202).

(201) My mother met someone new.

(202) CP

TP

T′

…
VoicePTMy mother

[iϕ, iD, iδSoP]

DPsubj

C
[uδSoP:_]

[•X•]

If, however, [iδSoP] and [iϕ, iD] are properties of different XPs in the derivation, the
ϕ/D subject DP will raise to Spec,TP and the XP bearing [iδSoP] will raise to Spec,CP
in matrix contexts. This appears to be the case in sentences involving fronted locatives
and an overt expletive such as (203). The structure is given in (204).

(203) Out of the woods there came a bear.
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(204)
CP

C’

TP

T’

…
VoicePT

[uϕ:_, uD:_]
[•X•]

DPsubj
there

[iϕ, iD]

C
[uδSoP:_]

[•X•]

Out of the woods
[iδSoP]

PPloc

4.2.2 A short note on expletive there
The featural content and motivation of expletive movement to or Merge in Spec,TP is
debated. It is therefore not immediately clear how a parasitic EF [•X•] is deactivated by
an expletive which does not appear to value all the features of T. The usual assumption
is that expletive there values T’s D feature but leaves ϕ features unvalued to agree
with the associate DP. I take the position proposed by Richards and Biberauer (2005)
that expletive there is a ϕ-incomplete dummy argument externally merged in Spec,vP
before moving to Spec,TP. That is, there carries the features [iD,iϕ[+person]] but lacks
any specification for person (contra Chomsky 2000, 2001), or other other ϕ-features,
e.g., number, making it by default 3sg. Thus, T’s ϕ-set remains active to agree with the
associate DP inside vP. Presumably, once T’s ϕ-set is completely valued via long-range
agree, [•X•] is deactivated.

Alternatively, there is a case that the ϕ-content of expletive there is enough to deac-
tivate [•X•] alone. Evidence for such a constellation is available in spoken English in
existential contexts in which the verb can agree optionally with there or a plural sub-
ject. One can argue that there has a valued but unspecified or default phi-set, giving
rise to 3rd person singular.

(205) a. There’s loads of people on the square.
b. There are loads of people on the square.

In unaccusative contexts that do not involve copular be, the verb must agree with
the associate DP in English. This does not, however, indicate that there are two types
of expletive there, but rather this effect is simply the result of v-to-T raising by the
copula, which is otherwise impossible for lexical verbs, that is, the raised copula in T
can optionally agree with the argument in Spec,TP via a spec-head configuration, while
an in-situ lexical verb must agree with its argument. In this scenario, the only subject-
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like feature that expletives do not bear is uncontroversially {+Case}. Therefore, if
this second option is correct, no extra explanation is required as to how T’s EF is
deactivated, because either Agree with there or the associate DP will render the head
inactive. How exactly the optionality of Agree with either the expletive or the associate
DP is regulated in the cases in (205) is beyond the goals of this chapter. Likewise, a
further treatment of expletives is not relevant at this point.

Let us now briefly return to show how the proposed decomposed approach to sub-
ject requirements bears fruit as an adequate alternative to Cardinaletti’s conception
of SoP as SubjP. I shall then turn to an explicit analysis of LI for the languages under
investigation in the next chapter.

4.3 Revisiting SubjP: multiple specifiers and Big DPs
The proposal made so far that SubjP can be reduced to a particular configuration of
either TP or CP jars with Cardinaletti’s (2004) proposals for Italian which place either
a pro subject, proEXPL (expletive pro), or on occasion a weak pronoun in Spec,AgrSP –
Spec,TP in our terms. Thus, an embedded order of XPSoP-Weak Pronoun-Aux is pos-
sible; this may seem like a challenge to the assumption that T is the locus of SoP.
However, I shall now demonstrate that the system developed above can deal with
such instances.

4.3.1 SubjP as Spec,TP in Italian
Let us first discuss constellations assumed to involve proEXPL. In line with work by
Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou (1998), it is in fact the case that that proEXPL in NSLs,
such as Italian, can be viewed as unnecessary due satisfaction of T’s ϕ and D content
via the rich-morphological features of the verb itself; alternatively, valuation of T’s ϕ

and D-features have also been posited via long-distance agree between T and either
an in-situ pro or the in-situ overt DP (Quarezemin and Cardinaletti 2017). This has
the effect that, only [uδSoP:_] will remain active on T, since D and ϕ have already
been valued. Thus, Spec,TP can only be built on account of [uδSoP:_]. In short, silent
expletives are in fact surplus to need in any account of Italian clause structure.

Therefore, in Italian a sentence like (206), can be analysed as (207), as opposed to
the Cardinalettian conception in (208).

(206) Su
on

Gianni
Gianni

é
fell
caduta
big

una
misfortune...

grande disgrazia...

‘A great misfortune befell Gianni’
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(207) New δ-driven TP analysis
[tp PPSu giannii [TP T è [vP v caduto [SC DPuna grande disgrazia PPti]]]]

(208) Cardinaletti’s analysis (2004)
[SubjP PPSu Giannii [AgrSP proEXPL [TP T è [VP V caduto [SC DPuna grande Disgrazia
PPti]]]]]]

Thus, in this constellation, ϕ and D features are valued either via the verb or long
range Agree, while the PP moves only to value SoP. However, while the above example
works for cases involving overt subjects and arguments, it must still be demonstrated
how this account could deal with examples involving semantically active covert ar-
guments or indeed a fronted weak pronoun. Consider the sentences in (209); (209a)
shows the variant with a covert D-subject pro, while (209a) depicts the overt realisation
of a weak subject, or rather subject clitic.

(209) a. A
to
Gianni
Gianni

capita
happens

spesso.
often

‘It often happens to Gianni.’
b. A

to
Gianni
Gianni

lo
it
capita
happens

spesso.
often

‘It often happens to Gianni.’

For Cardinaletti (2004), the example in (209a) involves [a Gianni] ’to Gianni’ in
Spec,SubjP and pro in Spec,AgrSP. And although not included in her work, the case in
(209b) could presumably receive a similar analysis. Regardless, I contend that weak
overt and covert subject pronouns are often subject clitics in Romance varieties such
as French and Italian (Kayne 1975; Jaeggli 1982; Sportiche 1988, 1999; Miller and
Monachesi 2003; De Cat 2007), although analyses vary. Where clitic pronouns raise,
we can posit that they in fact cliticize onto T via head adjunction. Indeed, the obser-
vation that pro is necessarily licensed by a head realizing ϕ-features (Rizzi 1986) is
compatible with this idea. Under such an approach, I posit that in Italian such weak
and covert subject pronouns necessarily cliticize onto T. This assumption is based on
the fact that these elements are reliant in either phonological or licensing terms on the
finite verb.

(210) [TP A Gianni [T lo/proi+capita [AdvP spesso [vP DPi...]]]]
Of course, a TP with two specifiers of the sort in (198b) would produce the correct

order; however, the necessity of that position is reliant on the approach taken for the
nature of the valuation of D and ϕ on T. Under assumptions inspired by Alexiadou
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and Anagnostopoulou (1998), the rich morphology of the finite verb in an NSL should
negate the need to project a D/ϕ related specifier position on T, as D/ϕ will be valued
via v-to-T movement. If this is correct, a subject clitic or pro will cliticize to T not for
reasons of EPP satisfaction but as a PF requirement, or some other formal motivation5.
If, however, we do not subscribe to Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou’s (1998) ideas,
then it would be possible to assume that clticization takes place in order to value D/ϕ
or alternatively movement of a weak pro might move to a lower Spec,TP. It would
then be an empirical question if a weak pronoun or pro should be in a lower Spec,TP
or cliticized to the head. For the reason that the former approach in (210) provides the
most succinct analysis, I find it preferable. The addition of [uδSoP:_] to T also counters
criticisms that Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou (1998) predict ungrammatical VSO
orders (see Sheehan 2007; Doron 2000), as the system proposed here clearly maintains
a preverbal subject position in the broad sense, yet it is not equivalent to the English
subject position in TP, not is it fully equivalent to a d-linked topic position.

4.3.2 SubjP as TP in Hebrew
Let us now move on to Cardinaletti’s arguments for SubjP in Hebrew. Since Hebrew is
a partial NSL, we might expect a similar although not identical constellation. Indeed,
Cardinaletti (2004:139) draws on Hebrew copular constructions (211a,c), claiming
that the strong-DP subject acts as SoP in SubjP, while the pronoun acting as the copular
surfaces as the head Subj. This, she claims, rules out sentences like (211b,d,e) because
Spec,SubjP is reserved for strong subject acting as SoP, ruling out weak pronouns before
Subj.

(211) a. Rina
Rina

hi
she
zameret
singer

rok.
rock

‘Rina is a rock singer.’
b. Hu

he
(*hu)
he

zamarrok.
singer

Intended: ‘He is a rock singer.’
c. Hi

she
ve
and

hu
he
hem
they

ha-Levim.
the-Levis

‘She and him are the Levis’.
5. If I am correct that weak subject pronouns and pro in fact necessarily cliticize to the finite verb, it is
conceivable that this operation values D/ϕ features on T and thus bleeds the need for an D/ϕ-related
EPP specifier; however, this runs the risk of always necessitating pro even in the case of a full overt
subject DP. The repercussion of this would be that all full DP subjects are in fact adjuncts or part of a
doubling structure.
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d. Hi
she
(*hi)
she

gveret
Mrs.

Levi
Levi

(lo
(not

gveret
Mrs.

Cohen).
Cohen)

Intended: ‘She is Mrs Levi, not Mrs Cohen.’
e. Ani

I
(*hi)
she

gveret
Mrs.

Levi.
Levi

Intended: ‘I am Mrs. Levi.’

However, while Cardinaletti (2004) is correct that the weak pronoun appears to be
the realisation of a functional head (Doron 1983; Shlonsky 1997), I find this account
overburdened with technology in the functional domain; Cardinaletti’s claim is only
marginally different from those by Doron (1983) and Shlonsky (1997), who suppose
that the pronoun acts as the head of AgrSP. SubjP essentially maintains the Split-IP
hypothesis (Pollock 1989) that was for all intents and purposes abandoned by Chomsky
(1995), a position I share. What is striking about the copular pronoun is that it can
never occur with lexical verbs (Shlonsky 1997:§5). This is generally taken to be the
result of competition between the pronoun and the finite verb for movement to T or
AgrS, or in Cardinaletti’s terms Subj. This fact invites the idea that the pronoun is
in fact the realisation of the copula itself. However, if that were the case then we
would not necessarily expect the distributional facts nor ban on anaphor-antecedent
mismatches evident in (211), i.e., binding restrictions.

I would like to suggest instead that the Hebrew copular construction is related to
the structure of the subject itself; I propose that such structures derive from a “Big-DP”
(Uriagereka 1995; Grewendorf 2002a,b, 2009) selected only by the null copula, inas-
much as the construction shares characteristics of clitic-doubling in Romance and Left
Dislocation in general. The DP structure is given in (212a) and the entire derivation
in (U212b).

(212) a. [dp [dp dRina][dhi]]
b. [tp [dp dRinai][thij [vP v[sc[dp [dp ti][d tj]][dpzameret rok]]]]

Let me justify this further. Characteristic of such constructions is that a full-DP or
heavy coordinated pronouns – thus by default strong arguments - may be resumed by
a weak pronoun. As far as I know, there is no doubling or Left Dislocation pattern
in which identical pronouns are doubled; this would explain the ungrammaticality of
(211d). I suggest then that is plausible that the strong DP argument is merged in the
specifier of a larger DP and is extracted to Spec,TP, while the the weak pronoun, the
head of the dominating DP moves directly to T. It must be said that assuming weak-
pronouns to be syntactic clitics is not the standard assumption (cf. Shlonsky 1997:§10),
although they do posses some clitic characteristics. Thus, it is necessary to assume that
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the copular construction involves a special instance of a pronoun clitic either reserved
for this situation, or more likely made possible by that lack of overt v-to-T raising in
lieu of an overt lexical verb; given the observations by Doron (1983); Shlonsky (1997)
and Cardinaletti (2004) and the system developed here, this seems to me to be the
most plausible approach. The strong argument serves as SoP and receives a θ-role,
while the clitic D-head does not (see Grewendorf 2002b:86). Thus, the clitic D-head
which is the weak pronoun must agree with the stronger argument for ϕ-features and
nominative case, in the same way as Left Dislocation in Germanic or Clitic Doubling
in Romance.

4.3.3 SubjP as TP in French
Finally, Cardinaletti (2004) uses cases of French Complex Inversion (cf. Rowlett 2007)
to further push the case for SubjP, arguing that in the sentence in (213a) the strong
DP subject moves to SubjP, and the finite verb and weak enclitic subject have moved
to Subj. A weak subject is banned from SubjP and thus (213b) is ungrammatical.

(213) a. Quand
When

[SubjP Pierre/lui
Pierre/he

[Subj ai-t-ilk
has-t-he.cl

[AgrSP tk ti [vp tk V telephoné?]]]]
telephoned

‘When did Pierre/he call?’
b. *Quand [SubjP il [Sub ai-t-ilk [AgrSP tk ti [VP tk V telephoné?]]]]

(ex.90, Cardinaletti 2004:139)
While the syntax of such inversion is evidently complex, this case has parallels to

the Hebrew case in which I suggested a Big-DP along the lines of left dislocation and
clitic doubling analyses by Uriagereka (1995); Grewendorf (2002a,b, 2009). A Big-
DP-analysis and clitic-D incorporation to T was able to explain why the weak subject
could not appear before a strong or another weak subject, in addition to agreement
reducible to Binding. Once again, the subject doubling in cases of French Complex
Inversion such as in (213) seem to bear more than an uncanny resemblance to Left
Dislocation and Clitic-Doubling. Let us then attempt a Big-DP analysis and do away
with SubjP.

Consider then the proposed analysis below:

(214) Quand [tp dpPierrei [ta-t [VoiceP[dp[dpi][dil ]][Voice[vP vtelephoné?]]]]
We have already seen that in French quand is able to license SI; I put this down to

the properties of C satisfying negating the need for [uD:_, uϕ:_] to be valued on T; this
works on the idea that [uD:_, uϕ:_] are inherited from ϕ-complete C (Chomsky 2008),
and thus special microparametric instances of C may simply not pass these features
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on to T (see multiple discussions in Biberauer et al. 2010). Thus, even though weak
subject pronouns in French are in fact clitics (Kayne 1975; Jaeggli 1982; Sportiche
1988, 1999; Miller and Monachesi 2003; De Cat 2007), T does not require il to value
D/ϕ via head adjunction, even though weak pronouns must otherwise always raise.
Therefore, the only active feature on T is [uδSoP], as quand could not satisfy SoP in that
it does not relate to aboutness or an argument.

Consequently, il the subject clitic either remains in situ in Spec,VoiceP (214) or
is incorporated into T on the right edge, while the strong-DP pierre/lui is extracted
to Spec,TP on account of its [iδSoP] feature. The in-situ account necessitates that the
linking -t- is purely phonological insertion and not syntactic, which would be in line
with a general avoidance of vowel-coda + vowel-onset patters in romance,e.g., Italian
Gianni e Mario vs Gianni ed Antonio (‘Gianni and Mario, Gianni and Antonio’).

Therefore, in the context of a non-thetic inversion in which a non-focused subject
is present, the strong DP-subject explicitly encodes aboutness in the form of [iδSoP],
while the subject clitic il depends on the strong DP for its reference. As was the case
for Hebrew, following the big-DP analysis by Grewendorf (2002b:86), I assume that in
such a doubled structure in Romance, the full DP is assigned the θ-roleand the D-head
hosting the weak pronoun does not. The clitic il cannot engage in proclisis to T since
T’s D/ϕ-features are valued by C occupied by quand6.

4.4 Intermediate summary
In this chapter,I have developed a typology of high clausal subject requirements for
English, Italian, French, and Hebrew which endeavours to incorporate the insight that
preposed locatives are in fact best viewed as the Subject of Predication (Cardinaletti
2004; Bentley and Cruschina 2018) and (Sluckin et al. 2021) into a minimalist and
phasal and inheritance-based approach to syntax. Moreover, I have attempted to show
that while Cardinaletti’s (2004) notion of SoP as a syntactic variable appears valid, a
decicated projection SubjP is in fact an unnecessary addition to the architecture. In-
stead, I have contended the what has been analysed as SubjP can instead be understood
as a either a property of T or C depending on the language at hand.

Specicially, I have argued that SoP is a special type of δ-feature, expanding the set
of discourse features provided by Miyagawa (2017). It was suggested that [uδSoP:_]
is either associated with T via inheritance from C (Italian, French, and Hebrew) or
remains on C (English). T is always associated with ϕ and D features, yet this should
not be taken for granted in languages that fail to show any subject-like requirement
6. Sheehan (2007) argues that quand itself is the EPP-valuing element. For me it makes no difference
if ϕ/D checking on T proceeds via a local agree relationship with quand in Spec,CP or is down to a
particular inheritance relationship between T and C
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for TP, e.g., V2 German. By placing [uδSoP:_] on either C or T, it is possible to derive
cross-linguistic variation in the availability or unavailability of LI in embedded clauses.
The typology is repeated below:

SoP/EPP distribution
English: T[uD:_]/[u:ϕ:_] C[uδSoP:_]
Italian: T[uD:_]/[u:ϕ:_][uδSoP:_] C
French: T[uD:_]/[u:ϕ:_] [uδSoP:_] C
Hebrew: T[uD:_]/[u:ϕ:_] [uδSoP:_] C

Table 4.2: The distribution of EPP related features across T and C

In terms of the feature inheritance options in the system proposed by Ouali (2008,
2011) and employed here, we can thus think of keep for [uδSoP:_] in English but
donate in Italian, Hebrew and French. For [uD:_] and [uϕ_] it appears that all lan-
guages in this investigation employ donate from C to T. However, for the edge feature
[•X•], we must instead assume share with T in all instances. This is because as soon
as C has any δ requirement associated with Topic, Focus, or Contrast, we must explain
how C builds specifiers. It is a more economical assumption that [•X•] is in fact always
a property of C, rather than one that is only added with some feature. The advantage
of assuming a constant [•X•] on C, means it is inactive until the point that C encodes
specific discourse requirements.

keep share donate
English: [uδSoP:_] [•X•] [uD:_] [u:ϕ:_]
Italian: [•X•] [uD:_] [u:ϕ:_] [uδSoP:_]
French: [•X•] [uD:_] [u:ϕ:_] [uδSoP:_]
Hebrew: [•X•] [uD:_] [u:ϕ:_] [uδSoP:_]

Table 4.3: Inheritance relations from C-to-T for subject requirements

Let us now apply this approach to the full range of overt and covert LI distributions
in the languages under investigation.



148 CHAPTER 4. THE EPP AND SOP



Chapter 5

A distributed-feature analysis of LI

In this chapter, I apply the proposed formal typology for a featurally distributed EPP
to cases of overt LI and covert LI for the four languages under investigation. This will
demonstrate not only the advantages of the proposals, but also highlight where further
technology is required for D/ϕ-valuation in overt subject languages. Indeed, a problem
we have yet to solve is how French and English value requirements for D/ϕ on T if I
am correct that (non-nominalized) locatives in LI cannot do so. While the proposals at
hand work unproblematically for NSLs and partial NSLs; overt LI in French and English
will be shown to require involve valuation of D/ϕ features by the covert experiencer
proEXP, which can be justified at both an interpretational and formal level.

5.1 An analysis of overt LI
I first consider the status of SoP and standard EPP satisfaction in overt LI. Let us begin
with Italian and Hebrew before turning to the more delicate issue of D and ϕ valuation
in English and French overt LI.

5.1.1 Italian and Hebrew
For Hebrew and Italian I proposed the EPP distribution [C [T[uD:_, uϕ:_, uδSoP:_,•X•]]].
In cases of overt LI, [uD:_, uϕ:_] are straightforwardly valued by [iD, iϕ] on the finite verb
(Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou 1998)1. The fronted locative XP will then value [uδSoP:_] on
T on account of its valued δ feature. This renders the head inactive and along with the the EF
[•X•]. Under this approach, a root-embedded symmetrical LI system falls out simply.

Let us go step by step through the derivation. Consider the structure in (215) which shows
the derivation before any move or agree operation is applied; features driving V-to-T are ig-
nored for clarity.
1. As already discussed, for those who consider the typology of EPP offered by Alexiadou and Anagnosto-
poulou (1998) to be problematic; the same effect is derivable via valuation of /uD:_, uϕ:_/ via long-
distance Agree (cf. Quarezemin and Cardinaletti 2017).

149
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(215)
TP

vP

SC

PPloc
[iδSoP]

DPsubj
[iϕ, iD]

v
[iϕ, iD]

T
[uϕ:_, uD:_, uδSoP:_]

[•X•]

The features of T will probe for the valued counterparts. Following Biberauer and Roberts
(2010), rich Tense features on the finite verb are responsible for triggering V-to-T movement,
which is assumed in both Italian and Hebrew (see Cinque 1995; Shlonsky 1997)2; thus, while
[uϕ:_, uD:_] probes will find their [iϕ, iD] goals on both v and the subject DP, only v need
raise in order to check the features of T and no specifier position need be build to value them
via XP-movement. In an unaccusative context, it can be taken for granted that D and ϕ probes
will find v before the DP subject, thus it is straightforward that V-movement should bleed
DP-movement; this is most relevant for LI. However, this is not the case in structures with an
external DP argument, as the DPea should in fact be as close or a closer goal than the finite verb,
depending on how desirable it is to posit v-to-Voice movement in the sense of Chomsky’s (1995)
V-to-v movement operation. Thus a mechanism is required by which DPea is less favoured by
T than the finite verb. A few mechanisms are imaginable:

i. [uT:_] and [uϕ:_, uD:_] probe together as a bundle and thus prefer a goal with the exact
same set of features, thereby ignoring DPea because v is a more appropriate goal.

ii. [uT:_] on T probes before [uϕ:_, uD:_] or indeed [uδSoP:_]; thus v-to-T movement bleeds
any need for DP movement on account of D/ϕ because these features are present on T.

iii. Following the spirit of arguments by Richards and Biberauer (2005), these languages have
a parametrized option that T will probe the head v and ignore the EA position.

Alternatively, one might assume that a transitive structure actually forces a D/ϕ related
EPP whereas an unaccusative structure does not (cf. Chomsky 2013). While this solution may
seem particularly attractive for Italian and Hebrew, it cannot be extended to languages like
Spanish or Greek that clearly show a more flexible Spec,TP position even in transitive contexts.
Whatever the case, whichever mechanism is most plausible, and regardless of the presence or
absence of Voice, the crucial factor is that [uδSoP:_] is left unvalued by v-to-T movement in
(215) with the effect that EF [•X•] remains active with the head. This is shown below:
2. This ignored assumptions about AgrSP aside.
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(216) TP

vP

SC

PPloc
[iδSoP]

DPsubj
[iϕ, iD]

v
[iϕ, iD]

v+T
[uϕ:_, uD:_, uδSoP:_]

[•X•]

Assuming then that as long as the head remains active, EF [•X•] will be parasitic on re-
maining unvalued features on the head, [•X•] is associated with [uδSoP:_]. Consequently, T
will build a specifier position for an SoP if an appropriate goal is found. This is exactly what
happens when the δ probe finds its [iδSoP] goal on a locative PP in the small clause. The locative
PP then moves to Spec,TP, values [uδSoP:_] on T, and thus renders the head and edge feature
inactive, as shown in (217).

(217) TP

T′

vP

SC

PPilocDPsubj
[iϕ, iD]

v
[iϕ, iD]

v+T
[uϕ:_, uD:_, uδSoP:_]

[•X•]

PPiloc
[iδSoP]

Thus, both an Italian sentence such as (218a) or a Hebrew sentence such as (219a) can be
given the analysis in (217).

(218) a. Nella
in-the

camera
room

entrò
entered

un
a
ragazzo.
boy

‘Into the room came a boy.’
b. [TP[PPNella camerai][Tentrò [vP vt [SC [DPun ragazzo] [PPi]]]]]

(219) a. La-cheder
to.the-room

ha-ze
the-this

nixnas
entered

yeled.
boy

‘Into the room came a boy.’
b. [TP[PPLa-cheder ha-zei][Tnixnas [vP vt [SC [DPyeled] [PPi]]]]]
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5.1.2 French
Let us now consider French, a language which is generally thought to only satisfy the EPP via
subject DP movement to Spec,TP (Pollock 1989; Rowlett 2007; Sheehan 2007). Building on
(Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou 1998), Alexiadou et al. (2014a:7) state that ‘in non-pro-drop
languages such as French, V-raising only involves a T-feature relation between v/V and T, and
T’s ϕ-features are not valued by v/V but require a DP to move to Spec,TP, prohibiting pro-
drop’. While Alexiadou et al. (2014a) do not discuss D, the approach I have pursued thus far
has assumed both ϕ and D. I maintain the original conception of EPP checking via V-movement
proposed by Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou (1998:516) that the verbal morphology of NSLs
contains both interpretable ϕ and D features, as employed for Italian and Hebrew above. Let
us then assume the same underlying structure as Italian and Hebrew before any operation is
applied, except for the absence of valued D and ϕ features on the finite verb:

(220)
TP

vP

SC

PPloc
[iδSoP]

DPsubj
[iϕ, iD]

v

T
[uϕ:_, uD:_, uδSoP:_]

[•X•]

If correct, the approach to the EPP suggested so far cannot deal with French LI in the same
way as it did for Italian and Hebrew. Put simply, if neither a locative PP nor the verb itself
can value ϕ/D features on T, then T should necessarily build a specifier position and trigger
DP movement to that position in order to satisfy T’s ϕ/D content. On the other hand, I have
already argued that SoP requirements are encoded on T for French, which should give rise to
the root-embedded symmetry for LI; that is, we can assume that an overt locative can value
[uδSoP:_] on T. However, the lack of D and ϕ valuation on the part of the finite verb should
mean that [uD:_, uϕ:_] on T remain active and thus [•X•] will still be driven to build a position
for an appropriate goal. In short, either a canonical subject or subject expletive il should raise
to that position. Yet in an overt LI structure, this does not appear to happen. We must explain
how [uD:_, uϕ:_] are valued.
There are a few feasible options for [uD:_, uϕ:_] valuation:

i. The locative values [uD:_, uϕ:_]
ii. [uD:_, uϕ:_] are valued by the subject in situ via long-distance agree.

iii. Some covert argument or silent expletive is active in the syntax and this element
values [uD:_, uϕ:_] on T.

Consider first option (i). As mentioned, there is a long tradition noting the similarities
between P and D (Emonds 1985; Grimshaw 1990, 2005) on the one hand and P and C on the
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other (Haeberli 2002). The fact that embedded LI is possible makes the former choice attractive,
as has been argued for French by Sluckin et al. (2021). One could employ ideas by Grimshaw
(2005) in which every DP is dominated by a PP. Under this kind of approach, the content of
the DP should be visible on the root node of the nominal projection, i.e., Pmax. This kind of
account, would then involve simultaneous valuation of [uϕ, uD, uδSoP:_] on T by the locative.
However, such an approach requires us claim that French locatives are somehow more DP like
than English locatives, which is undesirable. While succinct, it loses the observation that p is
a phase head and should act as a barrier to Agree with [uϕ, uD] in its transfer domain3.

On the other hand, the second option seems reasonable, i.e., SoP satisfaction via PP move-
ment to Spec, TP and long-distance agree with the in-situ subject for valuation of both uD:_,
uϕ:_]. In LI it is certainly the case that an agree relationship for ϕ-features holds between T and
an in-situ subject on account of agreement facts. However, long-distance valuation of [uD:_] on
T forces us to ask the question why expletive il is ever necessary at all. Unlike English, expletive
il appears to be ϕ rich as well as a D element, given that verbal agreement is always with the
expletive. A further question is why a D/ϕ-bearing subject DP ever need raise if it is unprob-
lematic in situ; why can T not simply agree with an in-situ external argument in French and
give rise to VSO? Evidently, this would be a problematic assumption. Something must value
at least [uD:_] via movement to TP. Moreover, it cannot account for the fact that both overt
and the rare cases of covert LI (Absolute Inversion) are tightly linked to evidentiality (Sluckin
et al. 2021; this work). That is, where perception of the event in overt LI is explicitly denied,
the LI structure becomes infelicitous. Recall contrasts such as that between the sentences in
(221a) and (221b); where the event is directly perceived, the inversion is felicitous; but where
the event is inferred, the inversion is greatly degraded (pc. Fabienne Martin).

(221) a. De
of
la
the
maison
house

est
is
sorti
exited

quelqu’un.
somebody

‘Somebody went out of the house.’
b. #De

of
la
the

maison
house

est
is
sorti
exited

quelqu’un
somebody

(vu
(seen

les
the

traces
traces

de
of
pas),
steps)

mais
but

personne
nobody

n’
neg

a
has

rien
nothing

vu.
seen

Intended: ‘Somebody came out of the house (given the footsteps). But nobody
saw anything.’

Indeed, these facts also speak against any analysis drawing on a silent expletive, as it would
be arbitrary to suggest that the verb must agree with the overt but not the covert expletive.
Likewise, expletives have no interpretational value. Consider then that in Chapter 2, it was
3. A possible account might go as follows: considering p of pP to be a phase head, it can keep, share
or donate its features. A brave analysis might say that French p sharess unvalued D and ϕ features
with lower projections, while English donates them. This would have the effect that French pPs could
act as DPs more easily than English ones. However, such an account is purely speculative and likely to
encounter serious empirical resistance.
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already suggested that French covert LI (Absolute Inversion) involves a covert experiencer
argument proEXP on the basis that verbs taking part can always be linked to a perception event.
Drawing on semantically motivated suggestions by Fabienne Martin in joint work (Sluckin et al.
2021; Sluckin and Martin In Prep) and already made explicit more widely for LI in Section
(2.3.3), I would like to push this view further and suggest that in fact all French LI involves
the syntactically active covert experiencer proEXP. I suppose the covert argument to bear [iD,
iϕ], yet the ϕ features are under-specified or only partial. This should allow agreement with
the low subject but also value [uD:_, uϕ:_] on T. In this sense, proEXP is like English expletive
there, yet it receives a θ-role, which expletives do not. The derivation of overt LI in French is
thus given as that below in (222).

(222) TP

T′

T′

vP

SC

PPilocDPsubj
[iϕ, iD]

v

v+T
[uϕ:_, uD:_, uδ:_SoP]

[•X•]

proEXP
[iϕ, iD]

PPiloc
[iδSoP]

An instance of overt LI such as (221a) can now be analysed as shown in (223). I leave the
exact external Merge site of proEXP aside, but I shall return to it in Section (§6.5) of the next
chapter. Nonetheless, I assume Small Clause origin.

(223) [TP[PPhors de la Maisoni][TproEXP [Test [vP v sorti [SC [DPquelqu’un] [PPi]]]]]]

Alternatively, it is equally possible to imagine that proEXP cliticizes to T instead of forcing
generation of a lower specifier position. This would be in line with the behaviour of weak
subject pronouns in French. However, there is no real difference in the predicted outcome
aside from the presence of either one or two specifier positions. If this is the case, we the
following analysis holds (223):

(224) [TP[PPhors de la Maisoni][TproEXP+est [vP v sorti [SC [DPquelqu’un] [PPi]]]]]

Whatever the case, the proposal that proEXP is responsible for partially valuing T’s EPP
properties are not so distant from those by Lahousse (2003b) that subject inversion involving
fronted adverbials involves an implicit stage topic. However, I have already discussed why a
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stage topic is a poorly defined syntactic concept for LI; the proposed analysis is able to marry
factors in both the argument-structural and functional domain. This same state of affairs will be
shown for Absolute Inversion, yet a different solution must be found for SoP in that case. In sum,
French LI differs from Italian and perhaps Hebrew LI, as it requires a covert but syntactically
active element to value the D and ϕ properties of T.

5.1.2.1 LI without subject-verb agreement: a peculiarity of spoken French
A particular feature for some speakers of spoken French that complicates the matter slightly is
appearance of optional optional agreement in 3sg rather than with the late subject.4. Note the
optional singular agreement in (225a) as opposed to the standard plural agreement with the
late DP in (225b)

(225) a. Standard French
à
in
Berlin
Berlin

sont
are

arrivés
arrived

plein
a-lot

de
of
nouveaux
new

habitants.
inhabitants

‘A lot of new inhabitants arrived in Berlin.’
b. Spoken French (optional)

à
in
Berlin
Berlin

est
is
arrivé
arrived

plein
a-lot

de
of
nouveaux
new

habitants.
inhabitants

‘A lot of new inhabitants arrived in Berlin.’

The agreement facts in (225a) resemble those for inversion with the overt expletive il, for
which the verb necessarily agrees with the expletive. Furthermore, this type of inversion is
particularly degraded with a definite subject

(226) ??à
in

Berlin
Berlin

est
is
arrivé
arrived

les
the
musiciens
musicians

celebres.
famous

‘The famous musicians arrived in Berlin.’

Evidently, in the absence of the overt expletive, it is not immediately clear what the verb
is agreeing with. A simple account would be that spoken French does in fact allow a variant
of a silent expletive proEXPL. Yet if that is the case, it remains unclear how DE are derived on
the assumption that DE follow from two internal arguments under v; the locative argument
has clearly been extracted from vP. I note that DE would follow simply from Sheehan’s (2007)
view that expletives license DE; nonetheless, given that I do not need proEXPL for NSLs, I prefer
a different solution for French.

Conceivably, verb-subject agreement could be taking place with the locative PP in the
higher Spec,TP, but this solution alone is not capable of deriving DE. On the other hand, it might
be that spoken French actually allows for proEXP to remain in situ in the vP domain at some point
higher than the in-situ subject, giving rise to optional agreement with the intervening proEXP;
4. I thank Fabienne Martin for this observation
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or perhaps some default agreement with the locative in Spec,TP as a last resort. I consider
agreement with proEXP to be more likely for the reason that I have posited some ϕ content on
it. For the reason that this does not appear to a be a feature of all speakers’ grammars, I leave
further discussion of this particular distribution aside for French; however, future work should
look at this variation in more depth.5

I now move on to English and will show that almost the same analysis of overt LI is possible,
with only the locus of [uδSoP:_] differing between the languages.

5.1.3 English
I have already classified English as a language which retains all δ-features on C, in line with
Miyagawa’s (2017) conception. This produces the following EPP constellation before any op-
erations take place:

(227)
CP

TP

…
VoicePT

[uϕ:_, uD:_]
[•X•]

C
[uδSoP:_]

[•X•]

Consequently, sentences such as (228) involving a fronted locative and expletive there-
insertion take the structure in (229). This involves valuation of [uδSoP:_] on C by the preposed
locative and of [uϕ:_, uD:_] on T by the expletive. In turn, EFs at both C and T are satisfied
as no further features are left unvalued. The expletive there will satisfy D requirements and a
subset of ϕ requirements; Agree between T and the remaining ϕ-features on the in-situ subject
will determine verb-subject agreement (Chomsky 1995, 2001).

(228) Out of the woods there came a bear.

5. A parallel might be spoken English expletive inversions involving BE in which a cliticized version
of the verb shows singular 3rd person agreement (1). A simple solution is to posit an attraction effect
optionally permitting agreement with the ϕ-content of there. However, if I am correct that there-insertion
is correlated with proEXP (see §2.3.3), we could instead posit agreement with the ϕ-content of proEXP in
a vP internal position. If this is correct, spoken French and English exceptions may be explicable in the
same way.
(i) a. There’s fifty cows in the field.

b. ??There is fifty cows in the field.
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(229) CP

C′

TP

T′

vP

SC

PPlociDPsubj
a bear

[iϕ, iD]

v
came

T
[uϕ:,uD:_]

[•X•]

there
[iϕ, iD]

C
[uδSoP:_]

[•X•]

Out of the woods
[iδSoP]

PPloci

I suggest that LI is analysable in similar but not identical terms to the preposed locative
expletive construction above. In this sense, I take a similar position to proponents of a covert
expletive (Coopmans 1989; Postal 2004; Bruening 2010) for English LI; these approaches are
attractive because they economically explain why English LI cannot embed and do not require
some mechanism by which the locative values D and ϕ features on T, i.e. the EPP, but cannot
remain in TP (Stowell 1981; Roberts 2010a). However, as I have already argued, an account
of LI employing an expletive pro fails to account for the evidential interpretational behaviour
of LI (§2.3.3) and forces proponents to assume ad hoc that silent expletives do not correlate
with DE but overt ones do (contra Bruening 2010). Thus, in line with the proposals for French,
I propose that the covert valuer of [uϕ:_, uD:_] is in fact the covert experiencer proEXP which
offers interpretational content. An instance of English LI receives the structure below:

(230) CP

C′

TP

T′

vP

SC

PPilocDPsubj
[iϕ, iD]

v

T
[uϕ:_, uD:_]

[•X•]

proEXP
[iϕ, iD]

C
[uδSoP:_]

[•X•]

PPiloc
[iδSoP]
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Therefore a sentence such as (231) receives the analysis in (232).

(231) Out of the woods came a bear

(232) [cp[ppOut of the woods][c[tp proEXP[t[vP vcame [sc[dpa bear][ppi]]...

5.1.3.1 The covert experiencer derives DE with there
Returning briefly to the evidential content of proEXP, recall that it was established that both
overt LI and expletive inversions with unaccusatives without preposed locatives (see also Hole
and Fraser 2019; Laparle 2020; Sluckin et al. 2021) are necessarily evidential. Both structures
become infelicitous where a perception event cannot be reconstructed.

(233) a. #There marched Basques through the square, and I didn’t see it.
b. Basques marched through the square, and I didn’t see it. (Hole and Fraser 2019)

(234) a. #Through the square marched the Basques and/but I didn’t see it.
b. Through the square marched the Basques and I enjoyed every minute of it.

Thus, a valid question is what proEXP is doing in expletive contexts where there is occupying
spec,TP. I will now give some attention to how proEXP is not only interpretationally advantage-
ous in expletive constructions, but that it can also help derive DE, which is an explicit problem
for there when it follows a high preposed locative such as that in (229 ).

Recall that in section (2.2.2), I presented the generalization that two in-situ internal argu-
ments of v will give rise to DE (cf. Belletti 1988). Indeed, a clear limitation on English expletive
constructions is that they are necessarily indefinite (Diesing 1992; Freeze 1992). Thus when
expletive there inhabits Spec,TP, the DP subject internal argument of v and an in-situ silent
or overt locative argument remain typically under v in SC (Irwin 2012, 2018). DE in such
a circumstances are straightforward, aside from the presence of proEXP or not. Indeed, if the
problem were this simple, a valid question would be if the experiencer θ-role is assigned to
there or proEXP is always active in inversions.

But there is good reason to assume that proEXP is always active in inversions on account of
DE, if we subscribe to a purely syntactic approach to DE. Firstly, if we assume that two in-situ
arguments of v always lead to DE, we are faced with the question why DE are still present in
a sentence like (235). That is, the locative argument has been preposed to the C-domain, yet
the presumably lone late DP-subject is still subject to DE.

(235) a. [Out of the cavei] there came a family of dragons [PPi].
b. ??[Out of the cavei]there came the family of dragons [PPi].

However, if we consider that proEXP has remained in-situ at some point in the SC-structure,
v still has two in-situ arguments and DE are still applicable. That is, it follows straightforwardly
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that if proEXP and there are both capable of satisfying [uD:_, uϕ:_] on T, proEXP in situ will lead
to DE. Presumably, when expletive there is merged, proEXP cannot check the EPP because there
is merged higher than the small clause in Spec,vP (Richards and Biberauer 2005; Deal 2009;
Alexiadou and Schäfer 2011) or perhaps directly in Spec,TP (Chomsky 1995, 2001).

Indeed, recall that LI is not subject to DE (Birner 1996):

(236) Out of the cave came a/the family of dragons.

The lack of DE falls our from the fact that if both proEXP and the locative argument move
out of vP; proEXP values [uD:_, uϕ:_] on T and the locative moves to the C-domain to value
[uδSoP:_] on C.

5.1.3.2 The covert experiencer and overt expletive are not in free variation
Finally, it is important to stress that expletive there and proexp are not in free variation, even if
overt LI with or without there share an evidential flavour and have been claimed to be inter-
changeable to differing degrees (Coopmans 1989; Postal 2004). Indeed, given the evidential
and broad focus content of both constructions, we do not expect much interpretational differ-
ence.

However, there are some syntactic facts that suggest that the variation between LI with and
without an expletive is not completely unconditioned. LI differs from simple thetic sentences
in that in circumstances of preposed locatives a bare-NP plural subject is degraded (237a);
there-insertion (237b) has no effect, yet in the straightforward thetic sentence in (233a) with
an in-situ locative, a bare plural is unproblematic, given again as (237c). On the other hand,
both LI and the there-structure with a preposed locative show a preference for a DP subject
with an overt DP layer (237d,e). I do not know how the degrading on bare-NPs is derived, nor
do I have the space in this dissertation to discuss this, yet it is likely that the generic reading
facilitated by a bare NP is often inconsistent with the event specific requirements of LI along
the lines of stage-level predication (see Kratzer 1995; Husband 2012).

(237) a. ?Through the square marched Basques
b. ?Through the square there marched Basques.
c. There marched Basques through the square.
d. Through the square marched the Basques .
e. Through the square (there) marched a Basque .

Recall also the observation in section (3.2.1) that an overt expletive is incompatible with
PP-internal DP ellipsis. In short, this is explicit evidence that the experiencer and the there are
not in free variation, since there requires an overt associate location. Note the contrast between
(238a) and (238b–d). Thus if an associate location-denoting DP is missing, there insertion is
ruled out. This suggests that there in LI is in fact not a pure expletive but rather reliant on
the overt presence of an overt location and is thus akin to a resumptive locative pronoun with
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expletive like properties, i.e., [iϕ,iD] and perhaps [iloc]. This resembles suggestion by Mohr
(2005); however, the deduction process and formal analysis are significantly different in that
she considers LI to involve residual V2.

(238) Context:John was waiting underneath the window of the Chinese restaurant,
a. *and suddenly out there jumped a boy.
b. and suddenly out of the window there jumped a boy.
c. and suddenly out jumped a boy.
d. and suddenly out of the window jumped a boy

If I am correct, a remaining question is still why (resumptive) there is sometimes possible
and sometimes absent with late indefinite DP-subjects. This is indeed a question that applies to
all resumptive-dislocation structures. Generally, left dislocation and hanging topic structures
can be seen as a device for topic continuity, with topic corresponding at least to the notion of
sentence topic (Reinhart 1981; Gundel 1985) without a particular requirement that the topic
is d-linked. I am unsure of exactly how and why one option is selected over another, yet
relevant factors might be processing, working memory, as well as some discourse requirement
to emphasize the thetic nature of an event at a said location via inclusion of there. I do not
have a simple answer.

A further possible resolution to apparent free variation may be found in the presence or
absence of a simple existential meaning. It is well-known that there and DE are associated with
an existential reading (Freeze 1992; Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou 1998; Fischer 2016).
An potential avenue of further investigation is as follows: it may be the case that sentences
with preposed locatives and expletive there are inherently existential, even if they also encode
some event or change of location. On the other hand, it may be possible to say LI lacking the
expletive is not existential. Clearly, examples of LI taking stative verbs (239) appear to have
an existential reading (Levin and Rappaport Hovav 1995); however, let us entertain the idea
that this is not the case.

(239) In the corner was sitting a/the boy.

If the semantic position is correct that existentials must be indefinite (Freeze 1992; Fischer
2016), the existential status of (239) cannot hold. Furthermore, bear in mind that the cov-
ert experiencer proEXP and the associated perception event have the effect that the sentence is
interpreted as a coming-into-existence from the perspective of the perceiver. That is, instead
of being a simple stative existential, the perception event forces a two-point scale (see Rappa-
port Hovav and Levin 2010; Beavers 2011). In this sense, these inversion differ from typical
existentials in that they are in fact achievements. The question then is if preposed locatives
followed by existential there somehow retain more of an existential character or if there with
verbs other than copular BE is somehow different, i.e. situational (Hinterhölzl 2019) as op-
posed to a simple existential reading. Moreover, we must then ask how the perception of event
and a simple existence are compatible, if the perceiver can induce an achievement reading.
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Further work should look to test potential semantic differences more closely between LI and
there-insertion.

In sum, the problem is not totally solved but it is clear that optionality is much more limited
than previously recognized. Future work should focus on getting to the bottom of the problem
once and for all, potentially by exploring the possibilities I have suggested in this section.

5.1.3.3 What happens to SoP in simple thetic clauses: a problem?
A final question emerging from this discussion is what happens to SoP requirements with
simple thetic sentences involving expletive there without locative fronting. While there raises
to Spec,TP to satisfy [uϕ:_, uD:_] features, a trait of discourse-features is that they are optional.
Not every sentence needs an aboutness topic, contrastive topic, narrow focus and so on. Thus,
it may follow that the non configurational nature of English means that [uδsop:_] on C can
simply be omitted in pure thetic presentational sentences. This solution begs the question as
to whether all languages could omit [uδSoP:_] in thetic contexts. However, this is at odds with
the Uniformity Principle (Chomsky 2001:2). 6 Indeed, work on thetic-broad focus and inversion
by Bentley and Cruschina (2018) for Italian would suggest that Italian can never do without
[uδSoP:_] on T. Likewise, in the analyses to be presented, I will assume for the most part that
SoP requirements are always present in Italian, French, and Hebrew.

An alternative then is that expletive there is perhaps able to fulfil SoP-requirements in these
limited cases, perhaps due its inherent locative content or anchoring capabilities; for example,
Hinterhölzl (2019) argues that there is in fact always a situational argument in English. In
short, there may be able to act as a situational argument in purely thetic sentences lacking any
preposed locative. This seems to be the case given that there insertion with verbs other than
BE is considerably degraded in embedded contexts; note the contrast below:

(240) a. There came a band of horseman over the horizon.
b. ??I believe that there came a band of horseman over the horizon.

If correct, it must be the case that there is not subject to the same freezing effects in A
positions as proper DP arguments. This might result from incomplete ϕ agreement with T and
thus an incomplete Spec-Head configuration. If correct, however, it is necessary to suppose
that English allows variation in the derivation as to which XP carries [iδSoP] when there and
locatives co-occur in the same sentence.

I now turn to apply the framework developed for overt LI to covert LI in Italian, French,
and Hebrew.
6. In the absence of compelling evidence to the contrary, assume languages to be uniform, with variety
restricted to easily detectable properties of utterances (Chomsky 2001:2)
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5.2 Covert LI: locative, situational and experiencer pro
In this section, I turn to apply the above approaches for the EPP and overt LI to variation for
covert LI structures in Italian, Hebrew, and French.

5.2.1 Italian
In (§3.1), I discussed that Italian shows a set of thetic broad-focus inversion structures in which
the subject position is not occupied by a phonologically overt XP. These inversions give rise
to an event-specific reading involving speaker-oriented deixis generally related to speaker-
oriented motion or existence at a location of some kind, e.g., locative, path, or goal (Benincà
1988; Bianchi 1993; Pinto 1997; Tortora 1997, 2001; Bentley et al. 2015; Bentley and Cruschina
2018)

(241) è
is
arrivato
arrived

Giorgio!
Giorgio

‘Giorgio has arrived (here/there)’

The dominant analysis following Pinto (1997) is to assume a thematic silent locative ar-
gument, labeled as proLOC in this study. In concrete terms, there are verbs such as arrivare,
venire ‘arrive, come’ which necessarily select proLOC. Then we see some verbs such as telefonare
‘call’ which can additionaly select proLOC as an optional argument (Pinto 1997; Bentley and
Cruschina 2018). Previous analyses for these verbs in covert LI consider that proLOC moves
either to Spec,TP to satisfy EPP (Pinto 1997; Sheehan 2007), or Spec,SubjP to satisfy the sub-
ject criterion (Bentley and Cruschina 2018). For this reason, I have considered this structure a
covert instance of LI.

(242) ∅
proLOC

Sono
are

arrivati
arrived

dei/i
some

ragazzi.
kids

‘Some/the kids have arrived here.’

We are now in a position to apply the analysis for overt LI to covert LI in Italian. Recall that
the initial state of T in an NSL like Italian will be that in (243), in which [uϕ:_, uD:_, uδSoP:_]
features of T are unvalued and [•X•] is consequently active.

(243)
TP

…
vPT

[uϕ:_, uD:_, uδSoP:_]
[•X•]

Given the structural assumptions made in this thesis that SoP is a property of T in Italian
and that locatives do not value [uϕ:_, uD:_] on T, we can simply extend the analysis for overt
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LI straightforwardly to covert LI. That is, following Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou (1998),
[uD:_,u:ϕ:_] features on T are valued by the finite verb moving to T or an auxiliary being merged
there, but proLOC must raise to Spec,TP to value [uδSoP] and satisfy the EF. Consequently, in the
case of covert LI involving a speaker-oriented verb like arrivare ‘arrive’, selecting proLOC and a
single low DP argument, the derivation will proceed in exactly the same way as overt LI (217).
This gives rise to the structure in (244).

(244) Covert LI: proLOC as SoP

TP

T′

vP

SC

proLOCiDPsubj
Gianni

[iϕ, iD]

v
[iϕ, iD]

v+T
arriva

[uδSoP:_][uϕ:_, uD:_]
[•X•]

proLOCi
[iδSoP]

However, following Bentley and Cruschina (2018) and Sluckin et al. (2021), I have made
the case that not all VS thetic sentences in Italian involve proLOC (§3.1). For verbs that do not
inherently involve selection of a locative argument, a non-selected situational argument proSIT
can be merged to satisfy SoP requirements. For example, verbs that do not necessarily involve
speaker-oriented deixis, e.g., morire, partire, scomparire ‘die, leave, disappear’, only participate
in thetic broad-focus inversions if the situational argument proSIT is present (245a). Bentley
and Cruschina (2018) assume that the situational argument is externally merged directly in
Spec,SubjP; or in our terms, a specifier of T on account of [uδSoP].

(245) a. ∅
proSIT

Sono
are

morti
died

i
the
soldati.
soldiers

‘The soldiers have died’. (ex. 16b, Bentley and Cruschina 2018:8)

b. ∅
proSIT

Sono
are

morti
died

i
the
soldati
soldiers

al
at.the

fronte.
front

‘The soldiers have died at the front’. (ex. 21a, Bentley and Cruschina 2018:9)

This approach finds support in the observation that verbs that invert only when the situ-
ational argument is merged do not show DE in the presence of a low overt locative XP (245b).
If the locative were in fact a selected argument of the verb, we would expect an indefinite-
ness requirement on the semantic subject (cf. Belletti 1988), which is not the case. Therefore,
the locative XP al fronte ‘at the front’ in (245b) is likely an adjunct of vP or the small-clause
structure.
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However, a selected proLOC and proSIT are not mutually exclusive in the derivation. Indeed,
they can co-occur with the condition only that the locative argument is not the SoP. This is
because a situational argument ‘arises in all-new discourse contexts, when a specific bounded
eventuality is predicated’ (Bentley and Cruschina 2018:11). Instances of thetic inversions con-
taining a high non-thematic proSIT encoding SoP and a selected low locative argument (246a)
do occur. Furthermore, as expected, DE arise because the overt locative is a thematic argument
in situ, meaning that v has two internal arguments; note the degraded status of (246b).

(246) a. ∅
proSIT

Sono
are

arrivati
arrived

dei
some

ragazzi
kids

alla
at.the

festa.
party

‘Some kids have arrived at the party.’

(Adapted from ex.20, Bentley and Cruschina 2018:9)

b. ??∅
proSIT

Sono
are

arrivati
arrived

i
the
ragazzi
kids

alla
at.the

festa.
party

‘Some kids have arrived at the party.’

(Adapted from ex.20, Bentley and Cruschina 2018:9)

In sum, those verbs selecting proLOC may always take part in covert LI on account of proLOC’s
ability to act as SoP and thus satisfy SoP requirements in the high T-domain. However, verbs
which do not inherently involve a locational argument may only take part in a thetic inversion
structure if the discourse conditions allow the non-thematic situational argument proSIT to be
merged. The advantage of proSIT is that it provides a finer grained distinction in terms of
interpretation and DE than either a silent expletive proEXPL or temporal instance of proLOC
could. Indeed, a silent expletive could not account well for the distinctions in DE between
(245) and (246).

Therefore, an analysis of a straightforward inversion structure involving proSIT with a verb
like morire ‘die’ will not involve movement out of a small clause but Merge of proSIT in Spec,TP
to value [uδSoP:_] and valuation of [uD:_, uϕ:_] on T by the finite verb, either via v-movement
or merge of an auxiliary. The structure is given in (247). The fact that proSIT is not in fact a
preposed thematic spatial argument raises the question whether covert LI is an adequate term.
In this sense, I employ covert LI as a blanket term considering the speaker-oriented deictic
content of proSIT to be sufficient enough that we may class the inversion as a special type of
covert LI.
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(247) Covert LI: proSIT as SoP
TP

T′

vP

DPsubj
Gianni

[iϕ, iD]

v
morto

T
è

[uδSoP:_][uϕ:_, uD:_]
[•X•]

proSIT
[iδSoP]

In cases where both proSIT and an overt locative argument of v co-occur in the derivation,
the overt locative remains in situ, as discussed above.

(248) Covert LI: proSIT as SoP
TP

T′

vP

SC

alla festa

PPLOCDPsubj
dei studenti

[iϕ,iD]

v
arrivati

T
sono

[uδSoP:_][uϕ:_, uD:_]
[•X•]

proSIT
[iδSoP]

Where a non-speaker-oriented verb and a low adjunct locative PP co-occur, e.g., (245b),
the structure differs from (248) in that the locative is merged in an adjunct position and not
within the small clause, thus circumventing DE.

(249) TP

T′

vP

PPloc
al fronte

v′

DPsubj
i soldati

v
morti

T
sono

[uδSoP:_][uϕ:_, uD:_]
[•X•]

proSIT
[iδSoP]

A final and valid question is why French and English are posited to involve proEXP in LI
but Italian isn’t. There are two potential explanations: it might be that case that in Italian, the
experiencer remains an implicit argument in the semantics but is not syntactically realized. It
is possible that since Italian has such a rich set of covert arguments, the covert experiencer
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has never needed to be grammaticalized as a syntactically active argument. Another potential
explanation is that proSIT and proEXP are in fact one and the same. However, although both proSIT
and proEXP both require reference to a particular present or perceived particular situation, the
licensing conditions are different. In Italian, proSIT is possible with a whole set of verbs with
which proEXP appears incompatible in English or French. Moreover, proSIT is not posited to
belong to the argument structure but proEXP is. It could be the case that some parametric
variation exists in the merge site of this argument, either in T or in the argument structure,
not to dissimilar from cross-linguistic differences pertaining to high and low applicatives (cf.
Pylkkänen 2008). Indeed, given that both relate to eventive stage-level predication, which
was suggested to be encoded as an event argument in the high vP domain by Kratzer (1995),
further work should explore if both proEXP and proSIT might be reduced to high and low event
arguments. Indeed, Hinterhölzl (2019) considers Kratzer’s event argument to be equivalent to
a situational argument. Nonetheless, given the evidence at hand, I find it most plausible that
the experiencer remains implicit and thus syntactically inactive in Italian. Let us now move on
to an analysis of covert LI in Hebrew.

5.2.2 Hebrew
In order to provide an analysis of Hebrew covert LI, we cannot ignore pervasive DE in Hebrew
“Free Inversion” structures. This section is divided into two parts. Firstly, I consider how best
to analyse covert LI with DE, taking into account constraints and licensing factors reported for
the structure by Shlonsky (1997) and Borer (2010). In the second half, I show that DE are not
in fact as strong as reported in the literature and propose an analysis for DE-less covert LI in
out-of-the-blue contexts.

5.2.2.1 Covert LI with DE
Covert inversions in Hebrew are generally considered an unaccusative phenomenon. Nonethe-
less, we in fact see a similar range of verbs as those possible in Italian, i.e., unaccusatives and a
set of unergatives that can be associated with a speaker/goal-oriented reading 7. However, in
the typical narrative reading associated with such inversion in Hebrew, none permit a definite
7. Shlonsky (1997) reports that a difference between Hebrew an Italian is the ability of a range of
unergative verbs to participate in such inversion. Shlonsky (1997) takes the verb ‘to ring/chime’ as an
example that ungeratives may not invert. He compares Hebrew letsaltsel and Italian sounare showing
the Italian sentence in (1a)to be grammatical but the Hebrew equivalent to be ungrammatical (1b).
However, the comparison in (1) is in fact a confound due to DE.
(i) a. ha

has
suonato
sounded

la
the

campana
bell

‘The bell rang.’
b. *tsitsel

rang
ha-pa’amon
the-bell

‘The bell rang.’
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subject. That is, inversions without an overt fronted locative require that the late DP subject is
always indefinite (Borer 1984; Shlonsky 1997; Borer 2010).

(250) Nixnas
entered

(*ha-)yeled.
(the-)boy

‘A boy came in.’

(251) Tsitsel
rang

(*ha-)pa’amon.
(the-)bell

‘A bell rang.’

(252) Hitkasher
called

(*ha-)yeled.
(the-)boy

‘a boy called here/us.’

From the data above, an analysis of covert LI in Hebrew seems inseparable from the issue
of definiteness. Shlonsky (1997) has claimed that definite internal arguments in overt LI but
not in Free Inversion move above V’ but not VP, presumably to a specifier, in order to escape
DE; he puts DE in Hebrew down to the inability of postverbal subject to be Case-licensed in
situ. This is not a structural assumptions I share, nor do I wish to draw on Case as a motivation
for movement or DE. I instead draw on the established underlying generalization that if two
arguments remain under V, or rather v, the low subject DP must be indefinite. Indeed, sentences
such as (253) appear to show the late subject in a vP internal position in both overt LI and covert
LI on account of the position of the adverb, presumably at the vP edge; an observation also
made by (Shlonsky 1997:172-73), albeit with his caveat that the definite subject raises above
V.

(253) a. la-cheder
to.the-room

ha-ze
the-this

nixnas
entered

be-šeket
in-slow

yeled/ha-yeled/Avišai.
boy/the-boy/Avishai

‘slowly, into the room came a/the boy/Avishai.
b. nixnas

entered
be-šeket
in-slow

yeled
boy

/
/
*ha-yeled.
*the-boy

‘a boy slowly came in.’

Therefore, in Hebrew covert LI, we are faced with two problems:

i. What type of argument is satisfying SoP requirements on T and how?

ii. What is causing definiteness effects within vP?

Neither question is straightforward, yet I propose that answering the first question will
more or less answer the second. The first question is particularly complex for the reason that if
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the Italian constellation were present, i.e., raising of proLOC to Spec,TP, we would not predict
DE for the reason that only one argument would remain in a vP internal position.8

Recall that I reported (§3.1.2) that Borer (2010) has suggested that either a covert or overt
locales has the ability to license an event argument that occupies an Event Phrase (EP) situated
above TP (Borer 2005b). More specifically, she considers locales, i.e., locations in the broad
sense involving presentational achievements involving to have the ability to license the covert
event argument for which the locative provides existential closure. I refer the reader to Borer
(2010) for detailed semantic reasoning. I further argued that this argument and EP are in fact
in line with observations by Bentley and Cruschina (2018:36) that covert LI in Italian involves
‘verbs denoting quantized change,’ i.e., verbs entailing a specific final goal on a scale of change.
That is, like Borer’s (2010) characterisation of such clauses in Hebrew as involving an event
argument, Italian inversion clauses can involve proSIT to denote presentational achievements. I
further suggested that we might think of Borer’s event argument in the same terms as proSIT; that
is, I assume then that Borer’s covert event argument is proSIT. Indeed, Bentley and Cruschina
(2018) have similarly considered proSIT as a recasting of Bianchi’s stage-level event argument
for the same circumstances. Finally, while Bentley and Cruschina (2018) and (Sluckin et al.
2021) consider proSIT to occupy SubjP, I have reduced this position to a specifier of T. Thus,
in line with a stronger minimalist thesis, let us reduce Borer’s (2010) to a specifier of T in
the same way. Consequently, there appears little reason to assume fundamentally different
syntactic technology for very similar Hebrew and Italian inversion structures.

Thus, let us assume that Hebrew covert LI involves proSIT licensed by a covert or overt loc-
ation. As is the case in Italian, proSIT bears [iδSoP] and is able to value [uδSoP:_] on T. However,
recall finally that Italian shows DE on inverted DP subjects of unaccusative verb selecting an
internal DP subject and an overt locative PP argument (Bentley and Cruschina 2018) when
proSIT is merged in TP. Given that Hebrew reportedly has strict DE in such inversion, it follows
that a viable hypothesis is the invariable presence of proSIT in Spec,TP which must be licensed
by a locative argument of some kind. This has the effect that both the locative argument, be it
overt or covert, and the DP subject remain under v and are subject to DE. I therefore assume
that that Hebrew Free Inversion, or covert LI in the terminology here, almost always involves
proSIT which values T’s [uδSoP:_] feature, as shown in the structure in (254).
8. I do not make recourse to proEXPL, as expletives in TP are associated with D and ϕ-feature valuation,
but the finite verb values these feature (Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou 1998). One might posit that
Hebrew thetic sentences lack [uδSoP:_], but this takes away the observation that Hebrew does appear to
have a canonical subject position but it is more flexible than one of the English type.
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(254) Covert LI: proSIT as SoP

TP

T′

vP

SC

proLOCDPsubj
yeled

[iϕ, iD]

vt
[iϕ, iD]

v+T
higiya

[uδSoP:_][uϕ:_, uD:_]
[•X•]

proSIT
[iδSoP]

This analysis appears to solve both the problem of SoP valuation in T and the reported
indefiniteness requirement in Hebrew covert LI (cf. Shlonsky 1997; Borer 2010). However, it
requires us to assume a difference between overt and covert locatives in LI, i.e., that proLOC
in Hebrew does not typically encode SoP and thus remains in situ when proSIT is active. I am
unsure as to why this is the case in most instances. A potential problem with this analysis is
that it predicts that unaccusatives that do not inherently select for a covert location, e.g., die,
leave, disappear can do away with DE in inversion. Although the inversion is rare without a
specified location (Borer 2010:330), it is not impossible. It may be the case then that when
verbs such take part in covert LI with DE, the speaker must be able to reconstruct some sort of
abstract location and optionally merge it as an internal argument of v. Let us now turn to the
analysis of inversion without DE in strong out-of-the-blue in Hebrew covert LI.

5.2.2.2 Hebrew covert LI without DE
As introduced in Chapter 3 (§3.1), an overlooked variant of covert LI involves exclamations in
out-of-the-blue contexts. Initial investigations point to the fact that pure unaccusative may in
fact permit definite inverted subjects in strong out-of-the-blue contexts such as exclamations
(see 255a–c) (p.c. Nora Boneh, Itamar Kastner). This weakening of DE is not limited to disap-
pearance predicates, i.e., those that might not necessarily take a locative argument, but given
the right context can extend to unaccusatives of appearance/directed motion. However, where
an out-of-the-blue context is missing, these verbs cannot avoid DE in inversion and the beha-
viour reported by Shlonsky (1997) and Borer (2010) holds. As such, it appears that covert in
narrative contexts shows DE but not in out-of-the-blue contexts. This suggests a ban on proLOC
acting as SoP if it is anaphorically linked, which is a peculiar constraint.
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(255) What happened? (Ma kara?)
a. ne’elam

disappeared
ha-yeled!
the-boy

‘The boy has disappeared!’
b. nigmar

finished
habiskvitim!
the-biscuits

‘The biscuits are finished!’ (pc. Nora Boneh)
c. Hofi’a

Appeared
Maria
Maria

ha-betolah!
the-virgin

‘The Virgin Mary appeared!’
d. Higia

Arrived
ha-shoter
the-police-officer

/
/
ha-yeled!
the-boy

‘The police officer/ the boy has arrived!’

Consequently, these facts suggest that in out-of-the-blue-contexts, either proSIT for disap-
pearance verbs or proLOCfor appearance/directed motion verbs can indeed satisfy SoP require-
ments on T in the same way as is possible in Italian. This necessitate that proLOC and proSIT can
appear independently in out-of-the-blue contexts but not in more general narrative contexts.
I therefore posit the following structures for covert LI specifically in out-of-the-blue contexts:
(256) for appearance contexts and (257) for disappearance contexts):

(256) Out-of-the-blue Covert LI: proLOC as SoP

TP

T′

vP

SC

proLOCDPsubj
ha-yeled!
[iϕ, iD]

vt
[iϕ, iD]

v+T
higiya

[uδSoP:_][uϕ_, uD:_]
[•X•]

proLOC
[iδSoP]
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(257) Out-of-the-blue Covert LI: proSIT as SoP

TP

T′

vP

DPsubj
ha-yeled!
[iϕ, iD]

vt
[iϕ, iD]

v+T
ne’elam

[uδSoP:_][uϕ_, uD:_]
[•X•]

proSIT
[iδSoP]

In contexts disallowing inverted definite subjects, we must either posit that Hebrew disap-
pearance verbs can in fact select a silent locative argument, unlike English, French, or Italian,
or we may posit the presence of an in-situ proEXP or perhaps other event argument which must
remain in situ under v, with the result that non out-of-the-blue inversions always involve DE.
Indeed, in terms of what is happening under v, this might the same state of affairs as an English
thetic expletive construction. Unfortunately, there is not space in this dissertation to explore
the ins and outs of the lexical semantics of LI in Hebrew; however, I shall touch on some
cross-linguistic variation in Chapter 6. In any case, more investigation is required of DE in
Hebrew.

5.2.3 Covert LI in French: silent experiencers and silent locations
I have introduced the fact that French allows a type of Covert LI that has previously been called
Absolute Inversion (Lahousse 2007) (§3.1). This structure is limited to unaccusative verbs de-
noting speaker-oriented motion or occurrence. However, unlike covert LI in Italian, it seems to
necessarily involves a type of temporal pivot, i.e., an and then reading, instead of focusing ex-
clusively on the locative deixis the verb; that is not to say that no locative argument is involved,
for the reason that it is standardly assumed that verbs of speaker-directed motion select either a
covert or overt locative argument (Pinto 1997; Borer 2010; Irwin 2012, 2018). Evidence for the
temporal-pivot reading comes from the fact that the inversion is infelicitous in out-of-the-blue
contexts (cf. §3.1). I have argued that this type of covert LI involves the presence of a covert
experiencer (observer) argument proEXP licensed by verbs of appearance/speaker-oriented dir-
ected motion in French (§3.1, see also arguments in Sluckin et al. 2021), which presupposes
the occurrence of a perception event e on the part of the experiencer/observer. Building on
proposals by Sluckin et al. (2021), it was suggested that proEXP is the likely candidate for EPP
satisfaction in Absolute Inversion. This is at odds with Lahousse’s 2007 claims that a silent
stage topic satisfied the subject requirement, but within a similar spirit. For overt LI in both
French and English, I have posited that proEXP is the crucial ingredient valuing ϕ and D features
on T, while the overt locative values δSoP features on T for French and C for English.

I would like to suggest a very similar analysis for French Absolute Inversion as an instance
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of covert LI. I suppose that proEXP moves to a lower specifier of T for ϕ and D valuation and
proLOC participates in A’-movement to the higher specifier of T for δSoP valuation. This analysis
has the interpretational advantage that it accounts for both the temporal pivot reading and the
implicit location, which may both be present. If only the experiencer were to raise, then T’s EF
would remain active and it is unclear how [uδSoP:_] would be valued, likewise, if only proLOC
were to raise, the same would be true of [uD:_] and [uϕ:_] on T.

Thus the structure for a sentence such as (258) is understood in terms of the tree in (259).

(258) Vint
came

le
the
clou
climax

de
of
la
the
fête.
party.

‘The climax of the party came.’ (Lahousse 2007:14)

(259) Covert LI: biparite EPP satisfaction: proLOC + proEXP

TP

T′

T′

vP

SC

proLOCi

le clou de la fête[iϕ, iD].

DPsubj

vt

v+T
Vint

[uδSoP:_][uϕ:_, uD:_]
[•X•]

proEXP
[iϕ, iD]

proLOCi
[iδSoP]

Some questions remain as to why it is advantageous to posit movement of two covert instead
of one. In earlier work (Sluckin et al. 2021), I supposed that proEXP valued first D/ϕ content
on T and then SoP requirements on SubjP via further movement. Translated into the current
analysis, proEXP could simply value all these features on T at once. However, evidence against
such an approach is the lack of DE on the in-situ subject DP. If it were the case that proEXP
valued D, ϕ, and δSoP features on T, proLOC would remain in situ under v. The combination of
an in-situ DP subject and proLOC should give rise to an indefiniteness requirement on the late
DP. This is clearly not the case, as is evident from the definite subject in (258). Alternatively,
proEXP and proLOC could be in complementary distribution. This would avoid DE, but why
would proEXP and proLOC be in complementary distribution but not proEXP and an overt locative
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XP? Furthermore, it is then unclear why an overt locative would raise at all, if proEXP can do
the same job entirely.

A broader question is why such sentences are not then possible in English, i.e., why a
preposed locative in Spec,CP is necessarily overt in inversion structures if Spec,TP is occupied
by proEXP. A potential motivation for the constraint that either the locative or the element in
Spec,TP must be overt may be formulated in the following terms: Holmberg (2000) suggests
that some languages also have a syntacticized phonological feature [+P] in TP requiring that
the specifier of that position be phonologically overt. It might be that this feature is also subject
to inheritance options keep, share, donate, along the lines of the framework by Ouali (2008,
2011). Consequently, We might consider that +P requirement could be parasitic on features in
the same way as edge features (Müller 2014). If we furthermore consider that [+P] is shared
between C and T, both heads receive a copy. If [+P] cannot be satisfied on T for whatever
reason, then it must be valued on C, which should prevent Crash or a PF violation. This would
have the effect that proLOC can never be SoP in English, because SoP must be overt. I suppose
this to be the case, yet further investigation beyond the goals of this dissertation on the nature
of left-edge phonological requirements could shed further light on the issue.

5.3 Some left-over issues
5.3.1 Revisiting the ban on inverted pronouns and SoP
In light of the analyses presented here, I now briefly to return to the ban on inverted pronouns
in LI. As reported, only full DP subjects participate in inversions, while subject pronouns ne-
cessarily occur preverbally (Coopmans 1989; Birner 1996); note the contrasts in (260a,b) for
English), which hold for LI in French, Italian and Hebrew.

(260) a. Out of the house came Goldilocks.
b. *Out of the house came she.

We have already established that late pronouns are necessarily familiar and are thus infe-
licitous structure if inverted as part of a broad focus structure; note that narrow-contrastive
focus contexts do permit inverted pronouns outside of LI to greater or lesser extents across the
investigated languages. This was provisionally explained in terms of Robert’s 2010a argument
that weak pronouns or expletive there must raise to Spec,TP to value the EPP because they are
weak pronouns (Cardinaletti and Starke 1999) which must appear in a designated specifier
position.

However, in line with the approach outlined here, subject pronouns should typically come
with a valued δSoP in addition to valued D and ϕ features. Indeed, Kiss (1996) suggests that
inherently specific and referential subjects such as pronouns in fact target a higher subject posi-
tion than canonical full DP subjects when occurring in the same clause, namely RefP (referential
phrase), which immediately dominates TP. Specific referential pronouns are considered by Kiss
(1996) and Mohr (2005) to encode SoP. RefP and SubjP (Cardinaletti 2004) are in fact very
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similar proposals. For English, I have already reduced this position to the ability of [uδSoP] on
C to agree with a frozen subject bearing [iδSoP] in Spec,TP. A pronoun subject in English will
have already necessarily raised to Spec,TP to value [uD:_,uϕ:_] on T. This is contrary to claims
by Mohr (2005) that English encodes SoP on T. The system I have proposed is able to account
for Mohr’s findings, as well as explain LI within the same system. Mohr (2005) is forced to
posit a remnant V2 analysis, which makes incorrect predictions.

Likewise, for languages of the Italian, French, and Hebrew type, I have reduced SubjP to
a [uδSoP] and [uD:_, uϕ:_] on T. Thus where an element values all three by default, assuming
that there can only be one SoP, then a subject pronoun necessarily raises to Spec,TP because it
values one or all of these features, depending on the language. As demonstrated above, cases
of subject doubling are an exception to this.

In short, subject pronouns fail to invert in LI because they are perfect goals and almost
always encode δSoP and [iD, iϕ] content. Moreover, in French we saw that subject pronouns
are generally proclitic except in very rare circumstances. The only exceptions to the ban on
pronoun inversion are either licensed by what I have proposed is a Big-DP structure in some
complex French inversion 4.3, or by verb movement operations above the final landing position
of the pronoun subject. In short, in the rare cases in which a subject pronoun is not also SoP and
D/ϕ requirements in T are valued via the backdoor, and pronouns are not clitics, we predict
that it is not impossible for internal argument subject pronouns to invert. However, given the
rarity of such conditions, the conspiracy of [iδSoP] and [iD, iϕ] create the conditions that a
subject pronoun never inverts in LI.

5.3.2 Fronted temporal XPs
In this chapter I have so far fully ignored the fact that LI also occurs to a lesser extent with
fronted temporal PPs and adverbs. This behaviour is more or less acceptable depending on
the language at hand. Languages like Italian and French show relatively few restrictions in the
capability of temporal adverbs to participate in LI, while English shows greater constraints. An
investigation into every single temporal adverb that may or may not be preposed in inversion
contexts is beyond the goals of this dissertation.

Indeed, English inversions with temporal expressions have typically been claimed to typic-
ally invoke a temporal location (cf. Birner 1996:33), while in French they have been classified
as stage-topics or associated with a covert stage topic (Lahousse 2003b, 2007). However, we
must distinguish between temporal locations on the one hand, and overt temporal situational
arguments on the other.

Let us consider the example in (261); I assume that such an instance is a straightforward
locative or rather temporal location. This is because it involves a time in a temporal narrative
being understood in terms of locations on a timeline. Note that time can regularly be co-opted
in locational terms, but not vice versa (262).

(261) After the presentation came the argument.
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(262) a. I remember that time when/where you threw a shot-put 50 metres.
b. I remember that place *when/where you threw a shot-put 50 metres.

Consequently, I leave such examples aside, as they are accounted for in a general theory of
LI. Let us instead briefly compare inversions involving non-locative fronted temporal adverbs
in English and French.

Consider the straightforward grammatical cases below of inversions under ’then’ in English
or alors for French:

(263) a. Then came the Trump Budget…
(Davies 2008: COCA, Daily Beast, 2017)

b. Alors
then

entrèrent
entered

trois
three

soldats.
soldiers

‘Then entered three soldiers.’
(Kampers-Mahne et al. 2004:558)

For French, I have already established that overt locative PPs can be considered SoP, while
ϕ/D requirements of T are valued by proEXP. I see no reason why such an analysis is not once
again possible for French. English cases such as (263a) appear to follow the same generalisa-
tions as overt LI involving a pure locative, yet an embedded inversion is impossible. Recall that
the preference for preverbal subjects in French emerges from the combination of T’s [ϕ,D] and
[δSoP] features, while in English the combination of T’s [ϕ,D] and C’s [δSoP] features prevent
embedded LI.

(264) *We were surprised that then came John/a man.

I would like to suggest that then-adverbs adverbs act like SoP not in the sense of a temporal
location but in the sense of an overt situational argument. Note that clause initial then has
a special role in that it is a sentence adverb that links two temporally ordered events (Fuß
2008:201). The adverb then is consequently anaphorically anchored in the previous event. As
such, I posit that then-adverbs are merged in their respective SoP positions; Spec,CP for English
and Spec,TP for French.

However, although certain preverbal temporal adverbs are possible in both French are
English,e.g., then, next, now, French allows a far greater set of clause-initial adverbs to trigger
inversions than in English (265); note the contrast in the English translation in (266).

(265) Temporal and aspectual adverbs licensing VS inversions in French:
alors ‘then’, après ‘after’, enfin ‘finally’, puis ‘then’, ensuite ‘next’, aussitôt ‘immediately’,
tout d’abord ‘first’, parfois ‘sometimes’, bientôt ‘soon’, brusquement ‘brusquely’, lentement
‘slowly’, soudain ‘suddenly’, très vite ‘very quickly’, … etc.

(Lahousse 2003b:182)
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(266) Mais
but

déjà
already

vient
comes

la
the
nuit.
night

‘But already night is falling.’
‘*but already comes/came the night.’

(adapted from ex. 7b, Lahousse 2003b:183)

Let us assume that these adverbs satisfy SoP requirements in French, while proEXP values
ϕ and D features on T. Therefore, the question arises as to the root of this difference between
English and French, i.e., why a greater set of temporal adverbs may satisfy the SoP in French.

It is overly stipulative to assume that all temporal XPs taking part in inversion, in either
French or English, are always formally co-opted as temporal locations, i.e., bear a formal loc-
ative specification and are incorporated into the argument structure before being subject to
A/A’-movement. I therefore tentatively suggest that languages allowing more initial temporal
adverbs show a micro-parametric difference to a language such as English. That is, languages
with TP-internal SoP requirements can directly merge a greater set of temporal adverbs in
Spec,TP. These adverbs set out temporal parameters of a given event and consequently act to
satisfy SoP. Why then can these adverbs not be merged in Spec,TP in English, and perhaps
more pertinently, why can they not be merged in Spec,CP or move there to satisfy SoP.

I submit that languages in which T and SoP are confounded have access too a greater
array of temporal adverbs which may be assigned both temporal and δSoP features as part of
external Merge. On the other hand, English only allows those temporal adverbs which are either
directly merged in Spec,CP or are in fact prepositional arguments of the verb, e.g., next, after,
etc. (Jackendoff 1973; Birner 1996). This requires me to assume that TP-internal adverbs are
generally immobile in non-configurational languages and that variation in their interpretation
is due to different Merge points (Alexiadou 1997; Cinque 1999). In sum, French SoP need not
be an argument of the verb if merged as an overt adverb in Spec,TP. In English, the adverb
must either be an argument of the verb or one of the few even-related adverbs that can be
directly in Spec,CP. Nonetheless, the requirement still holds for both English and French that
proEXP be selected for by the verb and raise to Spec,TP.

In terms of the availability of TP-level temporal adverbs, this argumentation is not too
dissimilar from proposals by Alexiadou (2000) proposes that languages without subject re-
quirements in TP, such as NSLs may merge certain temporal adverbs in Spec-TP. It is not clear
how much overlap Alexiadou’s approach has with one viewing the SoP-capabilities of temporal
adverbs to correlate with a TP-internal SoP requirements, as opposed to those with CP-SoP re-
quirements. Nonetheless, there is scope for further research of this potential correlation. If I
am correct, then a language of the French type may sit somewhere on a continuum between
English, partial NSLs such as Hebrew, and full NSLs such as Italian, Spanish, or even Greek
(Alexiadou 2011).
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5.4 A Summary of EPP and LI interactions
In this and the previous chapter, I have proposed that variation in the traditional conception of
the subject requirement as [uD:_] and [u:ϕ_] (Chomsky 1995, 2001, 2008) is based on different
inheritance options of these and a [uδ:_] feature from the phase head C following a combination
of proposals by (Chomsky 2008; Ouali 2008, 2011; Biberauer and Roberts 2010; Jiménez-
Fernández and Miyagawa 2014; Miyagawa 2017). The different EPP constellations and the
placement of [uδSoP:_] are summarized again in table (5.1).

SoP/EPP distribution
English: T[uD:_] [u:ϕ_] C[uδSoP:_]
Italian: T[uD:_] [u:ϕ_][uδSoP:_] C
French: T[uD:_] [u:ϕ_] [uδSoP:_] C
Hebrew: T[uD:_] [u:ϕ_] [uδSoP:_] C

Table 5.1: The distribution of EPP related features across T and C

This chapter focused on applying the typology set out for SoP requirements on either T
(Italian, Hebrew, French) or C (English) to both overt and covert LI. I have argued that variation
in locative inversion structures is mediated by the parametric variation in the T/C domain, and
variation in the availability of particular covert arguments to value {δSoP} and/or D/ϕ-related
requirements in T/C; these are proLOC, proSIT, and proEXP, or an overt locative XP. The findings
are summarized in table (5.2).

Italian Hebrew French English
locus of SoP

C[δSoP] - - - +
T[δSoP] + + + -

means of EPP satisfaction: δ, ϕ, and D
v[iD, iϕ] + + - -
overt XPloc[iδSoP] + + + +
proLOC[iδSoP] + + + -
proSIT[iδSoP] + + - -
proEXP[iD, iϕ] - - + +

distributions
Embedded overt LI + + + -
Matrix overt LI + + + +
Embedded covert LI + + - -
Matrix covert LI + + ± -

Table 5.2: The formal properties of EPP satisfaction in LI and resultant distributions
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What the table makes clear is that for a language to have embedded LI, it must encode
[uδSoP:_] on T and not C. Furthermore, proSIT appears to only be available in languages showing
some version of the null-subject parameter. On the other hand, only overt-subject languages
seem to make use of EPP[uϕ:_ , uD:_] satisfaction via proEXP; that is not to say that proEXPcannot
exists in a null subject language, yet for Italian it was claimed that proEXP was not syntactically
active but perhaps semantically implicit. For Hebrew, there was likewise no need to posit
proEXP in the cases of covert or overt LI. Overall, however, it appears that if neither proSIT nor
proLOC can value [uδSoP:_] on T, then covert LI will never be possible.

In more far reaching terms, the addition of [uδSoP:_] to T for null and partial null subject
languages is able, more broadly, to mediate between two opposing positions on the nature of
EPP. That is, Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou (1998) who suppose that the finite verb may
check EPP in NSLs, and the position of those, such as Doron (2000) and Sheehan (2007) who
believe A-Movement is always required without exception for EPP satisfaction. This is because
Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou (1998) predict unattested instances of - or at least a preference
for - VSO in full and partial NSLs like Hebrew and Italian, both of which are more conservative
than Spanish or Greek. By including [uδSoP:_] on T, we are able to preserve the observation
that morphologically rich finite verbs may value D and ϕ features, traditionally associated with
EPP, while also providing a preverbal subject position that is not necessarily a d-linked topic
position. A further benefit of the approach laid out is that we do no need to resort to proEXPL
for purely structural but not interpretational reasons.

Finally, I have until now focused primarily on the status of the preverbal locative in terms
of information structure and its ability to check/value subject requirements. However, I have
not paid close attention to the argument-structural properties facilitating or ruling out LI. I
have spoken in broad-brush terms about unaccusativity and its relation to LI, yet it remains
an open question as to how a select group of unergative verbs participate in LI. Indeed, while
LI has traditionally been considered indicative of unaccusativity, some have taken carefully
considered positions against this (Levin and Rappaport Hovav 1995). However, rejecting an
obligatory link between LI and unaccusativity could have undesired side-effects for the analysis
of a language like English, which does not have v-to-T movement.

I shall now move on to a detailed investigation of the argument-structural properties of LI.
For reasons of space, I primarily readdress the facts for English, which will be shown to require
considerable attention.



Chapter 6

The argument structure of LI: a focus
on English

6.1 Introduction
I have until now assumed straightforwardly that the structure of unaccusatives facilitates LI.
That is, in pure unaccusative structures, the v-internal position of the DP-subject facilitates
an inversion structure, as the base-word order already gives verb-subject inversion for free.
This means that movement is required to obtain a canonical SV order. However, a verb with
an external argument (agent, external causer, or nominative experiencer) always merges its
logical subject in Spec, VoiceP (Kratzer 1996; Schäfer 2008; Alexiadou et al. 2015). When an
external argument DP sits in Spec,VoiceP, raising of any other element to Spec,TP on account of
ϕ and D features is ruled out on locality grounds. Thus, a structure with external logical subject
comes uninverted “out of the box”. This means that for an inversion structure to appear not
involving unaccusativity, syntactic movement operations familiar from verb second systems
must take place: one causing the verb to move above the raised EA, presumably to C; and one
causing another XP to move above the EA, presumably to Spec,CP (see discussion in Holmberg
2015). This type of operation is not of interest to us here. However, we are interested in cases
where apparently agentive intransitive verbs, e.g., manner-of-motion of verbs, among others,
appear to take part in LI, show a subset of unaccusative hallmarks, and clearly do not show
any V2-like properties.

Nonetheless, internal arguments tend to only be able to satisfy D and ϕ EPP requirements
when there is no external argument. As such, the observation that LI is largely restricted to un-
accusatives and certain instances of passivization structures follows straightforwardly (Bresnan
1977; Stowell 1981; Coopmans 1989; Hoekstra and Mulder 1990; Bresnan 1994; Birner 1994;
Levin and Rappaport Hovav 1995; Birner 1996; Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou 2001; Hud-
dleston and Pullum 2002; Rizzi and Shlonsky 2006). Consequently, like there-insertion, LI has
generally been considered a diagnostic of unaccusativity in English, although this view has
been challenged by Levin and Rappaport Hovav (1995). However, it is now uncontroversial
that unaccusativity is heterogeneous; that is, different types of unaccusatives exist: change-of-
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state anticausatives, unaccusatives denoting a change in location of the ’arrive’ type, and those
denoting a state of existence,e.g., the ’be’ or ’exist’ type (Schäfer 2008; Alexiadou and Schäfer
2011; Alexiadou et al. 2014b; Irwin 2012, 2018). On the other hand, manner-of-motion verbs
which are typically considered to be agentive unergative verbs are known to be compatible
with both there-insertion and LI in directed-motion contexts (cf. Levin 1993; Levin and Rappa-
port Hovav 1995; Hartmann 2008).

(267) a. A little boy darted into the room.
b. There darted into the room a little boy.
c. Into the room darted a little boy. (adapted from Levin 1993:89)

In this chapter, I focus on the relationship between unaccusativity and LI. For English,
the fact that standardly agentive manner-of-motion unergatives may also participate in LI,
taking either a directed motion reading or a located motion reading, has led Levin and Rappa-
port Hovav (1995) to posit that LI is orthogonal to unaccusativity. They consider, following
Hoekstra and Mulder (1990), that while manner-of-motion verbs taking a locative goal are
coerced into an unaccusative structure, those taking the reading of existence in a particular
location, i.e., ‘located motion’ (cf. Folli and Harley 2019) are not. I shall challenge this scen-
ario for English, arguing that there is credible syntactic and lexical-semantic evidence that that
manner-of-motion verbs expressing located motion are not only common in LI but they are
indeed coerced into an unaccusative structure. The proposals can be summed up as follows:
English LI always involves a bi-eventive structure in which all arguments are merged in a small
clause; where typically unergative manner of motion verbs participate in LI, they are either
coerced as resultative directional unaccusatives or as non resultative existential unaccusatives,
depending on located or directional motion readings.

The main proposals presented in this chapter can be summed up as follows:

1. Locative Inversion in English behaves similarly to expletive inversions with there, inas-
much as the theme-subject DP is always merged as part of the small clause.

2. English unergative verbs denoting manner of motion and emission taking part in LI gen-
erally fall into two classes: those co-opted into a telic resultative unaccusative structure
(cf. Levin and Rappaport Hovav 1995), and those co-opted into an atelic unaccusative
structure normally associated with unaccusative verbs of existence (contra Levin and
Rappaport Hovav 1995).
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6.2 The structure of unaccusatives and LI
The aim of this section is not to revisit every theory proposed for the low structure, i.e., vP-
domain internal structure for LI, but to provide a clear set of theoretical primitives that will
inform a Lexical semantic investigation of LI.

Predicates in LI structures typically denote some form of speaker-oriented motion or exist-
ence associated with different thematic roles, as discussed in Section (2.2.3.1). While source
and path θ-roles can be associated with a change of location and thus a result, a simple and
positional locative role cannot be resultative. Note the contrasts in (268a–d).

(268) a. Out of the house came Goldilocks. result
b. in the house lived Goldilocks. existence
c. Down the hill rolled the ball. result
d. On the square stood an old church. existence

When it comes to the structure of unaccusatives, in line with current non-lexicalist assump-
tions inspired by Distributed Morphology (DM) (Halle and Marantz 1993) for the nature of
verbal and argument structure (Embick 2010; Alexiadou et al. 2014b, 2015), I consider v to be
a complex head comprising a lexical root √verb and a categorizer v. In this section I set out
four potential structures given in (269a,b) and (269c,d). However, I am only explicit about the
nature of the complex v, i.e., v + √verb where necessary; for the most part, exposition via a
simple label will suffice.
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(269) Four types of unaccusative:

Inherently locative unaccusatives
a. Inherently directed motion b. Existence

vP

SCresult

path/goal

LocDP

v
√
arrivev

vP

SCexist

location

LocDP

v
√
existv

Non-inherently locative unaccusatives
c. CoS d. Disappearance

vP

v′

…
SCresult

v
√
sinkv

DP

vP

DPresultv
√
disappearv

Drawing on work by Alexiadou and Schäfer (2011), the tree in (269a) depicts a resultative
unaccusative of the ‘arrive’-type, i.e., inherently directed motion. The tree in (269b) shows an
existence unaccusative of the ‘be/exist’ type. I assume that unaccusative verbs of appearance
and inherently directed motion receive the same basic analysis. In short, they are inherently
resultative and involve a generally non-gradable scalar change (Rappaport Hovav and Levin
2010). I have chosen not to further decompose the morphology of the root into a root stem and
a prefix originating within the small clause, but I refer to (Irwin 2012) who, based on work by
Moro (1997), argues that verbs such as arrive, appear, disappear etc. are decomposed in such
terms.

On the other hand, the tree in (269b) depicting an existential unaccusative has the same
basic structure as the resultative structure in terms of the merge site of the internal arguments,
i.e., within a small clause under v (Moro 1997; Irwin 2012, among others). However, the
difference between them is the non resultative nature of the SC within a non-dynamic existential
context. Presumably, however, the resultative semantics of the inherently resultative type fall
out from a combination of the lexical semantics of the verb, the associated selectional properties
of v, and the nature of the head in the SC in terms of mapping spatial relations and event
structure. I have omitted the head of the SC or indeed its fine structure at this point as to avoid
as yet unnecessary debate. In both cases, I assume some spatial argument, which I have called
Loc for simplicity (cf. Hale and Keyser 2000; Irwin 2012, 2018).
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The trees in (269c,d) depict two types of unaccusatives that do not inherently involve se-
lection of a covert or overt spatial argument. In (269c), I show an instance of a change-of-
state (CoS) unaccusative, following the analysis proposed by Alexiadou and Schäfer (2011).
In (269d), the structure for a verb of disappearance is given. I have omitted the small clause
because a spatial argument is not an inherent property of the verb but an optional argument
(Bentley and Cruschina 2018); an overt change of location argument can be merged (270a),
yet it may not felicitously license LI (270b).

(270) a. A/The bear disappeared into the cave.
b. ??Into the cave disappeared a/the bear.

Both disappearance and CoS unaccusatives are special in that neither typically take explet-
ive there.1 Furthermore, CoS verbs are always ruled out of covert and overt LI, while disap-
pearance verbs are excluded from overt LI in English, degraded in French, and are constrained
to different degrees in covert LI in Italian and Hebrew. In English, the ban on there with CoS
verbs can be put down to complementary distribution between there and the theme DP subject
in Spec,vP (Alexiadou and Schäfer 2011).

It should be noted that the specific structure of disappearance unaccusatives in particular
has not received a great deal of attention in the literature. It could be hypothesized that verbs of
disappearance entail a change of state from existing to not existing or being somewhere to not being
somewhere. However, Levin (1993) comments that there-insertion with verbs of disappearance
is marginal; while this IS not a feature of my native English grammar (see also Deal 2009), if
correct, it would suggest that the subject DP is indeed an internal argument, yet the degraded
nature derives not from C-selectional properties but rather a semantic discrepancy. In this
section, I present stronger arguments for a syntactic difference, which comes come down to the
availability of low scope effects on the theme DP subject by the adverb again for disappearance
but not CoS unaccusatives, following tests used by von Stechow (1996) and Alexiadou and
Schäfer (2011) to test for themes arguments within the result denoting Small Clause. I elaborate
on this explicitly in Section (6.2.1). I take the English ban on there insertion with disappearance
verbs and consequent incompatibility with LI to be attributable to a) the lack of an obligatory
locative argument in the small clause structure, and b) the inability of the verb to license
the covert experiencer proEXP, which leads to an incompatibility with presentational contexts.
Indeed, the lack of proEXP is a viable explanation for the infelicity of (270b).

This section is divided into two parts. I first address the structure of unaccusatives involving
a resultative predicates; here, I motivate a small-clause analysis for resultatives drawing on
work by Alexiadou and Schäfer (2011). I then extend this approach to unaccusatives of exist-
ence and disappearance predicates. Crucially, it will be shown that the same diagnostics for
internal subject DPs apply to all three, but do not apply to CoS. The difference between these
predicates will be argued to be the nature of composition of the small clause.
1. Levin (1993) does report limited cases of the former but they are particularly degraded.
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6.2.1 Motivating a small-clause analysis for resultative unaccus-
atives

Irwin (2012, 2018) distinguishes between what she calls existential unaccusatives for motion
unaccusatives, unaccusatives of the BE type, and resultative unaccusatives which correspond
to CoS unmarked anticausative unaccusatives. For Irwin, unaccusatives of appearance and
inherently directed motion are not resultative for the reason that a late adjective cannot be the
result of the event denoted by the verb, but it can for CoS verbs:

(271) a. The carrot juice froze solid. resultative
b. The paisley dress appeared large. not resultative

(ex. 69-70, Irwin 2012:68)

These observations go back to arguments presented by Levin and Rappaport Hovav (1995:58-
60) who point out that result phrases containing adjectival states are incompatible with un-
accusatives of directed motion. However, they state that verbs of inherently directed motion
‘specify an achieved endpoint – an attained location’. This is put down to the fact that either a
PP or some other delimiting XP can act to delimit the eventuality; they show that manner-of-
motion verbs can either take an adjectival result or a PP goal:

(272) a. We ran the soles off our shoes.
b. *We ran the soles off our shoes into town.
c. We ran into town.

(adapted from ex. 60, Levin and Rappaport Hovav 1995:59)

However, following more recent work by Rappaport Hovav and Levin (2008, 2010), dir-
ected motion unaccusatives are inherently resultative. This derives from the fact that they
encode a bounded scalar change (Rappaport Hovav and Levin 2010). Indeed, according to
Rappaport Hovav and Levin (2010), CoS and directed motion are simply different types of
resultatives from a lexical-semantic perspective; this is borne out in the complementary dis-
tribution of adjectival result states and locative PP goals. In this subsection, I would like to
present syntactic evidence following Alexiadou and Schäfer (2011) that unaccusatives of mo-
tion are indeed resultative, even if an adjective denoting the result state is incompatible with
such verbs.

Moreover, for terminological reasons, I prefer to denote only non-dynamic, i.e., purely
existential unaccusatives as existential unaccusatives (in contrast to Irwin 2012, 2018). Any
unaccusative verb that may denote a change in location or state can be resultative, but as I
shall show, the two types of unaccusative are resultative in different constellations.

Moving forward, I assume that all pure unaccusatives, i.e., not anticausatives, involve the
selection of a small clause (SC) structure by v in which both the logical subject and a spa-
tial complement are merged (Hoekstra and Mulder 1990; Bowers 1993, 2010; Roberts 2010a;
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Alexiadou and Schäfer 2011; Irwin 2012, 2018, among others). I have so far depicted SC as
a simple binary branching structure lacking a head. I shall revisit the structure of the small
clause, yet for now I shall simply focus on motivating its inclusion for resultative unaccusatives
of the ‘arrive’, ‘come’, and ‘appear’ types.

The idea that a SC analysis is needed for unaccusatives in LI is not new (Hoekstra 1988;
Hoekstra and Mulder 1990). However, especially strong evidence for a SC analysis for certain
but not all types of unaccusative comes from work by Alexiadou and Schäfer (2011); they show
that unaccusatives denoting a change of location behave like resultative change-of-location
transitives. Specifically, the adverb againmay license the availability of a restitutive reading of
the result state when again takes scope over the theme. This is in addition to a default repetitive
reading of the event which is always possible. This difference is illustrated as follows:

(273) a. Restitutive
John opened the door again. = John returned the door to being open.

b. Repetitive
John opened the door again. = It happened that John repeatedly opened a door.

The difference between repetitive and restitutive readings of again is evident in the two
available readings of (273); the restitutive reading relates to the return of the theme ‘the door’
to a previous (result) state of being closed; this is possible when again takes scope only over the
theme. In contrast, the repetitive reading relates to the repetition of the door-opening event,
whereby again takes scope over the verb and the theme.

Alexiadou and Schäfer (2011) show that in transitive constructions taking an indefinite
theme, a difference between verbs inducing a change-of-state or change-of-location is discern-
ible. For example, in the change-of-state example (274a) only a repetitive reading is available,
yet a restitutive reading is available in (274b) involving a change of location.

(274) a. Repetitive
Pandora scrubbed a donkey clean again = Pandora scrubbed a different donkey.2

b. Restitutive
Pandora put a donkey in her stable again = Pandora returned her stables to the
state of containing a donkey.3 (cf. Alexiadou and Schäfer 2011:108)

This contrast is related to a formal difference relating to again taking narrow scope over a SC
only (restitutive) or wide scope over vP and SC (repetitive). A restitutive meaning thus relates
to a result state which is only available when the theme is merged in a SC (see discussion in
von Stechow 1996; Alexiadou and Schäfer 2011; Dobler 2008a,b), but is never available with
an indefinite if the theme is merged as a direct complement of the verb. While Alexiadou and
2. It may be the case that Pandora has repeated the cleaning of a Donkey she has previously washed,
yet with the indefinite object, there is no reading that she is returning a particular Donkey to a state of
being clean
3. A repetitive reading is also available along the lines of ‘Pandora repeated the putting of a Donkey in
her stables’; a repetitive reading always accompmanies a restitutive one, but not vice versa
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Schäfer (2011) label the SC as a ResultP, I shall for now stick with SC for notational simplicity
and to avoids labeling issues. I shall however briefly return to the category of the SC in the
next subsection.

Consequently, taking the analysis for German by Alexiadou and Schäfer (2011) of a trans-
itive change-of-location predicate and modifying it slightly for a VO language like English,
we can posit the formal differences shown below between the structures in (275) and (276).
Note that both change-of-location and change-of-state predicates involve a small-clause result;
however, only in a change-of-location predicate does the theme find itself within the SC.

(275) Transitive change-of-state predicate

VoiceP

Voice

vP

v′

AP
againRepetetive

v′

SCresult
clean

v′

DPtheme
a donkey

v
scrubbed

AP
againRepetetive

Voice

DPea
Pandora

(adapted from Alexiadou and Schäfer 2011:110)

(276) Transitive change-of-location predicate

VoiceP

Voice

vP

SC

AP
againRestitutive

SC

PP
in her stable

DPtheme
a donkey

v
put

Voice

DPea
Pandora

(adapted from Alexiadou and Schäfer 2011:110)

The derivations above render either repetitive or restitutive readings via C-command, along
the lines of proposals by (von Stechow 1995, 1996; see Martin and Schäfer 2014 for a review
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of again readings). Thus, for change-of-state predicates I have proposed the analysis in (275);
this shows two possible instances of again c-commanding v and its theme (following a standard
C-command approach), giving rise to the repetitive reading. I suppose that again may either
be a left or right adjunct of vP in order to avoid an otherwise unmotivated series of remnant
movements.

In the change-of-location predicate in (276) again only c-commands the theme and not the
verb giving rise to the restitutive reading. I assume that variation in the merge point of again
in (276) along the lines of (275) can render a repetitive reading. Crucially, when a late again
occurs with a verb placing the indefinite theme in a SC, both restitutive and repetitive readings
are always possible for the hearer, as the merge site is ambiguous, i.e., it could be an adjunct
of vP or SC.

The SC approach to change-of-location verbs is then extended by (Alexiadou and Schäfer
2011) to unaccusatives expressing a change of location: unaccusatives of appearance, inher-
ently directed motion, and alternating change-of-state unaccusatives. Unaccusatives of appear-
ance and inherently directed motion allow for the theme argument to fall in the scope of again
producing a restitutive reading (277a,b), while CoS unaccusatives do not (278).

(277) Context: Until about 200 years ago, bears used to live in Bavaria, but they were completely
wiped out by the inhabitants in the 19th century.

a. Last summer, a bear appeared in Bavaria again.
b. Last summer, a bear/bears came to Bavaria again

(278) Context: Yesterday, Sally visited a popsicle factory. There she had the opportunity to taste
the popsicle mixture before it was frozen. She really loved it.

#Once she was at home she made/let a popsicle melt again.

Some CoS unaccusatives do however allow for a restitutive reading with an indefinite theme
under a ‘come into existence’ reading (Alexiadou and Schäfer 2011:112) (279).

(279) Context: When we started here, all the walls were covered with numerous gaps and holes
which we closed with great effort.

But during the storm, a huge gap opened again.

(Alexiadou and Schäfer 2011:111-113)

This evidence points to the conclusion that the SC structures proposed for transitives are
mirrored in unaccusative structures, i.e., change-of-location unaccusatives and those CoS un-
accusatives coerced into come-in-to-existence readings merge their themes in a SC, while the
basic structure of CoS unaccusatives does not involve Merge of the theme in the SC. This in turn
correspond to an interesting contrast between these two types of verbs relating to the availabil-
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ity of there-insertion. In short, change-of-location/come-into-existence unaccusative predicates
permit there-insertion, while CoS unaccusatives do not. Alexiadou and Schäfer (2011) conclude
that this observation falls out if we consider Spec/vP to be the Merge site of either expletive
there or the DP theme of CoS unaccusatives. The contrast is shown in (280):

(280) a. [vP there v [SC theme]]
b. [vP theme/*there v [SC]]

(adapted from ex. 34 Alexiadou and Schäfer 2011:113)

Let us illustrate this in tree structures including again for the sake of clarity:

(281) a.
vP

v′

v′

AP
againRepetetive

v′

SCresult
open

v
break

a piggy bank

DPtheme

AP
againRepetetive

b.
vP

SCresult

AP
againRestitutive

SC

in her stable

PP

a donkey

DPtheme

v
arrive

This structural distinction is highly relevant for LI, as the availability of there-insertion and
LI in English cut more or less the same way. That is, CoS unaccusatives cannot participate
in LI (282), while change-of-location verbs can (Levin and Rappaport Hovav 1995). Since LI
involves extraction of the locative element to a higher position, we must assume that the higher
merge point of anticausatives subjects blocks LI because the theme DP is a closer goal for the
higher probe in T.

(282) *In the fridge froze the orange juice.

Alexiadou and Schäfer’s (2011) SC approach is extendable to instances of LI. In the modified
version of (277) given as (283) below, we see that a restitutive reading is available in LI with
a change-of-location unaccusative. Note that the bare plural is slightly degraded when again is
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omitted. I put this fact down to a general correlation between LI and stage-level predication;
explicitly, the bare plural creates a slight conflict between the event specific semantics of stage-
level predication and a generic reading induced by the bare plural (cf. Carlson 1977; Kratzer
1995). In the presence of again, the theme becomes more retrievable.

(283) Context: For nearly 200 years, bears had been thought to be extinct in the forests of Bavaria,
but last summer something happened.

a. Out of the Bavarian forest came a bear/?bears (again)
b. In the Bavarian forest appeared a bear/?bears (again)

Having established then that an SC analysis is justified and indeed fruitful for unaccusatives
expressing appearance, inherently directed motion, and coming in to existence, we simultan-
eously have an explanation for why CoS unaccusatives are incompatible with LI; they do not
Merge the theme DP subject within the SC. However, we have seen that LI also permits unac-
cusatives of existence but does not permit unaccusatives of disappearance. Let us move on to
apply the same diagnostics to these types of verb.

6.2.2 Existence and disappearance unaccusatives resemble res-
ultatives

Consider the following examples:

(284) Context: The house on the corner of the street used to be inhabited by the Smiths, but after
they moved to Australia, it stood empty for years.

Finally after many years, a family lived in the house again.

(285) Context: Dragons were reintroduced to the mountains of Bavaria last summer after going
extinct hundreds of years ago.

Within a short amount of time, a dragon/dragons has/have disappeared (from the
mountains) again.

In both sentences in (284) and (285) the restitutive readings are very clear. In the former,
the house returns to the state of being inhabited by a family, while in the latter, dragons dragon
returns to no longer existing. The clear conclusion is that both unaccusatives of existence and
disappearance may merge their themes as internal arguments of v. the verb live requires an
overt locative argument, while disappear does not. However, disappear may merge a resultative
overt locational path/goal reading within a SC structure 286.
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(286) a. A young child disappeared (along the path) into the cave.
b. A child disappeared to London.
c. [sc [dpthemeJohn] [ppgoal to London/into the cave]]

In such cases we should test if the restitutive interpretation can take scope over both the
DP and the locative goal in order to ascertain if the locative is an adjunct of v or part of the
resultative structure.

(287) Context: A group of evacuated children arrived in the village to shelter from the bombs being
dropped on London.

Within days, a child/several children disappeared to London again.

The example in (287) means that the children returned to London and not that they dis-
appeared multiple times to London, although such a reading is not impossible in a different
context. This shows that verbs of disappearance are compatible with overt locative arguments
and that they Merge their theme DP in a position under v. Where a locative argument is
included in the derivation, the theme and the goal are presumably both within the the SC
structure.

Consequently, verbs of disappearance with overt locative arguments and verbs of existence
and appearance have the same general structure under v, i.e., all arguments are within the SC
shown below in (288), as again can always scope over the theme.

(288)
vP

SCresult/exist

path/goal/locative

PP

theme

DP

v

Thus, it would seem that there is no great difference between result and existence states
relating to the merge sites of internal arguments. Of course, the two do differ in the mapping of
event structure to the theme and the (result) state; a resultative is inherently bi-eventive, while
an existential unaccusative is not. However, if a state is either inherent or caused, i.e., a result
state, then the structure of the state itself in unaccusative contexts should nonetheless be more
or less constant. Differences come down to the dynamism of the event structure at hand and
presumably the interaction between the properties of the verbal head and the head of the small
clause, the latter of which I have until now left out of the derivation. I do not mean here that
there is no structural difference whatsoever within the SC structure, for example, differences
in how locations vs paths or goals are encoded, yet the basic fact that all arguments fall within
the state-denoting SC is the important point.
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6.2.2.1 No LI for disappearance unaccusatives
Considering then that the structures of non-dynamic existential and resultative unaccusatives
involving appearance, change of location, and existence all merge their themes/patients within
a small-clause structure, it is peculiar that disappear cannot participate in LI in English or
French.4

(289) a. ??To London disappeared a child/the children (*again).
b. ??Into the Cave disappeared a/the child (*again).
c. ??From the mountains disappeared a/the dragons (*again).

Assuming then that lexical-semantic limitations on disappearance verbs in LI reflect a struc-
tural or selectional difference, we can derive the ban for English if we suppose that that they
can never license the covert experiencer argument proEXP, which I argued for in the previous
chapters (see also Sluckin et al. 2021). I hold that this is the only comprehensive answer to the
conundrum. Let me justify this further; I have shown the ban on such verbs cannot be down
to differences in small-clause and vP structure alone. Even if locative/directional arguments of
disappearance unaccusatives are in fact purely optional and not inherently S/C-selected, there
should still be no structural problem for LI. There is furthermore no reason to suppose that
disappearance is inherently incompatible with broad-focus or that is is informationally more
loaded than an appearance unaccusative (cf. Levin and Rappaport Hovav 1995). Indeed, lan-
guages in which I do not consider LI to involve proEXP show fewer limitations on disappearance
verbs in LI, e.g., Hebrew and Italian. Moreover, we cannot claim that disappearance is non-
eventive and consequently at odds with a necessarily eventive interpretation of LI. A workable
remaining explanation for a language like English or French is the presence of proEXP. Karen
Lahousse (pc.) has pointed out that proEXP resembles a deus ex machina, no other syntactic
variable has been suggested in the literature, which is capable of producing such specific ef-
fects; not a stage-level event argument in Spec,vP/VoiceP (cf. Kratzer 1995), not an implicit
stage topic (cf. Erteschik-Shir 1997, 2007; Lahousse 2003b), and as argued not some differ-
ence between the ‘arrive’ and ‘disappear’ classes in the argumental status of the overt locative.
Turning then to proEXP as a crucial ingredient in English and French LI, an important question
is where it is merged. I shall return to the syntax of the covert experiencer in Section (6.5),
specifically arguing that it is merged high in the small clause.

Finally, I have not yet addressed the status of typically unergative verbs in any detail, e.g.,
manner-of-motion or activity verbs which appear in LI in English and cross-linguistically. In-
deed, a hotly contested point is whether all cases of LI in all languages necessarily involve
unaccusativity (Hoekstra and Mulder 1990; Levin and Rappaport Hovav 1995; Roberts 2010a)
or not; i.e., if the subject merges in a small clause and if an agentive Voice projection is missing
or present. Let us now turn to the status of unergatives participating LI. For English, I shall
4. The ban is stricter for English; in French they are largely ruled out. NSLs appear to be more flexible
with disappearance verbs in LI, yet they appear to require more specific situational contexts to license
covert LI.
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argue for a coercion of unergatives into unaccusative structures regardless of differences per-
taining to directed motion of located motion, i.e., existence (contra Levin and Rappaport Hovav
1995). For now, I leave aside discussion of seemingly unambiguous agentive unergative verbs
permitted in LI in full and partial NSLs, e.g., telefonare ‘call’. This is for the reason that potential
confounding factors regarding V-movement and participle movement call for a more detailed
discussion to which I shall briefly return in Section (6.6).

6.3 Unergatives in English LI
Let us now explicitly consider how best to analyse different types of typically unergative verb
in LI, or rather see why an unaccusative analysis is always more desirable. Levin and Rap-
paport Hovav (1995:251-2) show that English LI involves not only unaccusatives but also in-
ternally caused verbs of emission, agentive manner-of-motion verbs, verbs of internal bodily
motion, and a few activity verbs, e.g., work and play Taking discussions of LI and more widely
presentational and thetic statements in English as a starting point, two possible approaches to
the syntax of non-prototypically unaccusative verbs in LI are available: either all instances in-
volve coercion to an unaccusative structure (Roberts 2010a) or only directed-motion predicates
become unaccusative, while all other instances of unergatives retain agentive structures (Birner
1996; Levin and Rappaport Hovav 1995). However, this is a theoretical challenge based on
the assumption that causers and agents are external arguments merged in Spec,VoiceP (Kratzer
1996; Schäfer 2008; Alexiadou et al. 2014b). These verbs should not be capable of taking part
in LI for the simple reason that an external argument should always bleed inversion on ac-
count of the DP-subject naturally merging in a non-inverted position and necessarily raising to
Spec,TP as a goal for the ϕ and D properties of T.

Consider the contrast for the typically agentive unergative swim in LI between the directed-
motion readings (290a) and the existence (movement at a location)variant in (290b).

(290) a. Into the cave swam the fish. result
b. Inside swam fish from an iridescent spectrum of colors. existence

([J. Olshan, The Waterline, 177] ex.76, Levin and Rappaport Hovav 1995:257)

The example in (290a) depicts a change of location and thus a result, while the example
in (290b) gives an existence reading that ‘there were fish swimming inside’. If Levin and
Rappaport Hovav (1995) are correct that an example like (290b) cannot be unaccusative, we are
required to posit either some rightward dislocation operation for the EA subject DP and/or v-
to-T movement of the finite verb over the subject. However, given the lack of v-to-T movement
in English and the broad focus on the entire verbal predicate, dislocation of the subject alone is
doubtful; broad focus does not induce A/A’ movement (Kiss 1998). Dislocation of the subject
to a rightward position is likewise unlikely and not well-motivated in a broad-focus structure.

Consider now the two inversions involving activity verb play in sentences (291a,b). It is
apparent that the event must be specific and cannot be generic, giving rise to the observation
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that existence readings in inversions of otherwise agentive verbs are only possible as stage-level
predicates and not as individual-level predicates. Indeed, this observation falls out straightfor-
wardly if we suppose the syntactic and semantic prerequisite of a perception event licensing
proEXP. A perceived event must be episodic by definition. Nonetheless, even if proEXP is com-
patible with derivations involving unergative verbs with a subject merged in Spec,VoiceP, it is
unclear how proEXP could supersede the overt subject in terms of EPP satisfaction, or how the
subject ends up in a post verbal position. Once again, the EA should be the closest element to
T.

(291) a. #In the garden play children. individual level
b. In the garden was playing/?played a child. stage level

The association between stage-level predication and LI bears a resemblance to the old ob-
servation that existential there is more compatible with stage level predication allowing an ex-
istential reading than more generic individual level predication (Kratzer 1995; Husband 2012),
i.e., there prefers a transient state for the reason that generics cannot provide an existential read-
ing. Once again, this is unsurprising, given claims by Hole and Fraser (2019) that inversion
clauses involving expletivethere are inherently evidential.

(292) a. There are men drunk.
b. *There are men tall (Husband 2012:107)

Thus, regardless of the dynamism of unergative predicates in LI, they share fundamental
properties not only pertaining to information structure but also to limitations placed upon
them at the semantics-pragmatics interface. Ideally, these differences should involve argument
structure. Indeed, Kratzer (1995) has suggested that stage-level predicates involve demotion
of the external argument to within the VP. If this is on the right lines, it might go toward ex-
plaining how both directed-motion and existence-at-a-location readings might involve similar
structures.

In this section, I shall demonstrate that English LI involves unaccusative structures regard-
less of the contrast between directed-motion and existence readings. Therefore, the sentence in
(290a) corresponds to the resultative structure in (332a), given below as (293a)5, while (290b)
corresponds to the non-dynamic existential structure in (332b) given below as (293b). As a
point of reference, the agentive manner of motion variant in an unergative stricture is given as
(293c).
5. I am deliberately ambiguous about how in and to are fused together since this potentially requires
the inclusion of further articulated PP structure (see discussions in Asbury et al. 2008; Cinque 2010).
It is clear that to corresponds to a path, while in is ambiguous. A possible non cartographic account
could merge in in Svenonius’s 2003; 2007 p and to on P, or some variant thereof; an account of the exact
derivation of complex prepositions outside the goals of this chapter
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(293) a.
vP

SCresult

PP

DPgoal
the cave

Ppath
into

the children

DP

v

√
swimv

b.
vP

SCexist

PP

DP
the cave

Pplace
in

the children

DP

v

√
swimv

c.
VoiceP

Voice

vP

PP

DP
the cave

Pplace
in

v

v√
swim

Voicethe children

DP

Before applying tests of unaccusativity and agentivity to those unergatives that should not
be coerced, according to Levin and Rappaport Hovav (1995) in LI (Section 6.3.2), I would like
to first discuss a proposed alternative ingredient for LI, ‘informational lightness’ and ‘bleaching’
of the lexical content of the verb (see discussions in Guéron 1980; Borschev and Partee 1998;
Partee and Borschev 2008; Irwin 2012, 2018). In short, all verbs in LI are claimed to somehow
resemble informationally light copular verbs (cf. Hoekstra and Mulder 1990). It will be shown
that lightness/bleaching (Hoekstra and Mulder 1990; Birner 1996; Levin and Rappaport Hovav
1995) approaches are not up to the job and draw on confounded evidence where exceptionally
heavy DP subjects give rise to pseudo cases of LI involving heavy subjects which are not subject
to the same restrictions (see also Culicover and Levine 2001).

6.3.1 Informational lightness and confounded claims
Before concentrating specifically on the syntactic status of unergatives, it is necessary to intro-
duce a persistent notion in the literature on LI, namely the apparent link between the structure
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and informational lightness (Levin and Rappaport Hovav 1995; Birner 1996). In these subsec-
tions, I shall argue against informational lightness on both a theoretical and empirical level
regarding syntactic weight.

6.3.1.1 Against informational lightness
As already established, unaccusative verbs such as exist, arrive, come, and appear denote either
a state or result state. Birner (1996:115) builds on observations for the informationally light
and quasi-dummy status of copular BE and argues that ‘the verbs appearing in this construction
[Locative Inversion not involving BE (my addition)] represent evoked or inferrable information
in context, and therefore contribute no new (i.e., discourse-new) information to the discourse’.
In the same vein, Hoekstra and Mulder (1990) make a similar analogy between the copula
and other verbs in LI, considering that they are extended copulas. These interpretations of the
data are akin to intuitions by Borschev and Partee (1998) and Partee and Borschev (2008) that
locative and existential sentences involve bleaching of the verb to a copula-like status. Given
then that both unaccusatives and instances of unergatives with both motion and existence
readings participate in LI, we might expect them all to merge with a copular structure, yet
it is unclear how verbs actually become informationally light or bleached from a syntactic
perspective, or indeed if unaccusatives or unergatives in LI really undergo bleaching from a
lexical-semantic perspective.

Let us first consider that the observation that verbs somehow become like copular verbs is
vague from a lexical-semantic perspective. Typical unaccusatives of appearance and directed
motion are scalar and lexicalize a bounded path. The semantics of achievement is not lost for
resultative unaccusative verbs taking directional complements. Copular verbs in contrast do
not involve achievements. On the other hand, existential unaccusatives lacking any change of
location also do not involve a scalar change and do not involve a necessarily bounded path,
i.e., they have nothing to do with achievements. However, in this regard I suggest that the
combination of perception event, i.e., proEXP and denoted state gives rise two a two-point scale
(cf. Beavers 2011) akin to ‘there and not here in relation to my location’. This gives rise to a
speaker-oriented reading associated with LI. Thus, while I have already shown that existential
unaccusatives denoting a state and those expressing directional/speaker-oriented movement
merge their arguments within an SC, they are not akin to a copular. Intuitively then, if any
scale, two-point or complex, is available with a state of existence or result state in combination
with the presupposed perception event, we can account for apparent informational lightness
without resorting to somewhat vague pragmatic notions or insisting on likeness with copular
BE.

Consider now that verbs in LI appear to limit modification of the verb in inversion contexts;
note the contrast in (294a,b). This behaviour might deceptively seem like a requirement for
informational lightness and behaviour akin to copular BE, yet I shall this not to be the case.

(294) a. Into the house came (??walking) the girl (*walking).
b. The girl came (walking) into the house (walking).
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Note that in non-inversion contexts, a gerundial adverbial of manner may be added to
verbs of directed motion to modify the verb (295a), but with appearance verbs only the state
is modified and not the event (295b). This behaviour can be attributed to the fact that appear
could be interpreted as “cause to be visible”, whereas come or return might be more like “cause
to be at location”.

(295) a. The girl came/returned home walking. −→ modifies the ‘coming’ event
b. The leopard appeared in the Lodge limping. −→ modifies ‘the leopard’ and not

‘appearance’ event

Unsurprisingly, unaccusatives expressing existence, i.e., a non-dynamic state, are more dif-
ficult to modify with manner-of-motion adverbs (296a); these adverbials seem to necessarily
modify an event as opposed to a state. Contrariwise, adverbs modifying at the individual as
opposed to stage level are less problematic (296b). While different existence unaccusatives
may show variation in the types of adverbial modification they can take, a full investigation of
adverbial modification of statives is beyond the goals of this chapter.

(296) a. *The boy existed walking/running/swimming.
b. The boy existed cleanly/angrily. −→ modifies the ‘the boy’ as statives are non

eventive.
Returning to LI, modification of a pure unaccusative by a gerundial manner-of-motion ad-

verb is impossible (given again 297a), yet there is no problem with the addition in a non-
inversion context, as we saw in (295a). Note however that a heavy dislocated parenthetical
adverbial is acceptable (297b). I consider the latter case to be a non-integrated adverbial and
thus a parenthetical of sorts.

(297) a. Into the house came the girl (*walking).
b. Into the house came the girl, walking all over the carpet as she did so.

The ban on constructions like (297a) need then not be understood in terms of informational
lightness or bleaching to a copula. Instead, the ban can in part be derived from restrictions
on the interpretation of the event. That is, the inversion structure is inherently related to the
completed event, or rather the end point of a scale, and must therefore refer to the (result) state
denoted and not to a certain point before the event is completed. Thus, in the non-inversion
structure, it is possible to modify the coming-event because one can chose a point before the
event has culminated in a final state. It is not clear exactly why this is the case, but it is
possibly related to the idea that LI involving either existential unaccusatives denoting a state
or directional unaccusatives involve a shift of perspectival centre of the event from focusing
purely on the THING to purely on the LOCation (Borschev and Partee 1998; Bentley et al.
2015:156). This then seems inherently related to presence of the covert experiencer, i.e., the
observer perceiving the result of the event from an endpoint or a newly perceived state in a
location; both of these translate into some form of change along either a two point of complex
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scale, yet the perception if the change must be from the perspective of the experiencer.
I shall now turn to show that what has been considered as further evidence for informational

lightness is in fact due to the distorting effects of syntactic weight.

6.3.1.2 Weight as a confounding factor
Let us turn to the argumentation for informational lightness for cases where a manner-of-motion
or some other typically unergative verbs appear to take on an existence reading. As per their
argumentation for true unaccusatives, Levin and Rappaport Hovav (1995) argue that inform-
ational lightness is all that is needed to account for non-directional cases of LI involving un-
ergative verbs. In support of their informational lightness account, they point out that such
verbs are generally predictable from the postverbal DP; or rather, when these verbs particip-
ate in LI, the argument is ‘prototypically characterized by the activity or process described by
the verb’ (Levin and Rappaport Hovav 1995:256). When these verbs are not inverted, the DP
argument of the verb is less constrained to some inherent association with the verb. Levin and
Rappaport Hovav (1995:256) give the examples of chatter, sing and doze, given below, (298a,b)
which they claim are typically associated with their subjects ‘girls’ for the former and ‘bathers’
for the latter; they comment that a proper noun would be unacceptable because it would not
be compatible with informational lightness.

(298) a. Opposite the landing-place stood half-a-dozen donkeys with saddles on their backs
and bunches of flowers in their bridles, and around them chattered and sang
as many girls with the silver spadella stuck through their black tresses and a red
handkerchief tied across their shoulders.

b. He thought of the free-form pool behind the bougainvillea hedge there, clogged
with rafts of Styrofoam on which dozed naked oily bathers lying on their backs
wide open to that sun.

(ex.75, Levin and Rappaport Hovav 1995:256)

However, Levin and Rappaport Hovav (1995) are over reliant on informational lightness
and fail to account for weight as a confounding factor (see also Culicover and Levine 2001).
Indeed, these examples are in fact not only infelicitous with a subject that is not inherently
associated with the verb itself but any light subject, in the sense of phonological and syntactic
weight. That is to say, (299a) is not only unacceptable with a proper noun such as John but
also with a simple DP subject such as girls or the girls. Likewise, (299b) is unacceptable with
the light subject bathers or the bathers without any modification. This means that Levin and
Rappaport Hovav (1995) include a whole range of verbs in their analyses of LI, that may in
fact occur in inversions facilitated by weight rather than the structure of the verb itself.

(299) a. ??...and around them chattered and sang (the) girls.
b. ??He thought of the free-form pool behind the bougainvillea hedge there, clogged

with rafts of Styrofoam on which dozed (the) bathers.
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Culicover and Levine (2001) make the same point concerning the example in (300); that is,
that if the the complex DP subject is replaced with a light subject, the example becomes much
less natural.

(300) In the enclosure, among the chicks, hopped the most recent children of Nepomuk
and Snow White. [M. Benary, Rowan Farm 287] (ex.78, Levin and Rappaport Hovav
1995:257)

Thus, there is either a requirement that the subject DP contain a large amount of specific
information, or that in fact these LI-like effects in actual fact derive from a syntactic process
related to weight. For these activity verbs, the latter appears to be the case. Indeed, if detailed
information is needed about the subject, then the informational lightness requirement cannot
stand; that is, it is evidently not the case that the DP subject and the verb must have some
inherent semantic/contextual association in order to participate in LI because the verb must be
informationally light. To emphasize this point, let us adapt (298a), to include an unpredictable
subject ‘a knight’ (301a); there is no inherent relationship between dozing by a pool and being
a knight, yet the example in (301a) is both grammatical and felicitous. However, the light
subject version (301b) is again infelicitous.

(301) a. He thought of the free-form pool behind the bougainvillea hedge there, clogged
with rafts of Styrofoam on which dozed a daring and brave knight of the realm
lying on his back wide open to the dragon fire from above.

b. #He thought of the free-form pool behind the bougainvillea hedge there, clogged
with rafts of Styrofoam on which dozed a knight.

This argumentation leads to the conclusion that certain agentive activity verbs appear in
inversion constructions on account of a confounding weight-related process namely heavy NP
shift. This proposal finds support from detailed work on exactly this topic by Culicover and
Levine (2001).

Culicover and Levine (2001) find that apparent instances of LI with very heavy subjects,
what they call heavy inversion, actually circumvent most constraints regarding verb classes,
tense and aspectual constraints, and IP-level modification (see also Rizzi and Shlonsky 2006).
I refer the reader to Culicover and Levine (2001) for a detailed discussion. Levin and Rappa-
port Hovav (1995) overlook weight in their analysis, which leads to a series of confounds too
large to review here; however, the generalisation is as follows: heavier DP subjects lead to
fewer restrictions inversion elsewhere at the syntax-semantics interface. Consequently, we no
longer need to account for every instance of apparent LI within an account of LI for the reason
that it unambiguously agentive verbs with heavy subjects do not invert in the same way, i.e.,
via coercion to an unaccusative structure.

It is of particular interest that we see weight effects around the positioning of adverbs.
That is, LI with a light subject does permit an adverb to intervene between the verb and the
subject, yet it is possible with a heavy NP/DP subject (compare 302a and b), mirroring adverb
placement in typical instances of NP shift or narrow focus (303).
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(302) a. Into the room walked Robin (?)carefully.
b. *Into the room walked carefully Robin.

(ex.18, Culicover and Levine 2001:292)

(303) a. I addressed Robin carefully.
b. *I addressed carefully Robin.
c. I addressed carefully the students in the class who had heard about the social

psych experiment that we were about to perpetrate.

(ex.19, Culicover and Levine 2001:292)

It should be noted that the sentence-final adverbial modification in (302) to be quite de-
graded and not as straightforwardly acceptable to all natives as presented by Culicover and
Levine (2001).6 Indeed, the use of carefully is perhaps misplaced in inversion contexts claimed
to be unaccusative, given that it typically requires an agent θ-role that should not be available.
A point of interest is as follows: in non-inversion contexts, come cannot be modified by agent-
oriented adverbs like carefully without the addition of a directional PP more widely; note the
contrast in example (304).

(304) a. John came carefully into the house.
b. #/?? John came carefully.

Furthermore, Culicover and Levine (2001) claim that with greater emphasis on the DP
subject, i.e., narrow focus, the adverb may in fact intervene between the verb and subject
(305). While I do not share these intuitions in my native grammar ( I have marked (305) as ?),
inversions involving narrow focus are not of great concern to the overall typology developed
here. Nonetheless, Culicover and Levine (2001) do specify that in order to be grammatical the
sentence in (305) requires three separate intonational phrases, one for the PP, one for [V +
adv], and one for the DP subject. Whatever the case, (305) is not a typical instance of LI and
should be considered highly exceptional.

(305) ? Remember Robin? Well, into the room walked carefully, ...ROBIN!

(ex.18d, Culicover and Levine 2001:292)

For Culicover and Levine (2001) cases of heavy NP shift, including those such as (305) in
fact involve rightward adjunction of the subject to the IP layer and topicalisation of the PP to
the C-domain. Moreover, Culicover and Levine (2001) show that even transitive verbs with
direct objects are capable of taking part in inversion with very heavy subjects:7

6. This is based on a limited number of native speaker intuitions from British English Speakers.
7. note that || corresponds to a major prosodic juncture
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(306) a. In the backyard were quietly sunning [object themselves] || [subj a group of the
largest iguanas that had ever [sic.] seen in Ohio].

b. The economist predicted that at that precise moment || would turn [object the
corner ]|| [subj the economics of half a dozen South American nations. ]

c. In the laboratory were dying [object their various horrible deaths] [subj the more
than ten thousand fruit flies that Dr. Zapp had collected in his garden over the
summer].

d. Outside in the still upright hangar were heaving [objectdeep sighs of relief] [subj
the few remaining pilots who had not been chosen to fly in the worst hurricane
since hurricanes had names].

(ex.57, Culicover and Levine 2001:308)

This discussion of weight ties directly into claims by some that LI in fact always involves
rightward dislocation of the subject to a focus position (Levin and Rappaport Hovav 1995;
Haeberli 2002). I would like to now discuss why a right-branching or dislocated position is
problematic.

6.3.1.3 More weight effects and not a right branching focus position
Levin and Rappaport Hovav (1995) come to the conclusion that agentive unergatives involve
two key operations in order to produce the inversion at hand:

i. Dislocation of the focus subject to a right branching focus position on VP,

ii. Movement of V to I (T).

In a similar vein, Haeberli (2002) also posits dislocation of the subject to a late right branch-
ing focus position, but does not posit any v-to-T movement.

Let us first focus on the problems with dislocation to a focus position. While a dislocation
argument may work for a heavy DP subject, as I have shown, I see no convincing motivation
in English or cross-linguistically to suggest this position for broad or presentational focus as a
subtype of the former. That is, this type of focus is associated with unmarked word order (see
Lambrecht 1994), and as such if internal argument of an unaccusative remains in situ, it can
part of a broad focus structure and receive presentational focus. This is different to narrow
focus and contrastive focus, which does involve reordering or cleft structures (Cinque 1995,
1999; Kiss 1998). A right branching focus account of LI is in danger of over-generating LI with
any verb, which is evidently not the case when very heavy subjects are excluded.

Levin and Rappaport Hovav (1995) take the following sentence as evidence that the subject
is in a right-dislocated position. This is based on the observation that the when two PPs occur
in LI, a PP can occur to the left of the subject, as per the example below.
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(307) Out of the mud-brick ruins of temples and ziggurats have emerged [PP over the last
century] [DP the traces of cities whose names evoke the rise of human civilization:
Babylon and Kish, Nimrud and Nippur, Ur and Uruk.
(ex.91 Levin and Rappaport Hovav 1995:266)

However, once again Levin and Rappaport Hovav (1995) have failed to account for weight,
since this is an extremely heavy subject. This heavy subject also appears to license use of the
present perfect, which is otherwise unacceptable. Let us then consider the LI example in (308).
A right dislocation account loses credibility by the fact that a) a second adverbial PP adjunct
is is severely downgraded with a post PP subject (308a). This observation holds for typical
unaccusatives as well as coerced manner of motion or activity verbs (see 309). In both (308)
and (309) an adjunct must come to the right of the subject if present.

(308) a. ??/*Through the window came during the night a burglar.
b. Through the window came a burglar (during the night).

(309) a. *Inside the cave was swimming next to a jagged rock a seal.
b. Inside the cave was swimming a seal (next to a jagged rock).

Once a heavy subject is introduced however, the order of the PP and subject reverses un-
problematically:

(310) a. Through the window came during the night a jewel thief of great renowned ad-
orned with thirty years of hard won bounty.

This weight contrast is most clear in thetic statements with there-insertion, such as those
in (311), which share the broad-focus and presentational properties of LI. Notably, a heavy
subject is degraded in front of PP (311a,b), while a light subject is severely degraded where
it appears in the dislocated focus position suggested by Levin and Rappaport Hovav (1995)
(311c,d).

(311) a. There came through the window a jewel thief of great renowned adorned with
thirty years of hard won bounty.

b. ??There came a jewel thief of great renowned adorned with thirty years of hard
won bounty through the window

c. There came through a burglar the window a burglar.
d. ??There came through the window a burglar.

Put simply, a light subject may never occur to the right of the PP and as such, it is quite clear
that a light DP under broad focus remains in situ. This approach joins those by Kiss (1998)
for English and Lahousse (2006) for French, viewing broad/presentational focus on internal
arguments as involving in-situ realization of Foci. The distributional facts of inverted subjects
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in LI are thus better accounted for by assuming an unaccusative structure with a small clause
as the locus of both the spatial XP and DP subject.

As a result of the discussion of weight, a key test for true LI should be if a light subject
may invert with a particular verb class. Moreover, this discussion has shown that many cases
of LI reported by Levin and Rappaport Hovav (1995) may in fact be confounds, given that the
effects of weight were overlooked. For this reason, I shall limit my discussion and further tests
to light subjects.

6.3.2 Testing unaccusativity for manner and activity verbs
Let us return first to the manner-of-motion verb swim, given once more in example (312):
(312a) shows an uncontroversial case of coercion, while (312b) gives the existence reading.

(312) a. Into the cave swam the fish. result
b. Inside swam fish from an iridescent spectrum of colors. existential

([J. Olshan, The Waterline, 177] ex.76, Levin and Rappaport Hovav 1995:257)

Note that the subject in (312b) is particularly heavy. Nonetheless a light subject is compat-
ible as long as the location is overt. Where the the DP depicting the location undergoes ellipsis,
a generic reading is forced which is incompatible with the requirement that LI is an observed
stage-level event (313a). However, an overt location or a theme with a determiner create a
specific event reading, with which LI is compatible (313b–d).

(313) a. ??Inside swam fish.
b. Inside swam the/a fish. existential
c. Inside the bowl swam fish. existential
d. Inside the bowl swam the/a fish. existential

Let us once more also reconsider the activity verb play, given again below as (314). Here
too, we can see that a light subject is acceptable, albeit slightly degraded with a simple tense
as opposed to the improved progressive aspect. I take this sentence to be allow the existential
paraphrase ‘there is a playing child in the garden’ as opposed to an agentive manner reading.

(314) In the garden was playing/?played a child.

Having set out that a manner of motion verb like ‘swim’ or an activity verb like ‘play’ can
legitimately take part in LI, i.e., orthogonal to concerns of weight, under both a directed motion
and existence reading, we are now in a position to comment on how. I have established that
a informational lightness account (Levin and Rappaport Hovav 1995; Birner 1996) throws up
more problems than it solves at an the level of argument structure, once weight is taken into
consideration. Indeed, A larger question is how and if any interaction between informational
lightness and argument structural constraints on unaccusative predicates can be captured at all
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(but see Irwin 2018). Let us now move on to show explicitly that typically unergative verbs in
LI with light subjects are demonstrably coerced as unaccusatives

6.3.2.1 No active thematic Voice layer for Manner-of-motion and activity un-
ergatives in LI

I would now like to employ basic tests of agentivity to with manner-of-motion and activity
unergatives giving the reading of existence in a particular state, as these have been claimed
not to retain their agentive syntax in LI (Levin and Rappaport Hovav 1995).

The tests to be employed here can be taken as diagnostic of the presence or absence of an
agent and thus a thematic active Voice layer, and also whether or not the subject is merged in
a small clause. Firstly, consider that unaccusative verbs are typically incompatible with agent-
oriented adverbs (including manner adverbs), control into purpose clauses, and instrumental
modification (Schäfer 2008; Alexiadou et al. 2014c, 2015). In this subsection, I present strong
evidence that LI depicting located motion with manner-of-motion verbs like ‘swim’ or activity
verbs like ‘play’ is indeed best accounted for via coercion into an unaccusative verb-of-existence
structure.

6.3.2.2 No agent-oriented adverbs in LI
Let us in the first instance consider the use of agent-oriented adverbs. Consider first the contrast
below between the transitive and unaccusative use of sink.

(315) a. The boat was sunk on purpose
b. *The boat sank on purpose (Schäfer 2008:116)

Consider now the two sentences in (316) and (317); in the non inverted sentences in (316a)
and (317a) the agent-oriented adverb ‘deliberately’ is completely acceptable, yet in the inver-
sion structure it is infelicitous (316b) and (317b).

(316) a. The children deliberately swam/were swimming inside (within) the cave.
b. (#deliberately) Inside the cave (#deliberately) swam/were swimming (#deliber-

ately) the children (#deliberately).

(317) a. The children deliberately played inside the cave.
b. (#deliberately) Inside the cave (#deliberately) played/were playing (#deliber-

ately) the children (#deliberately).

I take the infelicity of (316b) and (317b), i.e., the infelicity of the both verbs with an agent-
ive adverb, as evidence that we are here dealing with coercion of unergatives to an unaccusative
structure encoding existence. Specifically, the unavailability of agentive adverbs suggests that
no agent argument has been merged in the syntax (Bhatt and Pancheva 2006; Schäfer 2008;
Alexiadou et al. 2015) and subsequently no active thematic Voice layer is present.
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6.3.2.3 No manner adverbials or instrumentals in LI
Further evidence supporting the absence of any agent, i.e., thematic active Voice, is the further
incompatibility of inversion with manner adverbials (318, 319) and modification by an XP
denoting an instrument (320, 321).

(318) a. The children clumsily swam/were swimming inside (within) the cave.
b. (#clumsily) Inside the cave (#clumsily) swam (#clumsily) the children (#clum-

sily).

(319) a. The children clumsily played/were playing inside the cave.
b. (#clumsily) Inside the cave (#clumsily) played/were playing (#clumsily) the

children (#clumsily).

(320) a. The children swam/were swimming with armbands inside (within) the cave
(with armbands).

b. (#with armbands) Inside the cave swam/were swimming the children (#with
armbands).

(321) a. The children played/were playing in the garden by throwing a ball.
b. In the garden, the children played/were playing by throwing a ball.
c. In the garden played/were playing the children (#by throwing a ball).

Note that if the instrumental of the activity or manner introduced by a by-phrase depicts
a physical action which is either intransitive (322a) or involving inalienable possession, i.e.,
moving of arms and legs (322b), it is no longer infelicitous but simply degraded. It is not imme-
diately clear why thus is the case, yet it is striking that if the modifying action relates explicitly
to movement, i.e., a modification of the state, it is more acceptable than an unambiguously
transitive instrumental. In any case, the transitive version of ‘play’ taking an inanimate IA is
certainly ungrammatical in inversion.

(322) a. Inside the cave swam/were swimming the children (#??by thrashing their arms
and legs)

b. In the garden played/were playing the children (??by jumping on the trampo-
line)

6.3.2.4 No control into purpose clauses in LI
Finally, I would like to present one last piece of evidence that typically agentive unergatives
participating in LI lack an agent and thus a thematic active Voice. As introduced, a typical
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diagnostic for implicit agents in structures known to lack an overt agent is to test if control into
purpose clauses are allowed, e.g., modification via in order to. If control into a purpose clause
is impossible, it suggests that the absence of a Voice layer and the lack of any agent (Alexiadou
et al. 2014c, 2015); this is evident in the contrast between the unmarked anticausative use of
sink and the passive version, which involves an implicit agent:

(323) a. The boat was sunk to collect the insurance
b. John sank the boat to collect the insurance
c. *The boat sank to collect the insurance (adapted from Roeper 1987)

Let us now apply this test to the examples at hand. It is clear that control into purpose
clauses is completely acceptable in the canonical order:

(324) a. The children swam inside (within) the cave, in order to find the Cavefish.
b. The children played/were playing in the garden, in order to keep busy.

However, in LI control into purpose clauses is severely degraded.

(325) a. ?? Inside the cave swam/were swimming the children, in order to find the
Cavefish.

b. ?? In the garden played/were playing the children, in order to keep busy.

While the sentences in (325) are not totally ungrammatical/infelicitous, it is likely that a
level of processing/parsing ambiguity is at play, given the otherwise strongly agentive nature
of these verbs. As to why not all unergatives can be coerced into LI is left further research.
Overall, however, the infelicitous or degraded nature of agent-oriented adverbs, manner ad-
verbs, instrumentals, and control into purpose clauses with typically unergative verbs giving
existential readings in LI count as strong evidence for coercion as unaccusatives across the
board in LI. Let us finally apply the ‘again’-test as final confirmation that the the DP subject of
these verbs is indeed merged in an SC.

6.3.2.5 Coerced existential unaccusatives and again
Recall a SC merge site of the logical subject is indicated if the indefinite DP subject and a late
surfacing instance of again clause final position, or rather a position taking scope over the SC
only (von Stechow 1996; Dobler 2008a,b; Schäfer 2008; Alexiadou and Schäfer 2011), give
rise to a restitutive reading. If, as I have claimed, manner-of-motion verbs and some activity
verbs can indeed be coerced into an existential unaccusative structure involving merge of the
logical subject in SC (contra Levin and Rappaport Hovav 1995), we expect that a restitutive
reading will be available with an indefinite subject in the appropriate context.

For consistency, let us consider first the manner-of-motion verb ‘swim’, as already employed
above. As predicted, restitutive again is compatible with a non-dynamic existential reading
of ‘swim’ in LI, where the logical subject is an indefinite DP. In combination with the tests
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already employed, I consider this strong evidence for unaccusative coercion in all contexts of
LI involving manner-of-motion unergatives.

(326) Context: The sea caves of Cornwall were once revered for their rich aquatic life, yet the
Torrey Cannon oil spill of 1967 changed everything and the caves were left barren. But I
couldn’t believe my eyes when I visited the caves this summer.

Inside the caves were swimming fish again!

Let us now apply the same test to the activity verb ‘play’ (327). Once again a restitutive
reading is possible in LI with an indefinite subject DP, indicating strongly ‘play’ has also been
coerced into an existential existential unaccusative structure.

(327) Context: For 40 years, the playground on the corner of the street was loved by all the chil-
dren, but after the population became largely infertile, the playground stood empty. But this
summer, I saw something incredible.

On the playground was playing a child again!

I note that the evidential component, i.e., a perception event, is perhaps particularly im-
portant in coercion of manner-of-motion and activity verbs into existential contexts. This is
evident in the degraded nature of (328) if first hand perception is not explicitly expressed in
the context as it was above:

(328) Context: The sea caves of Cornwall were once revered for their rich aquatic life, yet the
Torrey Cannon oil spill of 1967 changed everything and the caves were left barren. But this
summer an increased level of fish detritus was detected, suggesting that something amazing
was happening.

??Inside the caves were swimming fish again!

Further work should look more at this interesting contrast from both a empirical and the-
oretical perspective. Unfortunately, there is not the space in this dissertation. However, it is
possible that some link between evidentiality and stage-level predication is involved in “de-
moting” an agent to a lower IA position; note that in GB terms, Kratzer (1995) argues that
the subjects of stage-level predicates are always generated VP internally, while an Davidsonian
variable ranging over spatio-temporal locations occupies the EA position of the predicate (see
also Husband 2012:19). However, translating her analysis into current thought is less than
straightforward, as she assumes only IP and VP without the insight that the EA must be totally
severed from v or V (Chomsky 1995; Kratzer 1996). While the account pursued here does not
assume that coercion does not involve a different variable occupying the EA position, Kratzer’s
arguments and observations serve to demonstrate that the locus of base generation or rather
Merge may be sensitive to the nature of the event denoted in the predicate and not simply the
class of verb.
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6.3.3 Intermediate summary
In sum, in this section, I have argued that all LI structures involve unaccusative verbs (contra
Levin and Rappaport Hovav 1995). This was demonstrated in the first place by applying the
‘again’-test (von Stechow 1996; Dobler 2008a,b; Schäfer 2008; Alexiadou and Schäfer 2011)
which showed that a restitutive reading is available in LI. Following Alexiadou and Schäfer
(2014), I took this as evidence that the theme of unaccusatives in LI is merged in a small-clause
structure.

Moreover, I argued against proposals by Hoekstra and Mulder (1990) and Levin and Rap-
paport Hovav (1995) that cases of agentive manner-of-motion unergatives and activity verbs
in LI structures associated with a located motion and/or existential reading are not coerced
into unaccusative structure. This was done by applying a range of tests designed to diagnose
the presence of a thematic active Voice layer. In turn, it was shown that previous accounts
drawing on ‘informational lightness’ and right branching subject positions do not hold up to
scrutiny and fail to account for confounding factors such as weight.

As a final point, I have been deliberately vague about the merge site of the covert experien-
cer proEXP. I now turn to this problem, so that we might have a fuller picture of the argument
structure of pure and coerced unaccusatives participating in LI.

6.4 The structure of the small clause in LI: figure-ground
results and states

Small-clause structure has been the subject of considerable debate since at least Stowell (1981);
some consider that the SC is headless (Hoekstra and Mulder 1990; Matushansky 2019), while
the generally accepted position is that a predicating head is necessary and desirable (Bowers
1993, 2010; Folli and Harley 2019). I share the intuition that headless projections are prob-
lematic, since the head of an SC, whatever its category, appears to play an important role in
licensing the interpretation of the relation between the arguments in the small clause and the
verb.

On the one hand, it is possible to think of SCs as categorially flexible, an idea going back to
Stowell (1981); in short, SC is the maximal projection of the predicate,e.g., AP, NP, PP, although
such an approach is disputed by Chomsky (1981) among others. On the other hand, in current
theory, small clauses are most usually considered a predication phrase (prP/PredP) (Bowers
1993, 2010) headed by Pred. The job of the head then is to mediate the relationship between
the subject, the predication and the event denoted by the verb. Alternatively, others have
chosen to employ the terms such as ResultP (Alexiadou and Schäfer 2011) or ResP (Folli and
Harley 2019) focusing on the association between SC-structures and the depiction of results,
going back to Hoekstra (1988).

A general question then is how the mapping relationship works so that a theme may appear
as either within a result or as the predicate of an existential. There are two possible approaches:
i) this mapping takes place entirely on the part of the lexical verb, ii) it is a property of the
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head of the small clause, iii) the lexical verb selects either a result or exist head of the SC.
We might abstractly envision this variation in SC as follows:

(329) a.
vP

PredP

Pred

goal

PPPredresulttheme

DP

v

√
...v

b.
vP

PredP

Pred

locative

PPPredexisttheme

DP

v

√
...v

Returning then to how to best classify the head of SC, Bowers’ (1993) original conception
of PredP can be divided into to two types, a PredP introducing external arguments above VP
for causative verbs merging external arguments, and vP internal PredP for internal arguments:

(330) a. [IP [PredP [VP]]]
b. IP [VP [PredP]]]

It is quite clear then that the structure in (330a) is in fact another variation of the basic
intuition that v and its external argument should be severed (Chomsky 1995; Kratzer 1996;
Collins 1997). What unites these two instances of PredP is that they are both argument intro-
ducing heads. The head in (330a) typically introduces agents or external causers, while the
head in (330b) can be thought of as introducing a figure in its specifier and a ground as its
complement within the context of a change of location or existence in a location (see Irwin
2012, 2018). Following this line of reasoning further, I would like to draw on work by Wood
and Marantz (2017), who claim that argument introducing heads can be reduced to reduced
to a single basic argument introducer i*. What is the relevance of this to argument structural
considerations in LI? The head i* is relevant because both VoiceP - the agent introducing head
- and pP - the figure introducing head - can be taken to be variants of i* in distinct syntactic
contexts.

Let us entertain the idea that PredP in the context of LI is in fact reducible to i* mapping
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an EA to a location. Furthermore, consider the observation that the SC-structure of change-
of-location/appearance events for verbs such as arrive and occur has also been considered as
variations of prepositional structures (Hale and Keyser 1998, 2000; Mateu and Acedo-Matellán
2012; Acedo-Matellán and Mateu 2014; Acedo-Matellán 2016). More specifically, pPs mark
the relationship between figure and ground (Svenonius 2003, 2007; Wood 2015; Wood and
Marantz 2017). Wood and Marantz (2017) consider i* under V as synonymous with the head
p which introduces an external argument its specifier, the figure, while mapping the relation-
ship between the figure and the preposition P introducing the ground as the complement of P
(Svenonius 2003, 2007; Wood and Marantz 2017). Wood and Marantz (2017:4) then depict a
figure-introducing pP as follows:

(331)
p*P

p*P

PP

DP
‘the road’

P*

i*
P

√
ON

i*
p

DP
‘the car’

Adopting this position, I shall from now on assume that unaccusative verbs involving a
change of location, i.e., those of the ‘appear’ and ‘arrive’ types, non dynamic existential un-
accusatives, and disappearance unaccusatives, make use of the pP structure to map spatial
relations between the logical subject and a location. That is, PredP or SC can be characterized
as pP. Note that the claim is not that all small clauses are pPs, simply those denoting some
spatio-deictic constellation. The possible points of variation, however, for unaccusatives verbs
taking spatial arguments are the dynamism of the finer structure of pP, i.e., the encoding of
path/goal/place; and presumably for disappearance verbs, the ability to either merge pP or
simply merge the theme as the complement of v and/or license proEXP. For the reason that I am
primarily concerned with spatial relationships, I shall omit the diacritic * from p*P and other
argument introducing heads. Where the function of the pP encodes a result or existence, this
will be marked in subscript, as shown below:
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(332) a.
vP

pP

p

goal

PPpresulttheme

DP

v

√
...v

b.
vP

pP

p

locative

PPpexisttheme

DP

v

√
...v

I leave further investigation of small-clause structure and the syntax of resultatives in other
contexts to others in the field. Nonetheless, the structure in (332) suffices to account for the
following: unaccusatives of directed motion are resultative in that the placement of the fig-
ure/theme with respect to the ground/location characterizes a scalar change giving rise to a
result reading (Rappaport Hovav and Levin 2010:28). Secondly, as established, existential
unaccusatives denoting a state, while not denoting a change in location, involve a similar re-
lationship between the figure and ground. Thus the pP approach accounts simply for Robert’s
(2010a) observation that the SC in LI can be associated with either a resultant state or a simple
state.

We are thus now in a position to revisit and summarize the relevant unaccusative structures
with the insights gained from our discussion of the structure of the small clause as pP (333).
Note that I have not expanded a pP approach to CoS (anticaustaive) unaccusatives or ‘dis-
appearance’ unaccusatives, yet there is nothing speaking against their application in contexts
where a change of location is depicted, as opposed to some other result.
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(333) Four types of unaccusative

Inherently locative unaccusatives
a. Inherently directed motion b. Existence

vP

pP

p

goal

PPpresulttheme

DP

v
√
arrivev

vP

pP

p

locative

PPpexisttheme

DP

v
√
existv

Non-inherently locative unaccusatives
c. CoS d. Disappearance

vP

v′

…
SCresult

v
√
sinkv

DP

vP

DPresultv
√
disappearv

6.5 Locating the covert experiencer
I have now set out a general approach for the merge sites of the logical subject for different
lexical semantic classes of verbs in English. In short, the subjects of canonical pure unaccusat-
ives, coerced manner-of-motion unergatives, and rare cases of coerced activity verbs all involve
Merge of the logical subject and a spatial argument within the small clause, or rather a pP in-
troducing figure-path-ground relations (Hale and Keyser 1998, 2000; Svenonius 2003, 2007;
Wood and Marantz 2017). The logical subject DP is merged as the figure pP in its EA position
in spec,pP, while the PP is the merge sight of the functional head and argument encoding path
and ground functions, i.e., P and its complement.

However, a key part of the theory proposed so far for licensing conditions for LI was an
evidential flavour, which for English and French translates into a syntactically active covert
experiencer proEXP. This proEXP was argued in Chapter 2 to derive the fact that direct perception
of the event referenced in LI is necessary. Moreover, it was argued that the ban on LI with
verbs of disappearance falls out from the fact that they cannot license a perception event in
the same way. In Chapters 3 and 5 I developed a detailed account showing arguing that proEXP
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was a necessary piece of syntactic technology for EPP satisfaction in overt LI in both French
and English, while it was also capable of deriving French Absolute Inversion and its lexical
semantic restriction to verbs of appearance, speaker-oriented motion and occurrence. It was
argued that previous claims that either a null stage topic (Lahousse 2003b, 2006, 2007, 2011;
Teixeira 2016) or a silent expletive (Coopmans 1989; Postal 2004; Bruening 2010) satisfy EPP,
are better understood as proEXP.

In this section I would like to reconsolidate some of the original semantic and syntactic
motivation of proEXP before making claims about the syntactic locus of the experiencer and
providing some further speculations about its semantic character. In short, I shall argue that
proEXP in a non selected argument with a high locus in the small clause, scoping over the entire
result/state but not v, in the same way that restitutive again does.

6.5.1 The original semantic conception
Let us repeat the original semantic arguments for the covert experiencer proEXP. Building on
claims in (Sluckin et al. 2021) first suggested by Fabienne Martin, in sections (2.3.3) and (3.1.3)
it was proposed that verbs of appearance and speaker-oriented motion may license a syntactic-
ally active covert experiencer proEXP in English and French. This experiencer is the formal-
ization of a perception event (e) in which an (asserted) appearance event e’ is part of what
is observed through the original (presupposed) perception event. This appearance event e’
amounts to the emergence of a new element - the postverbal DP’s referent - in the experien-
cer’s field of perception. The perception event is associated with its own time interval, which
gives the topic time of the appearance event, which in turn explains a pivot like temporal
turning-point reading.

Furthermore, let us entertain the idea that experiencers are in fact a kind of abstract locative
Landau (2010b) relating to a mental location. Where proEXP is licensed, I consider the mental
location it depicts to be the site of the perception event (e). If this is the case, we can explain for
English and French why LI is infelicitous with verbs of disappearance. This is because they do
not inherently presuppose a perception event and consequently cannot license proEXP by lexical
semantics properties alone. It must be specified that that some condition must be placed on
the perception event whereby the the theme must be perceived at its final state, i.e., state of
existence or result state. Given that the theme cannot be perceived in a disappearance context,
verbs that deny perception of the final state are highly degraded.

On the other hand, for Italian and possibly Hebrew, there is no formal requirement that
proEXP is included in the derivation for LI to be licensed for the reason that ϕ and D features of T
are valued by the finite verb itself (cf. Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou 1998). Languages with
null-subject properties can make use of either a raising operation of a silent or overt locative,
or the situational proSIT argument merged directly in Spec,TP to value δSoP requirements on
T; as argued for in detail in Chapters 3 and 5. French and English, however, do not possess
proSIT in their repertoire of covert arguments. I have tentatively proposed that the evidential
properties of Italian LI may instead come from the deictic content of the verbs themselves,
or that the experiencer is totally implicit, i.e., it is only present in the semantics and not the
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syntax. This may also be the case for Hebrew. Nonetheless, because a perception event is a not a
requirement for inversion contexts in Italian, it follows that LI involving verbs of disappearance
is permissible.

6.5.2 Syntactic evidence
In English, explicit evidence for proEXP over a silent expletive analysis (Coopmans 1989; Postal
2004; Bruening 2010) came from the unavailability of PP-internal DP ellipsis in structures
with a fronted locative and apparent EPP satisfaction by expletive there. That is, the fronted
DP location may be elided in LI but not in the presence of an expletive; compare (334) and
(335).

(334) a. Into the room came a boy.
b. Into the room there came a boy.

(335) a. In came a boy
b. ??In thereexpl came a boy

A stipulation that only overt but not null expletives are sensitive to such effects would be ad
hoc at best. Likewise, the apparent free choice between the two cannot be well motivated (but
see Bruening’s (2010) argumentation for a special purposes feature [+SP]). It was ultimately
suggested that cases such as (334b) in fact have a resumptive locative flavour (cf. Mohr 2005).
Nonetheless, we see that DE are still active if this there is overt.

Recall also the generalisation that two in-situ arguments of v will lead to DE (cf. Belletti
1988); (see also §2.2.2, §2.2.2, §5.1.3.1). If it is correct that an instance such as (334b) involves
fronting of a locative argument, we must still explain DE. Indeed, even if there were a pure
expletive, fronting of the locative argument to a higher position leaves only one argument
under v (§5.1.3.1). When only one argument remains under v, no DE should be present; This is
the state of affairs in LI, where DE are not present in English, Italian, or French, and overt LI in
Hebrew. However, in Section (§5.1.3.1), it was argued that DE in cases where a fronted locative
argument and there co-occur, DE are derived by the fact that proEXP remains low, presumably
under v, since the expletive is merged in Spec,vP (Richards and Biberauer 2005; Alexiadou and
Schäfer 2011) and is thus a closer goal for T’s unvalued D and ϕ which make up the EPP. If
correct, this suggests that proEXPoriginates in the SC structure under v, given that some higher
applicative-like position above v could not derive DE. A simple exposition is given in (336).

(336) [cp[ppi Into the room][tp thereexpl [vP thereexpl [v came [sc [dp a girl] [ppi] [proEXP]]]]]]

Therefore, the co-occurrence of proEXP and a DP theme in SC explains both DE and the
evidential interpretational effects suggested in Section (2.3.3). However, an important question
is how the three arguments in the SC shown in (336) are merged. Indeed, SC or rather pP in
has two specific argument slots: the figure DP theme in Spec,pP and the ground as the IA of P.
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Therefore, we should ask where proEXP is merged and how that particular analysis is motivated.

6.5.3 The position of the experiencer
I have argued that a crucial factor in LI is a perspectival shift onto the location as opposed
to the participant (Borschev and Partee 1998; Partee and Borschev 2008; Bentley et al. 2015),
which places the emphasis of the utterance on the result and/or location of an event and not the
internal dynamism of the event itself. This is important for English and French, which I have
posited to merge proEXP in LI, inasmuch as it can be taken as evidence that the that experiencer
scopes only over the result state or state and not internal dynamics of the the event introduced
by v. In this sense, proEXP resembles restitutive again which was posited by Alexiadou and
Schäfer (2011) to occupy a high adjunct position in the result denoting SC. For this reason let
us tentatively assume the analysis in (337) for the internal structure of the pP.

(337)
FP

proEXPpP

p

PP

ground

DPP

pfigure

DP

This approach is directly inspired by the discussion already referenced above in (Alexiadou
and Schäfer 2011) on the position of restitutive ’again’ in bi-eventive and unaccusative change-
of-location contexts, namely that again scopes only over the result and not v, and low scope
effects.

An advantage of placing proEXP high above in the pP structure is that it neatly accounts for
raising of proEXP to T instead of the DP semantic subject. In short, the adjunct position in which
proEXP is merged is more local to T than spec,pP in which the DP semantic subject is merged.
Consequently, when T probes for ϕ and D, it will first see proEXP before the full DP.

However, a potential problem for this analysis is the notion that individual arguments are
introduced by individual heads (see work by Kratzer 1996; Pylkkänen 2008; Lohndal 2014)
and specifically that different types of experiencers have been argued to be introduced by dif-
ferent types of head, i.e., Voice, Appl, v, √P, as an argument within the small clause (Belletti
and Rizzi 1988; Arad 2002; Pylkkänen 2000; Hirsch 2018), or even as being introduced by a
v internal preposition (Landau 2010b). Furthermore, optional non-selected experiencers ex-
pressing affectedness (338) by an event, but which are not arguments of the predicate, have
been argued by Bosse et al. (2012) to be introduced by an applicative like head Aff(ect), which
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may either dominate Voice or act like a high applicative intervening between Voice and vP .

(338) Alex
Alex

zerbrach
broke

Chris
Chris

Bens
Ben.poss

Vase
vase

‘Alex broke Ben’s vase on Chris’
= Alex broke Ben’s vase, and this matters to Chris. (ex.1, Bosse et al. 2012:1186)

I do not intend to enter into a detailed discussion of the syntax of experiencers. However,
the following observations concerning proEXP are relevant:

a. proEXP is only licensed in inversion - the evidential context in which it is licensed is linked
to inversion.

b. When in situ, proEXP gives rise to DE.

c. It does not appear to have any impact on Case.

I take (a) as evidence that proEXP is not selected per se by particular classes of unaccus-
ative verb but rather it is licensed by their lexical semantics in combination with the event
at hand. In this respect, proEXP mirrors proSIT, yet its locus and association with perception
are somewhat different. For this reason, it would be prudent to draw comparison with other
non-selected experiencers, i.e., affected experiencers (Bosse et al. 2012). For example, like the
covert perceiver, an affected experiencer must also be sentient and aware (Bosse et al. 2012);
however, this correlates to a property of experiencers more widely. However, unlike other non-
selected arguments, e.g., affected experiencers, benefactives, and external possesors, proEXP is
not associated with impingement, benefaction or possession. In this sense, proEXP much more
reflects nominative subject experiencers. Moreover, none of these arguments appear necessary
in licensing exceptional syntactic behaviour such as LI.

I have already discussed observation (b) as evidence that proEXP falls below v as one of
its arguments. A possible alternative is to posit a low applicative-like head (cf. Pylkkänen
2008) between v and pP. However, low applicatives do not trigger definiteness effects and are
typically associated with possession.

Turning to (c), a potential issue arising from placing proEXP in a high adjunct position of
pP is that under a ϕ-based (cf. Sigurðsson 2003; Schäfer 2008, among many others) and de-
pendent approach to Case (Marantz 1991; Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou 2001; McFadden
2004; Bobaljik 2008; Preminger 2011, 2014, among others), one would expect the presence
of proEXP in a position closer to v to force assignment of accusative Case on the semantic sub-
ject. Since, inverted pronouns are ruled out and full DPs are not case marked in English or
French, testing this is particularly difficult. However, there is likewise no reason to assume
that the overt DP subject is not nominative. I assume that Case is assigned via computationally
identical Case features in the sense of (Chomsky 2000; Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou 2001)
in a dependent manner, yet proEXP does not bear any Case features and as such has no effect on
Case assignment. That is, proEXP is orthogonal to Case assignment in the same way as expletive
there.
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However, an attractive element of the analysis by (Bosse et al. 2012) supposes that the
proposed head Aff(ect) ‘introduces an experiencing event and an experiencer’ and ‘takes the
event property denoted by its sister constituent to be the source of the affected experiencer’s
experience’ (Bosse et al. 2012:19–20). In its most basic form then, Aff is an argument intro-
ducing head, e.g., i∗ in Wood and Marantz’s (2017) with an identity function. Thus, if I am
correct that proEXP scopes overt the result in the same way as restitutive again, and we wish to
maintain the intuition that experiencers are introduced by individual heads, we may think of
proEXP as being merged directly on the head of the experiencer introducing i∗ and the pP within
its C-command domain. For the head status of proEXP, this formally resembles constellations
of Voice in which the subject is projected as a bundle of ϕ-features and agent role directly on
Voice (Legate 2014). Theoretically speaking, this means that movement of proEXP to T might
take place via cliticization to T or head-to-spec movement. The possible options are given in
(337) and (340). Given that this is a tentative proposal, I shall not commit to any particular
label for the maximal projection, yet if we take i∗ to be a primitive, the nature of the maximal
projection is not of great import at this stage; consequently, I call it i∗max. In any case, AffP is
inappropriate.

(339)
i∗max

i∗

proEXP

pP

p

ground

PPpfigure

DP

(340)
i∗max

pP

p

ground

PPpfigure

DP

i∗

proEXP

Note also that in (339) I have placed pP not as the complement of i∗ but in its specifier
position. This is unproblematic in terms of mapping the experiencer to the event property as
proEXP and the pP denoting the figure-ground relation are sisters (cf. Bosse et al. 2012). This
decision is taken on the basis of the effects of restitutive again in a high SC adjunct position
c-commanding over the figure and ground and a potential likeness to proEXP; that is, I take c-
command over pP but not v to be important in deriving the perspectival shift onto the location
as opposed to the participant (cf. Borschev and Partee 1998; Partee and Borschev 2008; Bentley
et al. 2015). Nonetheless, given that proEXP would also c-command over pP if pP were the
complement of i∗, I do not see much difference in the analyses in (339) or (340) either way.

However, I would like to voice a note of caution. Other analyses are potentially available.
For example, one might envisage a DP shell dominating pP, which introduces proEXP as its
head. Indeed, a potential weakness of the i∗ approach is that one must stipulate that the
syntax considers i∗max as the highest instance of the small clauses extended projection. On
the other hand, if pP were dominated by a DP shell, adverbial modifcation via again would be
particularly odd at the DP level and required to take place lower. Finally, it is also possible to
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imagine some kind of Big-pP analysis along the lines of Big-DP (Uriagereka 1995; Grewendorf
2002a,b, 2009) in which p takes proEXP as its EA and another pP as its complement.

(341)
DP

pP

p

ground

PPpfigure

DP

D
proEXP

(342)
pP

p

pP

p

ground

PPpfigure

DP

p

D
proEXP

In sum, building on suggestions by Bosse et al. (2012) that we can think of non-selected
experiencers as dedicated syntactic projections, and leaving the issue of affectedness aside, I
have posited a high position of for proEXP within the small-clause structure. This has been justi-
fied in part terms of its scope over the figure-ground relation, but not over the initial v-denoted
event itself. Moreover, I have argued throughout that DE on the theme in English expletive
constructions also involving a fronted locative argument can be understood as evidence for the
presence of a further covert argument under v; this builds on the generalisation that two in-situ
arguments under v give rise to DE in unaccusative contexts. I leave it to further research to
investigate in greater depth the potential implications of varying analyses of the small clause
and its relationship to proEXP.

6.6 Cross-linguistic perspectives: a look at Italian
So far in this chapter, I have only discussed the argument structure of verbs participating in
LI in English. This has been for the reason that I wanted to dedicate adequate attention to the
argument that English LI always involves Merge of the subject in a small-clause structure and
consequently always involves unaccusativity. The strongest claim here has been that not only
are unergatives with directed motion predicates coerced into unaccusative structure, but also
unergatives of various types (manner of motion, activity, emission) with readings of existence
in a state of doing whatever the unergative denotes in a given location. However, unergative
verbs without directed motion predicates participating in true LI are likely more limited than
first claimed by Levin and Rappaport Hovav (1995), given that they failed to observe the
confounding effects of weight (6.3) (see also Culicover and Levine 2001).

(343) a. Inside the bowl were swimming the fish.
b. In the garden were playing the children.
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There is not space for a full cross-linguistic investigation into the fine structure of verbs
taking part in LI in the other languages investigated, as was undertaken in Chapter 5. However,
if coercion into unaccusative structures plays such an important role in English LI, a pertinent
question is if the same can be said of typically agentive verbs in the French, Italian, and Hebrew.
However, this is not straightforward, given fundamentally different ways of encoding results
involving motion in Romance languages (Talmy 1985, 2000; Acedo-Matellán 2016; Folli and
Harley 2019). Let us consider first a fundamental difference for the availability of manner-of-
motion verbs in Romance.

6.6.1 Directed and located motion with Italian manner-of-motion
verbs

Manner-of-motion verbs and their predicates in Romance and English exemplify two typolo-
gically distinct ways of encoding event structure in the syntax. Note the example in (344) in
which Italian permits only a single reading of located motion, i.e., being in a state of doing x at
a location, while English additionally allows a directed motion reading. Indeed, a particularity
of Romance languages such as Italian and French is that many manner-of-motion verbs cannot
be telic and thus do not inherently entail a directional goal, i.e., they cannot denote results.
Thus, they cannot obtain a directed-motion reading when modified by a PP but instead only
allow a purely locative reading (Folli and Ramchand 2005; Folli and Harley 2019).

(344) La
The

barca
boat

galleggió
floated

nella
in-the

grotta.
cave

‘The boat floated in the cave.’ located motion
‘*The boat floated into the cave.’ directed motion

The distinction between languages like English and those like French and Italian is com-
monly referred to as that between verb-frame languages, which formally encode information
relating to directed motion etc. onto verbal heads (French and Italian), and satellite-framed
languages (English), meaning that such information is encoded purely on modifying heads such
as p or P (Talmy 1985, 2000; Acedo-Matellán 2016; Folli and Ramchand 2005; Folli and Harley
2019). I shall demonstrate the implications of such a difference for analyses of LI primarily
with Italian data, yet differences between Romance varieties themselves relate to the ability of
a subgroup of verbs to denote a result state.

Folli and Ramchand (2005) argue that for Italian, manner of motion verbs fall into two
categories; those that take directional goals select a Result Projection and those that are in-
compatible do not. The exact analysis is unimportant here. A selection of the two groups of
these verbs is given below:
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(345) Italian manner-of-motion verbs (dis)allowing directional goals

+directional goal – directional goal
Correre (run) Galleggiare (float)
Rotolare (roll) Camminare (walk)
Rimbalzare (bounce) Galoppare (gallop)
Scivolare (glide, slide) Danzare (dance)
Gattonare (crawl) Nuotare (swim)
Saltare (jump) Sciare (ski)
Volare (fly) Passeggiare (walk around)
Saltellare (hop) Vagabondare (wander)

(adapted from Folli and Ramchand 2005:97)

Here, I am chiefly interested in the unaccusative or unergative nature of verbal predicates
denoting located and directed motion. Let us then consider the examples below with a manner-
of-motion verb such as ‘run’, which can take both readings. We can see that LI is possible with
‘run’ across the surveyed languages:

(346) Manner of motion
a. Into/?in the room ran a small boy. English
b. le-tox

to-inside
ha-xeder
the-room

rats
ran

jeled
boy

katan.
small

‘into the room ran a small boy.’ Hebrew
c. be-tox

in-inside
ha-xeder
the-room

rats
ran

jeled
boy

katan.
small

‘in the room was runnin a small boy.’ Hebrew
d. Dans

In
la
the
chambre
room

a
has

couru
run

un
a
petit
small

garçon.
boy

‘in the room ran a small boy.’ French
e. Nella

in-the
camera
room

è/ha
is/has

corso
run

un
a
piccolo
little

ragazzo
boy

A) ‘into the room rushed a little boy’
B) ‘in the room was running a small boy.’ Italian

For all the above a manner of motion verb like ‘run’ allows readings as either directed
motion or located motion (existence at a location in state of x) (Talmy 1985, 2000; Folli and
Ramchand 2005; Folli and Harley 2019). However, some level of modification is required for
each language, be it at the verbal aspectual or the nature of the PP. For example, the English
sentence (346a) with into gives an unambiguously directed motion on account of the inherently
directional PP; a located motion reading with lone in is degraded and peculiar, yet this is
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greatly improved with the progressive were running. The Hebrew example is unambiguously
directional on account of the directional PP structure le-tox ‘into’ (346b); a locative PP be-tox
‘within/inside’ is also possible (346c). Likewise, in French and Italian both readings are again
possible, yet note that the each reading in Italian is dependent on auxiliary selection; auxiliary
selection in Italian is typically a good indicator of unaccusativity vs unergativity. With essere
‘be’, correre ‘run’ takes a telic directed motion reading, yet with avere ‘have’ the located motion
takes precedence. This is demonstrable in canonical word orders via compatibility of the clause
with either a durative [for + duration] or a telic [in+ duration]:

(347) a. located motion
Il
the
piccolo
little

ragazzo
boy

ha
has
corso
run

nella
in-the

camera
room

per
for
un
a
secondo
second

/
/
*in
*in
un
a
secondo.
second

‘The little boy was running in the room for a second.’
b. directed motion

Il
The

piccolo
little

ragazzo
boy

è
has
corso
run

nella
in-the

camera
room

*per
*for

un
a
secondo
second

/
/
in
in
un
a
secondo.
second

‘The little boy ran into the room in a second’

Note that intuitions are maintained in inversion contexts:

(348) a. directed motion in li
Nella
in-the

camera
room

è
is
corso
run

un
a
piccolo
little

ragazzo
boy

in
in
un
a
secondo
second

/
/
*per
*for

un
a
secondo.
second

‘ into the room ran a little boy (in a second)’ Italian
b. located motion in li

Nella
in-the

camera
room

ha
has

corso
run

un
a
piccolo
little

ragazzo
boy

per
for
un
a
secondo
second

/
/
*in
*in
un
a
secondo
second

‘in the room was running a little boy (for a second).’ Italian

On the basis of the selection of averewith located motion contexts in Italian, it is reasonable
to suppose that Italian manner-of-motion unergatives in located motion contexts, i.e., existence
in a state of x at a location, does not involve unaccusativity. This is in line with claims by Levin
and Rappaport Hovav (1995) that such contexts to do not involve coercion into unaccusative
structure. However, let us now turn to apply the ne-cliticization test of unaccusativity (Belletti
and Rizzi 1981; Burzio 1986) and other tests of agentivity to be sure.

6.6.2 The power of ne and agentivity diagnostics
Let us now apply the well-known partitive ne-cliticization test (Belletti and Rizzi 1981; Burzio
1986) as a diagnostic of unaccusativity. To these ends compare the grammatically of ne with
essere ‘be’ LI involving in directed motion contexts (349a) but not with avere ‘have’ in a located
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motion context (349b)8.

(349) Context: There are many boys running around a museum. The guard asks where the boys
are.
a. directed motion + ne

In
in
questa
this

stanza
room

ne
part

sono
are

corsi
run

due
two

’Two of them ran into this room’
b. located motion + *ne

*In
in
questa
this

stanza
room

ne
ne
hanno
have

corso
run

due
two

’Two of them were running (around) in this room’

It is then a reasonable hypothesis that ne and the located motion uses of manner of motion
verbs are incompatible, leading to the conclusion that located motion always involves unergat-
ive structure, while the directed motion contexts can involve coercion as unaccusatives. We
might predict then that simple non compound tenses should show the availability of ne with
the telic modifier in un secondo but not with the atelic per un secondo. However, this is not the
case; note the availability of ne with both the telic and the atelic durative modfiers below:

(350) simple past + ne+ telic or atelic modifiers
In
In
questa
this

stanza
room

ne
ne
coresero
ran

due
two

in
in
un
a
secondo
second

/
/
per
for
un
a
secondo.
second

A) ‘Two of them ran into in this room in a second’
B) ‘Two of them were running around in this room for a second’

The fact that ne can sometimes occur with simple tense forms of not typically unaccusative
verbs but not in compound tenses is noted by Lonzi (1985) and Levin and Rappaport Hovav
(1995). Levin and Rappaport Hovav (1995:274–7) conclude that ne-cliticization is perhaps
not a foolproof test of unaccusativity. Instead, they suggest that ne-cliticization and LI are
subject to similar discourse requirements. Indeed, Bentley (2006) argues that ne-cliticization
is a red-herring as a diagnostic of split intransitivity. She further notes (2006:271) that non
canonical use of ne is constrained to sentence focus, i.e., broad focus. Such instances involve
the only argument of a state predicate, whereby there is a mismatch between the syntactic and
semantics representation of the verb. Moreover, Bentley (2006) argues that a key factor in the
non-canonical use of ne with manner and activity verbs is stage level predication. As we have
8. The preferred phrasing would be as follows:

(i) In
in
questa
this

stanza
room

hanno
have

corso
run

in
in
due
two

’Two of them were running (around) in this room’
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seen so far, stage-level predication is a crucial ingredient in LI. This observation accounts for
the suggestion by Levin and Rappaport Hovav (1995) that LI and the use of ne in intransitive
contexts are subject to similar discourse constraints.

Remarkably, Bentley (2006) also reports unexpected behaviour for manner of motion verbs
such as camminare ‘walk’ with ne. camminare cannot typically denote achievements (nor can
it take directional goals) and is thus unavailable with in an hour type modification, allowing
only for an hour type modification.

(351) a. Tanta
much.fem.sg

gente
people.fem.sg

cammina
walk.3sg

per
for
un’ora
an-hour

su
on
quei
those

marciapiedi.
pavements

‘Many people walk for an hour on those pavements.’
b. *Tanta

much.fem.sg
gente
people.fem.sg

cammina
walk.3sg

in
in
un’ora
an-hour

su
on
quei
those

marciapiedi.
pavements

‘Many people walk in an hour on those pavements.’
(ex.29, Bentley 2006:271)

However, with ne Bentley (2006) reports that the resultative modification is preferred to
the durative one.

(352) a. ?Ne
ne

cammina
walk.3sg

tanta,
much.fem.sg

gente,
people.fem.sg

per
for
un’ora
an

su
hour

quei
on

marciapiedi.
those

‘People, many of them walk for an hour on those pavements.’
b. Ne

ne
cammina
walk.3sg

tanta,
much.fem.sg

gente,
people.fem.sg

in
in
un’ora
an

su
hour

quei
on

marciapiedi.
those

‘People, many of them walk in an hour on those pavements.’
(adapted from ex.27–8, Bentley 2006:271)

Furthermore, Bentley (2006:272) notes that without a locational phrase, ne-cliticization
with activity and non resultative manner-of-motion verbs is always unavailable.

(353) *Ne
ne

cammina
walks

tanta,
many

gente.
people
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Therefore, non canonical use of ne has the following remarkable properties:

Properties of non-canonical ne

a. It must be licensed by a location.
b. it must be a stage-level predicate.
c. It appears to manipulate the lexical properties of verbs.
d. It must be co-indexed with the subject DP.
e. It remains sensitive to the aspectual properties of auxiliaries, i.e., it is incompatible

with avere but not with agentive intransitives per se.

Consequently, it seems impossible to tell definitively if simple tense forms with ne in located
motion contexts are unergative or unaccusative. We are left with two possibilities: i) manner-
of-motion verbs in located motion retain their agentive syntax, or ii) they are coerced into an
existence type unaccusative; in both cases, other factors are responsible for mismatches.

In favour of the first hypothesis, i.e., that an agentive syntax is retained in located motion
contexts, I draw attention to the fact that ne is compatible agent-oriented adverbs such as
cautamente ‘cautiously’ and di proposito ‘deliberately’ (see 354), control in to purpose clauses
(355), and an instrumental epithet (356). Note also that the given examples also show LI
structures, which were shown to be incompatible with such modification in English. It should
be noted that the addition of these epithets in Italian is somewhat awkward for reasons of
information structure.

(354) In
In
questa
this

stanza
room

ne
ne
corsero
ran

due
two

[cautamente/di
cautiously/of

proposito]
purpose

[per
for

quattro
four

minuti]
minutes

‘Two of them were running in this room cautiously / on purpose for four minutes.’

(355) In
In
questa
this

stanza
room

ne
ne
corsero
ran

due
two

[per
for

quattro
four

minuti]
minutes

[per
for

darci
give-us

fastidio]
annoyance

‘Two of them were running in this room for four minutes in order to annoy us.’

(356) In
In
questa
this

stanza
room

ne
ne
volarono
flew

due
two

[per
for

quattro
four

minuti]
minutes

[usando
using

i
the
loro
their

jetpacks]
jetpacks

‘Two of them were flying in this room for four minutes (by) using their jetpacks.’

Let us now turn to the second hypotheses; that is, that we see coercion to an unaccusative
structure in located motion contexts lacking auxiliaries. If the second hypothesis were correct,
it might be the case that atelic modifications of manner-of-motion verbs are not incompat-
ible with an an unaccusative analysis per se, but they are in fact incompatible with auxiliary
avere. Thus while a verb like correre or even camminare could conceivably be coerced into an
unaccusative structure in both located and directed motion contexts, avere or essere are only
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compatible with one reading each. Hence, where avere is merged as the auxiliary, perhaps it
is the case that an agentive syntax is forced, i.e., a Voice layer, while this is not the case for
a simple tense form. Alternatively, it may be that durative non-resultative modification by for
ntime necessitates avere, and while ne is incompatible with avere, the verbal root itself can be
coerced into an unaccusative structure of either the existence or result type.

If this is the case, it could indicate a potential mismatch between auxiliary selection and
the internal vP structure in specific contexts. Indeed, work by Sorace (2004) shows that cross-
linguistically, auxiliary selection interacts with the lexical semantics of verbs at different levels,
as shown in (357).

(357) The Auxiliary Selection Hierarchy
change of location Selects be (least variation)
change of state
continuation of a pre-existing state
existence of a state
uncontrolled process
controlled process (motional)
controlled process (non-motional) Selects have (least variation)

I am unsure of the exact situation; indeed, the lexical-semantic-morphing properties of ne
require further attention from a formal perspective. However, given the evidence presented in
examples (354, 355), it seems more likely that an agentive syntax is retained in such cases (pace.
Levin and Rappaport Hovav 1995). Before turning to a formal analysis of how unergative pre-
dicates participate in LI, given the presumably high merge point of the subject in Spec,VoiceP,
I turn to the specific case of non-coerced agentive verbs such as telefonare ‘to telephone/call’ in
covert LI, which take locative goal arguments without coercion to an unaccusative structure.

6.6.3 Agentive verbs with goal predicates: the case of telefonare
Recall that languages allowing covert LI also permit constructions involving prototypically
agentive verbs such as Italian telefonare ‘to telephone/call’. These verbs select for a null locative
argument and leave the subject (358a) low in broad-focus contexts (Pinto 1997; Tortora 1997,
2001). This behaviour is mirrored in Iberian varieties and Hebrew, although the latter has a
definiteness requirement and is somewhat more marked according to my consultants.
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(358) a. Italian
Ha
has

telefonato
phoned

Dante.
Dante

‘Dante phoned/called (here/us).’ (Pinto 1997:20–22)
b. Spanish

Llamó
Called.3sg

Lucía.
Lucía

‘Lucía called (here/us).’ (adapted from Corr 2016:1)
c. Hebrew

Hitkasher
called.3sg

shoter.
policeman

‘A policeman called (here/us).’

For illustrative purposes, I again constrain the discussion to Italian, yet further work should
examine the properties of such constructions on each language individually. It is remarkable
that an inherently agentive intransitive verb like telefonare is able particpate in covert LI, since
the subject-DP is merged in the highest lexical projection of the verbal domain, Spec,VoiceP.
This indicates three possible formal scenarios: i) the overt subject DP is a right dislocation, ii)
either or both the finite verb and the past participle move out of the Voice domain, depending
on use of compound or simple tenses; or iii) telefonare is indeed coerced into unaccusative
structure.

In this section, I argue that the second scenario appears most plausible for covert LI (cf.
Cinque 1999), i.e., a combination of v-to-T movement and participle raising give rise to the
inversion, without relying on kind dislocation associated with narrow focus. However, con-
sidering that it is well accepted that intransitive verbs taking direction goals can be coerced
into unaccusative structure (Hoekstra and Mulder 1990; Levin and Rappaport Hovav 1995),
we must pay due diligence to unaccusativity diagnostics for telefonare.

Generally, telefonare cannot take a direct object. Instead, it must take a goal argument.
Recall that Pinto (1997) argues that telefonare can select a silent locative, proLOC in our terms;
this gives rise to the covert LI sentence already shown in (358a). When the argument is not
silent, it is realised by either a prepositional argument (359a) or a cliticized object pronoun
(359b); there is no distinction between pronouns denoting indirect or direct object status for
1sg.
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(359) a. Dante
Dante

ha
has

telefonato
telefoned

a
to
qualcuno.
someone

‘Dante called someone’
b. Dante

Dante
mi
me
ha
has

telefonato
called

(Dante).
(Dante)

‘Dante called me’
c. ?Dante

Dante
(mi)
(me)

ha
has

telefonato
called

una/la
a/the

notizia.
news

‘Dante called (me) with the news.’
d. ?Mio

My
zio
uncle

ha
has

telefonato
called

la
the
polizia.
police

‘My uncle has called the police.’
e. *La

The
polizia
policeobj

hanno
have

telefonato/a
called

i
the
nonni.
grandparentssubj

Intended: ‘The grandparents called the police.’
f. *La

The
notizia
newsobj

hanno
have

telefonati
called

i
the
nonni.
grandparentssubj

Intened: ‘The grandparents have called with the news.’

It should be noted that some speakers display an alternation between the intransitive use
and two different transitive uses. That is, some speakers can take a direct object such as la
notizia ‘the news’ (359c) but the recipient remains prepositional. Other speakers can even treat
the theme as a direct object (359d), yet these alternations are non standard and not accepted
by all speakers. However, inversion structures occurring with broad focus are only possible
with the intransitive use (359e,f).

Concentrating then on the intransitive directional use, let us now carry out some basic tests
of unaccusativity in order to test if we see coercion of an unergative with a directional goal as
a resultative unaccusative (cf. Hoekstra and Mulder 1990; Levin and Rappaport Hovav 1995).

In the first instance telefonare takes avere ‘have’ as its auxiliary and is not compatible with
essere ‘be’, indicating it cannot be coerced (Burzio 1986); compare (360a,b).

(360) a. Giovanni
Giovanni

*è/ha
*is/has

telefonato.
telephoned

‘Giovanni has called/telephoned.’
b. Giovanni

Giovanni
è/*ha
is/has

arrivato.
arrived

‘Giovanni has arrived.’ (Silva 2001:79)
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Neither does it show plural agreement with impersonal si as unaccusatives do (361a) which
core unaccusatives do (compare 361b).

(361) a. Si
si
è
is.sg

telefonat-o/*i.
called-sg/*pl

‘Somebody/we called.’
b. Si

si
è
is.sg

arrivat-i.
arrived-pl

‘Somebody has /we have arrived.’ (D’Alessandro 2007:182-3)

Finally, at first sight it also appears that telefonare does not allow cliticization of ne with a
postverbal subject:

(362) a. *Ne
ne

telefoneranno
telephone.fut.3pl

molti.
many

‘Many of them will call.’
b. Ne

ne
arriveranno
arrive.fut.3pl

molti.
many

‘Many of them will arrive.’ (Silva 2001:79)

However, as was the case with unergative manner-of-motion verbs, we see that contexts
do exist in which telefonare can combine with ne, as has been reported by Lonzi (1985), Levin
and Rappaport Hovav (1995), and Bentley (2006). Once again, this appears limited to stage-
level predicates (Bentley 2006) in broad-focus contexts and must take the interpretation of a
speaker-oriented goal (Levin and Rappaport Hovav 1995:277).

(363) Ti
refl.2sg

accorgerai
realize.2sg.fut

che
that

in
in
quest’ufficio
this-office

ne
ne
telefonano
telephone

davvero
really

molti,
many

di
of

stranieri.
foreigners

‘You’ll realize that many of them - foreigners - call this office.’ (ex. 71b Lonzi
1985:113)

Indeed, we have seen that ne may not be a completely reliable reliable determinant of
syntactic unaccusativity. For due diligence, let us conduct some basic agentivity tests once
more. According to my consultants both an instrumental adjunct and control into purpose
clauses are possible in covert LI with agentive unergative verbs.
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(364) a. ha
has

chiamato/telefonato
called/phoned

Giorgio
Giorgio

con
with

il
the
suo
his
cellulare
new

nuovo!
cellphone

‘Giorgio called us/here with his new cellphone.’
b. ha

has
chiamato/telefonato
called/phoned

Giorgio
Giorgio

per
for
dirci
tell-us

che
that

ha
has

vinto
won

un
a
premio!
prize

‘Giorgio called us in order to tell us that he won a prize!”

Agentive adverbs expressing intention do appear possible, yet judgements vary. For in-
stance, for speakers of mainland southern dialects such as those spoken in Lazio (365a) is
grammatical (p.c. Valentina Colasanti), but northern and Sicilian consultants report degrad-
ing in a final position under broad focus. However, these adverbs appear improved if they
occupy a sentence initial topic position and take a contrastive reading (p.c. Silvio Cruschina)
(365b). With adverbs such as di proposito ‘deliberately’, the sentence was rated particularly
poorly by native speakers; this seems to relate to the fact that calling/telephoning is inherently
intentional and thus it is peculiar to emphasize it. However, a late and perhaps adjunctival
adverbial expressing unintentional meaning per sbaglio ’accidentally’ is felicitous in a position
within the broad-focus structure (365c). Indeed, this final instance is also modifiable with an
adverbial instrumental clause ‘by sitting down on his cellphone’.

(365) a. Ha
has

chiamato/telefonato
called/phoned

Giorgio
Giorgio

(?)spontaneamente!
spontaneously

‘Giorgio spontaneously called us/here’
b. Spontaneamente,

Spontaneously
ha
has

chiamato/telefonato
called/phoned

Giorgio!
Giorgio

Spontaneously, Giorgio called us/here!
c. Ha

has
chiamato/telefonato
called/phoned

Giorgio
Giorgio

per
for
sbaglio,
mistake

sedendosi
sitting-refl

sul
on-the

cellulare!
cellphone

Giorgio called us by mistake by sitting down on his cellphone.

These facts then appear to confirm that verbs like telefonare and chiamare retain agentive
syntax, i.e., the subject DP is consistently merged in Spec,VoiceP and it is not possible to coerce
the root into an unaccusative syntax.

In sum, I have shown that we are not dealing with unaccusative structures in Italian LI when
it involves manner-of-motion verbs expressing located motion or inherently agentive verbs
with directed goals. I do not have the space here to carry out an in depth lexical semantic
investigation of each verb class for Hebrew or Romance; further work should look to make
explicit comparisons between inversions involving located and directed motion readings in
Italian, French, and Hebrew. However, it is important to address how LI structures can be
derived in the first place for uncoerced unergatives in languages that permit them like Italian.
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6.6.4 Deriving inversion with unergatives
Given that an unergative verb merges its agent DP in Spec,VoiceP, a position higher than the
merge site of the lexical verb, we must ask how the agent subject ends up after the verb. The
structures for the two types of unergative verb available in Italian LI are as follows: resultative
telefonare taking a goal argument (see 366), and for the non-resultative use of manner-of-motion
verbs (see 367), i.e. located motion. It should be noted that the order of v and √verb has no
effect on inversion, yet the two types are shown for clarity of exposition.

(366)
VoiceP

Voice

vP

goal

pPv

√
telefonarev

Voice{λx.Agent(x)}

DP

(367)
VoiceP

Voice

vP

location

pPv

v√
camminare

Voice{λx.Agent(x)}

DP

Recall that being a full NSL, Italian is known to have particularly flexible word order. I have
already discussed that a locative or goal argument is capable of satisfying SoP requirements
on TP, while D/ϕ features typically associated with the EPP are valued by the finite verb
(Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou 1998; §3). Thus, raising of the spatio-deictic argument to
a clause initial position is not problematic as long as the DP agent is not the SoP. Yet, in the
structure in (368), we can see that once the locative argument has been raised, be it a pP or a
silent location proLOC, we must still explain how subject-verb inversion is derived.
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(368)
TP

T

VoiceP

Voice

vP

pPiv
telefonare/camminare

Voice{λx.Agent(x)}

DP

T

pPi/proLOC

In fact, there are two types of sentence that need explanation: simple tense forms such as
(369a,b), and compound tenses such as (370a,b).

(369) a. Telefonó
phoned.3sg

Giorgio!
Giorgio

‘Giorgio called (us/here)’.
b. Sul

on-the
marciapiede
pavement

camminava
walk.imperf.pst.3sg

Giorgio.
Giorgio

‘Giorgio was walking on the pavement’.

(370) a. Ha
has

telefonato
phoned

Giorgio!
Giorgio

‘Giorgio called (us/here)’.
b. Sul

on-the
marciapiede
parvement

ha
has

camminato
walked

Giorgio.
Giorgio

‘Giorgio walked on the pavement’.

Subject-verb inversion in instances of both overt and covert LI with simple tense forms
are syntactically straightforward. This is because v-to-T movement produces the inversion
naturally:
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(371) TP

T′

VoiceP

Voice′

vP

pPivt

VoiceGiorgio
{λx.Agent(x)}

DP

T
telefonó/camminava

pPi/proLOC

While I have not conducted unaccusativity and agentivity tests for the Hebrew equivalent
in (358) with lehitkasher ‘to call’, the same analysis as (371) is potentially applicable if agen-
tive syntax is retained. Further work should look to test typically agentive verbs involving
directional goals in inversion structures in Hebrew (but see Borer 2010).

However, inversions involving compound tenses such as (370a,b) are more complex given
that the past participle does not move to T. Moreover, while subjects in narrow focus occur
sentence finally in Italian (Cinque 1995), a dislocation operation is of the DP subject under
broad focus would be an ad-hoc operation. However, inversion of the in-situ subject and parti-
ciple of the lexical verb is possible since Italian past participles and also infinitives are known
to move out of vP above the Merge site of EA (Belletti 1990:78; Cinque 1995, 1999). Although
there is some debate to the exact position, let us for now assume that this position lies out-
side the Voice/vP domain (but see D’alessandro and Roberts 2008). For simplicity, I label this
phrase Part(iciple)P, yet I do not wish to make any strong or novel claims regarding this posi-
tion. Therefore, movement of the participle out of the Voice-domain means that the participle
moves above the agent DP, giving rise to inversion in the same way as v-to-T movement does
for LI involving simple tenses. The structure is given in (372).
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(372) TP

T′

PartP

VoiceP

Voice′

vP

pPivt

VoiceGiorgio
{λx.Agent(x)}

DP

Part
telefonato/caminato

T
ha

pPi/proLOC

Finally, let us turn briefly to French as a point of comparison for verbs like telefonare.
Regardless of the presence of v-to-T movement, French does not allow LI of the overt or covert
type with téléphoner (373). This is down to the fact that French possesses a D/ϕ-related EPP
that must be satisfied by XP movement and does not have participle raising. Thus, simple
or compound tenses make no difference because the agent DP is always the closest D/ϕ-goal.
This means that téléphoner is generally incompatible with absolute inversion contexts, as even
if téléphoner can license proEXP, the DP subject is always closer to T. Moreover, the SoP status
of any overt or silent locative is of little consequence, given that they would simply land in
in a higher specifier position of T (§5.2.3). The structure is given in (374), although I remain
agnostic on the SoP status of any spatio-deictic argument; it is equally possible that the subject
DP simultaneously acts to value δSoP and D/ϕ-features in a single specifier position.

(373) * (*ici/nous)
(here/us)

a
has

téléphoné
phoned

Jean
Jean

/
/
quelqu’un.
someone

Intended: ‘Jean/someone called here/us.’
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(374) TP

T′

T′

VoiceP

Voice′

vP

pPjv
téléphoné

Voice

DPi

T
a

Jean

DPi

pPj/proLOC

Finally, inversion with expletive il with téléphoner is likewise ungrammatical 375. Note
that il necessarily gives rise to DE, thus a late definite subject is completely ungrammatical, but
even an indefinite is ungrammatical and only slightly improved via analogy with impersonal
contexts that are unavailable for téléphoner.

(375) */?? Il
expl

a
has

téléphoné
phoned

quelqu’un.
someone

I have not had time to examine the syntax of French or Hebrew manner of motion verbs
giving located motion readings in LI. Future work should apply unaccusative and agentivity
diagnostics to such verbs. Moreover, a full cross-linguistic study should compare the availab-
ility of LI in detail with different lexical semantic subclasses of verbs in order to provide the
same kind of typology at the lexical semantic level as I have done in Chapters 4 and 5 for EPP
and SoP satisfaction.

6.7 Conclusion and future prospects
In this chapter, I have conducted an in-depth discussion of argument structural issues surround-
ing LI in English. I have argued that LI in English is a phenomenon related to unaccusativity,
as opposed to simply correlated with it (cf. Levin and Rappaport Hovav 1995). The most im-
portant and perhaps controversial claim has been that LI in English with manner-of-motion
and some activity verbs involves coercion to an unaccusative structure, regardless of whether
the verb has a directed motion or located motion/existence type meaning. Therefore, we may
divide verbs participating in LI into three broad categories:
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i. Pure unaccusatives involving appearance, speaker-oriented motion/ directed motion, and
existence predicates;

ii. coerced manner-of-motion unergatives with directed motion predicates;

iii. coerced manner-of-motion and activity verbs as unaccusatives expressing a simple locative
meaning, i.e., existence in a state of x at a location

The classification of group (iii) as unaccusatives is particularly controversial and in direct
contradiction of seminal claims by (Levin and Rappaport Hovav 1995). In support of these
claims, I employed the ‘again’-test (von Stechow 1996; Alexiadou and Schäfer 2011) which
showed the availability of a restitutive reading for indefinite themes; this indicates that the
themes of typically agentive unergative verbs participating in LI are in fact merged in the
small-clause structure under v. Moreover, it was shown that verbs in English LI fail typical
tests of agentivity or are at the very best extremely marked, indicating that either a Voice layer
is missing completely (Kratzer 1996; Schäfer 2008; Alexiadou et al. 2015) or lacks the features
and semantics capable of introducing a DP agent in its specifier (Irwin 2012, 2018; Legate
2014; Kastner 2016, 2020), depending on the theoretical model used for agentive verbs.

Notable exceptions to these generalisations presented by Levin and Rappaport Hovav (1995)
were argued to be confounds involving Heavy-NP Shift, i.e., in cases were an exceptionally
heavy agent DP and a locative argument co-occur, we see psuedo instances of LI which are
either not subject to the same constraints or allow typically incompatible verbs to invert (cf.
Culicover and Levine 2001).

Furthermore, I suggested that the covert perceiver/observer argument, i.e., the experiencer
proEXP is merged in a high position in SC taking scope over the entire result/state in the same
way as restitutive again. However, further work is required to nail down an exact analysis,
given that conceivable alternatives exist.

Finally, the pervasive unaccusative behaviour of English LI was compared specifically with
Italian, an NSL. It was shown that manner-of-motion verbs with a located motion reading, e.g.,
camminare ‘walk’ and certain agentive unergatives with directional goals of the telefonare-type
‘to phone/call’ retain their unergative agentive syntax, i.e., an active thematic Voice layer (cf.
Kratzer 1996; Schäfer 2008; Alexiadou et al. 2015). It was argued that LI remains available in
these contexts due to the combination of the EPP satisfying properties of the finite verb, v-to-T
movement, participle movement above Voice, and SoP satisfaction via a covert or overt spatio-
temporal argument. There has not been the space for a detailed lexical semantic investigation
into the structure of verbs and verb classes participating in LI for Hebrew or French, as there
was for EPP and SoP requirements in Chapters 2 and 3. Likewise, the investigation of the
argument structure of Italian LI can only be considered a first step. Therefore, future work
must explicitly compare the lexical semantics of LI in all four languages in order to extend the
typology.

Let us now move on to the next part of this dissertation where I shall discuss the syn-
tax of a non-canonical subject position in the C-domain in the German urban contact variety
Kiezdeutsch.
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Unexpected Subject Positions:
Verb-Third in Kiezdeutsch and the

rise of a subject position
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Chapter 7

Rethinking Verb-Third in
Kiezdeutsch:V2-Violations,
Resumption, and Microvariation

7.1 Introduction
Kiezdeutsch (‘[Neighbour]hood-German’), an urban contact variety of German characterized by
a multilingual and multi-ethnic speaker base, has received repeated attention for a matrix verb-
third pattern comprising an initial frame-setting adverb(ial) followed by a topic subject and
then the finite verb (henceforth Vfin) (376a) (Wiese 2006, 2009; Wiese et al. 2009; Freywald
et al. 2011, 2015; Schalowski 2015, 2017; Te Velde 2017; Hinterhölzl 2017; Walkden 2017;
Westergaard et al. 2019; Wiese 2012; Alexiadou and Lohndal 2018; Wiese and Müller 2018;
Wiese et al. 2020); the template is given in (376b).

(376) a. jetzt
now

er
he
explodiert
explodes

oder
or

so
so

‘Now he’ll explode or something.’ (KiDKo-mu, MuH25MA_11)
b. [Frame Setter [subjecttopic [Vfin ]]

This order is exceptional because it violates the strict V2 system of Standard German
(377a,b,c).

(377) a. *jetzt
now

er
he
explodiert
explodes

b. jetzt
now

explodiert
explodes

er
he

c. er
he
explodiert
explodes

jetzt
now
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V2 violations along the lines of (376) have been reported for a series of urban contact
varieties across V2 languages, e.g., German, Danish, Swedish, Norwegian (see Freywald et al.
2015; Walkden 2017) and Dutch (Meelen et al. 2020), in addition to several historical V2
varieties in Romance (Wolfe 2015, 2018, 2019), and Germanic (van Kemenade 1987; Walkden
2014, 2015, 2017). I refer to the order in (376) as %V3 in order to distinguish it from other
verb-third structures associated with resumption phenomena, i.e., Hanging Topics and Left
Dislocation or some other complex phrasal movement (see Müller 2003, 2005)1.

%V3 should must likewise be distinguished from superficial V2 violations in German in-
volving vP movement to a specifier position in the C-domain (378) (Müller 2004b; Fanselow
2004), as opposed to movement of a single XP. These surface V2 violations do not formally viol-
ate the V2 constraint on account of the vP counting as a single syntactic constituent. Moreover,
scrambling in the Voice/vP domain in combination with vP raising can potentially produce V4,
V5, and V6 surface orders, yet it these are particularly marked (see den Besten and Webelhuth
1990; Fanselow 2004) (379).

(378) [vPden
the.acc

Farbfilm
colour-film

vergessen]
forgotten.ptcp

hat
has

Michael.
Michael

‘Michael has forgotten the colour film.’

(379) a. [vPgestern
yesterday

hier
here

dem
the.dat

Kind
child

den
the.acc

Stern
star

gezeigt]
shown

hatte
had

sie
she

b. hier dem Kind den Stern gezeigt hatte sie gestern
c. dem Kind den Stern gezeigt hatte sie gestern hier
d. den Stern gezeigt hatte sie gestern hier dem Kind
e. gezeigt hatte sie gestern hier dem Kind den Stern

‘she had shown the star to the child here yesterday.’ (ex.7, Fanselow 2004:43)

Crucially, %V3 involving a preverbal object DP (380) is generally absent in Kiezdeutsch
data reported to date and is considered largely unacceptable (Freywald et al. 2015; Walkden
2017; Wiese and Müller 2018). While several formal analyses for %V3 have been posited, they
either have the potential to over-generate fronted objects (Walkden 2017; Hinterhölzl 2017)
or are overly restrictive (Te Velde 2017), as shall become clear.

(380) *Gestern
yesterday

den
the

Hund
dog

habe
have

ich
I
gesehen.
seen

Intended: ‘Yesterday I saw the dog.’

Moreover, previous studies have not considered Kiezdeutsch %V3 within the context of
verb-third distributions which do not involve vP fronting, such as Left Dislocation (LD) (381)
or Hanging Topic Left Dislocation (HTLD) (382). These involve a dislocated XP high in the
1. The diacritic % does not convey any judgment about the grammaticality of the utterances.
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C-domain picked up by a resumptive pronoun in a lower position. LD and HTLD feature un-
controversially in more standard spoken German (Grohmann 1997, 2000, 2003; Shaer and Frey
2004; Frey 2004b).

(381) Den
he.acc

Balli,
ball.acc

deni
it.acc.rp

fängt
catches

der
the
Hund.
dog

‘The ball, the dog is chasing it.’

(382) Der
the

Balli,
ball.nom

der
the
Hund
dog

hat
has

ihni
it.acc.rp

gefangen.
caught

‘The ball, the dog chased the ball.’

In a similar vein, there is some consensus that Frame Setters, HTs, and LD-topics all oc-
cupy high positions in the left periphery (Benincà and Poletto 2004; Wolfe 2019). Indeed,
Wolfe (2015, 2018, 2019) finds that several strict V2 languages allow some form of %V3, LD,
and HTLD to co-occur, while other violations are ruled out. Consequently, this study asks if
in Kiezdeutsch LD, HTLD, and %V3 show distributional parallels or if %V3 really is a very
particular construction.

In Section (7.2), I lay out the full breadth of the problem, discussing previous literature
and analyses for %V3 in Kiezdeutsch. Section 7.3 contains theoretical argumentation that
any model of %V3 must also be able to deal with comparable verb-third distributions such
as, Left Dislocation and Hanging Topic Left Dislocation. In Section 7.4, I present a corpus
study comparing Kiezdeutsch speakers with each other and with adult monolingual Germans
for %V3, LD, and HTLD. This study finds indicators that the preference for preverbal subjects
in %V3 extends to LD and HTLD for most speakers in the Kiezdeutsch sample. However, the
apparent preverbal-subject constraint is in fact a restriction against objects, in that spatio-
temporal adverbs may also occupy the subject position. In Chapter 8, I propose a unified
syntactic analysis which rules out fronted objects but not subjects or spatio-temporal adverbs
in Kiezdeutsch verb-third distributions; moreover, I apply the proposed theory to standard and
spoken German, showing that small variations in the feature system can lead to a more or less
flexible system or one without %V3.

7.2 Background
Kiezdeutsch is a well-documented example of an urban contact variety of German. It has been
labelled a multiethnolect on account of the heterogeneity of its speaker base (Wiese 2006,
2009; Wiese et al. 2012; Freywald et al. 2011, 2015). Most speakers - but not all - are second or
third generation Germans and heritage speakers of Turkish, Arabic, or Kurdish, among others.
Kiezdeutsch speakers are reportedly dominant in German, the majority language (Wiese 2009;
Wiese et al. 2012) in that it is their chief language outside the home. This section provides
background to Kiezdeutsch %V3 from both a data and theoretical perspective. After a brief
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discussion of the empirical situation as described in the literature, I explore previous syntactic
analyses, their strengths and potential shortcomings.

7.2.1 %V3 distributions in Kiezdeutsch
Kiezdeutsch %V3 follows a distinct pattern: [Frame Setter>subjecttopic>Vfin] (Wiese 2009;
Freywald et al. 2015; Walkden 2017; Wiese and Müller 2018). The initial adverbial is most
generally a frame-setting constituent (Wiese et al. 2009; Schalowski 2015, 2017; Freywald
et al. 2015; Walkden 2017), i.e., constituents providing an ‘interpretational frame or anchor in
terms of time, place, condition or as a contextualizer’ (cf. Chafe 1976; Krifka 2008; Freywald
et al. 2015). Frame Setters have traditionally been considered a subtype of topic (Chafe 1976;
Jacobs 2001). The initial Frame Setter in Kiezdeutsch is typically but not always a temporal
adverbial. The most common initial adverb is dann ‘then’ (383). Schalowski (2015, 2017)
consider dann and danach ‘thereafter’ to be temporal linking conjunctions as opposed to Frame
Setters. However, given the wider observation that temporal and other frame-setting adverbs
are compatible with %V3, I see no benefit in formally distinguishing them (see also Walkden
2017:55). Walkden (2017) also finds non-temporal adverbial adjuncts to be available; these
are generally discourse adverbs and some CPs (384). However, initial locative adverbials may
also participate in %V3 (p.c. Walkden; this dissertation) (385).

(383) Temporal-discourse linker
[Dann]
then

wir
we
haben
have

uns
us
gestritten.
argued

‘Then we argued.’ (KiDKo-mu, MuH9WT_05)

(384) Temporal/conditional adverbial
[Wenn
if

der
the
mann
man

dis
this

HÖRT],
hears

er
he
wird
will

sagen
say

‘If the man hears this, he will say…’ (KiDKo-mu, MuH9WT cf. Walkden 2017:7)

(385) Locative adverbial
[Bei
By

uns
us
in
in
der
the.dat

Schule]
school

einer
one.indef

heißt
means

“SPK15”.
“SPK15”

‘by us in school, one person is called “SPK15”’. (KiDKo-mu, SPK101, MuH12MD_08)

The immediately preverbal constituent is typically a subject pronoun, but full DP preverbal
subjects are easily found in the data (Wiese 2009; Freywald et al. 2015; Te Velde 2017; Walkden
2017). Wiese (2009) states that the preverbal subject hosts ‘sentence topics’; we can under-
stand these as topics in the sense of Gundel (1985) and Reinhart (1981) bearing an aboutness
component (Frey 2004a) but not inherently requiring d-linking. This kind of topic can newly
introduce a referent rest that the utterance is about (Vermeulen 2012:80); in the terminology
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employed in the previous chapters, we can understand these as canonical subject DPs acting as
SoP.However, more recently, Freywald et al. (2015) and Walkden (2017) have considered the
preverbal constituent to most often constitute a familiar topic, since it is usually either given
or a salient discourse referent. Frascarelli and Hinterhölzl (2007:88) define a familiar topic as
‘given or accessible (cf. Chafe 1976) constituent, which is typically destressed and realized in a
pronominal form (Pesetsky 1987)’. Familiar topics are often d-linked providing topic continu-
ity (Givón 1983), yet when they are not d-linked they must refer to a non-new aboutness topic
(Schwabe and Winkler 2007:22). However, a non-given yet contextually salient discourse ref-
erent need not be a familiar topic, but can equally encode aboutness or contrast. For example,
the subject of (385) is neither d-linked nor given, ergo not a familiar topic. Broadly speaking,
(385) simply specifies who the utterance is about, constituting a sentence topic in the sense of
Reinhart (1981); Gundel (1985); Vermeulen (2012). In sum, while preverbal familiar topics in
%V3 are frequent, it is rather a tendency than a strict constraint (p.c. Wiese, see also Wiese
2009).

A remarkable feature of Kiezdeutsch %V3 is that preverbal objects are largely absent from
reported data and reportedly rejected by Kiezdeutsch speakers (Walkden 2017:55). Given that
OVfinS or Frame-VfinS instances of V2 are unproblematic both in Kiezdeutsch and Standard
German (Wiese 2009), a restriction against preverbal objects is derivationally peculiar. Neither
corpus analysis by Walkden (2017), who finds 159 instances of %V3, nor by Wiese and Müller
(2018) (165 instances) report noteworthy preverbal objects in Kiezdeutsch %V3. However,
Schalowski (2017) does find a rare counter example (386), yet little evidence suggests it to
constitute an option widespread in most speakers’ grammars.

(386) [Danach
afterwards

dann]
then

[das]
this

schneiden
cut

die
they

aus.
out

‘Afterwards then, they cut this out.’ (Schalowski 2017:18, [KiDKo-mu, MuH9WT])

Other infrequent exceptions to a preverbal-subject preference include light spatio-temporal
adverbs such as da ‘there/then’ or hier ‘here’ (Walkden 2017) (387). These appear to act as
physical or temporal location. In this sense, these adverbs also appear to act as the Subject
of Predication in the sense developed so far and by Cardinaletti (2004). Consequently, Adv-
Advloc/temp-Vfin patterns like (387) more resemble Adv-SVfin than Adv-OVfin in (386).

(387) und
and

dann
then

hier
here

ist
is
auch
also

noch
again

ein
a
Loch.
hole

‘and then here is also another hole.’ (KiDKo-mu, MuH27WT_07)

If all %V3 is derived from a formal restriction for Adv-SVfin, this would be particularly
challenging for present syntactic models of V2. However, if fronted preverbal adverbs and
fronted objects are considered to result from the same operation, i.e., fronting of a topic to the
preverbal position, then there is no need to posit any (formal) restriction for preverbal subjects
(Schalowski 2015, 2017; Walkden 2017). Nonetheless, aside from spatio-temporal adverbs
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that also participate in LI in other languages, I have not presented strong evidence against a
preverbal subject position in %V3.

Finally, Standard German or traditional varieties of German dialects generally lack %V3
of the kind reported for Kiezdeutsch. Walkden (2017) finds that young monolingual speakers
produce significantly fewer and more unreliable instances of %V3; it was not clear that these
instances were not errors. However, limited instances of %V3 have also been attested for adult
spoken German (Schalowski 2015, 2017; Wiese and Rehbein 2016; Wiese and Müller 2018;
Bunk 2020; Wiese et al. 2020). Wiese and Müller (2018) and Bunk (2020) consider %V3 a core
but overlooked feature of the spoken German repertoire, beyond its notoriety in Kiezdeutsch.
Bunk finds 46 examples in corpus analysis and several more from fieldnotes. However, given
that examples from more standard spoken German are so rare, there is not yet consensus if %V3
is genuine option in German beyond Kiezdeutsch or if some conflicting pragmatic/syntactic-
processing primitive exists that shapes production errors (see Wiese et al. 2020). Nonetheless,
a fine level of microvariation may exist at the interspeaker level even outside the confines
of multilingual/ethnic communities; I revisit these hypotheses from a syntactic perspective in
section (8.6).

I now move on to present previous formal approaches to Kiezdeutsch %V3.

7.2.2 Previous analyses and the syntax of V2
A basic definition of V2 can be made in Holmberg’s (2015:375) terms, that V2 has two core
components:

i. A functional head in the left periphery attracts the finite verb.

ii. This functional head wants a constituent moved to its specifier position.

This takes into account the observation by den Besten (1983) that V2 results from V-to-C
movement and the movement of some other XP to Spec,CP, and also the idea that the C-domain
is complex, either via CP-recursion (see Iatridou and Kroch 1992; Vikner 1995, 2001) or in the
form of an articulated Split-CP (Rizzi 1997b; Frascarelli and Hinterhölzl 2007). %V3 presents
two core problems for a formal model of V2: a) the occurrence of two constituents before Vfin,
and b) the observation that the preverbal element is almost always a subject.

Firstly, German does not have a subject-related EPP (Haider 1993, 1997, 2010; Richards
and Biberauer 2005; Biberauer and Roberts 2010) giving rise to a dedicated subject position
in Spec,TP, as established in Chapter 1. Therefore, some version of a subject requirement or a
restriction against object DPs is a particularly controversial way of approaching %V3 without
other evidence. In lieu of a EPP-related subject position, the licensing relationship between
a Frame Setter and a preverbal subject position in %V3 is particularly puzzling. Secondly, C-
domain approaches to V2 typically involve a bottleneck (Haegeman 1996; Roberts 2004); that
is, all XPs moving to the C-domain must move through the specifier of the lowest C head (or
FinP in cartographic terms – cf. Rizzi 1997b); a second XP cannot move to the C-domain because
the first XP blocked its path. When both a subject and a frame-setting adverb(ial) somehow
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occupy positions in the C-domain, either some movement operation must bypass the bottleneck
or the Frame Setter must be generated in the left periphery (Walkden 2017; Hinterhölzl 2017;
Samo 2019). The latter proposal has gained traction recently in cross-linguistic work on similar
V2-violations (Poletto 2002; Wolfe 2015, 2018, 2019; Haegeman and Greco 2018; Samo 2019;
Meelen et al. 2020). Both options are striking for German because frame-setting adverbs have
been considered to merge within the T-domain (Frey 2003), although (Hinterhölzl 2017) argues
that reconstruction effects applying to initial Frame Setters show that they are indeed merged
in CP in German. I shall return to the formal origin of the Frame Setter in Chapter 7 (§8.6), yet
it appears that adverbials with frame-setting function may have both CP and TP origins, given
that embedded Frame Setters are possible.

In this section, I compare competing approaches to %V3 in Kiezdeutsch. I ultimately argue
that approaches to date are either too strict or not strict enough. Importantly, I hold that all
approaches overlook the relevance of verb-third-producing resumptive-dislocation strategies,
i.e., LD and HTLD, to the modelling of the Kiezdeutsch V2-system.

7.2.2.1 Discounting V-to-T accounts of %V3
Te Velde (2017) adopts the intuitively attractive approach to the preverbal-subject tendency
that subject-initial V2 clauses involve only V-to-T movement, possessing a subject-attracting
EPP in Spec,TP (cf. Travis 1984, 1991; Zwart 2005). Indeed, this type of analysis has also been
assumed to apply more broadly for heritage languages, L2 speakers, and urban ethnolects by
(Westergaard et al. 2019). Such an analysis views subject-initial V2 clauses as a fundamentally
different clause type with a different structure lacking the V-to-C movement. This contrasts
with standard approaches to V2, which model universal V-to-C movement. Te Velde (2017)
argues that %V3 results from adverbial adjunction via Late Merge in an outer specifier of T
above the subject in Spec,TP (388), although, adjunction in the C-domain is equally as intuitive.

(388) [cp [tp heute [tp
today

ich [t
I

war [vp… ich war
was

Ku‘damm

’Today I was at Kürfurstendamm.’ (ex.14, Te Velde 2017:317)

From a theory-internal perspective, recent work has called into question the existence of
theoretical validity of Late Merge (see Sportiche 2019; Chomsky 2020). However, a TP-analysis
also fails to account for the data already in the public domain. While Te Velde (2017) does
indeed derive an SVfin restriction in line with most but not all of the data, it hinges on prob-
lematic assumptions. Te Velde makes strong but inaccurate claims that only temporal adverbs
may occur in the initial position, a TP-adjunct; however, locative frame-setting adverbs also
regularly occur in %V3 (385, given again as 389).

(389) Bei
By
uns
us
in
in
der
the
Schule
school

einer
one

heißt
calls

„SPK15“
SPK15

‘At our school, someone is called “SPK15”.’ (KiDKo-Mu, MuH12MD_08)
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Moreover, if Te Velde (2017) and Westergaard et al. (2019) are correct that urban multieth-
nolects involve a subject position in Spec,TP, we should predict subject expletives. While Nor-
wegian is known to have TP subject expletives, I cannot find a single instance for Kiezdeutsch.
This suggests that what works for %V3 in one language may not in another.

Finally, Walkden (2017:§4.1) further points out that V-to-T analyses of subject-initial V2
analyses either require a head-initial TP in matrix contexts and head-final TP in embedded
contexts, or require a stipulation of V-to-T movement in matrix contexts and not embedded
contexts if TP is always head-initial. The former is unparsimonious and the latter would be par-
ticularly controversial. Firstly, Kiezdeutsch shows asymmetric V2 with most complementizers;
secondly, and more importantly, the case against V-to-T movement in German has received a
great deal of attention (Haider 1993, 1997, 2010; Vikner 2005). Aside from %V3, there is no
evidence that Kiezdeutsch has innovated a V-to-T movement operation. Let us now move onto
CP approaches to %V3.

7.2.2.2 V-to-C accounts of %V3
In recent years, many approaches to V2 and violations thereof have concentrated on variation
in operations in the C-domain (Poletto 2002; Petrova 2012; Poletto 2014; Walkden 2014, 2015,
2017; Wolfe 2015, 2018, 2019; Haegeman and Greco 2018; Haegeman 2019; Hinterhölzl 2017;
Meelen et al. 2020; among others). Concentrating on Kiezdeutsch, (Walkden 2017) offers
a V-to-C account of %V3, arguing for a compressed version of Frascarelli and Hinterhölzl’s
(2007) split-CP, comprising instead two CP projections. This assumes the underlying order of
articulated projections in the left periphery given in (390); frame-setting adverbs are be merged
in ShiftP (contra Frey 2003) aboutness topics may move there, and familiar topics instead land
in FamP.2

(390) [ForceP [ShiftP [ContrP [FocP [FamP* [FinP
(Frascarelli and Hinterhölzl 2007:112–3)

Walkden compresses the split-CP via Giorgi and Pianesi’s (1997) feature-scattering ap-
proach, instead considering that features associated with multiple projections can in some
languages be bundled on a single head (see also Fuß 2008; Lahne 2009 and Hsu 2017 for sim-
ilar feature bundling/scattering approaches to V2 deviations). For Kiezdeutsch, he proposes
that Frascarelli and Hinterhölzl’s (2007) articulated periphery has been syncretized across two
heads: a low CP (CP1) syncretizing FamP for familiar topics and FinP which hosts Vfin; and
a high CP (CP2) syncretizing everything from Focus to Force (391a). A concrete example is
provided below in (391b,c):
2. Note that a rich formalized distinction of topic types is controversial; see for example Cruschina’s
(2012:18–20) arguments against a formal distinction between familiar topics, a subtype of referential
topic, from other types of referential or aboutness topics.
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(391) a. Walkden’s Kiezdeutsch CP

CP2

C2’

CP1

CP1’

…
TPC1

XP
[±Fam]

C2

XP
[±Shift, ±Contr, ±Foc]

b.
CP2

C2’

CP1

CP1’

Arbeitsamt

TPC1

gehe

DPfam
ich

C2

AdvPshift
Morgen

c. Morgen
Tomorrow

ich
I
gehe
go

Arbeitsamt.
job.centre

‘Tomorrow I will go to the job centre.’ (Walkden 2017:62)

In contrast, Standard German is claimed to make use of a single syncretized C-head (392)
with a single specifier position, creating strict V2.

(392) Walkden’s Standard German CP

CP

C’

…
TPC

XP
[±Shift, ±Contr, ±Foc, ±Fam]

Walkden’s analysis can account for all attested %V3, i.e., preverbal subjects, the few cases
of preverbal adverbs, and the odd preverbal object outliers, on the condition that all preverbal
XPs are familiar topics; although, Walkden does not make any claims that preverbal objects
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occur. Consequently, Walkden’s analysis cannot rule out Adv-OVS, if a ban on preverbal objects
is indeed necessary. Walkden invokes an economy-driven locality argument to rule out regular
preverbal objects in that the subject is closer than the object to C1, yet this leaves open the
question how topic objects ever land in the CP, or why objects scrambled above in-situ subjects
do not seem to participate in %V3.

Looking further afield, Walkden’s proposals fit into a school of articulated analyses consid-
ering %V3 to result from external Merge of frame-setting adverbs in the C-domain (Walkden
2014, 2015; Wolfe 2015, 2018, 2019; Hinterhölzl 2017; Haegeman and Greco 2018; Samo
2019; Meelen et al. 2020). In alternative proposals, Hinterhölzl (2017) suggests a phase-based
typological difference between languages of the Kiezdeutsch type showing %V3, e.g., West
Flemish and other multiethnic V2 varieties, and Standard German, which lacks %V3. He ar-
gues that the latter has a phonological requirement that the finite verb moves to Force, leaving
only one position available for a preverbal element; a frame-setter would simply raise from
ShiftP immediately below Force to Spec,Force (393), ruling out %V3. On the other hand,
Kiezdeutsch and West Flemish lack this prosodic requirement; consequently, Vfin moves to
FinP, the subject to Spec,Fin, and the Frame Setter merges higher in the C-domain giving rise
to %V3 (394).

(393) [ForceP (Subj / Frame) (Vfin) [FinP ...]] Standard German

(394) [ForceP (Frame) [FinP ((Subj) Vfin ) ...]] Kiezdeutsch

This account, however, also fails to rule out Adv-OVS nor explain the prominence of the
preverbal subject. Moreover, it is not clear how the proposed phonological requirement in
Standard German allows perfectly acceptable V2-violations, such as Left Dislocation (395) or
Hanging Topic Left Dislocation (396). While both Walkden (2017) and Hinterhölzl (2017)
present powerful analyses, their proposals require some modification if a) a restriction against
preverbal objects is taken seriously, and b) other verb-third distributions are not to be ruled
out.

(395) LD
[Den
The.acc

Kucheni],
cake,

deni
it.acc

hat
has

Paul
Paul

gebacken.
baked

‘The cake, Paul baked it’

(396) HTLD
[Der
the.nom

Kucheni],
cake

Paul
Paul

hat
has

ihni
it.rp.acc

gebacken.
baked

‘The cake, Paul baked it’

Alternative analyses of similar verb-third patterns across Romance and Germanic instead
posit that Frame Setters are merged in a FrameP projection immediately dominating ForceP
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(Wolfe 2015, 2018, 2019; Haegeman and Greco 2018; Meelen et al. 2020). Thus any XP in
Spec,ForceP and Vfin on Force can give rise to %V3 in the presence of a frame-setter. Such an
analysis is suggested by Sluckin and Bunk (forthcoming) who frame Kiezdeutsch V3 withing a
Wolfian typology (see 397). Such an approach is compatible with all dislocation phenomena
in KD, as well as the %V3. Nonetheless, a Force-V2 analysis cannot prevent preverbal objects,
nor can it answer why Frame Setters do not always give rise to %V3, a problem for all proposed
theories.

(397)
FrameP

Frame′

ForceP

Force′

TopP

Top′

FocP

FinP

Fin′

Arbeitsamt

TPFin
gehe

DPi

Foc

Top

DPi

Force
gehe

DPi
ich

Frame

AdvP
Morgen

(Sluckin and Bunk forthcoming)

In sum, a shortcoming in the literature concerning Kiezdeutsch %V3 has been oversight of
%V3 within the context of other permissible verb-third patterns (with the exception of Sluckin
and Bunk forthcoming), and why Frame Setters do not always trigger %V3. I now turn to
consider if commonalities exist between %V3 and less exceptional resumptive verb-third struc-
tures, i.e., LD with an integrated dislocate (395) and HTLD containing a unintegrated dislocate
(396).
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7.3 Resumption phenomena and what they can tell us
about V2 and %V3

In contrast to %V3, Standard German permits two similar verb-third resumptive structures that
do not violate the formal requirements of V2: LD and HTLD. Both involve argument doubling,
whereby a full DP argument or adverbial XP occupies the left-most edge of the clause, higher
than the preverbal XP. The main difference between LD and HTLD lies in the syntactic integ-
ration of the dislocate and how it arrives at the left-most position; the dislocate in LD (398) is
widely (but not universally) considered to be integrated and involve a movement operation,
while HTLD (399) is considered to involve an unintegrated externally merged dislocate (Alt-
mann 1981; Grohmann 1997, 2000, 2003; Grewendorf 2002a,b, 2009; Frey 2004b; Shaer and
Frey 2004).

(398) LD
[Den
the.acc

Kucheni],
cake,

deni
it.acc

hat
has

Paul
Paul

gebacken.
baked

‘The cake, Paul baked it.’

(399) HTLD
[Der
the.nom

Kucheni],
cake

Paul
Paul

hat
has

ihni
it.rp.acc

gebacken.
baked

‘The cake, Paul baked it.’

Recent cross-linguistic studies on verb-third phenomena have modelled %V3, HTLD, and
LD similarly. Namely, HTs, LD topics, and Frame Setters are thought to occupy the same or
neighbouring positions high in the left periphery (Benincà and Poletto 2004; Wolfe 2015, 2019;
Samo 2019). This has been modelled as ShiftP (Frascarelli and Hinterhölzl 2007), a Sc(ene-
setter)P (Haegeman 2000), a GroundP (Poletto and Pollock 2004); or most prolifically in recent
V2 literature, a FrameP (Wolfe 2015, 2019; Haegeman and Greco 2018; Meelen et al. 2020).
Haegeman and Greco (2018) consider FrameP as the likely merge point for Hanging Topics,
drawing comparison to Cinque’s HP (2008) HP, an empty-headed phrase which is essentially
a type of adjunctival CP (see also Grohmann 2003).

Moreover, it is crucial to consider the total breadth of V2 violations in determining the
appropriate syntax for any V2 system. Indeed, Wolfe (2015, 2018, 2019) develops a typology
of V2 based on largely Romance and some Germanic data. His crucial empirical finding is that
two principal types of V2 language exist:

i. Those allowing V2 violations involving two or more fronted XPs encoding a range of
information-structural values, e.g., topic* > focus, etc. (Early Medieval Romance, Later
Old Occitan, Sicilian, Middle Low German, Early Old High German, Old English)

ii. Those allowing V2 violations only involving some combination of initial Frame Setters,
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LD, or HTLD. (Later Old French, Spanish, Venetian; Later Old, Middle, New High German;
Surmeiran and Vallader Rhaeto Romance, Modern German and Dutch, San Leonardo Rhaeto-
Romance)

The former type is considered to involve V-movement to Fin, making the entire left peri-
phery available to multiple XPs before Vfin (400a). The latter type, however, is characterized
by further movement of Vfin to Force (400b). This view considers that verb-third orders in a
Force-V2 system are limited to Frame Setters, HTs, and LD-topics in the so-called frame field (cf.
Benincà and Poletto 2004), condensable as the aforementioned FrameP above ForceP (Wolfe
2015, 2018, 2019; Haegeman and Greco 2018).

(400) a. [FrameP(Frame-setter/HT/LD)[ForceP[TopP(XP)[FocP(XP)[FinPXP[FinVfin…
b. [FrameP(Frame-setter/HT/LD)[ForcePXP[ForceVfin[TopP[FocP[FinPXP[FinVfin...

(Wolfe 2019)

Interestingly, Force-V2 languages such as Modern German appear to belong to a subtype of
(400b), in that %V3 is generally unavailable, but LD and HTLD are unproblematic. On the other
hand, as we have seen, for Kiezdeutsch %V3 is well reported but LD and HTLD have received
little attention. On the other hand, empirical work by Walkden (2017) and Wiese and Müller
(2018) presents no data to suggest violations typical of Wolfe’s Fin-V2 languages in Kiezdeutsch.
Therefore, comparing LD, HTLD and %V3 is desirable in order to better understand the syntactic
variation at hand in Kiezdeutsch and its consequences for a formal analysis.

Before further discussing any interaction between %V3 and resumption, let us set out an
approach to LD and HTLD in more detail. This serves not only as the basis for a theoretical
discussion but also informs the parameters of the empirical study presented in this work.

7.3.1 Diagnosing LD and HTLD
LD is a common verb-third-producing resumptive-dislocation pattern predominant spoken Ger-
man (Altmann 1981; König and Auwera 1988; Grohmann 1997, 2000, 2003; Grewendorf
2002b,a, 2009; Frey 2004b; Shaer and Frey 2004). A dislocated XP occupies a position in the
left periphery and is resumed by a resumptive d-pronoun (demonstrative der, die, das) agreeing
in Case and ϕ-features (Altmann 1981; Grewendorf 2002a; Frey 2004b) usually found in the
prefield pre-verbal position, referred to in the German literature as resumptive Spitzenstellung
‘resumptive top-position’ (König and Auwera 1988; Zifonun et al. 1997). The dislocate is in-
tegrated into the clause both syntactically and phonologically. Typical examples of LD include
fronted and resumed objects in O>OVfin (401a), fronted and resumed subject DPs (401b),
or even resumption an adverbial phrase or clause via an adverbial pronoun da ‘there’, dann
‘then’ (402a,b), e.g., conditional, concessive, and causal CPs, and temporal and local CPs and
PPs (Zifonun et al. 1997). I shall return briefly to the more controversial status of d-pronoun
middle-field resumptives.
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(401) a. [Den
the.acc

Kucheni],
cake,

deni
him.rp.acc

hat
has

Paul
Paul

gebacken.
baked

‘The cake, Paul baked it.’ O>OVfin
b. [Der

the.nom
Pauli],
Paul,

deri
he.rp.nom

backt
bakes

den
the.acc

Kuchen.
cake

‘Paul, he bakes the cake.’ S>SVfin

(402) a. [In
In
der
the.fem.dat

Schulei],
school

dai
there.rp

ist
is
es
it
immer
always

langweilig.
boring

‘At school, it’s always boring (there).’ PP>AdvVfin
b. [Wenn

If
ich
I
das
that

gewusst
known

hättei],
had

danni
then.rp

hätte
had

ich
I
etwas
something

gesagt.
said.ptcp

‘If I had known, then I would have said something.’ CP> AdvVfin

HTLD resembles, LD but there is no restriction for the resumptive pronoun to be a ”weak”
d-pronoun; I take personal pronouns (p-pronouns), e.g. er/ihn/ihm ‘he/him.acc/him.dat’ in
the prefield (403) or in the middle field (404) to be diagnostic for HTLD (Frey 2004b), while the
status of middle field d-resumptive pronouns is less straightforward. Note however that fronted
accusative personal pronouns are rarer in German. Moreover, in HTLD, the dislocate and the
pronoun need not agree for Case (Grohmann 2003; Frey 2004b; Shaer and Frey 2004; Boeckx
and Grohmann 2005). However, while a lack of Case agreement always indicates HTLD, its
presence does not necessarily indicate LD. Frey (2004b) and Samo (2019) show that there is
no ban on Case agreement in HTLD; I refer to Samo (2019:§5.3) for detailed argumentation in
favour of an external-merge analysis of case-marked and non-case-marked HTs.

(403) [Der
the.masc.nom

Ottoi],
Otto,

eri
he.rp.nom

wollte
wanted

aber
but

schlafen.
sleep

‘Otto, he just wanted to sleep.’ S>SVfin
(Shaer and Frey 2004:479)

(404) [Den
The.masc.acc

Fritzi],
Fritz,

ich
I
mag
like

den/ihni
him.rp.acc

‘Fritz, I like him.’ O>SVfin

The status of resumptive d pronouns in the middle field is less clear cut. Altmann (1981:148)
admits that certain middle-field d-pronoun resumptives could satisfy LD criteria (see also Grewen-
dorf 2002a; Frey 2004b). On the other hand, he suggests that HTLD may either take a d- or
p-pronoun form in the middle field. For him, the only distinguishing factors between LD and
HTLD and middle-field resumptives are then prosodic: LD always bears main stress, progredi-
ent intonation and is prosodically inseparable from the clause, while HTLD bears main stress
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and is prosodically separable from the clause, yet there is no requirement that the intonation
be progredient. However, Frey (2004b) argues that prosodic factors are unreliable diagnostics
for differentiating LD and HTLD. While HTLD is associated with a pause, a pause is not in my
view necessarily sufficient evidence of a structural difference, i.e., hesitation. Frey (2004b)
considers the following factors diagnostic:

Frey’s (2004b) diagnostics for LD and HTLD

i. LD permits operator binding, while HTLD does not;
ii. HTLD permits Principle-C binding, while LD does not;

iii. If a resumptive in the middle field precedes a sentential adverb, then it is indicative
of LD, but if it follows it is indicative of HTLD; I refer to Frey (2004b:205) for an
explicit treatment.

While these diagnostics are testable in experimental conditions or with data containing
overt cases of operator binding, Principle-C effects, or sentential adverbs; we cannot reliably
distinguish LD and HTLD in corpus-based or written sources where examples lack these syn-
tactic indicators or phonological annotation. Consequently, given the fact that diagnostics for
LD and HTLD are disputed, I employ the following criteria as the most accurate possible for
corpus analysis:

LD

i. d-pronoun prefield resumptive agreeing in Case and ϕ-features
ii. agreeing d-pronoun middle-field resumptive preceding a sentential adverbial or

showing the effects of operator binding.

HTLD

i. d-pronoun middle-field resumptives showing agreement for Case and ϕ-features
but without any other indicator of LD.3

ii. d-pronoun middle-field resumptives lacking full Case or ϕ agreement
iii. Resumptive personal pronouns in the prefield and middle field regardless of Case

or ϕ agreement.

Now a workable difference between LD and HTLD has been established, let us turn to the
formal analyses of these patterns and their implications for a theory of V2 and the modelling
of %V3.
3. I am aware that this is a controversial position to take (cf. Grohmann 2003) but I refer to Frey (2004b)
and Samo (2019) for a justification that HTLD may show Case agreement. The mechanism by which
the unintegrated dislocate is assigned Case must be left for further work.
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7.3.2 Analysing Resumption
Let us first consider HTLD. HTs are widely considered unintegrated and externally merged in
a projection above the CP locus of V2 (Grohmann 2003; Frey 2004b; Cinque 2008; den Dikken
and Surányi 2017), or rather above the highest C-head in the left periphery (Cinque 2008;
Haegeman and Greco 2018; Wolfe 2019; Samo 2019). While I do not employ a Split-CP (see
Hsu 2017 for further reasoning), I too take HTs to merge directly in a high projection above the
locus of the V2 constraint4, akin to Grohmann’s (2003) adjunct CP or Cinque’s (2008) HP. From
this a verb-third order falls out naturally without violating V2; I assume the basic structure in
(405).

(405) a.
CP

C’

CP

CP

schlafen

TPC
wollte

DP
eri

C

DP
Ottoi

b. Ottoi,
Otto

eri
he.rp

wollte
wanted

schlafen.
sleep.inf

‘Otto, he wanted to sleep.’

Turning to LD, I pursue a big-DP style analysis proposed by Grewendorf (2002a,b, 2009)
in which both the dislocate and the resumptive are merged as part of a complex XP structure
(406a). This structure can apply equally to adverbial PPs (406b).

(406)

a.
DP

D
den

den Studenten

DP

b.
PP

P
da

in der Schule

DP

(adapted from ex.134, Grewendorf 2002b:85)

The complex XP moves to the specifier of a low CP (for Grewendorf 2002a,b, 2009 Spec,FinP)
endowed with the locus of the V2 property. However, the complex XP has carried two elements
4. Boeckx and Grohmann (2005) suggest a movement analysis, which I do not pursue.



7.3. RESUMPTION PHENOMENA, V2 AND %V3 253

to the prefield, thereby bypassing bottleneck efffects. The full DP (or PP) embedded in the spe-
cifier of the dominating XP then moves to a topic position in the left periphery, Grewendorf’s
TopP. For simplicity’s sake, I consider this a recursive CP much like the tree for HTLD in (405).
The structure for LD is given in (407). Thus, the core structural difference between LD and
HTLD is the presence or absence of movement.

(407) a.
CP

C’

CP

CP

[vP [DP ich][[DP]v]

TPC
mag

DP

D
deni

den Studenten

DP

Cden Studenteni

DP

b. [den
the.acc

Studenteni],
student.acc

deni
him.rp.acc

mag
like

ich.
I

‘The student, I like him.’

7.3.3 Frame Setters, HTLD, and LD: commonalities and questions
From the above discussion, it is notable that LD, HTLD and Walkden’s (2017) analysis of %V3
(391) all require at least a double-CP structure, with HTs, LD-topics and Frame Setters all
occupying the specifier of the higher CP. Thus, it stands to reason that these structures should
be considered together when considering the Kiezdeutsch left periphery.

Beyond linearisation, %V3, LD and HTLD share further particular properties which raise
the question as to whether the nature of preverbal position may show commonalities pervasive
across all verb-third phenomena. Firstly, Frame Setters and Hanging Topics share adjunct-
like properties (Walkden 2017; Grohmann 2003). However, while LD-topics end up in more
or less the same position, they are not adjuncts. Nonetheless, Frame Setters and LD-topics
also share some crucial information-structural properties. Dislocated topics in LD are typically
contrastive (Grohmann 1997, 2000, 2003; den Dikken and Surányi 2017) (but see Frey 2004b).
A similarity between contrast-bearing topics and frame-setting adverbials is that they serve an
anchoring function for the utterance within the discourse, expressing that some limitation exists
on the predication, a function Krifka (2008) and Féry and Krifka (2008) label delimitation.
Intuitively, this delimitation function can be extended to HT in that they also serve to delimit
the discourse in terms of the referents and participants in the same way as LD. Indeed, Krifka
(2008:269) views Frame Setters as framing ‘the set in which the following expression should be
interpreted’; Götze et al. (2007:167–8) explicitly consider frame-setting topics to be ‘the frame
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within which the main predication of the respective sentence has to be interpreted’, it may be
an adverbial denoting time, place, or other ‘domains against which the subsequently reported
fact is to be evaluated’. Under both these interpretations, I see no reason why LD-topics and
HTLD are incompatible with such a broad definition.

Consequently, while views differ on the exact nature of the hosting projections, i.e., if a
single projection may host such XPs recursively, or if dedicated projections exist for frame-
setters, LDs and HTs (Benincà and Poletto 2004); there are overlapping reasons to consider
these items together.5 Therefore, any account of the Kiezdeutsch C-domain must determine to
what extent resumptive-dislocation patterns mirror those in more standard spoken German, to
what extent they differ from or follow restrictions placed on %V3.

In joint empirical work with Oliver Bunk (Sluckin and Bunk forthcoming), we find that
Kiezdeutsch, monoethnic youth vernacular German, and adult spoken German show the same
breadth of categories for LD and HTLD, i.e., DPs and adverbial XPs. We found that Kiezdeutsch
speakers employed more adverbial resumption than resumption of arguments than any other
group, yet these findings did not appear to reflect any syntactic difference in their grammars.
However, in Sluckin and Bunk (forthcoming), we did not investigate the relative distribution
of objects vs subjects. Thus, we do not know the full picture for the state of LD and HTLD of
arguments in Kiezdeutsch.

Corpus Argument resumption Adverbial resumption
Kiezdeutsch 21.5% 78.5%
Monoethnic youths 36.4% 63.6%
Adult Spoken German 48.4% 51.6%

Table 7.1: Distribution of resumption types within the corpora.
(Adapted from Table 2, Sluckin & Bunk forthcoming)

I now turn to a corpus study which aims to expand on Sluckin and Bunk (forthcoming) by
examining the distributions of preverbal argument and adverb types in %V3, LD, and HTLD
for Kiezdeutsch and adult spoken German. I shall show that not only does Kiezdeutsch %V3
show a preference for SVfin but that Kiezdeutsch resumptive-dislocation patterns involving DP-
arguments follow a similar trend. Furthermore, I argue that the data suggests this structural
preference for preverbal subjects across verb-third distributions to be strongest in multilingual
speakers of Kiezdeutsch.
5. This should not be understood as a claim that they are formally identical in every way.
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7.4 The corpus study: %V3, LD and HTLD
In this section, I present a corpus study comparing the distribution of types preverbal arguments
across verb-third, i.e., %V3,LD, and HTLD in Kiezdeutsch. Corpus studies to date by Walkden
(2017) and Wiese and Müller (2018) have focused purely on %V3. Walkden reports 159 cases
of %V3, while Wiese and Müller find 165. In this study, I find present a larger sample of 199
instances of the %V3 pattern. Furthermore, I make comparison to spoken adult monolingual
data for the reason that without a solid point of comparison, we cannot make solid conclusions.
Lastly, no study so far takes direct account of intra-community differences, i.e., variation within
the multiethnic/multilingual speaker population, such as if the language spoken at home is
German or a heritage language. Thus, while Wiese and Müller (2018) claim %V3 to be imported
from spoken monolingual German and Walkden (2017) considers the pattern a contact-induced
innovation, none have looked to see if there is any difference between monolingual L1 German
speakers of Kiezdeutsch and multilingual speakers with a home language other than German. I
look to see if there is any discernible pattern in the data relating to such differences by making
use metadata where it is available.

7.4.1 The corpora
This study draws data from two main sources: for Kiezdeutsch, I use the multiethnic sub-corpus
of KiDKo, the ‘Kiezdeutsch corpus’ (Wiese et al. 2012; Rehbein et al. 2014). The corpus con-
tains a ‘monoethnic’ (147,000 tokens) and ‘multiethnic’ subcorpus (345,000 tokens). KiDKo
contains recorded informal spontaneous speech; in the multi-ethnic subcorpus, the recordings
come from conversations between young speakers from a multiethnic social network in the
Kreuzberg area of Berlin. 17 anchor speakers feature in the corpus; however, numerous in-
terlocutors appear at different frequencies. The corpus contains metadata to this effect for 17
anchor speakers aged from 14 to 16. Of those, thirteen speak a Heritage Languages at home,
while four speakers are monolingual German; the home languages include Turkish, Arabic,
and Kurdish, yet all speakers are reportedly dominant in German (Wiese 2009). The data was
collected in 2008 (Wiese et al. 2009, 2012). This is relevant in that any potential diachronic
or sociolinguistic analysis must take the sociolinguistic and contact situation for adolescents in
that particular generation into account; namely, it should not be forgotten these speakers are
almost a generation removed from equivalent speakers today.

For more standard-conforming spoken data representative of monolingual adult spoken
norms, I draw on the Tübinger Baumbank des Deutschen/Spontansprache (TüBa-D/S) ‘Tübinger
tree bank of German/spontaneous speech’, a corpus of semi-informal telephone conversations
of a transactional nature (Hinrichs et al. 2000). The data in this work has either been mined
for this study using TüNDRA (Martens 2013), or is drawn from previous studies by Sluckin and
Bunk (forthcoming) and Bunk (2020). I focus on the ‘multiethnic’ subcorpus of KiDKo. I shall
not draw greatly on KiDKo-mo, the monolingual corpus, for the reason that is considerably
smaller and the rarity of less frequent patterns is amplified: KiDKo-mo comprises 8945 matrix
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clauses, while there are 23506 in KiDKo-mu and 28545 in TüBa-D/S.6

7.4.2 Methodology
The study aimed to retrieve %V3 sentences and instances of resumptive-dislocation phenomena
from KiDKo-mu. For %V3 two queries were used based on syntactic tagging, also employed by
Walkden (2017), and an expansion of the POS-tagging variant given in the corpus handbook7

to include all preverbal DPs, as opposed to only preverbal pronouns. The syntax-only query is
able to find preverbal adverbs, but the POS query was not designed to do this for the reason that
such a query overwhelmingly finds embedded clauses. The mix of queries finds a greater set of
results than either query alone could find, as a sizeable subset of hits are exclusive to either POS
queries or syntactic annotation. However, a great deal of manual checking was necessary in
order to filter out false starts, doublets, erroneously tagged tokens, or false positives from two
overlapping utterances from two speakers. Given the possible coding variations for queries, it
is possible that some possible hits have been missed, since other queries might catch the odd
instance of %V3 within a very large set of erroneous hits. The queries used are those most
likely to find the largest samples possible, as accurately as possible. Furthermore, manual
analysis was also required in order to distinguish subject and object DPs/pronouns which are
not distinguished in the tagging. For %V3 in TüBa-D/S, I draw chiefly on data presented
in Bunk (2020), also discussed by Schalowski (2015). This is in part because the TüNDRA
interface does not permit exporting of the data. Moreover, the design of TüBa-D/S means that
queries for %V3 produces over 1500 hits, most of which are erroneous.8 I only draw from the
corpus independently for %V3, where it is directly relevant.

Turning to dislocation data in KiDKo-mu, for LD and HTLD involving DP arguments, most
results stem from a query utilizing both syntactic annotation and POS-tagging.9 However, these
results were double-checked against a set of pure POS queries which caught some stragglers.10

This was necessary for the reason that pure parsing-based commands could not single out only
dislocated DPs and much of the tokenization appeared to be erroneous, classifying indisputable
cases of HTLD, relative clauses and unresumed peripheral adverbial clauses as LD. Likewise, the
majority of parsing-based queries for HTLD found simple pronoun repetitions that were more
akin to production errors than HTLD. Thus, a combination of queries and manual checking
proved the most accurate strategy. Hits removed from the final data were those that were
incorrectly tagged or parsed, ambiguous between parentheticals and resumptive DPs, or cases
6. Data retrieved using the query [cat=”VF”]
7. (cat=”LA” & cat=”VF” &#1 .#2) and (POS=/ADV/ & POS=/PPER|.*N/& POS=/.*FIN/&
v!=/also/ &#1.#2.#3 &#1_=_#4)
8. [cat=”ADVX”] . [cat=”VF”] and [POS=/ADV/] . [POS=/PPER|.*N/] . [POS=/.*FIN/]
9. (cat=”LV”& POS=/$ /& POS=/PDS|PPER|PDAT/& POS=/.*FIN/&#1 .#2 .#3 .#4) for LD of DPs
and (cat=”FT”& POS= /$  /& POS=/PDS|PPER|PDAT /& POS=/.*FIN/&#1 .#2 .#3 .#4) for HTLD.
10. (cat= ”LV ”& POS=/$  /& POS=/PDS|PPER|PDAT/&#1 .#2 .#3) and (cat=”FT”&
POS=/$  /& POS=/PDS|PPER|PDAT/&#1 .#2 .#3) and (POS=/.*N/& POS=/$ /&
POS=/PDS|PPER/& POS=/.*FIN/&#1.#2.#3.#4) and (POS=/NN|NE/& POS=/$ /& POS=/ADV/&
POS=/.*FIN/& POS=/PDS|PPER|PDAT/&#1.#2.#3.#4.#5) and (POS=/NN|NE/& POS=/$ /&
POS=/PDS|PPER|PDAT/& POS=/.*FIN/&#1.#2.#3.#4)
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of pronoun doubling that were either clearly restarts or ambiguous. For adverbial resumptive
instances of LD and HTLD two primary syntactic queries were used, manually checked, and
again checked against more targeted mixed POS and syntactic queries targeting the desired
resumptives, i.e., da and dann;11 this strategy again caught a few stragglers. It should be noted
that the query (cat=“FT“ >* C) did not produce any reliable resumptive instances of HTLD, but
did erroneously find some unintegrated conditional CP-adverbials. Once again, hits including
structure-interrupting false starts, non-resumptive structures, and erroneously tagged tokens
were removed.

In TüBa-D/S, queries searching for resumptive-dislocation structures were based on simple
syntactic annotation and manual checking of the data; the corpus engine was instructed to
produce all cases of dislocation12. HTs and LD are not differentiated in the annotation. These
produced a small enough set that manual recording of the data from the corpus was feasible,
given the lack of export option.

Finally, metadata in KiDKo-mu regarding the home language of the speaker was recorded
for each hit where such data was available. Speakers fall into three categories: confirmed
monolinguals, confirmed multilinguals, and interlocutors for whom no metadata is available;
the last group can be assumed to be mostly multilingual, yet some inference will be required.

7.4.3 Results
The combined queries for %V3 in Kiezdeutsch produced 199 instances, a larger sample than
previously collected in the literature (cf. Walkden 2017; Wiese and Müller 2018). 258 instances
of LD were found: 199 involved an adverbial and 59 involved DP resumption, in line with
findings by Sluckin and Bunk (forthcoming). 43 instances of HTLD were found. Adverbial LD
outnumbered LD of DP arguments, while the opposite was true for HTLD. Adverbial LD and
%V3 were equally frequent in the sample. The results are given in (Table 7.2)13, but note the
results for HTLD focus on the nature of the dislocate and classification of HTLD, rather than
category or type of preverbal element. The spread of different types of preverbal element is
considered for LD, HTLD, and %V3 in the coming subsections.
11. (cat=“LV“ >* C) and (cat=“FT“ >* C) and (cat=”LV”& POS=/$ /& “da”& POS=/.*FIN/&#1
.#2 .#3 .#4) and (cat=”LV”& POS=/$  /& “dann”& POS=/.*FIN/&#1 .#2 .#3 .#4)
12. [cat=”LV”]
13. These results differ slightly from those in (Sluckin and Bunk forthcoming) but show the same general
pattern.
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Initial element Hits % of V3 (n=500) % all matrix clauses (n=23,506)
%V3 199 39.8% 0.85%
LD of DP 59 11.8% 0.25%
LD of Adverbial 199 39.8% 0.85%
HTLD DP 35 7% 0.14%
HTLD Adverbial 8 1.6% 0.03%
Total 500 100% 2.12%

Table 7.2: Overall distribution of V3 patterns in Kiezdeutsch

Let us compare these findings to adult monolingual spoken German from TüBa-D/S. This
study recreates and expands on the general findings by Sluckin and Bunk (forthcoming) for
dislocation; after manual inspection of the corpus results, differences are minor and affect a
handful of exclusions and the classification of a very limited set of data points. The results are
given below in (Table 7.3) and include includes Bunk’s (2020)data for %V3.

Initial element Hits % of V3 (n=381) % all matrix clauses (n=28,545)
%V3sv (Bunk 2020) 46 118% 0.2%
LD of DP 106 27.1% 0.4%
LD of Adverbial 85 21.7% 0.3%
HTLD DP 109 27.8% 0.4%
HTLD Adverbial 45 11.5% 0.2%
Total 391 100% 1.4%

Table 7.3: Overall distribution of V3 patterns in TüBa-D/S

The 46 cases of %V3 type reported by Bunk (2020) in TüBa-D/S make up only 0.16% of
matrix clauses, while in Kiezdeutsch %V3 clauses make up 0.85% of all matrix clauses.14 How-
ever, it must be noted that Bunk’s dissertation focuses solely on %V3 of the Adv-SVfin type.
This has the consequence that this data set does not include potential instances involving other
preverbal XPs, yet Bunk argues on the basis of experimental data, e.g., paced reading experi-
ments and acceptability judgments, that %V3 involving a preverbal object is ungrammatical.
A cursory search of the corpus does however find limited counter examples, i.e., preverbal ad-
verbs and objects. Since I could not properly export this data, it has been omitted from (Table
7.3); I return to these in Section (8.6).

Once again, the results given here do not distinguish the type of DP resumptive in either
LD or HTLD; this is explored explicitly in Sections (7.4.3.2) and (7.4.3.3). However, it is clear
that %V3 features far less frequently among adult monolinguals in TüBa-D/S than among ad-
olescents in Kiezdeutsch; while not a surprise, this is quantitative proof. Indeed, in TüBa-D/S,
88.2% of verb-third distributions comprise resumptive strategies, while this figure is lower
14. 0.67% (n=159) according to Walkden’s (2017) data and 0.7% (n=165) in Wiese and Müller’s
(2018) data.
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at 60.2% for Kiezdeutsch. Furthermore, HTLD and LD of DPs are more evenly distributed in
TüBa-D/S than in the Kiezdeutsch data, which showed a preference for LD over HTLD.

It is unclear why Kiezdeutsch shows a strong preference for adverbial LD over all other re-
sumption patterns or why it is so much more frequent than in TüBa-D/S. However, the higher
frequency of adverbial LD may relate to the fact that KiDKo-mu is highly characterized by
narratives, while TüBa-D/S contains far more interactions involving negotiations and transac-
tions. For example, TüBa-D/S contains a handful of HTs before interrogative clauses, which
are absent in KiDKo, likely on account of the absent context (see 408). Therefore, the meaning-
fulness of any potential statistical analysis on the relative frequencies of adverbial resumption
between the TüBa-D/S and KiDKo-mu is likely meaningless in terms of a formal difference in
the respective grammars.

(408) [Anfang
beginning

Maii],
May

wie
how

sieht
sees

es
it.rp

dai
there

aus?
out

‘Early May, how does that sound?’ (s12020, TüBa-D/S)

I now move on to a closer inspection of the nature of preverbal elements in Kiezdeutsch,
drawing comparison with more standard spoken German where necessary.

7.4.3.1 The preverbal constituent in %V3
Turning to the distribution of preverbal elements in %V3, the data confirms the widely reported
strong and near-exclusive preference for preverbal subjects (Wiese 2006, 2009; Freywald et al.
2015; Te Velde 2017; Walkden 2017; Wiese and Müller 2018) (see Table 7.4).

Pre-verbal element hits %V3 % all matrix clauses
X-S-V 193 97% 0.83%
X-X-V 6 3% 0.02%
Total 199 100% 0.85%

Table 7.4: XVS vs XXV distributions in %V3 Kiezdeutsch sentences

Of six exceptions found, three can be classed together as locative adverbs: two simple
locative adverbs in the preverbal position (409), hier ‘here’ and da ‘there’, and one bare noun
denoting a location in lieu of a PP. Notably, hier and da are R-pronouns and do not bear Case
in the examples. While they are not subjects per se, i.e., nominative DPs, they are certainly not
objects. As is cross-linguistically well attested and shown in this dissertation, locatives often
resemble subject DPs in their syntactic behaviour (Stowell 1981; Freeze 1992; Bresnan 1994)
and are not strong exceptions to any preverbal-subject preference because subject requirements
are deconstructable. Furthermore, given the large number of adverbial resumption patterns
involving locative da and temporal dann in the preverbal position, these instances of preverbal
locatives in %V3 may fit into a larger trend, whereby preverbal spatio-temporal adverbs are
possible in the distribution. I also have stumbled across other such instances (409b,c) which
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were not found by the original queries; these are omitted from the statistical data set because
they were accidental finds that cannot be reproduced with the queries. Likewise, (409c) is
incomplete due to an interruption. Nonetheless, these example gives weight to a hypothesis
that preverbal temporal and locative adverbs are also permissible in %V3 in a way fronted
objects perhaps are not.

(409) a. und
and

dann
then

da
there

ist
is
doch
ptcl

n
a
die
the
U-Bahn
U-Bahn

und
and

so.
so

‘And then there is the Subway and such.’ (KiDKo-mu, SPK18, MuH2WT_03)

b. und
and

hier
here

danach
there-after

labbert
prattled

das
that

so.
so

‘and after that it prattles on.’ (KiDKo-mu, SPK103, MuH9WT_14)

c. Danach
there-after

dort
there

hast
have

du
you

da…
there…

[interruption]

‘Then there you have…’ (KiDKo-mu, SPK101, MuH19WT_10-1)

If preverbal spatio-temporal adverbs are not in fact evidence against a preverbal subject
requirement of some kind, then only three hits are strongly exceptional. One contains an
adjectival past participle denoting a result state, raised from within the predicate structure
(410a); this likely involves movement of a larger unit to the prefield and is thus not actually
problematic, i.e., it may not in fact be %V3 per se but some form of vP raising with remnant
movement. Nonetheless, in the coming sections concerning LD and HTLD, it will become clear
that the producer of (410a) (MuH1WD) is a highly exceptional speaker. The other two instances
do show reportedly disallowed fronted objects, yet both have some exceptional properties.
One instance involves wh-movement of was ‘what’ (410b) and the other example (410c) is
characterized by a heavy conditional CP.
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(410) a. Auch
also

vor
before

allen
all

Dingen
things

eingerichtet
decorated

fand
found

ich
I
das
that

überhaupt
absolutely

nicht
not

schön.
beautiful

‘Also, above all, I didn’t find it at all beautiful decorated.’
(KiDKo-mu, MuH1WD_07)

b. Wenn
if

jemand
someone

vor
before

meine
my

Fresse
mouth

cool
cool

wird
becomes

den
him

kann
can

ich
I
schon
already

in
in
eine
one

Minute
minute

von
from

mein
my

Leben
life

durchstreichen
cross-out.inf

‘If someone is cheeky with me, I can strike him from my life within a minute.’
(KiDKo-mu, MuH9WT_13-2)

c. Danach
thereafter

was
what

sehe
see

ich
I
Netlog?
Netlog

‘Then what do I see on Netlog?’ (KiDKo-mu,MuH9WT_13-2)

Note that both instances of OV in %V3 (410b,c) come from a single speaker (MuH9WT) who
also produced the instance found by Schalowski (2017). While Walkden’s (2017) system can
account for (410b) if den ‘him’ is a familiar topic, (410c) involves a wh-item which is inherently
[+Focus]. The example in (410b) is in fact erroneously tagged as LD in KiDKo-mu. While
the relationship between jemand and den superficially resembles resumption, den is instead
an anaphor of its antecedent jemand; an LD resumptive should resume the dislocated element
involving an Agree relationship between jemand and the resumptive in this constellation, yet
this is not possible across CP boundaries. This then appears a legitimate true instance of O>Vfin
in %V3. However, it is noteworthy that the CP is especially heavy; no such instances were found
with light frame-setting adverbials. Indeed, heavy adverbials clauses are more likely it is to be
merged high (Endo and Haegeman 2019) or indeed simply shifted to an external position, as
familiar with other especially heavy constituents throughout the syntactic domain. It is thus
unclear if (410b) is a genuine counter-example or in fact the product of some other process
orthogonal to V2. On the other hand, since (410b) is the only example I have found across
corpora with a fronted focus item/wh-word, it is probably an outlier. However, given that
both exceptional examples come from a single speaker, there is a distinct possibility that not
all speakers share the exact same parametric settings regarding %V3, i.e., we can neither rule
out intra-community nor inter-community microvariation.

The Metadata for %V3
Turning to the metadata, the exceptions are spread across the three speaker groups in the corpus
(monolingual, multilingual, unknown interlocutors) (see Table 7.5). No significant differences
between the groups when preverbal subjects vs non subject XPs were tested, i.e., (p > 0.05),
based on both Fisher’s exact test and the more powerful Barnard’s exact test when the individual
speaker groups were compared with one another for the %V3 data alone.
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Construction Mono Multi Interlocutors Total
Adv>S>Vfin 24 (96%) 58 (95.1%) 111 (98.2%) 193 (97%)
Adv>Adv>Vfin 1 (4%) 1 (1.6%) 2 (1.8%) 4 (2%)
Adv>O>Vfin 0 2 (3.3%) 0 2 (1%)
Total 25 61 113 199

Table 7.5: Preverbal elements in %V3 across Kiezdeutsch speaker groups

I now turn to the distribution of preverbal elements in resumptive-dislocation strategies.

7.4.3.2 Left Dislocation
Let us first discuss the results for LD given in (Table 7.6). 199 instances were found of adverbial
dislocation, involving prefield resumption by either da, dann or some derived variant thereof;
51 hits involved a subject dislocate and resumptive, while 8 instances of dislocated and resumed
accusative objects were found. Subjects are over 6 times more frequent than objects. DP
arguments in LD are considerably times less frequent than adverbial LD, i.e., 23% to 77%.
Thus, instances of the types in (411a,b) were common, while cases like (411c) were rare.

(411) a. [In
In
Thailandi],
Thailand,

dai
there.rp.loc

macht
makes

man
one.pn

kein
no

Kickboxen.
Kickboxing

‘In Thailand, people don’t do kickboxing.’ (KiDKo-mu, MuP1MK)
b. [Der

the
Resti],
rest

deri
it.rp.nom

war
was

arschkalt.
arse-cold

‘The rest, it was freezing.’ (KiDKo-mu,MuH17MA)
c. [dieses

this
Geschriebenei],
written

dasi
that.rp.acc

kapiert
understands

man
one.pn

doch
ptcl

überhaupt
whatsoever

nicht.
not

‘This writing, you can’t understand it whatsoever.’ (KiDKo-mu,MuH1WD)

Construction Total Percentage
Sdp>Srp>Vfin 51 19.8%
Odp>Orp>Vfin 8 3.1%
AdvP>Advrp>Vfin 199 77.1%
Totals 258 100%

Table 7.6: LD in Kiezdeutsch

In contrast, results for more standard adult monoethnic spoken German from TüBa-D/S
show more even distribution between DP and adverbials dislocates (see Table 7.7). Notably,
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dislocated objects are more frequent in the adult monolingual sample than in Kiezdeutsch.
Adverbial LD is less common than argumental LD. However, since dislocated adverbials are
common in both varieties, the apparent difference in frequency does not likely reflect any
parametric difference in the core grammar.

Turning to the differences between the KiDKo and TüBa-D/S samples regarding preverbal
DPs in LD, a χ2 could not confirm a significant difference in the relative distributions of subjects
and objects between KiDKo-mu and TüBa-D/S: χ2 (1, n=164) = 3.3624, p > 0.05; the exact
p-value was 0.068.

Construction Total Percentage
Sdp>Srp>Vfin 78 40.6%
Odp>Orp>Vfin 27 14.1%
AdvP>Advrp>Vfin 87 45.3%
Totals 192 100%

Table 7.7: LD in Tüba-D/S

The metadata for LD
However, when the metadata in KiDKo-mu is considered, 7 of 8 instances of OVfin LD come
from confirmed monolinguals; more strikingly, 6 of these come from a single speaker (MuH1WD),
who also produced a potentially exceptional instance of %V3. The confirmed multilinguals pro-
duced no OVfin, while only one hit was found among the interlocutor group. I return to this
point shortly. The data are given in (Table 7.8)

Construction Mo Mu Inter Totals
S>S>Vfin 15 10 26 51
O>O>Vfin 7 0 1 8
Adv>Adv>Vfin 49 38 112 199
Totals 71 48 139 258

Table 7.8: The distribution of argumental LD across Kiezdeutsch speaker groups.

The numbers for argumental LD and especially for OVfin in the individual groups are so
limited, e.g., 7, 0, 1 for OVfin, that basic significance tests are unreliable. Since some cells
contained fewer than 5 hits, I employ both Barnard’s and Fisher’s exact test. For LD alone, the
results are inconclusive; both Barnard’s and Fisher’s exact test show a significant difference
between the interlocutors and the monolinguals: p < 0.01. However, both tests also fail
to indicate a significant difference between the multilinguals, on the hand, and either the
monolinguals or interlocutors, on the other, i.e., p > 0.05. Logically speaking, one group
cannot act like both other groups, when a statistically significant difference is present between
those groups, i.e., x≠(y, z)⇔¬(y = z). I put this peculiarity down to the very small sample
size of the monolingual group, given than <0 is not possible. In this regard, note that exact
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p-values for the difference between the monolinguals and the multilinguals were p = 0.069 for
Fisher’s test and p = 0.053 for Barnard’s test, far smaller than the p-values for the difference
between the multilinguals and the interlocutors: p = 0.731 for Fisher’s test and p = 1 for
Barnard’s test. This suggests that the multilinguals do behave more like the interlocutors than
the monolinguals, yet the results were just shy of statistical significance due in part to the small
sample sizes. While we cannot know the exact distribution of monolinguals vs multilinguals
in the interlocutor group, a largely multilingual base can be assumed on account of the known
demographics of the speech community (see Wiese et al. 2012).

Lastly, recall that 6 of the 7 instances of monolingual OVfin LD came from a single speaker
(MuH1WD). Indeed, MuH1WD produces a total of 9 instances of LD involving DP arguments:
3 (S>SVfin) and 6 (O>OVfin). If MuH1WD is removed from the sample, all three KiDKo sub-
groups behave in a relatively homogenous manner, i.e., a strong avoidance of fronted objects.
Moreover, when MuH1WD is excluded from the KiDKo sample, a Fisher exact test finds a sig-
nificant difference between TüBa-D/S and KiDKo-mu samples of argumental LD, p < 0.01;
object-initial LD is well represented in TüBa-D/S but practically absent KiDKo-mu. This indic-
ates again that there may be more heterogeneity among the V2 syntax of Kiezdeutsch speakers
than has been previously acknowledged in the literature. Moreover, it may be the case that
MuH1WD has a more flexible grammar than other Kiezdeutsch speakers with regards to a re-
striction against clause initial objects in verb-third distributions, instead more resembling more
standard spoken German outside of Kiezdeutsch.

7.4.3.3 Hanging Topic Left Dislocation
HTLD in Kiezdeutsch is less frequent than LD. Like LD, HTLD shows a strong preference for
preverbal subjects and a slight preference for dislocated subjects; the data are given in (Table
7.9). Overall, HTLD in Kiezdeutsch shows a 93% tendency for preverbal subjects, regardless
of the dislocate’s category.

Type Totals % of all HTLD (n=43)
Sht>Srp>Vfin 26 60.5%
O/Advht>S>Vfin>rp 14 32.5%
Oht>Orp>Vfin 3 7%

Table 7.9: The distribution of possible HTLD orders in Kiezdeutsch

The column (Sht>Srp >Vfin) is made up of two types: typical HTLD involving disloca-
tion of the DP>DP type, and a handful of dislocated subject-like CPs resumed by nominative
demonstrative das ‘that’ in the prefield (412). The second column (O/Advht>S>V>rp) is
distinct from such instances, as it shows cases of resumption in the middle field. No cases of
resumption of a subject in the middle field were found.
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(412) [Wenn
when

man
one.pn

bekannt
known

isti],
is

dasi
that.rp

ist
is
nichts
nothing

Gutes.
good

‘When one is well known, that’s not a good thing.’ (KiDKo-mu, MuH9WT)

Three instances of apparent preverbal objects were found: two accusative pronouns one
dative experiencer uns ‘us’, which was the only nominal argument of copular sein ‘be’ (413). The
fact that uns is in the dative derives from inherent case, which takes precedent over structural
Case (see McFadden 2004). Moreover, it is well known that experiencers of this kind have
subject like properties (Belletti and Rizzi 1988; Landau 2010b). Thus, this example’s grouping
with object initial matrix clauses follows only from its non-nominative status, yet it is not in
fact a strong counterexample to any subject-initial tendency. From a semantic and pragmatic
perspective, it can be understood as an SoP. From a syntactic perspective, the only object-like
property of uns in (413) is that it is merged as an internal argument of v, yet since nominative
internal arguments of unaccusatives are also not objects; I shall henceforth consider (413) an
instance of a subject.

(413) [Ich
I.nom

und
and

meine
my.nom

Cousinei],
cousin.nom

unsi
us.rp.dat

ist
is
langweilig.
boring

‘Me and my cousin, we’re bored.’ (KiDKo-mu, MuH27WT_09)

Compared to Kiezdeutsch, the standard spoken German data from TüBa-D/S showed HTLD
to be more frequent (n=154) and a greater total of preverbal objects than in Kiezdeutsch.
However, a preference but for preverbal subjects was present; roughly 70% of hits involve a
preverbal subject DP. The different types are broken down in (Table 7.10).

Type Totals %
Sht>Srp>VVfin 84 54.5%
Advht>S>Vfin>Advrp 24 15,6%
Oht>Orp>Vfin 20 13%
Advht>Advrp>Vfin 10 6.5%
Advht>C-element>Vfin>Advrp 15 9.7%
Sht>Adv/O>Vfin>Srp 1 0.7%
Oht>S/Adv>Vfin>Orp 0 0%
Total 154 100%

Table 7.10: Frequency of HTLD types in TüBa-D/S

Subject DPs resuming subject-like CPs were counted with prefield resumption of DP sub-
jects, as was done for Kiezdeutsch. A greater number of accusative preverbal DP objects than in
Kiezdeutsch were found. Adverbial resumption was present in three types, resumption in the
prefield (Adv>AdvRP>Vfin), resumption in the middle field involving (Adv>S>Vfin>Advrp)
and (Adv>C-element >Vfin>Advrp); the latter pattern involved instances of adverbial middle
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field resumption in which the preverbal element was a wh-word or other C-element, but this
was absent in the Kiezdeutsch data. This might reflect the differing nature of interaction in
the two corpora, i.e., narrative vs transactional. It is peculiar that no instances of middle field
resumptive objects were found; this may result from the genre of the corpus and its interaction
with information structure, or some fundamental error was present in the tagging or search
queries. A simplified version of the distribution of preverbal elements is given in (Table 7.11).

Type Totals %
S>Vfin 108 70.1%
O>Vfin 20 12.9%
Adv>Vfin 11 7.1%
C>Vfin 15 9.7%
Total 154 100%

Table 7.11: Frequency of preverbal elements in HTLD in TüBa-D/S

In both corpora, regardless of the dislocate, preverbal subjects are far more frequent than
preverbal objects in HTLD. Indeed, both Fisher’s and Barnard’s exact test find both corpora
not to be significantly different in terms of the relative distribution of subject and object DPs:
(1, n=179) p > 0.05 in HTLD. However, considering the very limited size of the Kiezdeutsch
sample, statistical tests comparing subtypes of HTLD are not particularly reliable. This is evid-
ent in that if the number of preverbal objects in Kiezdeutsch HTLD were reduced by just one,
the difference would be significant; recall that the preverbal experiencer in (413) should be
treated as a subject.

The metadata for HTLD
Let us now to turn to a more micro-analytical perspective making use of the metadata. Consider
the breakdown of preverbal subjects and objects in HTLD according to the three established
speaker groups in KiDKo-mu, as shown in (Table 7.12). Preverbal objects are exceptionally rare
in Kiezdeutsch HTLD. The only two hits for an accusative object DP come from the monolingual
group. No confirmed multilinguals in the sample produce any unambiguous cases of a fronted
object, as was the case for LD. The interlocutors also produce none. Unfortunately, tests of
statistical significance are not wholly reliable for this data set for the reason that the number
of hits within the monolingual sample and across the groups for preverbal objects is simply too
small.

HTLD Type Mono Multi Inter Total
XP>S>Vfin 6 17 18 40
XP>O>Vfin 2 0 0 3
Total 8 17 18 43

Table 7.12: The distribution of preverbal objects and subjects in HTLD across speaker
groups in KiDKo-m
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Of the two instances of preverbal accusative objects in Kiezdeutsch, one was produced by
the outlier speaker MuH1WD who produced the majority of preverbal objects in the LD sample.
If MuH1WD is excluded from the HTLD sample, as was done for illustrative purposes for LD,
the difference in frequencies of preverbal subjects and objects between Kiezdeutsch speakers
and the TüBa-D/S sample becomes significant according to a Fisher Exact test: (1, n=169) p
< 0.05. This alternate result exemplifies the difficulties of the data set. However, if a speaker
group displays a consistent grammar, the exclusion of one speaker should not alter the results
when two groups are compared, yet we see that for both LD and HTLD this appears to be the
case. This again reinforces that not all Kiezdeutsch speakers appear to have the exact same
setting with regard to V2 and verb-third structures. Let us now take a global approach to all
three data sets shown so far for Kiezdeutsch, %V3, LD, and HTLD.

7.4.3.4 A global view of the data
When cases of HTLD and LD are considered across all speaker groups, 9 of 10 preverbal objects
are produced by monolingual speakers, 7 of which are produced by MuH1WD and one a piece
by two other monolingual speakers. The overall resumption data for HTLD and LD is given in
(Table 7.13).

Word order Monolingual Multilingual Interlocutors Combined
Adv>Vfin 49 (62%) 38 (58.5%) 112 (71.3%) 199 (66.1%)
O>Vfin 9 (11.4%) 0 1 (0.1%) 11 (3.7%)
S>Vfin 21 (26.6%) 27 (41.5%) 44 (28%) 91 (30.2%)
Totals 79 (100%) 65 (100%) 157 (100%) 301 (100%)

Table 7.13: Preverbal elements for LD and HTLD across speaker groups in KiDKo-mu

It is remarkable that only a single preverbal accusative object DP (414) is produced by a
non-confirmed monolingual speaker for HTLD and LD combined, yet the speaker belongs to
the interlocutor sample for whom no home-language information is available.

(414) [Meine
my

Fotos
photos

von
from

früher]i,
earlier

diei
them.rp.acc

habe
have

ich
I
gar
ptcl

nicht.
not.

‘My old photos, I don’t have them.’ (KiDKo-mu, SPK103, MuH3WT_03)

In sum, the data points to the conclusion that preverbal objects are not characteristic of
multilingual speakers of Kiezdeutsch, but while infrequent, monolinguals do not appear to
have a restriction against them. Admittedly, conclusions based on hits by 3 of 4 monolingual
speakers are of limited strength, yet it is clear beyond doubt that the monolingual MuH1WD
certainly has no problem with fronted objects. Overall, the tendency for a restriction against
fronted objects appears to extend to the interlocutor group. It is especially noteworthy that
unlike preverbal objects, preverbal spatio-temporal adverbs are very frequent for all the groups.
Notably, when the relative frequencies of O>Vfin and S>Vfin are compared across groups, a
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Fisher Exact test finds the monolinguals to differ significantly from both the monolinguals and
the interlocutors (p < 0.05), while the monolinguals and the interlocutors do not differ (p >
0.05). Nonetheless, given the fact that MuH1WD skews the data so strongly, the strength of
these findings is limited.

Recall now the results %V3 in Kiezdeutsch, given again in (Table 7.14).

Construction Mono Multi Interlocutors Total
Adv>S>Vfin 24 (96%) 58 (95.1%) 111 (98.2%) 193 (97%)
Adv>Adv>Vfin 1 (4%) 1 (1.6%) 2 (1.8%) 4 (2%)
Adv>O>Vfin 0 2 (3.3%) 0 2 (1%)
Total 25 61 113 199

Table 7.14: The distribution of preverbal XPs in %V3 across groups in KiDKo-mu

When compared to the multilingual dispreference for fronted objects in LD and HTLD, it
is noteworthy that two instances of O>Vfin in %V3 are in fact from a multilingual speaker
(MuH9WT). While I have argued that these instances are somewhat exceptional, some gram-
matical heterogeneity within a given speaker group is perfectly feasible; that is, although
MuH9WT did not produce any preverbal objects in LD or HTLD, the %V3 exceptions indic-
ate a more flexible grammar than other multilinguals.

Moreover, given then the frequency of preverbal spatio-temporal adverbs in LD and HTLD,
it is not surprising that these same preverbal adverbs crop up across the %V3 sample, even if
the observation in the literature has been that %V3 is a construction involving preverbal DP
subjects (Wiese 2009; Freywald et al. 2015; Schalowski 2015, 2017; Walkden 2017; Wiese and
Müller 2018). I already discussed that such examples are not strong counter examples, but we
can now frame them as part of a wider pattern.

I have already established that there are no significant differences between the speaker
groups for the three groups of %V3. One possibility is to combine %V3 with the HTLD and
LD samples. In combining all data, a Fisher Exact test finds a significant difference between
monolingual and multilingual use of preverbal objects across all types of V3: (1, n=141), p
<0.05. Likewise, a Fisher Exact test examining objects and subjects finds no difference between
multilinguals and interlocutors (1, n=243), p >0.05 and a significant difference between in-
terlocutors and monolinguals (1, n= 209) p <0.01). However, the power of these results
is again limited for the reason that we have established a skew based on the behaviour of a
single monolingual speaker MuH1WD and perhaps also MuH9WT to a lesser degree. Thus, we
must bear in the mind qualitative observations that OVfin is spread more widely among the few
monolinguals in the Kiezdeutsch sample, yet this is not exclusive. In short, it appears necessary
to model a primary Kiezdeutsch V2 grammar and a more flexible minority grammar correlated
with but not necessarily exclusive to monolingual speakers, which appears more aligned to the
settings permitting verb-third distributions in monolingual adult speakers from TüBa-D/S.
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7.4.4 Intermediate summary and consequences
The spoken German data from TüBa-D/S showed that while rare instances of %V3 do occur
in spoken German, (see Wiese and Müller 2018; Wiese et al. 2020; Bunk 2020), there was no
indication that a SVfin tendency in rare %V3 extends to LD or HTLD in any way. In contrast, the
data for Kiezdeutsch paint the following picture: A strong subject preference in %V3 has been
confirmed. Most Kiezdeutsch speakers show a preference for LD and HTLD involving preverbal
subjects or spatio-temporal adverbs, but avoid dislocated and resumptive objects. Nonetheless,
more than a coincidental number of exceptions to this tendency can be found. If we treat the
entire sample as reflective of a linguistically homogeneous group, then no previous claims
about %V3 in Kiezdeutsch hold up to scrutiny. That is, there is no restriction for a preverbal
subject in %V3 (contra Te Velde 2017; Alexiadou and Lohndal 2018; Westergaard et al. 2019)
and preverbal elements are not necessarily familiar topics (Walkden 2017).

However, careful examination of the individual speakers and the metadata indicated that
instances of O>Vfin in the LD/HTLD are almost exclusively produced by confirmed monolin-
gual speakers, albeit with some skew in the data. In short, 3 of the 4 monolinguals produce
O>Vfin in dislocation structures, but not a single multilingual speaker of the 13 confirmed
core multilingual speakers did so. Only one instance is produced by any of the 33 interlocutors.
These speakers behave linguistically more like the multilinguals. For %V3, it was peculiar that
the only two examples of preverbal objects found were produced by a confirmed multilingual.
Yet, from a sample of 13 confirmed multilingual speakers, only one produced any preverbal
objects in any verb-third constellation.

Based on these observations, I draw the conclusion that V2 syntax in Kiezdeutsch shows a
level of intracommunity microvariation. This is not surprising within a dynamic and relatively
recent contact situation likely characterized by heterogeneous home languages and differing
levels of bilingualism. For the most part, monolingual speakers show a more flexible preverbal
position in verb-third distributions than multilingual speakers or other interlocutors. However,
the notable exceptions produced by multilingual MuH9WT show that this is a tendency and
not a rule. We cannot know the individual circumstances of each speaker’s exposure to and
contact with more standard spoken German, yet it is perfectly possible that some speakers’
grammars may be characterized by a more or less permeable boundary between Kiezdeutsch
and more-standard German settings. Hence, the notion of competing subparameters (Roeper
and Weissenborn 1990), as opposed to two completely distinct grammars might be useful.

Based on the linguistic and metadata, we have seen that exceptions are more concen-
trated among the monolinguals, and that multilinguals and interlocutors appear to behave
more similarly. Thus, I posit that the data suggests the presence of two possible grammars in
the Kiezdeutsch-speaking population permitting %V3, LD, and HTLD:

i. Grammar A: the preverbal element in %V3, LD, and HTLD cannot be an object DP, but
may be a subject DP, a spatio-temporal adverb, or perhaps a dative experiencer.

ii. Grammar B: the preverbal element in %V3, LD, and HTLD is not limited by case or category;
the tendency for preverbal subjects in %V3 ≠ grammatical restriction against objects.
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Grammar A is characteristic of the multilingual/interlocutor sample and shows a comple-
mentary distribution between fronted object DPs and Frame Setters, LD topics, and HTs. Gram-
mar B, however, simply shows the option of a peripheral adverbial unavailable in the standard.
Those monolingual German speakers in TüBa-DS who produce %V3 most likely possess Gram-
mar B, albeit without access to other salient features or subparameters in Kiezdeutsch. In
addition, we must assume a third more conservative (standard) Grammar C which does not
permit %V3. In the next chapter, I shall concentrate on modelling Grammar A. In Section
(8.6), I return to address the loci of microvariation in the data and how Grammars B and C can
be modelled.

Finally, the data in this study cannot be totally conclusive for the conclusions I have drawn.
The absence of a structure in a corpus cannot rule out its existence in any given grammar
completely. For this reason, I have attempted to be very transparent with the quantitative part
of this work. However, given the number of speakers and the careful analysis of the data, I
consider the conclusions presented here to best reflect the linguistic and metadata available.
With this in mind, let us now move on to a syntactic analysis of the how the Kiezdeutsch
C-domain derives the attested verb-third restrictions and variations.



Chapter 8

The Syntax of (%)V3 in Kiezdeutsch
and beyond

8.1 Introduction
The empirical facts point to the conclusions that the majority of Kiezdeutsch speakers from
the multilingual and interlocutor groups do not produce fronted objects across all verb-third
distributions, i.e., the preverbal element can never be an object DP, but may be a nominative
subject DP, a spatio-temporal adverb, or perhaps a dative experiencer. In the previous section,
I suggested a complementary distribution between LD topics, HTs, and frame-setting/linking
adverbials, on the one hand, and object DPs on the other, in verb-third structures. Explicitly,
these results point toward a grammar in which object DPs target the same position as frame-
setters and dislocates in C-domain within the context of V2, yet subjects and certain spatio-
temporal adverbs target a lower preverbal position.

Assuming the locus of subject initial Kiezdeutsch V2 clauses to be in the C-domain (contra
Te Velde 2017), a somewhat articulated model such as that proposed by Walkden (2017) is
necessary (see also Hinterhölzl 2017; Samo 2019). However, previous approaches have not had
access to data this large or detailed data regarding interspeaker differences. This has meant
that i) a syntax for a homogeneous group has been posited, and that ii) previous analyses have
not accounted for the apparent complementary distribution between fronted DP objects and
Frame Setters, HTLD, and LD. The analysis of the data given above shows that it is necessary to
be stricter for most speakers in terms of proposing an analysis ruling out preverbal objects in
verb-third distributions; this cannot be done by positing that the only restriction on the lowest
Spec,CP is a requirement for familiar topics.

Consequently, I reinterpret the double CP structure proposed by Walkden (2017) and pro-
pose that in Kiezdeutsch, verb-third root clauses, Vfin and the preverbal subject or non-frame-
setting spatio-temporal adverb move to a low CP (CPl) (415). The specifier of CPl is always
associated with the SoP (cf. Cardinaletti 2004). A %V3 order is derived via this system when
a frame-setting adverbial or HT is externally merged in Spec,CPh, or an LD-topic is moved
there from Spec,CPl. When Spec,CPh is filled by one of these elements, the feature relevant for
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further V-movement to Ch is deactivated and thus does not probe Vfin.

(415) a.
CPh

Ch′

CPl

Cl′

einen Apfel gegessen

TPCl

hat

DPSoP
er

Ch

AdvP
dann

b. Dann
then

er
he
hat
has

einen
an.acc

Apfel
apple

gegessen.
eaten

‘Then he ate an apple.’

For standard V2 clauses, e.g., OVfin, the object DP moves directly to the spec of a higher
CP (CPh) and Vfin moves to Ch (416).

(416) a.
CPh

Ch′

CPl

Cl′

gegessen

TPCl

hat

DPSoP
er

Ch

hat

DPo
einen Apfel

b. Einen
an.acc

Apfel
apple

hat
has

er
he
gegessen.
eaten

‘He has eaten/ate an APPLE.’

Because Spec,CPl is always associated with SoP, a subject initial V2 clause simply involves
further movement of the DP from Spec,CPl to Spec,CPh (417). This requires the constellation
that the SoP-bearing DP also carries some valued feature required by Ch
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(417) a.
CPh

Ch′

CPl

Cl′

einen Apfel gegessen

TPCl

hat

DPSoP
er

Ch

hat

DPSoP
er

b. Er
he
hat
has

einen
an.acc

Apfel
apple

gegessen.
eaten

‘He has eaten/ate an apple.’

This approach is not without consequence. It would appear that factors deciding XP-
movement to the left periphery are neither purely driven by typical information-structural
features, i.e., Topic, Focus, Contrast, nor a simple structural requirement that can be satisfied
by the closest XP. We must instead, at least for this variety, assume that the semantic and syn-
tactic role of given categories is also associated with its landing place in a V2 matrix clause.
This approach is reminiscent of – but does not draw directly on – proposals by Branigan (1996)
that a double-CP model is necessary to model V2 structures, with subjects always targeting a
low CP and anything else landing in a high CP.

This approach to linearization for Kiezdeutsch V2/V3 has some advantages. Firstly, this
proposal rules out unattested XOVfin and the already ungrammatical OXVfin. A tempting al-
ternative is to posit V movement only to CPl but movement of the DP object to CPh presumably
via CPl, creating a bottleneck (cf. Walkden 2017). While that can avoid OXVfin, it cannot rule
out XOVfin if a Frame Setter is merged in the high CP blocking further movement of the object.
Such a restriction is desirable for most Kiezdeutsch speakers. Thus, if we are to take the no-
preverbal-object restriction seriously, we must favour the former, viewing V2 and Verb-third
constellations as movement of both XP and V-movement to either CPh or CPl.

In this chapter, I look to motivate these syntactic proposals in terms of the framework
already employed for LI; that is, variation in inheritance options of pragmatico-semantically rel-
evant δ-features (cf. Miyagawa 2017) from the phase head, including the established [uδSoP:_].

8.2 V2 and a subject position in the low CP
The fact that subjects and some spatio-temporal adverbs but not objects may fill Spec,CPl in
most instances of Kiezdeutsch %V3, LD, and HTLD suggests that Spec,CPl is associated with
SoP. As introduced in Chapter 4, SoP can be considered a formal feature [uδSoP:_] straddling the
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interfaces of information structure, semantics, and syntax. Assuming [uδSoP:_] to be a feature
of Cl, this approach resembles the approach by Mohr (2005) that SoP may be encoded on the
lowest C-head in certain V2 languages, e.g., Icelandic. Placing [uδSoP:_] on Cl accounts not only
for an apparent subject restriction, but also accurately predicts the attested %V3 of the type
Frame Setter > spatio-temporal adverb> Vfin, as shown in (418). An important difference
between Mohr’ (2005) approach to SoP in V2 languages and this one is that I do not consider
any category whatsoever to satisfy SoP in V2 languages.

(418) und
and

dann
then

da
there

ist
is
doch
ptcl

n
a
die
the
U-Bahn
U-Bahn

und
and

so.
so

‘And then there is the subway and such.’ (KiDKo-mu, SPK18, MuH2WT_03)

While I have largely followed Rizzi (2005, 2018) in assuming that SoP can be reduced
to [+aboutness] but [- d-linking], which renders SoP an information-structural concept, this
cannot derive a ban on accusative DPs. Thus, SoP must run deeper than purely the information-
structural level, given that there appear to be categorial restrictions on what can be SoP (Car-
dinaletti 2004). I therefore take SoP to go beyond Information Structure, deriving certain
categorial/type restrictions at the semantics-syntax interface. Indeed, there is no reason that
a d-linked topic may not also first satisfy SoP requirements. That is to say, we cannot posit
that an Aristotelian subject of predication is a sentence topic in the sense of Gundel (1985) but
may never simultaneously be a d-linked given topic or contrastive topic. Thus, SoP and other
informational categories are not necessarily mutually exclusive. An advantage of this approach
is that we no longer need to insist that every subject in %V3 is a familiar topic, which appears
more of a strong tendency than a rule; the preverbal element may be SoP and a familiar topic.
While I have not analysed the discourse value of every preverbal subject in %V3, it has been
shown that that not all require d-linking, e.g., indefinite DPs.

8.3 Verb-third triggers and V-movement
The structure in (415) suggests that the presence of a Frame Setter in Spec,CPh can bleed verb
movement to Ch. In light of the discussion in Section (7.3), let us likewise assume a similar
scenario for LD and HTLD. Regarding the apparent bleeding effect verb-third triggers have on
V-movement, consider first that while Spec,CPl shows an SoP association, Spec,CPh does not.
Not all XPs moved to this position trigger V3, i.e., object DPs or any other XP with varying
information-structural values. Why then do only Frame Setters, LD-topics, and HTs trigger V3?

A possible solution is that clause initial dislocates and Frame Setters share some formal
property with V-movement to Ch that other elements do not, i.e., some feature on Ch can
either be valued by V-movement or via a Frame Setter, LD-topic, or HT in Spec,CPh. Let us call
this property [±α]. This entails that the features relevant for V-to-Cl and V-to-Ch, or rather
Cl-to-Ch movement are in fact distinct. Recall that preverbal subjects and the observed spatio-
temporal preverbal adverbs, e.g., da, hier, danach, etc. share the SoP property and thus sit in
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Spec,CPl. We can thus understand the proposed bleeding relation based as an [iα] endowment
on dislocates, frame-setters and Vfin in Cl, and [uα:_] on Ch. I shall motivate the existence of
[±α] beyond linearization, i.e., on the interpretational level in Section (8.5).

Consequently, %V3 clauses (419a), adverbial resumptive clauses (419b), and argumental
resumptive clauses (419c) derive from the same syntactic distribution in Kiezdeutsch. The
exact formal mechanism by which particular elements in CPh can bleed movement of V from
Cl-to-Ch movement will be elaborated in remedied in section (8.4).

(419) a. [CPh [AdvP dann[iα]][Ch[uα:_][CPl

then
er/hier[iδSoP] [Cl[uδSoP:_]
he/here

ist [TP…
is

b. [CPh [PP in
in
der
the
Schule[iα]][Ch[uα:_][CPl

school
da[iδSoP] [Cl[uδSoP:_]
there.rp

kennst [TP
know

du
you

die...
them

c. [CPh [DP die
The

Jungs[iα]][Ch[uα:_][CPl

boys
die[iδSoP] [Cl[uδSoP:_]
they.rp

machen [TP...
make

In their seminal work, Benincà and Poletto (2004) note a typical order of HT > scene/Frame
Setter > LD when these constructions co-occur, for which they posit layered projections in a
frame field. However, this is not necessarily at odds with the current analysis, as long as some
ordering of features is present dictating the projection of multiple specifier positions (cf. Fuß
2008; Lahne 2009). This would entail that HT must be discharged before a Frame Setter,
which is in turn discharged before that for and LD position. Given that HT and Frame Setters
are merged and LD is moved, their higher position above LD may be assignable to the principle
of Merge over Move. However, their relative positions are conceivably decided by the the
ordering of multiple [uδ:_] features on Ch.

However, it is necessary to posit competition between at least two Merge positions for
Frame Setters in Kiezdeutsch, i.e., CPh and a lower TP-internal position, as is assumed for
standard German (Frey 2003). Instances of middle-field frame-setting adverbs are easily found
in the corpus (see also Sluckin and Bunk forthcoming). The exact licensing conditions for high
and low Frame Setters are left for further research. Nonetheless, even if frame-setting adverbs
merged in both the T and C-domains carry [iα], Vfin will always be more local to Ch on account
of V-to-Cl movement. Thus, even if the Frame Setter were targeted for raising to Ch, it would
not be on account of [iα] but some other discourse value. Consequently, a raised Frame Setter
in Kiezdeutsch cannot derive %V3, and may only move within a standard V2 construction
(420).

(420) [CPh dann [Ch

then
ist [CPl

is
er /hier [Cl ist [TP dann…
he/here

I now turn to lay out a detailed and explicit feature-based model of the system described
above. As I shall show, the proposals must be compatible with an approach to phasehood.
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8.4 A phase-based inheritance account of verb-third
and the Kiezdeutsch C-domain

A further consequence of the structures in (419) concerns the nature of the bottle-neck effect
(Haegeman 1996; Roberts 2004)) and by extension the Phase Impenetrability Condition (PIC)
(Chomsky 2001, 2008), i.e., that C is a phase head and all moved XPs in any higher projection
must move through the phase edge on their way to their eventual landing site. For V2 clauses,
the proposed structural analysis involves the direct movement of any non-SoP XP to Spec,CPh

skipping the SoP-hosting Spec,CPl. The problem is that if Cl were a phase head, CPh should
be blind to any XP under Cl and thus unable to probe an object DP and thereby unable trigger
movement. Consequently, I propose that the lower CP is not a phase boundary because Cl

is not a phase head. Instead, [uF:_]s are distributed across two CPs, resembling Walkden’s
(2017) proposals. However, I consider all these properties to come from a single source via
inheritance (Chomsky 2008), the phase head Ch, in the same way that T has been suggested to
inherit its features from C. Any features on Cl are ultimately derived from Ch. Ch is therefore
the locus and source of spec-building edge features [•X•]. This approach thus falls into a
school of more flexible approaches to C-domain phasehood based on the distribution of phasal
properties across heads (Roberts 2012) and sliding phasal boundaries via feature inheritance
(Gallego 2010), but crucially not phase extension according via Head Movement in the style
of den Dikken (2007) or Alexiadou et al. (2014a).

In order to inform a more detailed discussion of both the proposed Kiezdeutsch grammar
and subsequent points of microvariation between groups, we must first recall Ouali’s (2008;
2011) three-tier framework of inheritance types from the phase head (PH) to lower heads:

i. keep (PH retains unvalued/uninterpretable features)
ii. share (unvalued/uninterpretable features are copied from PH to a lower head: Fs are

present on both PH and the lower head)
iii. donate (unvalued/uninterpretable features are donated from PH to a lower head: Fs

are only present on the lower head)
With this in mind, let us readdress the exact featural make-up of the Kiezdeutsch C-domain,

the nature of the CP-Phase, and the V2 parameter. Consider the spread of features for the
Kiezdeutsch C-domain given in (Table 8.1).

Ch Cl

keep [uδ:_]
[uα:_]

- - -

donate −→ [uδSoP:_]
[uV:_]
[uT:_]

share [•X•] [•X•]
Table 8.1: The distribution of formal features across Ch and Cl in Kiezdeutsch
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I suggest that Ch donates[uV:_] and [uT:_], the features responsible for V-to-C movement,
and [uδSoP:_] to Cl; [uV:_] and [uT:_] will be valued together by Vfin. Thus, both V and SoP
movement to CPl are obligatory. In contrast, Ch keeps the posited feature [uα:_], responsible
for triggering V-movement from Cl to Ch in standard V2 clauses. However, as noted, [uα:_]
may be alternatively valued by a dislocate or Frame Detter in Spec,CPh. Thus, V-movement to
Ch is not obligatory in every instance. Furthermore, Ch also keeps a purely discourse-related
[uδ:_] feature responsible for the informational effects associated with the initial position in
V2 or indeed a dislocate or frame-setter; this [uδ:_] can correspond to different types of topic
or focus, depending on the numeration at hand. This does away with the need to leave certain
projections inactive or unvalued, as must be assumed for a full Split-CP. Crucially, the phase
head Ch also possesses a structure building EF [•X•] which it shares with Cl. In Chapter 1, it
was introduced that [•X•] acts parasitically on unvalued features with interpretational content
(Müller 2014), i.e., [uα:_] or some [uδ:_] on Ch and [uδSoP:_] on Cl.

With this in mind, let us now consider the derivation of clauses involving %V3 and HTLD
which both involve Merge directly into Spec,CPh. I have already suggested that Vfin, Frame
Setters merged in Spec,CPh and dislocates all share an [iα] specification. When a Frame Setter
or HT dislocate is directly merged in CPh, the [uα:_] feature on Ch is immediately and locally
valued. Additionally, the formal discourse content of the initial element also simultaneously
values/checks [uδ:_] on Ch. Valuation of both [uα:_] and [uδ:_] renders the head inactive with
the effect that neither verb movement nor further XP-movement is necessary; all probes on
Ch are valued. Since the head is now inactive, no further specifier position needs to be built
to discharge the EF. Note, if Frame Setters only bear [iα], then [uδ:_] on Ch should in theory
remain active and thus build an extra specifier position for movement of a [iδ]-bearing XP from
CPl. This would predict the potential order DP-Advframe-Vfin, which is unattested. However,
the relation between topichood and Frame Setters is well known (Chafe 1976; Jacobs 2001).
Thus, it is intuitive that Frame Setters should also be endowed with [iδ]. The exact feature
constellations proposed for verb-third structures in Kiezdeutsch mapped onto tree structures
are given below: a %V3 matrix clause in (421) and HTLD in (422). Movement is only shown
within the C-domain and examples employ a typical DP subject, yet preverbal SoP-bearing
adverbs can be accounted for in the same way.

(421) a. %V3
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CPh

Ch′

CPl

Cl′

einen Apfel

TPv+Cl

isst
[uδSoP:_, uT/V:_][•X•]

[iα] [iT/V]

DP
er

[iδSoP]

Ch

[uα:_,uδ:_]
[•X•]

AdvP
dann

[iα, iδ]

b. Dann
then

er
he
isst
eats

einen
an.acc

Apfel.
apple

‘Then he eats an apple.’

(422) a. HTLD
CPh

Ch′

CPl

Cl′

einen Apfel

TPv+Cl

isst
[uδSoP:_, uT/V:_][•X•]

[iα][iT/V]

DPi

er
[iδSoP]

Ch

{uα:_,uδ:_]
[•X•]

DPi

der Junge
[iα, iδ]

b. Der
the

Junge,
boy

er
he.rp

isst
eats

einen
an.acc

Apfel.
apple

‘The boy, he is eating an apple.’

I have committed to a movement account of LD involving a Grewendorfian big-DP (§7.3.2)
(Grewendorf 2002a,b, 2009); this preserves a more explicit derivational difference between LD
and HTLD than a base-generational approach to LD (Frey 2004b). Let us see how a movement
account of LD is compatible with the proposed model as the raised dislocate in the big-DP is a
closer goal for Ch in Spec,CPl than Vfin on CL, given in the tree in (423). In short, a big-DP
containing both a RP and full DPsubject or AdvP can move to Spec,CPl on account of [iδSoP]
on the D head. The nested [iα]-bearing LD-subject DP or AdvP is then the closest [iα]-bearing
goal to the [uα:_] probe on Ch and consequently moves to Spec,CPh, bleeding V-movement in
the same way as the Merge-in-CPh account of %V3 and HTLD does.
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(423) a. LD
CPh

Ch′

CPl

Cl′

einen Apfel

TPv+Cl

isst
[uδSoP:_, uT/V:_][•X•]

[iα][iT/V]

DPi

D
der

[iδSoP]

DPt

Ch

[uα:_,uδ:_]
[•X•]

DPi

der Junge
[iα, iδ]

b. Der
the

Junge,
boy

der
he.rp

isst
eats

einen
an.acc

Apfel.
apple

‘The boy, he is eating an apple.’

Stacking of HTs on one another and above LD is reported in German (Grohmann 2003).
This is easily modelled within the current framework by assuming the addition of a [uδ:_] on
Ch for each additional scene-setter or dislocate in the numeration. provided that some [uF:_]
remains unvalued on Ch, the head remains active and thereby also [•X•]. This allows multiple
specifier positions to be built until all features are discharged. I assume the order of stacked
HTs and LDs to be derived via ordering of the relevant features on Ch, e.g. [F1]> [F2] > [F3]
(see Fuß 2008; Lahne 2009; Müller 2010). However, we lack data to confirm this hypothesis
for Kiezdeutsch.

Finally, a V2 clause is derived if no [iα]-bearing XP is more local to Ch than Vfin. Here,
[uα:_] must be valued by V-to-Ch movement from Cl, the closest available goal in Cl. However,
Ch remains active since [uδ:_] cannot be valued/checked by V-movement; these features then
associate with [•X•], building a specifier position to which a [iδ]-bearing XP moves. This
renders the head inactive and closes the derivation. This derivation is given in (424) for an
object initial V2 clause; however, if there is no TP-internal XP is an appropriate match for Ch’s
[uδ:_], then nothing stops [•X•] targeting the subject in Spec,CPl.
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(424) a. V2 clause (OVfin)
CPh

Ch′

CPl

Cl′

…
TPv+Cl

isst
[uδSoP:_][uT/V:_][•X•]

[iα][iT/V]

DP
er

[iδSoP]

v+Ch

isst
[uα:_][uδ:_]
[iα][•X•]

einen Apfel
[iδ]

DP

b. Einen
an.acc

Apfel
apple

isst
eats

er
he.nom

‘He is eating AN APPLE.’

This leaves open how CP-expletive es ever enters the derivation in Kiezdeutsch and indeed
in German more widely. By its very nature, expletive es is a repair of sorts when no XP moves to
the C-domain, yet there is a requirement that Spec,CPh be filled. The nature and interpretation
of es is hard to nail down; it appears an interplay between vague anchoring and phonological
requirements. I leave this important issue aside, yet a potential explanation may be that es is
merged in Spec,CPl bearing both [iδSoP] and [iα]. If this is correct, it can act as a situational
anchor valuing both SoP requirements on Cl and then move to value [uα] on Ch, bleeding
further V-movement.

In sum, I have provided a PIC-compatible account capable of deriving the apparent comple-
mentary distribution in Kiezdeutsch verb-third constellations, whereby a dislocates or Frame
Setters in CPh rule out V-movement to Ch and the fronting of object DPs. However, the exact
nature of the crucial feature [±α] has so far remained elusive, let us now turn to its interpret-
ational value and motivation in order to show that is not merely an ad-hoc diacritic but in fact
the formalization of an anchoring function.

8.5 The nature of [±α]: a primitive anchor feature
So far, I have provided a working formal account, yet interpretational motivation for [±α] is
necessary. The primary claim here is that [±α] is in fact a formalized variant of Wiltschko’s
(2014) syntactic primitive k:anchoring, which serves to anchor a clause in space and time,
however a particular language might encode that. While Wiltschko (2014) considers anchoring
to be a core property of the T-domain, following a theory of phases based on feature inheritance,
any anchoring properties of the T-domain ultimately derive from formal features inherited from
the C-domain. Thus, it is essentially down to the parametrization of C, or Ch in our case, and
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T, if a given language can make use of the C-domain to encode anchoring in some way.
In this vein, I would like to first draw specific suggestions by Haegeman and Greco (2018)

and Haegeman (2019) concerning the formal relationship between frame-setters and the finite
verb in West Flemish (henceforth WF) %V3. Haegeman and Greco (2018) claim that a crucial
ingredient in seemingly cognate %V3 structures in WF is the feature [±T Reference Time].
That is, Haegeman and Greco (2018) and Haegeman (2019) propose that the availability of
%V3 patterns in WF is facilitated by a locality requirement (425) between the landing site of
Vfin in Force and the point of external Merge of a frame-setting element in FrameP. Explicitly,
a Frame Setter colludes with the head chain v > T > Fin > Force. In this chain, Event Time
(EvT) is encoded on v, yet T is the locus of Reference Time (RefT). %V3 is only possible when
[RefT] features percolate to Force as Vfin picks them up on its way there through T. Only then
when the frame-setter directly modifies the [RefT]-bearing verb, i.e. is local to Vfin in Force in
the neighbouring projection, can a grammatical and felicitous instance of %V3 occur (426a).
They consider Frame and Vfin in Force to be coindexed in a relation of direct predication, yet it
is not clear that any Agree relation is established per se. Consequently, it is assumed that this
pattern is unavailable in Standard Dutch because Vfin must only move to Fin in subject initial
clauses, ruling out the locality condition (426b). Note however that there is little difference
in theoretical or empirical terms between local modification of Vfin by the Frame Setter or a
local agree operation between the Frame Setter and the highest C head.

(425) V3 Locality Requirement (Haegeman and Greco 2018:41):
‘The locality requirement entails that in a V3 configuration, a constituent in Spec
FrameP can modify properties of the associated matrix V2 clause, provided that these
properties are encoded in ForceP, i.e., either on the head or in the specifier’

(426) a. ([FrameP Adj-XPi [Frame])[ForceP Subject [Force Vfin [FinP vt [TP vt ... WF
b. *([FrameP Adj-XPi [Frame])[ForceP [FinP Subject [Fin Vfin [TP vt ... Dutch

(Adapted from Haegeman & Greco 2018, ex 47)

While the separation of CP into FinP and ForceP is comparable with the CPh CPl system
proposed in this work, even if the locus of XPs is modelled slightly differently, Haegeman and
Greco’s (2018) analysis in (426a) cannot be applied like-for-like to Kiezdeutsch for the reason
that they rely on a head chain with verb movement through T. However, German lacks V-to-T
movement, as convincingly shown by Haider (1997); Vikner (2005); Biberauer and Roberts
(2010). Indeed, I refer to Haider (1997) for a radical argumentation that German lacks T
completely. I have found no evidence that Kiezdeutsch differs from Standard German with
respect to V-to-T movement. That is, assuming a head initial T (cf. Vikner 2001), I cannot
find explicit examples of V-to-T diagnostics, such as preverbal adverbs in embedded contexts,
embedded V2, or negation following the finite lexical verb in embedded contexts. In short,
German and Kiezdeutsch C-phase head does not pass on features relevant for V-movement to
T, ruling out V-to-T (cf. Biberauer and Roberts 2010); or rather, [uV:_] and [uT:_] are donated
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to Cl and not T, thereby remaining in the C-domain.
While the proposed model for Kiezdeutsch involving a combination of [uα:_] valuation

on Ch and [uδSoP:_] valuation on Cl is not immediately amenable to Haegeman and Greco’s
proposals, other aspects of their approach are directly relevant to the proposed feature [±α].
Let us suppose for a moment that [uα:_] is in fact [RefT]. Since we have established that T-
related features are retained by the phase head in the German C-domain, it is feasible that
[RefT] would be a feature originating in Ch. If this were the case, then an intuitive explanation
for the vast majority of %V3 cases with temporal Frame Setters is that they these adverbs bear
[iRefT] and value [uRefT:_] on Ch. This requires the assumption that all finite verbs are also
endowed with [iRefT], which is not strictly in the spirit of Haegeman and Greco’s proposals;
thus, merge of a high temporal Frame Setter would bleed movement to Ch, if α and RefT are
synonymous. A challenge to the synonymy of α and RefT arises in instances of frame-setting
modal or locative adverbs which are not straightforwardly explicable in terms of RefT unless we
consider that places and other DP referents are coercible as time. Cross-linguistically speaking,
we see the opposite; temporal XPs are often coercible as places, or rather temporal locations (see
Birner 1996, among others). Moreover, we still have no solution for non-adverbial dislocates,
which are unlikely to encode RefT. If it is correct that a feature [uα:_] sits on Ch and is a
licensing factor in verb-third distributions, then [RefT] appears to be too specific to catch the
full range of variation.

I have already discussed that dislocated (and contrastive) topics and Frame Setters are
known to have certain commonalities (Féry and Krifka 2008), which Féry and Krifka (2008)
label delimitation as both convey that some limitation exists on the predication. Moreover,
the fact that one feature could conceivably be shared by temporal, locative and modal Frame
Setters, adverbial dislocates, and DP dislocates points to a wider reaching and likely more
primitive syntactic function. I therefore suggest that [±α] in fact acts to syntactically anchor
the individual or event to the utterance, i.e., a type of generic anchoring feature functioning in
the C-domain. This draws on Wiltschko’s (2014) proposals for a universal spine of syntactically
primitive categories behind the hierarchical organization of language (427).

(427) CUG= k:discourse linking > k:anchoring > k:point-of-view > k:classification

(Wiltschko 2014:28)

While Wiltschko (2014) assumes that k:anchoring corresponds to the IP-domain, I assume
that the anchoring properties of T/I, like all its features, are drawn from the phase head C via
inheritance (Chomsky 2001, 2008); German is a language in which C retains most properties
associated with T in non V2 languages (Biberauer and Roberts 2010). Furthermore, Wiltschko
shows that different languages anchor in radically different ways, i.e., via tense, location, or
person, among other options. Thus, while languages usually specify k:anchoring for a partic-
ular value, UG provides some underspecified anchoring notion. In short, I claim that while
Kiezdeutsch, and indeed German, do have functioning tense systems, a syntactic anchoring
primitive [±α] is nonetheless active in the system. Frame Setters of different types and dislo-
cates are naturally endowed with the generic anchoring feature [iα] and Ch with its unvalued
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counterpart.
In sum, we can motivate [±α] as an anchoring feature with pervasive syntactic effects.

However, while the model proposed so far works well to account for the majority of speakers,
who are most often multilinguals in the data, the system proposed so far must also be able
to model the attested V2 systems which are less strict regarding preverbal objects across verb-
third structures. Let us now turn to formalize microvariations that could facilitate the observed
differences between speaker groups.

8.6 Microvariation: multilinguals, monolinguals, and
more standard German

Thus far, the data has suggested that the vast majority of multilingual Kiezdeutsch speakers,
including interlocutors, do not permit preverbal object DPs in any verb-third distribution. On
this basis, I posited the analysis in Section (8.4); for %V3 this was able to model the gener-
alisations in literature concerning preverbal subjects in %V3, as well as the findings that a
non-frame-setting spatio-temporal adverbs may also occupy this position (see also Schalowski
2015), and that these speakers demonstrated a remarkable avoidance of resumptive objects in
LD and HTLD. However, I have not provided analyses for the groups of speakers who do not
appear to follow the generalisations made for most Kiezdeutsch speakers. We have seen that
the data indicates that a handful of mostly monolingual speakers of Kiezdeutsch do not show
a preverbal-subject constraint in dislocation patterns; the data was too sparse to make strong
conclusions for %V3. On the other hand, the data from TüBa-D/S combined with observations
by Wiese and Müller (2018) and Bunk (2020) point to the fact that some speakers of modern
spoken German have a %V3 option, yet LD and HTLD do not show any restrictions against
fronted objects.

Although there is not enough evidence to claim that %V3 is a genuine option for all speak-
ers of German, enough cases appear among monolingual L1 speakers outside the Kiezdeutsch
community to require a syntactic model. I proceed on the assumption that these speakers
possess an incipient grammatical option permitting some %V3, but they also show no restric-
tions against fronted objects in resumptive-dislocation patterns. In this sense, they resemble
monolingual Kiezdeutsch speakers. Before going any further, consider the available systems
for verb-third taking all the data and what we know about Kiezdeutsch, spoken and standard
German into account; the potential settings are given in (Table 8.2).1

1. Note that “Spoken German*” refers simply to spoken grammars appearing to possess a %V3 option;
I refrain from making strong or wide-ranging claims about the prevalence of %V3 in spoken German,
since the current level of empirical research provides too few data points to confirm it as an uniform
feature of spoken German (contra Wiese and Müller 2018; Bunk 2020). Note that ± means that the
situation is not clear due limited but unambiguous counter examples to a preverbal-subject tendency.
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Preverbal XPs in %V3 Preverbal XPs in Dislocation
subjects objects adverbs subjects objects adverbs

Kiezdeutsch Multi + -*
(n=2, MuH9WT)

+ + - +
Kiezdeutsch Mono + - + + + +
Spoken German* + ± + + + +
Standard German - - - + + +

Table 8.2: Verb-third distributions across speaker groups and varieties

8.6.1 Fewer features and fewer restrictions
I first concentrate on the more flexible systems evident primarily among monolingual speakers
of Kiezdeutsch and some monolingual speakers of spoken German. These speakers do not show
an outright restriction against object DPs across verb-third distributions. While this is clearest
for LD and HTLD, the %V3 data set is too small to be conclusive. Recall that only 25 hits were
found for monolingual Kiezdeutsch speakers, none of which contained a fronted object DP. On
the other hand, Bunk’s (2020) data is limited to those instances matching the template [Adv
S Vfin]. For Spoken German*, I placed a ± sign in (Table 8.2) for preverbal objects in %V3
because some unambiguous cases of OV do in fact occur in TüBa-D/S (428a,b). Furthermore,
I have found a set of preverbal adverbs, yet they are not of the SoP type (429), e.g., vielleicht
‘maybe’, leider ‘unfortunately’. Initial adverbials are uniformly of the frame-setter type, to
which I include several cases beginning with ansonsten ‘otherwise’ which acts to mark contrast.
I have already established the delimiting function of both contrast and other Frame Setters
(Féry and Krifka 2008).

(428) a. [Dann]
then

[Hotel
Hotel

Royal,
Royal,

Schloßhotel
Schloßhotel

Hannover
Hannover

und
and

Hotel
Hotel

Am-Georgengarten]
Am-Georgengarten

hätten
have.cond

wir
we
diesmal
this-time

zur
to-the

Auswahl.
choice

‘Then this time we have Hotel Royal, Schloßhotel Hannover und Hotel Am-Georgengarten
to choose from.’

(TüBa-D/S, s4700)
b. Ja,

yes
[dann]
then

[das]
that.acc

mache
make

ich.
I

‘Yes, then THAT I’ll do.’ (TüBa-D/S, s27949)

(429) [Dann]
then

[vielleicht]
maybe

müssen
must

wir
we
es
it.acc

doch
ptcl.pol

früher
earlier

machen
make

‘Then maybe we do have to do it earlier.’ (TüBa-D/S, s34685)



8.6. MICROVARIATION 285

Thus, while a preverbal subject DP preference holds for %V3, it is not universal. Coupled
with the availability of dislocated objects in LD and HTLD, these facts suggest a more flexible
preverbal position than that proposed for Kiezdeutsch (§8.4). Moreover, if correct, it appears
that some, outlier speakers of Kiezdeutsch and spoken German in fact possess the same V2
setting. Therefore, an analysis is necessary for varieties without a strong restriction against
preverbal objects across verb-third distributions. Moreover, it is also necessary to determine
how Standard German rules out all %V3 but permits LD/HTLD without restrictions on the type
of preverbal XP.

I suggest that all the observed varieties make use of a double-CP C-domain in which Ch acts
as the phase head passing Certain features to Cl. However, systems allowing preverbal objects
in verb-third distributions lack [uδSoP:_] on Cl. Instead, in these varieties, Ch shares[uδ:_]
with Cl, unlike multilingual Kiezdeutsch, with the effect that any appropriate δ-bearing XP
can value an active [uδ:_] features on Cl, regardless of its status as subject, object, adverb, or
adjunct. The key difference between more flexible spoken systems and the the standard can be
understood as the ability to merge Frame Setters in Ch. The points of variation can be viewed
in terms variation in inheritance relations for the different systems, as given in (Table 8.3):

Standard German Monolingual
Spoken German*

Kiezdeutsch

Ch Cl Ch Cl Ch Cl

keep [uα:_] - - - [uα:_] - - - [uα:_]
[uδ:_]

- - -

donate −→ [uV:_]
[uT:_]

−→ [uV:_]
[uT:_]

−→ [uδSoP:_]
[uV:_]
[uT:_]

share [uδ:_]
[•X•]

[uδ:_]
[•X•]

[uδ:_]
[•X•]

[uδ:_]
[•X•]

[•X•] [•X•]

Frame Setters in CPh - + +
Table 8.3: Inheritance from Ch to Cl in Kiezdeutsch, Spoken German and Standard
German

I will demonstrate in the coming sections that these settings are able to derive three distinct
systems and account for the variation at hand.

8.6.2 Deriving V2 without SoP
Consider the object-initial V2 clause in (430).

(430) Den
the.acc

Junge-n
boy-acc

frisst
eats

der
the.nom

Tiger
tiger

‘The tiger is eating THE BOY.’
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In this and any V2 clause, the Cl will first probe to find valued copies of [uδ:_] and
[uV:_/uT:_]; the former will trigger movement of an appropriate XP to Spec,CPl, depending
on the pragmatic specification of [uδ:_]. [uV:_/uT:_] will trigger V-to-Cl movement. Recall
that Ch is endowed with [uα:_] and a further copy of [uδ:_]. If no XP element can value [uα:_],
V-movement will continue from Cl to Ch, as was proposed for Kiezdeutsch speakers (§8.4). Ch

and the remaining structure-building [•X•] on Ch remains active as the shared [uδ:_] feature
is unvalued. Thus, [uδ:_] will probe the [iδ]-endowed XP in the Spec,CPl, inducing further XP
movement to Spec, CPh.2 The tree structure with features is given in (431).

(431) V2 clause (OVfin)
CPh

Ch′

CPl

Cl′

…
TPv+Cl

frisst
[uδ:_][uT/V:_][•X•]

[iα][iT/V ]

den Jungen
[iδ]

DPi

v+Ch

frisst
[uα:_][uδ:_]
[iα][•X•]

den Jungen
[iδ]

DPi

There is nothing in principle, however, that rules out a language having separate prag-
matic specifications of [uδ:_] features in Ch and Cl; indeed, that is more or less the claim for
Kiezdeutsch. This could allow a more informationally prominent XP to target Spec,CPh directly
and leapfrog an XP in Spec,CPl. For more standard varieties of German, I must assume that
in a standard V2 clause, Ch can and must share one [uδ:_] with Cl, as opposed to selection of
two distinct versions of [uδ:_] where one remains on Ch and the other is donated entirely by
Cl. However, for HTLD, the scenario may be different, as will be shown in the next section.

In sum, where no Frame Setter, HT, or an instance of LD values both [uα:_] and [uδ:_] on
Ch, a V2 clause is uniformly derived without any association of the lower CP with subjecthood.

8.6.3 Deriving LD and HTLD without restrictions
Turning to LD and HTLD, if some XP element can value [uα:_] in Ch via Move from CPl as in for
LD (432) or external Merge as for HTLD in (433), it will automatically also value [uδ:_]. This
means that either movement of an LD topic to CPh or merge of an HT blocks V-movement to Ch

and also any other A(‘)-movement to Spec, CPh. Since the low C has no relation to subjecthood,
2. I assume that Freezing is a property of A-positions (Corver 2017) and do not follow a Rizzian approach
to Criterial Freezing (see discussions in Rizzi and Shlonsky 2006; Samo 2019); given that all Specifiers
in the C-domain are A’-positions, we need not worry about freezing effects
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the full range of LD structured involving subjects, objects and adverbials are permitted, as an
object big-DP can land in Spec,CPl unproblematically.

(432) a. LD (OVfin)
CPh

Ch′

CPl

Cl′

...der Tiger

TPv+Cl

frisst
[uδ:_][ uT/V:_][•X•]

[iα][iT/V]

DPi

D
den
[iδ]

DPt

Ch

[uα:_][uδ:_]
[•X•]

den Jungen
[iα , iδ]

DPi

b. [Den
the.acc

Junge-ni],
boy-acc

deni
him.rp.acc

frisst
eats

der
the
Tiger.
tiger

‘The boy, a tiger is eating him.’

(433) a. HTLD
CPh

Ch′

CPl

Cl′

...ihnj

TPv+Cl

frisst
[uδ:_][ uT/V:_][•X•]

[iα][iT/V ]

der Tiger
[iδ]

DPi

Ch

[uα:_][uδ:_]
[•X•]

der Junge
[iα , iδ]

DPj

b. [Der
the.nom

Jungej],
boy.nom

der
the.nom

Tigeri
tiger.nom

frisst
eats

ihnj .
him.rp.acc

‘The boy, the tiger is eating him.’

Certain instances of HTLD are problematic for the idea that Ch selects or shares only a
single [uδ:_]. In the case of stacking of LD and HT, multiple [uδ:_] on Ch are needed; if correct,
a solution is that only one instance of [uδ:_] can be shared, or there is some fundamental
difference in features involved in Merge vs movement. Indeed, a larger problem is presented
by HTLD sentences involving a given HT and a focused preverbal XP, such as (434).
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(434) [Der
the

arme
poor

Jungeht],
boy,

[ausgerechnet
just

heutefocus]
today

musste
must.past

der
the
Tiger
tiger

ihn
him

fressen.
eat

The poor boy, today of all days the tiger had to eat him.

In such cases, we must assume that the [uδ:_] associated with the HT is kept on Ch but
a [uδfocus:_] donated to Cl. There is evidently a need for ordering of inheritance options in
particular circumstances; this may proceed in a similar way to the ordering of features in the
sense of (Fuß 2008; Lahne 2009). Alternatively, an attractive idea is that we must assume
that a shared [u:δ] can have different values in different positions, i.e., when they co-occur,
focus and topic readings are dependent on their relative distribution and not pre-programmed
in the feature content. In this sense, [uδ:_] is fact underspecified for different types of topic
or foci. If correct, [uδ:_] in the C-domain purely trigger discourse-related movement but the
association to do with different values comes from the interaction of the context, the particular
item with a discourse value, and perhaps its relation to other discourse-relevant XPs. This
position resembles suggestions by Benincà and Poletto (2004) that the upper half of the left
periphery is associated with topichood, while the lower half is associated with Focus, yet it is
potentially more flexible. Whatever the case, this is a problem that must be solved, yet I do
not have the space to do so here. I leave ironing out of the creases for further work, but I do
not consider the issue insurmountable.

8.6.4 Deriving %V3 without SoP
Let us finally consider a less restricted instance of %V3, such as that in (428b) given again as
(435a), which appears to lack any SoP-requirement in Spec,CPl. The tree structure is given in
(435b).

(435) a. ja,
yes,

dann
then

das
that.acc

mache
make

ich.
I

‘Yes, then THAT I’ll do.’ (TüBa-D/S, s27949)
b. %V3

CPh

Ch′

CPl

Cl′

...ich

TPv+Cl

mache
[uδ:_] [uT/V:_][•X•]

[iα][iT/V]

DP
das
[iδ]

Ch

[uα:_][uδ:_]
[•X•]

AdvP
dann

[iα][iδ]
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Like in V2 clauses, Cl probes to find valued copies of [uδ:_] and [uV:_/uT:_]. These features
trigger movement of a matching [iδ]-endowed XP to Spec,CPl and V-to-Cl movement. This
constellation places no category or SoP restrictions on the preverbal constituent with the effect
that non-SoP object DPs (428a,b) and adverbs (429), e.g., leider ‘unfortunately’ or vielleicht
‘maybe’, can land in Spec,CPl. The features [iα] and [iδ] on the frame-setting XP will value
both unvalued counterparts on Ch, bleeding further V-movement to Ch and rendering the phase
head and thereby its [•X•] inactive. Thus, once again, the only difference to the analysis for
the Kiezdeutsch grammar with a stronger SoP-association for Spec,CPl (§8.4) is the absence of
[uδSoP:_].

8.6.5 Ruling out %V3 in Standard German
For standard German V2, LD, and HTLD, I assume the analyses discussed in (§8.6.2) and
(§8.6.3). However, Standard German does not reportedly allow for %V3. I suppose this to
derive from the fact that Frame Setters in Standard German cannot externally merge in the C-
domain. I follow Frey’s (2003) position that Standard German frame-setting adverbs, like other
temporal, merge in the T-domain. Thus, a Frame Setter in a clause-initial position can only be
the result of movement. However, if Frame Setters are endowed with [iα], we must explain
why movement of a Frame Setter to Spec,CPh does not derive %V3 by valuing [iα:_] on Ch.
One option is that low Frame Setters lack [iα], carrying perhaps only a semantic specification
[+α]. If this is the case, then Vfin will move to Ch on account of [uα:_] and the Frame Setter
will move to Spec,CPh in order to value [uδ:_] thus deriving V2, as shown in (436).

(436) [cph Frame Setteri [ch Vfin [cpl XPi [cl Vfin [tp…

A second option is that if a low frame-setter indeed carries both [iα:_] and [iδ:_], it can be
probed first by [uδ:_]. From there the Frame Setter is more local to Ch and its [uα:_] probe
than Vfin. The Frame Setter will then move to Spec,CPh and value both its [uα:_] and [uδ:_]
features. This bleeds further V-movement to Ch but does not produce %V3 given that the initial
XP and Vfin are spread across CPl and CPh and an intervening XP is ruled out. The derivation
is given in (437)

(437) [cph Frame Setteri [ch [cpl XPi [cl Vfin [tp…

The choice between (436) and (437) is not clear cut. Indeed, from an empirical perspective,
it is difficult to tell if a clause-initial frame-setter in %V3 is moved or merged. The main differ-
ence then between Standard German and %V3-prodcuing grammars is simply the availability
of Merge for Frame Setters in CPh.

A Merge-in-CP alternative
Note that both Hinterhölzl (2017) and Walkden (2017) consider that Frame Setters do in fact
merge in the left periphery even in Standard German, as opposed to an IP-domain origin.
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Hinterhölzl (2017:212) argues for CP-generation of Frame Setters based on the observation
that frame adverbials do not show reconstruction effects, e.g., the absence of Principle C effects
and that pronouns in the adverbial clause do not bind (438a vs b):

‘The bound variable interpretation of the pronoun in the adverbial clause is out if
the latter is interpreted as a topcial frame that temporally restricts what is asserted
by the main clause.’

(Hinterhölzl 2017:212)

(438) a. Als
when

Peter1
Peter

nach
to

Hause
home

kam,
came

hat
has

er1
he
seine
his

Freundin
girlfriend

angerufen.
up.called

‘When Peter arrived home, he called up his girlfriend.’
b. *Als

when
er1
he
Maria
Mary

traf,
met

war
was

fast
almost

jeder
every

Student1
student

schon
already

nach
to

Hause
home

gefahren.
driven

‘When he met Mary, almost every student had already gone home.’
(ex.13, Hinterhölzl 2017:212)

If Hinterhölzl (2017) is correct, this poses a potential challenge for the analysis proposed so
far, as without his flexible or strict phase stipulations, Standard German should unproblematic-
ally permit %V3 just as the microvariational options in Kiezdeutsch or some adult monolingual
grammars. Without modification, it would be impossible to rule out %V3. However, a simple
solution to account for base-generated CP Frame Setters in Standard German is to suppose that
they enter the derivation in Spec,CPl. In this scenario, the adverb moves to CPh valuing δ-
features on both Cl and Ch, while also bleeding V-movement by valuing [uα:_] on Ch. This
type of approach has the advantage of naturally deriving the cross-linguistic observation that
HTs precede Frame Setters (Benincà and Poletto 2004) in that HTs merge in Spec,CPh. The
tree for such a %V3 derivation is given below in (439):

(439) Initial CP-generated frame V2 clause
CPh

Ch′

CPl

Cl′

…
TPv+Cl

frisst
[uδ:_][uT/V:_][•X•]

[iα][iT/V]

gestern
[iδ][iα ]

AdvPi

Ch

[uα:_][uδ:_]
[•X•]

gestern
[iδ][iα]

AdvPi
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If this alternative is correct, it might provide a fruitful way to consider microvariation in
the availability of %V3, not in terms of variation between CP and TP domains as the locus for
Frame Setters’ merge site, but in the variation between a higher or lower CP position as the
merge site. In short, if a Frame Setter is merged in Spec,CPl, %V3 is ruled out. If a Frame
Setter is merged in Spec,CPh, %V3 is possible.

With regard to Kiezdeutsch specifically, we are faced with two questions:

i. What caused the reanalysis of the merge site of Frame Setters from a lower position (TP
internal or CPl) to CPh?]

ii. How was a SoP specification in the C-domain innovated, when it is absent in other varieties
of German?

The acquisition of SoP in the C-domain more widely likely relies on languages showing
special behaviour for subjects there, which German does not typically do, yet it is conceivable
at least that young Kiezdeutsch speakers may well receive such evidence, given that L2 speakers
are more inclined to produce Adv-SV linearizations (Clahsen and Muysken 1986; Platzack 2001;
Meisel 2011; Westergaard et al. 2019) and their communities host an ample L2 population; this
is the approach taken by (Walkden 2017). I explore potential actuation scenarios in depth in
the next chapter.

8.7 Conclusion
In this chapter, I have argued that recent approaches to %V3 in Kiezdeutsch have overlooked
potentially important evidence from other verb-third structures, namely LD and HTLD. Novel
data was presented for %V3, LD, and HTLD, which indicates that for the majority of Kiezdeutsch
speakers. all verb-third structures show preverbal subjects and a select set of spatio-temporal
adverbs, yet a restriction against formal object DPs is at play. I argued that this reflects an
association with subject of predication in preverbal position. Moreover, comparison of the
linguistic data and metadata in Kiezdeutsch, and spoken German data from TüBa-D/S suggested
that monolingual speakers were more likely to use fronted objects in the dislocation data.
However, the data sets from different speaker groups were too small for definitive results.
Notably, one multilingual speaker was responsible for all preverbal objects in Kiezdeutsch %V3.
I have claimed that the variation between varieties and speaker groups within Kiezdeutsch
likely translates into a heterogeneous syntactic situation, where small microvariations permit
a more or less flexible preverbal position. A general limitation on this study has been that the
absence of a variant in a corpus study does not necessarily translate into its ungrammaticality.
Nonetheless, given the heterogeneous (socio-)linguistic backgrounds of speakers, assertions
from the previous literature, and the large number of verb-third producing speakers in KiDKo,
I consider the principal findings and claims to be reliable.

From a formal perspective, I have suggested a system capable of modelling minimal differ-
ences which translates into a Standard German-type system with a ban on %V3 but allowing LD
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and HTLD, a system permitting %V3, LD, and HTLD with a SoP requirement in the preverbal
position, and a system permitting %V3, LD, and HTLD with a flexible preverbal position. The
requirement for an SoP-dedicated position in the C-domain was posited for the vast majority of
multilingual Kiezdeutsch speakers given their avoidance of objects across all types of V3, but
not without one notable multilingual exception (MuH9WT). Crucially, the proposed model sug-
gests an explicit mechanism by which a sentence-initial Frame Setter or dislocate may trigger a
verb-third distribution. Variation concerning verb-third orders across Kiezdeutsch, potentially
more flexible spoken grammars of German, and Standard German can be reduced to three key
differences:

i. The possibility of %V3 order derives from the availability of Merge for Frame Setters in
Spec,CPh bearing a [iα] which bleeds verb movement. LD-topics and HTs also bleed V-
movement.

ii. Where strong restrictions against preverbal object DPs across verb-third orders are present,
they derive from the presence of [uδSoP:_] on Cl.

iii. More flexibility in Spec,CPl is derived from Ch sharing[uδ:_] with Cl rather than keep-
ing[uδ:_], as is the case in the more restrictive Kiezdeutsch system.

Finally, from a diachronic perspective, it appears that Kiezdeutsch speakers have innov-
ated/are innovating a [±SoP] feature in their grammar, which is not present in other varieties
of German. The presence or absence of a high frame-setter position appears correlated to lan-
guage contact, yet limited instances of %V3 in spoken German leave the question open as to
the means of innovation, if there was one at all.



Chapter 9

The origin of the Kiezdeutsch subject
position

9.1 Introduction
In the previous chapter I claimed that the Kiezdeutsch sample was heterogeneous in in its
linguistic behaviour. On the one hand, we saw that most speakers in the corpus sample only
ever permit elements encoding SoP in the preverbal position in any verb-third distribution, i.e.
%V3, LD, and HTLD. On the other hand, very few speakers in the corpus produced preverbal
objects or other other elements not encoding SoP. For resumption patterns these speakers were
almost exclusively from the monolingual sample. For %V3, only one speaker produced any
preverbal objects, a speaker from the multilingual sample. Given then that 13/14 multilingual
speakers never produced a preverbal object in any verb-third structure, while 3/4 monolingual
speakers did to some extent, it is not unreasonable to assume a level of microvariation among
the Kiezdeutsch speakers in the entire sample. Furthermore, it was argued that Kiezdeutsch
speakers without an SoP requirement in CPl behave in a similar fashion to a sample of speakers
in the spoken German data from TüBa-D/S.

Consequently, we can posit three types of speaker across Kiezdeutsch and spoken German:
Three speaker types:

a. Speakers lacking peripheral Frame Setters or a subject requirement in Spec,CPl

b. Speakers with peripheral Frame Setters but lacking a subject requirement in Spec,CPl

c. Speakers with both peripheral Frame Setters and a subject requirement in Spec,CPl

Speakers with a syntactically active subject requirement in CPl appear to come from multi-
lingual home environments, given that only they failed to produce exceptions to this tendency
across all types of V3. I accept, however, that this must remain a hypothesis due to the patchy
nature of corpus-based evidence.

Let us now turn to the diachronic consequences of these proposals for Kiezdeutsch. There
are two basic question: what changed? and how did it change? First, considering the compar-
ative prevalence of %V3 in Kiezdeutsch and the much stronger tendency against non-SoP XPs

293
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to fall in the preverbal position in any verb-third distribution, we can assume innovation in at
least the form of a soft subject requirement in Spec,CPl: the innovation of [uδSoP:_] and the
donate relation of from Ch to Cl. Second, if, however, left peripheral frame-setting adverbi-
als are in fact a feature of spoken German available more widely, then there are two possible
hypotheses: either a) merge of initial adverbs reported for %V3 in CPh has been independ-
ently innovated, or b) it is a feature of spoken language that has been particularly taken up by
Kiezdeutsch speakers. The latter is the position taken by Wiese and Müller (2018).

The question of how any potential change took place is intuitively related to language
contact in one form or another. However, several interpretations are possible for the exact
nature of any innovation, given the complexity of the Kiezdeutsch contact situation in which
Kiezdeutsch speakers do not form a homogeneous group in terms of their home language. That
is, we must contend with the following possibilities:

Scenarios for change

i. Transfer from a source or several source languages.
ii. Interpretation of non-target-like %V3 evidence from L2 adults as a template for

%V3 within a L1 V2 system (cf. Walkden 2017).
iii. An interaction between %V3 and delayed bilingual acquisition of V2 in an envir-

onment lacking an L1 model.

This chapter explores this third scenario. That is, it has been shown that L2 speakers of
German and other V2 varieties find target-like acquisition of V2 difficult (Clahsen and Muysken
1986) and can produce V2 violations of the %V3 type (Platzack 2001; Meisel 2011). While
simultaneous and early sequential bilinguals, i.e. exposure < 3 years of age, have been shown
to acquire V2 without issue and early (Kroffke and Rothweiler 2006; Meisel 2009, 2011; Tsimpli
2014; Unsworth 2016), there is some evidence that points to a tendency for late bilinguals /
early L2 acquirers, i.e. first exposure to German typically between four and seven years of age,
to show increased and more persistent use of %V3 (Kroffke and Rothweiler 2006; Rothweiler
2006; Jabnoun 2006; Sopata 2010), among other features reminiscent of adult L2 speakers
(Meisel 2009, 2011). I shall return to the complexities of child bilingualism and a possible
interaction with %V3 in Section (9.3), it will be shown that there are good reasons to assume
later exposure and thus delayed acquisition for a good proportion of the Kiezdeutsch-speaking
population. In Section (9.5), it is suggested that the SoP requirement in Spec,CPl and the high
Merge point of Frame Setters in Spec,CPh in fact reflect the parametrization of a default natural
order of information (Wiese et al. 2020), i.e., a UG-given mimimal default (Roeper 1999).

Let us first, however, consider previous claim concerning the diachrony of %V3 in Kiezdeutsch.
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9.2 Previous approaches: continuity vs contact-induced
innovation

In this section, I first discuss why a transfer account via language contact is unlikely (§9.2.1).
Following Walkden (2017) this is improbable on account of the heterogeneous linguistic back-
ground of the speakers and the lack of a convincing source-language model. I lay out two
potential approaches to the prevalence of the %V3 pattern in Kiezdeutsch. I give a brief sum-
mary of Walkden’s arguments before exploring and ruling out Arabic as a potential source in
more detail. I then move on to discuss two current hypotheses for roots of %V3 in Kiezdeutsch.

In the first instance in Section (9.2.2), I argue against a continuity analysis based on the
idea that Kiezdeutsch speakers are simply amplifying a historically consistent %V3 pattern
that has remained largely under the radar (Wiese and Müller 2018). In the second instance
in Section (9.2.3), I then set out Walkden’s (2017) diachronic account in which he argues
that %V3 was innovated by children reconciling conflicting L1 and L2 input in the Primary
Linguistic Data (PLD). Ultimately, I propose that while Walkden’s account may well be part
of the story, it does not fully account for well-known effects at the syntax-pragmatic interface
associated with different types of bilingualism, i.e. simultaneous vs subsequent bilingualism.
Moreover, I shall present evidence that the acquisition scenario presented by Walkden may not
reflect the majority experience in the extremely diverse communities in which Kiezdeutsch has
developed.

9.2.1 Ruling out transfer
I follow Walkden (2017) who argues that transfer of %V3 from a source language is implaus-
ible due to the heterogeneous linguistic situation and the lack of a clear model in the source
languages. In this section, I sum up Walkden’s core arguments and provide some linguistic
evidence

Walkden’s argumentation is divided into two parts: a framework for contact-induced change
and the nature of the likelihood of %V3 having its origins in the home languages of Kiezdeutsch
speakers and their parents.

Firstly, Walkden draws on the language-contact paradigm developed by Van Coetsem (2000),
and expanded by Winford (2005) and Lucas (2012), which considers the direction of replica-
tion of linguistic features from one language into another to dictate the types of change that
are likely to take place. Winford (2005) and Van Coetsem (2000) label the movement of lin-
guistic material between an L1 and L2, regardless of direction, transfer. This invariably takes
place from a ‘source language’ (SL) into a ‘recipient language’ (RL). This distinction outlines
two types of transfer in opposing directions: ‘Borrowing’ and ‘Imposition’. ’Borrowing’ corres-
ponds broadly to the use of a linguistic material from a speaker’s L2 or psycholinguistically
less dominant language in their L1/dominant language, while ‘imposition’ corresponds to the
‘interference’ of a speaker’s L1 in their L2 or dominant language in their less less dominant
language. Following Lucas (2012:277–8), the L1 is the dominant language, regardless of ac-
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cessibility, by reason of fundamental differences between L1 acquisition and L2 learning. In
short then, contact-induced change can be divided into two types:

a. Borrowing as RL-agentivity: a speaker transfers features from their less proficient language
into their psycholinguistically dominant language.

b. Imposition as SL-agentivity: a speaker transfers features from their dominant language into
their less proficient language.

Crucially, borrowing is typically associated with salient lexical linguistic features and not
syntactic or phonological rules. Thus, it is very unlikely that %V3 is borrowed. Imposition,
however, often involves transfer from the more dominant language and can cause ‘catastrophic
change’ to the grammatical system of the recipient language, i.e. syntax, morphology, se-
mantics, phonology, as well as vocabulary (Winford 2005:377–80). Thus, imposition could be
a more plausible context for the innovation of %V3 from a theoretical perspective. Nonetheless,
Walkden (2017:66) considers it an unlikely scenario for the reason that ’the relevant multieth-
nolects are spoken in communities where no single heritage language dominates’. Moreover,
it is not immediately clear that the potential source languages provide clear evidence for %V3.

Recall that the core speakers in KiDKo-mu come from households speaking German, Turk-
ish, Arabic, and Kurdish. Indeed, Walkden notes that Turkish and Arabic are prominent in all
such urban-contact varieties. However, he argues that neither present a likely source since they
do not typically features %V3 patterns. Explicitly, Turkish is an OV language with Vfin falling
in a sentence-final position in unmarked cases. Further factors that Walkden considers make
Turkish an unlikely source are a focus association with the immediately preverbal position and
agglutinating morphology. On the other hand, Walkden draws on assertions by Aoun et al.
(2009:46-49) that Arabic contains nothing resembling %V3; it is generally VSO with SV orders
possible depending on information structure. In fact, SVO Arabic dialects do show some po-
tential linearizations involving central and peripheral adverbs with overt subjects; we see that
temporal or frame-setting adverbs can precede the subject and finite verb in Egyptian Arabic
(Shaady 1995) and in Levantine Jordanian Arabic, which permits multiple adverbs to front
above the subject and verb (Al-Bom and Jarrah 2020).

(440) a. Egyptian Arabic
ʕadatan
usually

il-gaw
the-weather

bi-ykūn
ptcl-is.3sg.imperf

harr
hot

fi
in
sēf
summer

fi
in
masr
Egypt

‘Usually, the weather is hot in Egypt in the summer.’ (Shaady 1995:76)
b. Jordanian Arabic

Zamaan
once

daajman
always

ʔaħmadd
Ahmad

kaan
was.3sg.masc

jsaafer
travelling

ʕala
to

masˤer
Egypt

‘Long ago, Ahmad always used to travel to Egypt.’
(adapted from ex.31, Al-Bom and Jarrah 2020:99)
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However, given that all varieties of Arabic are NSLs or partial NSLs, only examples with
overt non-pronominal subjects could count as a source context. Where pronominal subjects
are realised in a null-subject language, this will entail specific discourse requirements often
requiring focus, contrast, or a switch of reference on the subject, which is not typically the
case for preverbal subject pronouns in Kiezdeutsch %V3. Moreover, given that we do not see
pervasive imposition of other Arabic syntactic features, it is unlikely that this specific instance
will have been any more privileged than other word orders or grammatical features. Moreover,
it would require speakers from German, Turkish, and all other home-environments to pick up on
an imposed feature in only Arabic-German bilinguals; it is not clear that these speakers would be
numerous or prestigious enough. Moreover, %V3 and other phenomena, e.g., subject dropping,
null copular constructions, etc. were also reported features of so-called Gastarbeiterdeutsch
‘Guest-Worker German’ in the 1970s and 1980s spoken by adults from Turkish, Slavic and
Romance speaking backgrounds (Keim 1984; Barbour and Stevenson 1998). Even then, many
of the irregularities were shown to be driven by general principles of L2 acquisition rather than
transfer per se.

In this same line, consider that Kurdish appears to provides a linear model for %V3.

(441) Dihî
Yesterday

ez
I
čû-bû-m=e
go.pst-plprf-1sg=drct

Duhok-ê.
Duhok-fem.obl.

‘Yesterday I went to Duhok’ (Duhok Kurdish, ex.1, Haig to appear)

However, on closer inspection, such constructions are very limited to a special set of
argument-structural properties that permit predicates to follow the verb (Haig to appear). 1

In transitive contexts, %V3 is ruled out because Kurdish is SOV in matrix contexts. It is very
unlikely that a) bilingual German-Kurdish speaking children could have imposed this structure
into German and then extended it across categories, and b) other speakers in the community
would pick up on this feature from this particular group.

In sum, superficially similar orders in Arabic and Kurdish are not likely source context for
%V3 in Kiezdeutsch. Indeed, for that to be the case, either group speakers would need to have
a) imposed the structure, b) potentially extended it via analogy across the entire syntax, and
c) be prestigious or numerous enough in their urban multiethnic communities as to diffuse the
pattern.
1. Post-predicate constituents in Kurdish

1. Goals and directions of verbs of motion,
2. Goals and directions of verbs of caused motion
3. Recipients of the verb dan ‘give’
4. Addressees of gotin ‘say, tell’
5. Final states of predicates of change of state, e.g. ‘become, turn into’
6. Some LVCs (Light Verb Complements) of the light verb kirin ‘do’.

(Haig to appear)
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Let us now turn to consider proposal by Wiese and Müller (2018) that %V3 is in fact a
historical constant in German.

9.2.2 Continuity
Before considering the frame-setter initial V3 pattern as an innovation, we must first discuss
the possibility that it is in fact a historically consistent pattern that has been inherited from
a historical stage of the language that has somehow taken root more pervasively within the
Kiezdeutsch speech community (Wiese 2009; Wiese et al. 2009; Wiese and Rehbein 2016; Wiese
and Müller 2018).

As now established, Wiese and Müller (2018) argue that %V3 is in fact a rare but viable
grammatical option in spoken German. I do not dispute that %V3 does appear in small measure
in the grammars of some speakers, as suggested in the previous chapter. Wiese and Müller
(2018) suggest that it has been able to gain particular traction in Kiezdeutsch, which draws
more strongly on the spoken language than the written standard:

“Having been hidden in vernacular language, this pattern might have gotten over-
looked and had to be rediscovered via the more dynamic settings of multilingual
speech communities.”

(Wiese and Müller 2018:16)

In support of their claim that %V3 is in fact a historical constant in German, Wiese and
Müller draw on the presence of frame-setter initial V3 patterns reported in Early New High
German (442) (Speyer 2008) and Middle Low German (443) (Petrova 2012) to support this
view.

(442) [Jm
In-the.dat

6886.
6886

Jar]
year

[der
the

Großfuerst
Grand

DEMETRI]
Duke

hat
Demetri

den
the.acc

maechtigen
powerful

Tatarischen
Tartar

Khuenig
King

MAMAI
Mamai

geschlagen
beat

‘In the year 6886, the Grand Duke Demetri defeated the powerful
Tartar King Mamai.’ (ex.36, Speyer 2008:481[115.B1r.11f.])

(443) [By
by

dersulven
the.same

tyd]
time

[de
the
koning
King

philippus
Philippus

van
of

vrankriken]
France

was
was

in
in
aquitanien
Aquitania

‘By the same time King Philip of France was in Aquitania.’
(Petrova 2012:168[LChr I 65,2])

However, their argumentation is vague in diachronic terms. Let us first consider why any
parallels between Middle Low German and Kiezdeutsch are not in fact of great import. Firstly,
the syntax of the local Berlin dialect largely follows eastern central German norms (Lasch 1928),
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even if certain Low German phonological rules have been preserved in specific lexical envir-
onments but not others, e.g. wat for High German was ‘what’, but not watter for wasser ‘water’.
In short, Berlinish is not a Low German dialect. Secondly and more importantly, Petrova
(2012) shows that verb-third distributions in MLG are not like those present in modern Ger-
man. Moreover, Petrova reports a vast array of informationally diverse preverbal constituents
in cases of multiple XP-fronting to the left periphery, which we do not find in Kiezdeutsch
(444).

(444) a. frame > aboutness,
b. frame > focus/contrast > Adv,
c. focus/contrast > aboutness,
d. focus/contrast > pronoun,
e. aboutness > PP (Petrova 2012:183)

While the tendency in her data is indeed that the immediately preverbal element is a subject,
in the sense of a nominative DP of some kind, this is not universal. Furthermore, we find
an array of first-position constituents or combinations of constituents which do not feature
widely in the Kiezdeutsch data. Note that while exceptionally rare instances such as (445a,b)
were found in KiDKo-mu, instances such as (445c,d) are not. I have already discussed the
fact that examples like (445b) can derive from the version of the C-domain permitting high
Frame Setters but lacking a SoP requirement in CPl. However, those cases of %V3 reported
for both Kiezdeutsch and spoken German are but a subset of the possibilities in MLG. As such,
there is little evidence that the syntactic system in MLG is relevant to the discussion of %V3 in
Kiezdeutsch. Moreover, the general observation holds that continuity between medieval %V3
in MLG and a late 20th-early 21st century migrant community is controversial. How should
they rediscover an extremely infrequent pattern in spoken German?
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(445) a. Frame > Dative experiencer
[Vortmer]
afterwards

[deme
the.dat

koninghe
King.dat

van
of

bulgherien]
Bulgaria

deden
did

se
they

des
the
geliken
same

‘Afterwards they did the same to the King of Bulgaria.’
(Petrova 2012:171 [LChr I 42, 3])

b. Frame > Object DP
[In
On
der
the
midweken]
Wednesdays

[iren
their

market]
market

[so]
so

hadden
had

se
they

geleget
arranged

‘On Wednesdays, they arranged markets.’
(Petrova 2012:177 [SW 80, 34])

c. Subj > Adverbial
[Adelger]
Adelger

[mit
with

sinen
his.dat

vrunden]
friends.dat

vor
went

do
then

to
to
deme
this-Dat

keisere
emperor

‘With his friends, Adelger went to this emperor.’
(Petrova 2012:183 [SW 108, 3])

d. Object DP > Subject
[Eine
one

warheit]
truth

[ich]
I

wille
want

dir
you.dat

sagen
tell

‘One truth I wish to tell you.’ (Petrova 2012:171 [SW 100, 29])

In short, MLG adheres to a far more flexible type of V2 system than Kiezdeutsch does.
Petrova considers this to involve V-movement to Fin, which from a Wolfian analysis (2015;
2018; 2019) leaves a wide range of left peripheral heads available for multiple occupation of
the left periphery. It is not the goal of this dissertation to account for all systems, yet the
proposed system of inheritance from Ch is conceivably compatible with the MLG system where
δ-features are distributed across Ch and Cl in different measure and allowing for multiple
specifiers.

The hypothesis is more plausible that Kiezdeutsch %V3 may, via monolingual Germans,
trace back to similar pattern in Early New High German. Nonetheless, it is still at best vague
how ‘the more dynamic setting of multilingualism’ might interact with the monolingual pop-
ulation to ‘rediscover’ %V3. Let us consider then Speyer’s (2008) findings for the ENHG left
periphery. In the first instance, Speyer finds that multiple occupation of prefield was rare even
in ENHG, 0.07% of the entire sample. Nonetheless, a clear finding from Speyer’s study is that
the preverbal element is most often a subject NP. On the other hand, the preverbal element
can either be a topic or a contrastive element. While the initial element in %V3 orders could
be either a Frame Setter or a contrastive element. This leads Speyer to posit the left-peripheral
hierarchy show in (446).

(446) frames > focus/contrast > aboutness topic > Vfin

Thus, the example in (442) in fact shows Frame > Contrast in the prefield, which I have
been unable to find for either Kiezdeutsch or rare cases of %V3 in Modern German. On the
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other hand, given below are ENHG orders involving Frame > Topic (447a) and Contrast >
Topic (447b).

(447) a. Frame Setter > Topic
[Dar
after

nach]
that

[die
the

edel
noble

kungin]
queen

fuer
went

enhalb
beyond

Ofen
Ofen

auf
to
das
the.gen

Laslaes
Laslae.gen

Wans
Wan.gen

gueeter
properties

mit
with

grossem
great

kummer
grief

‘After that, the noble queen left Ofen and went to the land of Mr Ladislaus, in
great mourning.’ (113.10.16; Speyer 2008:481

b. Contrast > Topic
[anders]
otherwise

[ich]
I

moehte
can

sin
it-Gen

nút
not
erlitten
stand

haben
have

‘otherwise I would not have been able to resist it’

(231.16.17; Speyer 2008:481)

However, this combination of pragmatic factors means that, although rare, O>S>Vfin
orders were possible, which we do not find in Kiezdeutsch.

(448) vnd
and

[alles
all

das]
that

[ich]
I

weis
know

‘And ALL THAT I know ’ (ex.33, Speyer 2008 [231.2.9])

The sparsity of preverbal objects in ENHG V2-violations, as in modern German, deserves
some attention. Indeed, if the presence of XPs in the left-periphery is dictated by the informa-
tion structural requirements in (446), preverbal object DPs should be possible. It might then be
the case that ENHG did not possess any restriction against them per se, but that a combination
of factors conspired to suppress them. Subjects have a natural proclivity in discourse to encode
as aboutness and to come preverbally. On the other hand, objects often encode newer inform-
ation; while preverbal objects are not ruled out in V2 languages, we saw in Part I that focus in
the sense of topic-comment distinction does not involve the C-domain or movement. Moreover,
unstressed weak object pronouns cannot occupy the preverbal position in a V2 clause (Travis
1984:121-2) (449). It is also well known that strong object pronouns, while amenable to scram-
bling, are often degraded in the preverbal position in V2 clauses without a specific and strong
information structural requirement for fronting. In short, preverbal subjects are unmarked but
inversion is not. This would make the prediction that full object DPs are more acceptable in the
preverbal position in %V3 as well as V2 than any other object type. This leaves a smaller set
of object XPs that are unproblematic in the prefield. This may go some ways to accounting for
the preference for preverbal subjects regardless of their different discourse values, yet I leave
the exact nature of preverbal subjects in ENHG V2-violations to further research.
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(449) Ungrammaticality of unstressed object pronouns
*Ihn
him

habe
have

ich
I
gesehen
seen

‘Intended: I have seen him’ (ex.29, Travis 1984:121)

The reason then, according to Speyer (2008), that double occupation of the prefield was
possible in ENHG can be understood in terms of a low-ordered constraint, within optimality
theoretic methods, that the prefield host only one XP; information-structural requirements are
ranked higher than the constraint for one XP. Speyer claims that this is reversed in modern
German with the one-XP constraint taking priority. It is not the task of this dissertation to
assess this theoretical claim, yet since I do not adopt an approach employing optimality theory
within the syntax, I cannot employ such theoretical methods for %V3 in Kiezdeutsch. Indeed,
if the nature of the preverbal element in ENHG was informationally diverse, we might not
expect the tendency for the preverbal XP to be a subject to derive from a subject position per
se. Moreover, the fact that we do not find OSVfin orders in %V3 in either Kiezdeutsch or the
modern German cases suggests that a different syntax may be at hand.

In short, the system proposed for multilingual Kiezdeutsch speakers in (section 8.4) - ex-
ceptional speakers noted - shows a subset of orders available in ENHG and a smaller subset
of those in MLG. Although it cannot be ruled out that these orders have survived hidden in
plain sight in German, if they have, the evidence from Kiezdeutsch and from LD, HTLD, and
rare %V3 modern German suggests that the syntax of the Kiezdeutsch C-domain is different in
terms of a pervasive SoP requirement in Cl and not simply the remnant of n exisiting pattern.

Given the sparsity %V3 in spoken modern German, it is not evident that these instances
constitute frequent enough data in the input of children with reduced contact to L1 mono-
lingual/monoethnic German speakers in such extreme urban contact situations. While it has
been claimed that Kiezdeutsch speakers increase their use of %V3 from around 12 years old
(Wiese 2009:790), it is unlikely that speakers of Kiezdeutsch would seize on a pattern from
more general spoken language as a stereotyped in-group marker. Moreover, if all speakers in
fact only incorporated %V3 into their repertoire at adolescence, %V3 would be reduced to an
e-language phenomenon. Indeed, the idea that Kiezdeutsch speakers have ‘rediscovered’ or are
simply amplifying an established but ‘overlooked’ pattern seems to ignore well-established ob-
servations for both L2 learners and subsequent bilinguals in V2 languages. That is, L2 learners
of V2 languages are known to produce more %V3, not on the basis of an established pattern
they hear a tiny fraction of the time, but because they fail to properly posit a V2 system (Clahsen
and Muysken 1986; Platzack 2001; Meisel 2009, 2011; Walkden 2017). If there is an element of
continuity, it is unlikely to be the whole story but merely a contributing factor, where speakers
have received evidence for %V3 elsewhere in their input.

In sum, if we were to accept Wiese and Müller’s (2018) argument that %V3 in Kiezdeutsch
is rediscovery and amplified continuity of an established pattern, we must accept a scenario
in which the main impetus for the pattern is children from multilingual households learning
the pattern from monolingual peers and amplifying it, yet evidence presented in the previ-
ous chapter and by Walkden (2017) has shown convincingly how rare %V3 is among non
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Kiezdeutsch speakers of German. The %V3 of L2 speakers is either ignored or reduced to act-
ing as a supporting factor in further amplification of the distribution. Lastly, the continuity
model cannot explain how and why Kiezdeutsch shows such a strong SoP-requirement across
all verb-third distributions. In short, Wiese and Müller provide little evidence for their pro-
posals aside from surface-order similarities with ENHG. While their position cannot be ruled
out, I do not consider positing historical continuity of a marginal pattern in a contact-variety
of German to be the most credible argumentation available.

I now move onto consider proposals by Walkden (2017) that Kiezdeutsch %V3 should be
considered a language-contact-induced innovation resulting from children reconciling L2 and
L1 PLD during CLA.

9.2.3 Innovation based on conflicting data and imperfect learning
Walkden (2017) considers %V3 patterns in Kiezdeutsch to be an innovation linked to a) the in-
teraction between the failure of L2 speakers to properly posit the V2 property, b) the mismatch
in the input for first generation Germans stemming from their interactions with L2 speakers of
German and L1 monolingual German peers. He divides the actuation and diffusion of the %V3
pattern into three stages.

Walkden’s three stages:

1. Failure of L2 speakers to posit V-to-C, instead producing %V3 via adjunction in
Spec CP.

2. L1 acquisition by the children of L2 speakers, who are exposed to non-V2 L2 and
native L1 V2 grammars, leading to reanalysis and the actuation V3 within a new
flexible V2 grammar with two CPs.

3. Propagation of %V3 among adolescents (circa 12 years of age), as it becomes soci-
olinguistically salient and is employed as a type of in-group marker.

9.2.3.1 Stage 1
The initial stage is characterized by failure of adult L2 speakers to acquire the V2 system in
its entirety. These L2 learners fail to consistently posit V-to-C movement in matrix contexts,
leading to well-documented %V3 distributions in L2 grammars of V2 languages (Clahsen and
Muysken 1986; Meisel 2011). Indeed, L2 learners of V2 German and beyond regularly produce
such deviant %V3 orders (450, 451). Meisel (2011:132) comments that the described Adverb-
SVfin order is a ‘particularly persistent pattern in the speech of L2 learners of German’, which
is even produced by ‘near-native speakers of German’ (p.184). Walkden (2017) cites Ganuza
(2008) to the same effect that non-inversion and %V3 are persistent in even very competent
L2 grammars of V2 languages2. Meisel (2011:185) Meisel goes as far as to claim that some
2. Note that L2 instances of %V3 in German produced by native speakers of V2 Swedish have been
argued to correlate to speakers knowledge of English (Bohnacker 2005).
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learners who show V2-like inversions have not in fact mastered V-to-C German V2 syntax, but
instead mimic the surface effects of V2 by placing the subject in a post-verbal position.

(450) meine
my

bruder
brother

er
he
helfen
help

‘He helps my brother.’
(L1 Turkish; Clahsen and Muysken 1986:108, ex.29Walkden 2017)

(451) a. und
and

dann
then

zwei
two

Jahre
years

zu
to
späte
late

komm
come

ich
I
mit
with

mein
my

Kinder
children

‘And then, two years later, I arrived with my children.’
b. Target: Und dann, zwei Jahre später, bin ich mit meinen Kindern gekommen.

(Meisel 2011:123)

Walkden suggests, like Meisel (2011), that the L2 learners in question fail to acquire V-to-C
and instead produce an underlying structure along the lines (452a) for %V3 structures. It is
likely that some L2 speakers who have properly acquired finiteness will have posited v-to-T
movement, if they have posited head initial VP and TP (452b), as many learners do (Schwartz
and Tomaselli 1990; Meisel 2011:§4).

(452) a. [cp dann
then

[tp er
he

[vP waschen…]]]
wash.inf

b. [cp dann
then

[tp er
he

[t wäscht
washes

[vP]]]]

(Walkden 2017:69)

In sum, we expect more %V3 in the linguistic ecology of German-speaking contexts in
multilingual/multiethnic communities, such as those in which Kiezdeutsch emerged. Indeed,
Walkden (2017) claims instances of L2 %V3 were a primary ingredient in the emergence of the
flexible V2 grammar.

9.2.3.2 Stage 2
The second stage supposes a situation in which second generation Germans from multilingual
families are exposed to i) PLD from the L2 German grammar of the previous generation with the
%V3 surface pattern, and ii) consistent V2 in L1 German grammars from peers without %V3 ‘in
the wider social context’ (Walkden 2017:69). Children acquiring German must then reconcile
this conflicting evidence, i.e., evidence of a V2 language and evidence of a language with an
EPP in TP. This, he argues, leads to the emergence of the double-CP structure introduced in
Section (7.2.2.2), shown again in (453), involving reanalysis of the single single CP, as posited
for Standard German, as two CPs based on both the L2 and L1 models.
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(453) [CP2 dann [C2 [CP1 er [C1 wäscht [TP [vP ]]]]]] (Walkden 2017:69)

While Walkden’s proposals are partially at odds with the proposals for the German C-
domain in this dissertation (8.6), the exact syntactic distribution of features in CP is not crucial
to the story of change. Walkden’s suggestion that the child confronted by L2 PLD at home and
L1 PLD outside the home fits well with the observation in this dissertation that speakers from
multilingual households seem to more consistently avoid preverbal objects for LD and HTLD.
Let us briefly explore how Walkden’s story of change might work with the formal proposals
made in the last chapter.

Recall then the proposed feature distributions in the C-domain given below for a standard
L1 C-domain without %V3, a slightly more flexible monolingual C-domain allowing %V3 but
lacking a subject position, and the Kiezdeutsch C-domain:

Standard German Monolingual
Spoken German*

Kiezdeutsch

Ch Cl Ch Cl Ch Cl

keep [uα:_] - - - [uα:_] - - - [uα:_]
[uδ:_]

- - -

donate −→ [uV:_]
[uT:_]

−→ [uV:_]
[uT:_]

−→ [uδSoP:_]
[uV:_]
[uT:_]

share [uδ:_]
[•X•]

[uδ:_]
[•X•]

[uδ:_]
[•X•]

[uδ:_]
[•X•]

[•X•] [•X•]

Frame Setters in CPh - + +
Table 9.1: Inheritance from Ch to Cl in Kiezdeutsch, Spoken German and Standard
German

While Walkden’s (2017) approach hinges on a conflation of the EPP and the inherently top-
ical properties of subjects as a requirement for familiar topics, there is no syntactic reason why
Walkden’s second stage cannot be compatible with my analyses of Kiezdeutsch and Standard
German. In short, it is perfectly conceivable that when faced with %V3 L2 data such as (452a,b)
and L1 V2 making use of the Standard German double CP, Kiezdeutsch/German acquirers posit
that the subject requirements relate to in fact corresponds to an SoP requirement in CPl, which
is equally as able to capture the inherent relationship between subjects and topichood in the
broad sense.

Moreover, I posited a microvariational difference between Standard German, Kiezdeutsch
and some spoken German grammars that Frame Setters or other temporal/discourse adverbs
cannot be generated in the Standard German CPh. Thus, if Walkden’s story of change is correct,
Kiezdeutsch speakers may have either posited the possibility of high-merged Frame Setters
on the basis of erroneous L2 data alone, or a combination of very infrequent evidence from
monolingual %V3 linearisations and the L2 data could have have colluded. Nonetheless, I
shall argue in Section (9.3) that considering Kiezdeutsch %V3 to have emerged solely as the
result of conflicting PLD may assign too much weight to L2 adults and does not consider the
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nature of bilingual language acquisition in a dense contact environment. That is, a multifaceted
approach may be required in face of the heterogeneous linguistic situation.

9.2.3.3 Stage 3
Walkden’s final stage involves propagation of the pattern, where it is ‘appropriated across com-
munities of practice, and successive generations incrementally increase their use of it’ (Walkden
2017:69); that is, %V3 becomes a sociolinguistic marker and its use becomes amplified as an
in-group marker. This proposal entails then that those who do not have %V3 in their gram-
mars will adopt the pattern at some later point during adolescence. If we are to hold on to
basic generative tenets that the acquisition of V2 and indeed associated microvariation res-
ults from parameter setting in early childhood, there is a clear prediction that some children
from German-speaking households who adopt Kiezdeutsch later on will produce %V3 as an
E-language and not I-language phenomenon. This predication seems borne out in the fact that
German monolingual Kiezdeutsch speakers did not strictly adhere to the SoP tendency in LD
and HTLD, in contrast to multilinguals. Thus, considering the types of C-domain proposed in
Table (9.1), we cannot know for sure if exceptional speakers in the Kiezdeutsch sample actually
possess the %V3-producing grammar lacking an SoP requirement in CPl or if they in fact have
latched on to a sociolinguistic stereotype and have hyper-corrected, so that they can produce
%V3 distributions with fronted objects and fronted objects in LD and HTLD, assuming that they
lack the linguistic insight to accurately reproduce the marker.

9.2.4 Looking beyond conflicting input
Walkden’s proposal that conflicting-input facilitated the actuation of %V3 places the locus of
change on children with high levels of L2 PLD. This is in line with basic generative tenets that
the child acquiring language is the locus of true syntactic change (Lightfoot 1979, 1999; Roberts
2007). However, at no point is any evidence provided or referenced with respect to the level
of L2 PLD children from bilingual households are actually likely to receive. Put simply, there
is no information available for just how much L2 German children in the Kiezdeutsch sample
might hear in their early years. Indeed, Walkden (2017) comments that certain conclusions
are ‘necessarily speculative’, but he contends that such an approach generally fits with the
linguistic and sociolinguistic picture of Germanic urban vernaculars.

An important question then is then how much evidence there is for Walkden’s proposal in
terms of data concerning L1 and L2 use at home. For Kiezdeutsch specifically, the metadata
for KiDKo does not tell us much about levels of L2 German spoken at home. However, recall
that the metadata does tell us that 13 of the 17 anchor speakers had a home language other
than German; 4 spoke only German at home.

Let us then look at further for indicative data on bilingual households more widely from
around the time that the data in KiDKo was collected in 2008 (Wiese et al. 2012). Reiss
et al. (2016:332-335) show that in 2006 less than half, i.e., 45% of second-generation Ger-
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man adolescents with two non-German parents spoke German at home3. Furthermore, when
the Turkish community alone is considered, who we know are predominant in the relevant
multiethnic communities, 40% reported speaking German at home, i.e., while 60% predom-
inantly spoke Turkish at home. Data were not provided explicitly for Arabic or Kurdish L1
families. Moreover, among first generation school children, L1 use at home was more frequent
than L2 German.

Those anchor speakers in KiDKo who report a home language other than German were
all born in Germany and thus seemingly fall into the ’second generation’ category. On the
other other hand, it is also likely that a proportion of the interlocutors fall into first generation
category with early L2 German; yet the variation regarding first exposure to German may be
considerable. Since early L2 exposure, between 4-7 years old, is not identical to adult L2
acquisition (Meisel 2011; Tsimpli 2014; Unsworth 2016), we cannot discount these speakers
in any account of change either.

Conceivably then, there are four conceivable different types of Kiezdeutsch speaker:

i. Monolingual L1 German speakers

ii. Speakers who received L2 and L1 German PLD at home

iii. Speakers who received L2 German PLD and non-German L1 PLD at home

iv. Speakers who only or chiefly received PLD at home for a non-German L1

In terms of change, only the latter two groups are of interest, given that balanced simultan-
eous bilinguals with L1 input behave like monolinguals. If Walkden (2017) is correct, then the
formal change, however we choose to model it exactly, should come from group (iii) - Speak-
ers who received both enough L2 German PLD at home in addition to L1 PLD from another
language. However, within the context of the findings by Reiss et al. (2016), i.e., that 55-60%
of second generation speakers in 2006 did not speak German at home, Walkden’s proposals
rely on the change stemming from a (albeit sizeable) minority of multilingual speakers, i.e.,
somewhere between 40% and 45%, who did use German at home.

However, consider that (Wiese et al. 2012) reports the sociolinguistic demography of the
relevant school to the KiDKo data in Kreuzberg (Berlin) is made up of over 84% of children who
speak a heritage language at home, or rather do not have German as the home language. Thus,
it is arguably the case that the linguistic situation in the communities in which Kiezdeutsch
emerged is in fact far more extreme than the data provided by Reiss et al. (2016). Given this
linguistic ecology, second generation adolescents with access to enough L2 German PLD to
acquire German at home are a minority. Consequently, for Walkden’s proposals to hold true,
we must suppose that this ”founder” group is large and prestige enough for the innovation to
take hold and spread. On the other hand, Walkden’s model overlooks those speakers who have
no or very limited contact with German until they go to school or preschool; that is, members
of group (iv) speakers who only or chiefly received PLD at home for a non-German L1. The data
3. Non-German equates to not coming from Germany and not having German as L1
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provided by both Reiss et al. (2016) and Wiese et al. (2012) indicate that these speakers make
up a larger group. The multilingual anchor speakers in KiDKo and presumably the vast majority
of interlocutors fall into the c.55-60% of second generation Germans who do no speak German
at home (Reiss et al. 2016). Presumably, most of these speakers have a later first exposure to
German than typical German speakers, namely in Preschool or elementary school. We are thus
faced with the question of what role speakers from this larger group with delayed exposure to
a rich level of German PLD might have played in the innovation. Any model of the innovation
of %V3 must include these speakers.

I will thus argue that Walkden’s (2017) scenario for the innovation of %V3 cannot be the
whole story and that group (iv) are the most likely instigators of the change. I now turn to
present an alternative - and also possibly complementary - hypothesis that %V3 in Kiezdeutsch
is not exclusively dependent on an “incorrect” L2 model interacting with a correct L1 model,
but could have instead emerged as the result of effects associated with sequential bilingualism.
This is especially worthy of investigation given the observations that bilinguals who are ex-
posed later to German or other V2 varieties are more likely to produce instances of %V3 than
monolinguals or simultaneous bilinguals (Kroffke and Rothweiler 2006; Jabnoun 2006; Sopata
2010). In short, a confounding factor in the prevalence of %V3 in multiethnic and multilingual
communities can be considered the result of children being exposed to German after some cru-
cial point of acquisition for V2, for example after 3 or 4 years of age (cf. Meisel 2009, 2011;
Tsimpli 2014).

In the rest of this chapter, I shall develop an account considering the possible effects of
subsequent bilingual language acquisition in the proliferation of %V3 and the SoP requirement
in the Kiezdeutsch Spec,CPl more widely.

9.3 Multilingualism as a driver of change
I hope to have shown that a potential source of change has been overlooked, namely a large
group of speakers who are not likely to have considerable L2-German PLD in very early child-
hood, nor significant exposure to L1 German, but instead a delayed exposure to German. In-
deed, the Kiezdeutsch speaking population is linguistically diverse and predominantly neither
monoethnic nor monolingual German (cf. Wiese et al. 2012). We can safely assume that the ma-
jority of speakers in the KiDKo-mu sample speak a Heritage Language at home. I have claimed
that the failure to produce fronted objects in any verb-third distribution is correlated largely
with speakers’ status as multilinguals. On the other hand, those speakers who do produce ex-
ceptions show consistency in their behaviour. I argued that the data indicate a heterogeneous
syntactic situation where a small subset of speakers possess a minimally different grammar
from the predominant constellation; this is feasible in such a situation of flux with speakers
having different amount of exposure to German (L1 or L2) in early childhood and at home.
Consider that even if psycholinguistic dominance has shifted from a non German L1 to Ger-
man during later childhood as German becomes the more readily accessible variety (cf. Lucas
2015:525), dominance at one point in time does not tell us about the state of an internalized



9.3. MULTILINGUALISM AS A DRIVER OF CHANGE 309

syntax, nor the acquisition story for children who are exposed to no or limited German in early
childhood, i.e., 0-3/4 years of age.

Thus, in order to make more accurate predictions about what kind of change has occurred
in the Kiezdeutsch system, we ideally need to know two things:

1. What outcomes do different types of bilingual CLA have with regard to (non)target-like
use and acuisition?

2. What does the sociolinguistic, demographic, and socioeconomic data tell us about what
kind of bilinguals adolescent speakers are?

Let us now explore in more depth the possibility that the emergence of a SoP requirement
in %V3, LD, and HTLD structures may be related to the nature of bilingual Child Language
Acquisition (henceforth CLA). In the following subsections, I discuss the interaction between
variation and change with bilingualism, and the relevant particularities of dialect formation in
urban multilingual communities. This discussion aims to present an alternative to the assump-
tion that %V3 emerged purely in the context of L2 German input at home and L1 German input
outside of the home during CLA, i.e., Walkden’s (2017) stage II.

9.3.1 Bilingual CLA, onset effects, and the interface hypothesis
A far reaching conclusion from research focusing on different types of bilinguals has been that
while the syntax-semantics interface is generally invulnerable, the syntax-pragmatics interface
is challenging for bilinguals of all types (Sorace and Serratrice 2009; Sorace 2011; Tsimpli
2014). This is referred to as the Interface Hypothesis. For example, Sorace and Serratrice
(2009) find that not only do English-Italians overproduce overt subjects in Italian, which are
pragmatically marked in NSL Italian but not in English, but Spanish-Italian bilinguals also
overproduce overt subjects regardless of the fact that both are NSLs with nigh-on identical
systems. Indeed, the vulnerability of target-like production or acquisition of structures at the
syntax-pragmatics interface is particularly pertinent for %V3, given that explanations to date
have focused primarily or heavily on information structure (Wiese 2009; Freywald et al. 2015;
Walkden 2017; Wiese and Müller 2018; Wiese et al. 2020). Moreover, these effects have been
shown to be mediated by different types of bilingual CLA.

Bilinguals can be divided broadly into three groups following Tsimpli (2014:284), accord-
ing to the age of onset (henceforth AO), i.e., age of first exposure to a language:

1. Simultaneous Bilinguals (SB) (exposure to two or more languages from birth),

2. Early Successive Bilinguals (ESB) (age of exposure to L2 up to 4),

3. Late Successive Bilinguals (LSB) (exposure from 4-8) also referred to as child L2 by Meisel
(2009, 2011) and Meisel et al. (2013:138–55) and very early L2 by Unsworth (2016).

Differently timed AO is associated with specific effects, dubbed onset effects by Tsimpli
(2014), and interacts with general maturational effects in CLA. Tsimpli (2014) proposes that
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different parameters are acquired either early, late, or very late in L1 CLA. For example, narrow-
syntactic and semantically vacuous (macro)parameters are acquired before those with interface
conditions, e.g., the VO/VO distinction. Thus, structures with higher interface requirements
take longer to acquire. Tied in with the observations from the Interface Hypothesis (see Sorace
2011), this goes toward explaining why the syntax-discourse interface appears more vulnerable
in the grammars of particular types of bilinguals. SBs speakers will have to play catch up in
terms of getting the same amount of PLD as monolinguals, while ESBs and more so LSBs will
also have to catch up more because they are missing PLD from earlier stages of CLA.

Indeed, the earliness or lateness of bilingual speakers’ AO affects acquisition of certain
grammatical settings according to the target model; for example, for German and for the V2
property, SBs and ESBs appear to match monolingual L1 speakers in terms of properties like
verb placement and finiteness, regardless of the other home language; this typically occurs
early around 2 years of age. On the other hand, Meisel (2009, 2011) argues that totally native
morpho-syntactic development is impossible if exposure to an L2 occurs after the age of 4, i.e.
LSB acquisition. Let us now turn to discuss V2 in particular.

9.3.1.1 %V3 is a feature of LSB CLA
Returning to V2, the situation is in fact not simple, given that V2 sits at an intersection between
narrow syntactic requirement of C in the sense of den Besten (1983); Vikner (1995); Roberts
(2004) and a well-known interaction between XP-fronting and Information structure, i.e., medi-
ation at information structure at the syntax-pragmatic and syntax-discourse interfaces. Tsimpli
(2014) claims that the typically early acquisition of V2 reflects its largely narrow-syntactic
nature; yet, acquisition of V2 does occur later than OV/VO since it is thought to be mediated
in part by the acquisition of finiteness, a well-known relation Holmberg and Platzack (1995).
However, note also that Truckenbrodt (2006) argues that V-to-C movement in matrix V2 con-
texts is also tied to interpretational effects of illocutionary force, thus introducing a further
interface requirement in the form of a semantic component. Consequently, target-like acquisi-
tion of V2 appears to in fact require the child be able to reconcile the narrow syntax with the
syntax-pragmatics, 4 syntax-morphology, and syntax-semantics interfaces. If correct, children
must master multiple components, which might better account for slightly delayed acquisition
of V2 in Scandinavian languages (Platzack 2001), where inflection for finiteness plays a limited
role.

With this is mind, let us turn to V2 in LSBs. There has been relatively little focus on the
effects of late subsequent bilingualism on V2. Particularly relevant for our purposes are stud-
ies focusing on V2 and the differences between early and late bilingual acquirers of German
by Kroffke and Rothweiler (2006) for Turkish-German, (Sopata 2010) for Polish-German and
(Jabnoun 2006) for Arabic-German. These studies show that LSBs produce more %V3 and
for longer than ESBs or SBs. In particular, Kroffke and Rothweiler (2006) find that late sub-
sequent Turkish (L1)-German (L2) bilinguals produce more non-target-like V2, such as %V3
4. syntax-pragmatics and syntax-discourse interfaces are often used synonymously in the literature (cf.
Sorace 2011).
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and increased non-finite forms, i.e., uninflected forms, in V2 positions. These speakers AO
was 6, around the age that school starts in Germany. The study by (Sopata 2010) focusing
on Polish L1 and German L2 with an AO between 3;8 and 4;7 also showed more %V3, among
other effects; although %V3 did appear to reduce over time. However, it is worth noting that
these speakers did not find themselves in the same type of linguistic ecosystem as Kiezdeutsch
speakers. Strikingly, Jabnoun (2006) finds that not only did German LSBs with Arabic L1 pro-
duce Frame-SVfin in %V3, but they also produced %V3 in which a temporal initial adverb is
followed by a locative in the preverbal position; such instances also appear in Kiezdeutsch and
can be accounted for with an SoP requirement on Cl but not a D/ϕ-related EPP in TP. The
fact that %V3 is clearly associated with later bilingual acquisition, even after acquisition of
finiteness, suggests that a link between LSB acquisition of V2 and %V3 in Kiezdeutsch should
be taken seriously.

(454) Nächste
next

morgen
morning

in
in
die
the
ei
egg

ist
is
ein
a
krokodil.
crocodil

‘The next morning , there was a crocodile in the egg.’ (Jabnoun 2006:191)

However, increased %V3 among LSB is typically considered a phase, through which chil-
dren will eventually pass once the V2 constraint has been fully acquired. Indeed, Meisel
(2011:214) comments that if V2 is acquired between 3-5, it does not pose a major challenge
to the acquirer. Thus, we must ask why Kiezdeutsch adolescents have not relinquished %V3
while also successfully acquiring V2.

9.3.1.2 Input effects and %V3
Aside from general maturational effects in CLA and onset effects, Tsimpli (2014) argues that the
quality/richness or rather the (un)ambiguity of the input data also plays a role in the amount
of time needed to fully acquire a particular parameter; associated effects are called input
effects. For example, Tsimpli and Hulk (2013) show that target-like acquisition of grammat-
ical gender in Dutch occurs very late, around 6;0-7;0, because the morphological distinctions
between gender morphemes on determiners and nouns are highly syncretic. In contrast, Greek
gender marking is acquired quite early at around 36 months, since Greek morphology is highly
rich and thus it is easier for the child to decode morphosyntactic contrasts and quickly create
a form-to-function mapping. Let me now make clear how input effects, onset effects, and late
bilingualism relates to syntactic change and V2 and %V3.

Firstly, input effects are able to mediate maturational effects. It is therefore conceivable
then that when the the input in any given speech community is degraded in some way, we may
see later acquisition of certain phenomena across all types of speakers. Secondly, consider that
where onset is delayed, the richness of the input will be especially important for ESBs and LSBs
to catch up. However, we might predict that the combination of a later onset and poorer or
more ambiguous input received by an LSB in a particularly challenging linguistic setting, such
as a language-contact scenario, could allow a given phenomenon X to be acquired without the
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exact same restrictions or conditions as it would have been in “normal” circumstances. This
is especially so if certain cut-off points for totally native-like acquisition do exist somewhere
between 4 and 7 years of age (cf. Johnson and Newport 1989; Meisel 2011). Put simply, the
child will be first exposed to a phenomenon already completely acquired by L1 and SB speakers
of the same age and will have to play catch up; however, if the nature of the phenomenon,
the nature of the speech community, or a mix of both means that input is ambiguous in some
aspect, the child may never posit the exact same parametric setting as L1 and SB speakers.

This scenario can be found in the acquisition of English dialect phonology, as shown by
Payne (1980) for variation in vowel qualities in King of Prussia, Pennsylvania. In short, children
who moved to the town over the age of 4 are much less likely to acquire fronting of the house
vowel; and no child of non-local parents, thus a subsequent bi-dialectal child, was ever able
to acquire the local short-a split. Staying on track, let us see how this might relate to %V3 in
Kiezdeutsch.

It is perfectly possible then that given the correlation between %V3, LSB CLA, and its pre-
valence in Kiezdeutsch, the failure to give up %V3 by speakers relates to an interaction of onset
and input effects. Specifically, I propose that given the diversity within the Kiezdeutsch speech
community, LSBs have enough evidence for V2 but lack evidence against a hypothesis that
%V3 is not available; this claim itself is in line with the arguments by Walkden (2017), even if
the mode by which %V3 is made available to speakers is considered differently, i.e., speakers
do not posit %V3 on the basis of PLD but rather do not learn to eliminate it. This suggests that
%V3 may in fact be some kind of syntactico-pragmatic default, in line with recent suggestions
by Wiese et al. (2020).

Indeed, I have already discussed that we know many or perhaps most Kiezdeutsch speakers
speak a language other than German at home. This assumption was based on i) Wiese et al.’s
2012 data that a non-German home language was spoken by 84.4% of pupils at the school at
the centre of the KiDKo-corpus, and ii) Reiss et al. (2016) findings that in 2006 only 40% of
second generation Turks and 45% of second generation migrants more widely spoke German
at home. Thus, input and onset effects related to sequential bilingualism are to be expected
for a good proportion of Kiezdeutsch speakers. However, while these are convenient statistics,
I would like to look to make the case more strongly that we can suppose many speakers to be
LSBs as opposed to ESBs, the latter of which are supposed to behave more like monolinguals. I
now turn to present wider sociological evidence in the next section in support of the idea that
LSBs are numerous enough and innovative enough to be considered the source of the syntactic
configuration permitting %V3 in Kiezdeutsch and a SoP requirement more widely.

9.4 Kiezdeutsch speakers as LSBs
In this section, I would like to provide some explicit linguistic evidence from the %V3 sample
that effects associated with LSB CLA are present. I shall then turn to sociolinguistic dynamics
in early childhood in the relevant multiethnic communities to show that they may well act to
amplify both onset and input effects.
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9.4.1 Linguistic evidence for Kiezdeutsch speakers as LSBs
I have already established that %V3 is more common and lasts longer in the speech of LSBs
(Kroffke and Rothweiler 2006; Jabnoun 2006; Sopata 2010; Tsimpli 2014; Unsworth 2016).
However, if the presence of %V3 in Kiezdeutsch reflects a high concentration of LSBs who
never “lost” the %V3 phase, while still acquiring V2, we should look for other evidence in the
system typical of effects related to LSB CLA/ very early L2 acquisition. Recall then the position
taken by Meisel (2009, 2011) and Meisel et al. (2013) that exposure to German after 4;0 can
result in longer or the permanent presence of non-target use of morphosyntactic inflection,
such as gender, or other ϕ-related agreement (see also Tsimpli and Hulk 2013; Tsimpli 2014;
Unsworth et al. 2014; Unsworth 2016).

If the prediction is correct that many Kiezdeutsch speakers are LSBs whose grammar has
been especially shaped by input effects and in a super-diverse multiethnic environment, we
expect to find non-target like inflection. This prediction is borne out in the % V3 data collec-
ted. For instance, I have found gender-marking errors (455), inconsistent finiteness inflection
(456a–b), and also errors involving C/case agreement (457a–d).

(455) Tense error and Gender error: feminine instead of neuter
Gestern
yesterday

ich
I
hole
collect

mein-e
my-sg.fem

Passbild
Passport-photo.sg.neut

‘Yesterday I collected my passport photo.’ (SPK106,MuP6MD_17)

(456) Verbal agreement errors
a. So

So
viele
many

Türken
Turks.pl

hab-e
have-1sg

sich
refl

gefreut
gladden.ptcp

‘So many Turks were happy.’ (MuH9WT_12-2)
b. ich

I
denken
think

in
in
mein
my.nom

Kopf
head

‘I think in my head.’ (SPK101, MuH9WT_07)
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(457) C/case errors
a. lack of dative after zu

bevor
before

er
he

zu
to

dies-e
this-fem.neut/acc

Reise
journey.fem.dat

gegangen
gone.ptcp

war...
was

‘Before he had gone on this journey...’ (SPK18, MuH2WT_01)
b. lack of dative after bei

Bei
by

dein-e
your-fem.neut/acc

Jacke
Jacket.fem.dat

wir
we
wissen...
know

‘With your Jacket, we know...’ (SPK38, MuH19WT_12)
c. lack of dative after von

von
from

ander-e
other.fem.acc/nom

Straßenseite,
Street-side.fem.dat,

die
they

gucken
look

uns
us
alle
all

so
so
an
at

‘From the other side of the road, they all look at us.’ (MuH25MA_11)
d. Accusative instead of dative after bei

Erstmal
first

man
one.pn.imp

macht
makes

bei
by

ein-en
one-.masc.acc

‘First, you do it with one.’ (SPK36, MuP1MK_10)

Consider that finiteness errors, both in the form of erroneous combination of person and
number features (456a) and the uninflected verb in (456b) stand out; these reflect both L2
acquisition and to an extent errors made by in the %V3 of LSBs reported by Kroffke and Roth-
weiler (2006), Jabnoun (2006), and Sopata (2010). Note also that past-tense marking other
than present tense is also sometimes omitted and relies simply on a temporal adverb (455),
which is likewise reminiscent of L2 production. However, while syncretism of accusative and
dative in (457a–d) cannot alone be considered hard proof for the reason that many dialects
show accusative-dative syncretism of some kind (König et al. 2015), in combination with a
series of other features, it does not appear coincidental. Note also the unmarked nominative
case marking in (456b) on mein after the preposition in instead of target dative marking.

It is unlikely a coincidence that errors typical of later exposure to German in finiteness,
gender, and case marking should come from speakers who also produce %V3 and show a
wider SoP requirement, in terms of the propose analysis. Note also that all of the target-
deviant examples below are produced either by confirmed multilinguals or the interlocutors. I
consider these data points as indicative that many Kiezdeutsch speakers are likely LSBs / very
early L2 acquirers. A quantitative analysis of errors in the corpus is not possible.

Moreover, I find some examples that show variation not only in linearisation in the prefield
but also in in the headedness of the vP complex. Consider the examples in (458a–b) which
both show positioning of particles after the infinitive, which can be taken as diagnostic of a
left-headed vP (Fuß 2018) and a failure on the part of these speakers to posit OV in the vP.
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(458) a. Nachher
after

ich
I
habe
have

angerufen
called

zurück
back

“Afterwards, I called back.” (SPK9, MuH17MA_04-1)
b. Willst

want
du
you

probieren
try.inf

auf
on

“Do you want to try (it) on?” (SPK 101, MuH12MD_04)

However, we lack metadata for either of these speakers and thus we cannot rule out that
they are indeed L2 speakers with a much later AO. It might be the case then that interlocutors
showing prolific L2 effects should be excluded from the sample; I did not excluded in Chapter
7 for the reason that it has not been done in previous empirical works on Kiezdeutsch and
Kiezdeutsch %V3 (see Wiese 2006, 2009, 2012; Wiese et al. 2009; Wiese and Rehbein 2016;
Freywald et al. 2015; Walkden 2017; Wiese and Müller 2018). Nonetheless, further research
should compare individual speakers as the sample is clearly heterogeneous.

9.4.2 Further sociolinguistic and demographic evidence for a bi-
lingualism hypothesis

Let us now move on to explore two important issues: a) the sociolinguistic nature of acquisition
and innovation in highly diverse multiethnic communities (§9.4.2.1) as distinct from typical
bilingual acquisition more widely; and b) linguistic and demographic trends in preschools in
highly diverse areas and the potential effects on bilingual CLA from the perspective of onset
and input effects (§9.4.2.2).

9.4.2.1 Kiezdeutsch as a case of Group Second Language Learning
The emergence of Kiezdeutsch is well known to mirror other urban multiethnic varieties around
Europe (Wiese 2009; Wiese et al. 2009; Freywald et al. 2011; Walkden 2017). Cheshire et al.
(2011:152) point out that new multiethnolects are less homogeneous than socio- and regional
dialects; indeed, this claim appears to have been borne out in the data. Nonetheless, the
emergence of multiethnolects is presented as a ‘typologically distinct mode of dialect formation’
Cheshire et al. (2011:189). Cheshire et al. take a Labovian variationist approach to one such
variety, Multicultural London English, claiming that innovation and change in both syntax
and phonology is a result of group second language acquisition (henceforth GSLL). They
find that even the youngest child speakers and not just adolescents reject models from local
adult English, which results from the adult no longer constituting a ‘target-language model’
in contexts of GSLL. In short, contact with peers plays a much more prominent role in the
acquisition of the local language. Moreover, where PLD from primary care givers contains
markedly “foreign sounding” and radically non-target-like instances of the local language, it is
also rejected. Since both adult L1 and L2 models are rejected in such situations, we expect an
amplification of effects associated with a later age of exposure to the local language and the
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quality of the input, which lacks an adult model.
Consider then Walkden’s (2017:69) claims that %V3 is the result of L2 PLD from adults

and the standard grammar from L1 peers. Recall also that 84.4% of students in the linguistic
network, i.e., the school population from which KiDKo-mu was recorded (Wiese et al. 2012:7)
came from a non-German speaking background. In short, if Cheshire et al. (2011) are correct,
adult L2 instances of %V3 may well be rejected if they sound distinctly foreign, aside from
the fact that L2 input may well play a more limited role, assuming that the majority of L2
adults will speak their L1 with their children or a reduced level of German. Furthermore,
Walkden’s hypothesis requires a small L1 minority group of peers to be very influential, yet
contact between peers from different linguistic backgrounds using German as the lingua franca
will likely play a stronger role in terms of relevant input. Yet simultaneously, a highly diverse
situation of GSLL such as this will likely amplify input effects relevant for %V3, since not only
do speakers hear amplified use of %V3, regardless of its origin, but also reduced evidence for
a strict V2 system. If speakers’ use of %V3 is the result of LSB acquisition, as opposed to an
L2 model, the lack of counter evidence in the speech community will mean that the phase in
which %V3 occurs but V2 and finiteness have been acquired will not end and be incorporated
into a succinct grammar, in the same spirit as suggestions by Walkden (2017). However, the
demographics of a secondary/high school where Kiezdeutsch is spoken cannot tell us about
how the relevant bilingual children are exposed to German since LSB CLA starts around 4-7
years of age. With this is mind, I now turn to a discussion of the sociolinguistic setting in early
education in the relevant communities.

9.4.2.2 Kiezdeutsch speakers as LSBs: evidence from Preschool
As discussed, metadata for Kiezdeutsch speakers in KiDKo (Wiese et al. 2012) specifies only
that they are dominant in German outside the home and if the home language is also German
or a heritage language. From this, combined with the demographic data collected by Wiese
et al. (2012) and Reiss et al. (2016) more widely, we can (unsurprisingly) deduce that most
Kiezdeutsch speakers in the sample are bilingual; this assertion is of course not particularly
novel in itself. Nonetheless, we lack data on exposure to German during early childhood, i.e.,
we cannot know exactly when bilinguals speakers had their first significant exposure to German
or what the nature of this exposure was. Knowing something about the nature of exposure to
German in early childhood important because it lets us better understand if children are SBs,
ESBs, or LSBs.

In order to shed light on this situation, let us now concentrate on the situation in preschools,
where children from non-German-speaking households will likely have their first consistent ex-
posure to German. In extreme cases AO might even be when children begin school between 6;0-
7;0. Thus, such children who start preschool early may fall into the ESB category, while those
starting preschool later or skipping it altogether might fall into the LSB category. Moreover, if
we consider that PLD from peers plays a role in CLA, we can expect different outcomes for one
or a few sequential bilinguals in a predominantly L1 German preschool situation as opposed
to a majority bilingual situation. This is because input effects will conceivably vary. In this
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section, I present the case that many children from communities relevant to Kiezdeutsch will
not only have their first significant and consistent exposure to German at Preschool, but also
that these children tend to start preschool later and attend in concentrations disproportionate
to the demographic composition of the areas they live in. In support of this conclusion, I draw
on socio-anthropological work by Becker (2010) and Biedinger and Becker (2010) concerning
participation in preschool education in the relevant multiethnic communities and the effects
thereof on linguistic skills in German.

On average, monoethnic German children have already begun preschool by the age of 3,
yet families from migrant backgrounds tend to first send their children to preschool after this
point; however, by the age of 5, 95% of all children are in attendance (Becker 2010:23). If
correct, we expect non German L1 children’s AO to occur after the period in which monolin-
gual or simultaneous bilinguals speakers will have already set the V2 parameter at around 2;5
years of age (Penner 1992). Moreover, Becker (2010) finds that children from a Turkish back-
ground are more likely to attend preschools with a higher percentage of children from a migrant
background, mirroring the situation in secondary education reported by Wiese (2009); Wiese
et al. (2009, 2012). This, Becker (2010) claims, is not only a result of higher concentrations of
non-ethnic Germans where Turkish populations are centered, but also down to a combination
of factors. Recommendations in a given social network play an important role in preschool
selection, but only a quarter of parents from Turkish backgrounds report having monoethnic
German friends. Therefore, recommendations tend to come from other parents from the same
backgrounds with the effect that members of the same social network will send their children
to the same preschool. Moreover, it is claimed that these parents tend to be less well-informed
on factors affecting preschool selection, for whatever reason and rely more heavily on local
infrastructure. These factors conspire to further amplify the density of children from migrant
backgrounds in preschools in multiethnic areas. This situation in turn provides more fertile
conditions for GSLL via a higher concentration of children with a later AO, resulting in an
amplification of input effects.

Biedinger and Becker (2010) further investigated the effects of preschool attendance on
the development of German in children from Turkish and other migrant backgrounds. They
find that longer attendance of preschool aids performance in German; that is, Turkish children
attending preschool for 2-3 years are less likely to need extra-support in German language once
school-age is reached than those who attended for only a year. It is not clear if the prescribed
need for extra support described by Biedinger and Becker (2010) relates to severe deficits in the
ability to communicate in German, a range of non-standard and ultimately emergent properties,
or both. This observation can be understood in terms of children with an earlier German AO
performing better than those with a later AO. However, they also find that children attending
preschools with higher concentrations of multiethnic children are even more likely to require
extra-support in German once they begin school. This is unsurprising given that L1 input from
peers is reduced. Thus, input factors are clearly also at play.

In addition, my own informal discussions with a preschool teacher in Wedding, Berlin, a
highly multiethnic area in which Kiezdeutsch is prevalent, reveal that even from an early age,
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young children from the relevant non-German-speaking backgrounds form groups and speak
their L1 at Preschool. Thus, for at least some children at preschool their only significant contact
with German is with the caregivers and not with their peers.

It is intuitive then that children in overwhelmingly multi-ethnic/lingual preschool contexts
are more likely to show non-target-like acquisition as a result of both input effects and a later
age of exposure to the dominant variety (onset effects). Based on both demographic, linguistics,
metalinguistic, and this socio-anthropological evidence, I assume this situation to apply to
many speakers of Kiezdeutsch.5 That is, they will have likely had reduced preschool education,
an AO between c.3-5 y.o.a., and attended preschool with a majority of other later sequential
bilinguals leading to input effects.

Given the linguistic situation in early education in multiethnic communities, it is completely
plausible that acquisition of a multilingual spoken vernacular such as Kiezdeutsch will precede
acquisition of more standard German or other local dialects. This prediction goes hand in
hand with the observations concerning dialect formation in GSLL. The opposite, however, is
true for monolingual L1 German speakers of Kiezdeutsch since they will receive reliable PLD
from L1 adults and are likely to attend preschool earlier on. In sum, while some features of
Kiezdeutsch, such as %V3, have become particularly salient, it is highly implausible that a range
of phenomena associated with later subsequent bilingualism and/or L2 will be consistently
used artificially as part of a youth variety in relaxed speech. Thus, while the use of salient
Kiezdeutsch features may increase in adolescence (Wiese 2009; Wiese et al. 2009; Wiese 2012;
Walkden 2017), their origins are undoubtedly in CLA.

Finally, while I have presented evidence that the combination of LSB CLA and a scenario
of GSLL may be a plausible way of accounting for the actuation of %V3 in Kiezdeutsch, I pay
due diligence to some potential counterarguments. Firstly, the fact that %V3 is produced at
different frequencies by three monolingual anchor speakers, calls into question a bilingualism
account. However, in these cases there are two distinct possibilities; firstly, these speakers
may have incorporated a salient sociolinguistic marker into their linguistic repertoire as an
extra rule tacked on to their grammar. Considering these speakers do not show any restriction
against fronted objects in dislocation, this appears distinctly possible. On the other hand, if
these speakers were exposed early enough to %V3 in preschool in an environment of predom-
inant GSLL, it is possible that they will have incorporated this option fully into their grammar
but without the preverbal SoP constraint due to their richer monolingual L1 input. This second
scenario would account for the proposed microvariation in Section (8.6). Alternatively, as also
discussed in Section (8.6), these monolinguals may simply already possess a %V3-producing
grammar without an SoP-requirement in Spec,CPl along the lines of claims by Wiese and Müller
(2018) that %V3 is a hidden option in spoken German. In the next instance, given that around
40-45% of second generation speakers spoke German at home in 2006 even though their par-
ents are not L1 speakers (Reiss et al. 2016), we cannot rule out Walkden’s (2017) hypothesis of
conflicting input either. However, I am unconvinced that Reiss et al. general data reflects the
5. I refer here to the population in KiDko, who were children in the 1990s and not the contemporary
population of young speakers.
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particularities of dense multiethnic/multilingual communities relevant to Kiezdeutsch. Non-
etheless, it is possible that L2 input, monolingual L1 input, and %V3-producing LSB speakers
all acted together to amplify %V3 and suppress any evidence that %V3 is not in fact permiss-
ible as part of GSLL and wider peer-provided input. If this is so, Walkden’s hypothesis need
not compete with the one presented here, but may instead be complementary. I do not not
consider it a violation of Occam’s razor to suggest that multiple factors and similar but slightly
different actuation scenarios may have interacted in any change.

In sum, Kiezdeutsch speakers are predicted to show both onset and input effects in their
morphosyntax. Moreover, reduced or rejected input from the indigenous adult model, i.e.
Standard German, combined with a scenario of GSLL is likely to amplify variation and acceler-
ate change in the syntax. Kiezdeutsch (%)V3 cannot be considered outside of these acquisitional
and sociolinguistic paradigms. I now turn to consider empirical observations on the C-domain
in learner and multilingual contexts before turning to a formal progression of the change at
hand.

9.4.3 Intermediate summary
I have presented evidence showing that there is a case to considers LSBs as a catalysing factor
in the development of the %V3 pattern in Kiezdeutsch and more widely a strong tendency
for speakers to only allow preverbal SoPs in any verb-third distribution, i.e., %V3, LD, and
HTLD. The nature of this evidence is multi-factorial. From a purely linguistic perspective,
it was argued that a distinct phase of %V3 is a hallmark of not only adult L2 acquisition of
German, but also LSB CLA (Kroffke and Rothweiler 2006; Jabnoun 2006; Sopata 2010). More
importantly, LSB speakers of the relevant heritage languages (Arabic and Turkish) in the urban
communities where Kiezdeutsch is spoken were shown to do this. As evidence that wider
LSB effects are at play in the speech community, I presented data showing non-target like
utterances within the context of verb-third distributions, including case errors, gender errors,
finiteness errors, and irregular use of particles akin to VO systems. I consider that while the use
of %V3 does show regularities in Kiezdeutsch, it cannot be considered completely apart from
other linguistic data clearly demonstrating evidence for the fossilization of onset and input
effects across the morphosyntax. In short, the coexistence of all these features with %V3 is too
much of a coincidence to be unrelated to the the particularities of CLA within a highly diverse
multiethnic and multilingual urban community.

Turning to a sociolinguistic and demographic perspective, it was shown that up to %60 of
the relevant communities do not speak German at home (Reiss et al. 2016), yet this appears
higher for Kiezdeutsch (cf. Wiese et al. 2012). Moreover, I argued that GSLL in urban contact
environments leads speakers to rely heavily on peers and reject both the target-like L1 model
as well as foreign sounding L2 PLD (Cheshire et al. 2011). Turning to the exposure of small
children to German, work by Becker (2010) and Biedinger and Becker (2010) presented evid-
ence that children from multiethnic backgrounds in urban contexts are often disproportionately
concentrated in preschools. Moreover, not only do children from these backgrounds often have
less or no exposure to German at home, but they also attend preschool later. This creates a
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situation in which many children will have their first significant exposure to German as LSBs,
yet the quality of the input received will be reduced due to a higher concentration of non-L1
and non-SB speakers.

The overall claim here is that %V3 in fact reflects an emergent property of bilingual CLA for
which an adequate level of counter evidence must be reached. If this does not happen, features
and their distributions in the C-domain are posited in such a way that apparently incompatible
distributions can coexist in a single system, i.e., %V3 is retained once V2 is fully acquired. If
%V3 is indeed a default of sorts in LSB acquisition, we must ask where this apparent proclivity
comes from. I now turn to a possible explanation rooted in the malleable nature of the C-domain
and the interface hypothesis (cf. Sorace 2011).

9.5 %V3 as an emergent structure
I have argued for a link between LSB CLA and the stable coexistence of %V3 within the V2
system present in Kiezdeutsch. This entails the innovation of a wider SoP requirement in
Spec,CPl, which I have argued is responsible for the restriction against fronted object DPs across
%V3,LD, and HTLD. The hypothesis of a link between LSBs and non-canonical structures and
requirements involving verb-third distributions was based in part on the multi-factorial nature
of interface requirements for V2 beyond the narrow syntax.

Interface Requirements of V2:

i. Finiteness (Gawlitzek-Maiwald et al. 1992; Holmberg and Platzack 1995; Meisel
2011; Meisel et al. 2013),

ii. Semantics (Truckenbrodt 2006),
iii. Information structure (Platzack 2001; Frascarelli and Hinterhölzl 2007; Samo 2019,

among many others)

Consequently, onset effects associated with a later AO and input effects associated with
the sociolinguistic situation in dense multiethnic contexts, for example GSLL, can conceivably
collude so that the attested %V3 phase in LSB CLA (Kroffke and Rothweiler 2006; Jabnoun
2006; Sopata 2010) does not dissipate. The reasoning here is that the learner has evidence
that %V3 and V2 are compatible; this resembles arguments by Walkden (2017) but is crucially
different in terms of the source context. Nonetheless, if exposure occurs during childhood while
brain plasticity is greater than in adolescence or adulthood (Platzack 2001), it is unsurprising
that onset and input effects can be regularized into a largely coherent syntactic system by
acquirers.

A pertinent question, however, is why %V3 structures are so persistent not only in the
speech of L2 adults but also LSBs, Kiezdeutsch speakers, urban contact varieties more widely
(Freywald et al. 2011, 2015; Walkden 2017), and even to a limited extent in the speech of
monolingual varieties that appear to allow %V3 microvariationally. It is doubtful that there
is a one-size-fits-all analysis for both synchronic patterns and the diachronic circumstances in
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which they emerge. For L2 speakers, it is straightforward to posit acquisition failure of V-to-C
(Meisel 2011; Walkden 2017), but this is not applicable to the other groups. Nonetheless, given
the fact that verb-third patterns appear to emerge again and again in different V2 varieties, it
is desirable to look for some universal proclivity that may facilitate such structural reanalysis.

On the basis of cross-linguistic experimental work, (Wiese et al. 2020) have recently argued
that %V3 depicts a natural order of information distinct from language-specific grammatical
constraints. That is, where situations can be elicited in which normal grammatical constraints
are weakened, a preference for the order Frame Setter > Subjecttopic > Vfin is present.6 (Wiese
et al. 2020) base this claim on tests employed for speakers of German, English, and Turkish.
Recall that while a V3 order is no problem in English, the %V3 linearisation with its specific
informational requirements is not canonical in German or Turkish (§9.2.1). Nonetheless, using
both verbal task and a specially designed experiment involving comic strips and the placement
of small items, e.g., clocks, verb cards, and Playmobil, (Wiese et al. 2020) were able to find
a significant preference for %V3-ordering of information in the non-verbal task. However, in
the verbal task, the German speakers resorted to V2. This is claimed to show that %V3 is thus
a more basic and natural order regardless of the V2 constraint, a sort of pragmatic universal.
If Wiese et al. (2020) are correct, this suggests that %V3 is in fact a pragmatic/information-
structural primitive. It is likely then that such informational primitives can drive acquisitional
biases; thus, the onus on the acquirer of German or any other V2 language is to posit a syntactic
rule against %V3 during parametrization on the basis of strict V2 PLD.

Let us then assume the position of Wiese et al. (2020) to be correct, regardless of potential
theoretical differences in how the integration of information structure and syntax work. For the
reason that %V3 is particularly marked for information structure, it requires particular recourse
to the syntax-discourse/pragmatics interface, as indeed do many V2 linearisations aside from
informationally unmarked SV matrix clauses. I have already introduced finding by Sorace and
Serratrice (2009); Sorace (2011) that the syntax-pragmatics interface is particularly vulnerable
in bilingual production and acquisition. Thus, it is intuitive that bilinguals may resort more
readily to “natural orders” of information.

As is well known, the C-domain plays an important role in information-structurally driven
linearisations at the interfaces between syntax and pragmatics/discourse and semantics (Rizzi
1997b; Platzack 2001; Benincà and Poletto 2004; Frascarelli and Hinterhölzl 2007; Cruschina
2012; Miyagawa 2017; among many others). This is reflected in the C-based account proposed
in Chapter 8. Thus, it stands to reason that such an acquisitional bias based on an information
structural primitive will provide the source context for the innovation in Kiezdeutsch of a SoP
requirement on Spec,CPl, the reanalysis of Frame Setters from a lower to a higher position
in Spec,CPh, and the other inheritance relations also proposed in Chapter (8). Moreover, we
should expect to find wider evidence of informational primitives in the C-domain beyond L2,
or LSBs. To these ends, I now turn to a brief discussion of two pertinent studies highlighting
the so-called ”vulnerability” of CP in differing acquisition scenarios. While I do not touch
6. Wiese et al. (2020) employ a broad definition of topic corresponding to a sentence topic or aboutness,
in the sense of topic-comment
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on the appropriateness of the term “vulnerable”, the focus here is on apparent acquisitional
defaults in the C-domain, which must be abandoned by the learner. Yet it suffices to say that
an interaction is visible in CP between non-typical or very early acquirers and non-target-like
use/acquisition in this domain.

9.5.1 Minimal Default Grammar and the vulnerbale C-domain: old
insights and new applications

In this section, I suggest that Wiese et al.’s (2020) proposed informational primitive for %V3
in fact represents an option made available by a more basic and economic Minimal Default
Grammar (MDG) (Roeper 1999). In this case, more economical refers to fewer projected nodes
(Roeper 1999:173), and intuitively also fewer or no movement operations. This MDG may
or may not be compatible with the target grammar. Thus, in situations where the MDG and
target grammar are incompatible, the acquirer must either abandon the MDG in favour of a
more specified target system or incorporate the MDG into the grammar. However, conceivably,
if the acquirer does not receive enough explicit evidence in the input that the MDG and the
target grammar are incompatible, even if they are, they will assume that they are compatible
and innovate a system that can mediate two apparently conflicting parametric choices. I shall
argue for this scenario for %V3 in Kiezdeutsch.

If %V3 in fact derives from a primitive MDG, we expect that to find evidence of %V3 across
many different speaker types where the normal constraints on V2 grammar are weakened.
To these ends, I draw on seminal work by Platzack (2001), who finds that V2 and the syntax-
discourse/pragmatics interfaces is characterised by inconsistent production of target-like syntax
in the C-domain in data from early CLA in Swedish monolingual (L1) children, children with
Specific Language Impairment (SLI), L2 learners, and adult speakers suffering from with Broca’s
aphasia. Strikingly, however, these groups do not show the same problems when producing
syntactic properties in the T-domain unrelated to C (Platzack 2001:369). I focus primarily on
early L1 data, since neither adult L2 nor SLI and Broca’s aphasia are relevant to our discussion
of V2 violations in Kiezdeutsch.

With regard to early L1 CLA, Platzack finds that more V2 violations occur in early acquisi-
tion, under the age of 3, than among L1 adults. For example, one child (2;2) produces a %V3
clause with an initial locative adverb där ‘there’ (459).

(459) där
there

han
he

bor
lives

target:
there

där
lives

bor
he
han

‘he lives there’ (ex. 13a Platzack 2001:370)

Findings on the instability of V2 at this early phase are replicated in many studies (see
Platzack 2001:369 for references). This data serves at least to show some similarities between
Kiezdeutsch %V3 and early L1 data, in addition to the already established fact that LSBs pro-
duce more %V3 for longer. The expectation in typical CLA is that children will fully acquire
the V2 constraint due to positive evidence for it and the lack of a %V3 model. The question
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arises what speakers without an adequate model in multilingual contexts of GSLL might do,
even if exposure is not after the critical age of 4 (cf. Meisel 2009, 2011; Meisel et al. 2013).
Platzack (2001) reports that the same kinds of deviations are found in early CLA of both High
and Swiss German (cf. Schönberger et al. 1997; Schönenberger 2001) and indeed also across
the rest of spectrum of investigated speaker types in German. For example, %V3 effects are
replicated in children with SLI as old as 5;11 in German and in Swedish.

Before proposing an exact model of the MDG that gives rise to %V3, let us first explore
the interaction between MDGs and the syntax-pragmatics interface in the C-domain in further
detail. In this regard, I turn to the behaviour of null arguments during CLA, a default subject
position, and bilingualism. This will provide important theoretical proposals for the acquisition
of C, T, and the postulation of subject and topic positions.

9.5.1.1 An excursus on an MDG for topic drop and why it’s relevant for %V3
This subsection discusses the phenomenon of the non-target-like dropping of topic arguments
by children during CLA, which Müller and Hulk (2001) investigate in early CLA in Germanic-
Romance bilingual children (French-Dutch, French-German, Italian-German). While this may
at first appear unrelated to any CLA-defined proclivity for %V3, a crucial point to be developed
here is that UG appears to provide an MDG high subject position. I argue that this position is
part of the MDG-defined source context for the CPl SoP position in Kiezdeutsch. Firstly, during
CLA, all children pass through a phase of non-target like dropping of both subject and objects
regardless to the status of their language as an NSL or not (Rizzi 1986, 1994). That is, child
acquirers of overt-subject languages drop arguments that adults do not, while child acquirers
of NSLs also drop arguments in environments that adult speakers do not.

Let us consider some contrasts between V2 German and Dutch, French, and NSL Italian. V2
languages like German and Dutch allow a pragmatically-marked V1 order where a topic null-
object presumably occupies the preverbal position in the C-domain (Rizzi 1994), i.e., topic
drop (460).

(460) Object Topic Drop German
Question: kommst

come
du
you

mit
with

zur
to-the.dat.fem

Titanic?
titanic

‘Are you coming with to (see) Titanic?’
Answer: ∅

pro
hab
have

ich
I
schon
already

gesehen.
seen

‘I’ve already seen it’ (ex.1, Müller and Hulk 2001:3)

In contrast, SVO Romance languages French and Italian do not allow topic drop, but do
allow the object position to remain empty if a raised object clitic is present (461).
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(461) Raised clitic, deleted object DP Italian
Giulio
Giulio

loi
pn.sg.masc

vede
sees

DPobjecti

John sees him/it’ (adapted from ex.5, Müller and Hulk 2001:5)

Müller and Hulk (2001) find that in early acquisition, children make use of universal prag-
matic strategies before finally fully acquiring the correct language specific rule, i.e., a stage
of non-target like topic drop of both subjects and objects (see also Rizzi 1994). Dutch and
German speaking children go through a phase of dropping too many arguments. This can be
subject-drop (462a) or dropping of objects-in-situ without modification to V1 (462b). This
suggests that they fail to generate a null-topic in C in the same way that Romance children fail
to generate the object clitic. Likewise, the failure to produce a V1 order is also linked to the
yet incomplete acquisition of V-to-C, i.e. the V2 property.

(462) a. ∅
∅
Mag
may

∅
∅
niet
not

doe.
do

Dutch

‘You may not do it.’
b. Joost

Joost
heeft
has

∅
∅
getrokken.
pulled

‘Joost has pulled it.’ (ex.3, Müller and Hulk 2001:4)

For Romance similar behaviour is exhibited. Specifically, French and Italian children drop
in-situ objects without reduplicating them as in a preverbal position with an object clitic (463).

(463) Il
he
met
puts

∅
∅
dans
in

le
the
bain. French
bathroom

‘He puts it into the bathroom.’

French children have been shown to simultaneously drop both the subject and object
without reduplicating with an object clitic (464); deviant subject drop cannot be clearly dia-
gnosed for Italian due to its status as a null-subject language.

(464) ∅
∅
habille
dresses

∅
∅

French

‘He puts his clothes on’. (ex.6 Müller and Hulk 2001:5)

French/Italian children generally stop producing deviant object drop around 2;5, slightly
earlier than the disappearance of the pattern in V2 Germanic, which clears up by 3;0. Perhaps
it is the case that German/Dutch speaking children have longer access to this grammar before
parameter setting because acquisition of both V2 and the full range of pragmatic functions in
the left periphery is more complex than only positing A/A’-movement.

Müller and Hulk (2001:8–9) conclude that these observed deviant options emerge from
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universal strategies provided as part of children’s MDG (cf. Roeper 1999). They suggest a non-
language specific MDG structure along the lines of (465a) for underlying object drop either
without an overt clitic in Romance (465b) or V1 object-less orders in Germanic (465c).7 Mul-
tiple argument drop emerges from a slight variation shown in (466), which is also available in
the MDG.

(465) Deviant object drop: MDG template and its reflexes
a. [tp proj [tp subji [t Vfin [VoiceP ti [Voice [vP v tj]]]]]] MDG
b. [tp proj [tp ili [t met [VoiceP ti [Voice [vP v tj [PP dans le bain]]]]]]] French
c. [tp proj [tp Joosti [t hefft [VoiceP ti [Voice [vP tj getrokken]]]]]] Dutch

(ex.8, Müller and Hulk 2001:8)

(466) MDG template for multiple argument drop
[tp proj [tp proi [t Vfin [VoiceP ti [Voice [vP v tj]]]]]]

(adapted from ex.9, Müller and Hulk 2001:8)

Müller and Hulk (2001) do not posit a CP layer, which they assume has yet to be fully
acquired due to its maximally underspecified nature. We might however posit a maximally
underspecified C-head in the structures for which the full set of formal features are yet to pos-
ited. This approach is stepwise taking maturational effects as central to the proper acquisition
of the CP (cf. Radford 1990; Tsimpli 2014), but it does not contradict the principle of full
competence (Poeppel and Wexler 1993), i.e., all abstract principles of UG are accessible to the
child in CLA. Thus, I suggest that the default position for such default null-arguments indeed
lies in the C-domain. This default position in C has the advantage of not needing to assume an
object-related null-argument in the T-domain which is subsequently “unacquired”.

In terms of bilingualism, children go through a phase of producing both correct topic drop
and deviant MDG structures. Müller and Hulk (2001) view this coexistence from the point of
7. Example (465a) is modified for clarity of exposition and in line with contemporary assumptions
on TP following (Chomsky 1995) and the position of the external argument in VoiceP (Kratzer 1996).
Thus (465) is adapted to differentiate between Spec and Head positions as well as employing pro as
opposed to PRO. Müller and Hulk (2001) employ PRO in line with early suggestions that [+anapahor,
+pronominal] null arguments can be understood as PRO (Chomsky 1981, 1982). However, it is not
clear this is not the only way to model argument drop. While the dropped object has been conceived
of as both PRO, a discourse bound operator, or a null constant, among other things (see discussions in
Cardinaletti 1990; Rizzi 1994), the covert subjects have been considered a version of pro, PRO, an NP-
trace or some other null variable (see Chomsky 1982; Rizzi 1994). Since we are dealing with argument
drop in finite clauses and for reasons of expositional simplicity, I consider both null subjects and objects
be instances of pro in the sense of covert pronouns. I see no reason that an object or subject pro should
be formally different in terms of D or ϕ in the same way that object and subject DPs are not. An optional
specification for δSoP is however desirable within the system proposed so far.

The unmodified structures given in (Müller and Hulk 2001) are as follows:
1. [ip PROj [ip Ivar répare tj]
2. [ip PROj [ip PROi [ip ti verse tj]
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view of Roeper’s (1999) theory of Universal Bilingualism. They consider optionality as evid-
ence of multiple grammars which even the monolingual child acquiring language must juggle
like a bilingual (Müller and Hulk 2001:10). Moreover, Müller and Hulk (2001) observe that
bilingual children employ the MDG-provided strategies for longer than monolingual children.
Specifically, Müller and Hulk (2001) identify a phase of crosslinguistic influence (CLI) in bilin-
guals involving influence from Germanic onto Romance. They find that bilinguals drop objects
without inserting an object clitic longer in their Romance language than their monolingual
peers. This occurs because once a language A allows for more than one analysis and language
B contains positive evidence for one of these, it is likely to be imposed for a period of time.
Indeed, this is unsurprising given Sorace and Serratrice’s (2009) proposals that bilinguals of
NSLs have trouble in complete target-like use of null subjects. However, the exact effects of
bilingualism on topic-drop are not directly relevant to our discussion of %V3, yet the point that
bilingual children can require longer to pass from the MDG to the target grammar is relevant
for our purposes.

Let me now be clear how this discussion relates to %V3 or more specifically to an MDG-
provided syntactic default with a C-domain subject position like the one posited for Kiezdeutsch
Rizzi (1986, 1994) and Cardinaletti (1990) have argued that null subjects and null objects in
adult grammars do not have the same licensing conditions cross-linguistically. Moreover, it is
also unclear that a subject pro need appear in the EPP position in Spec,TP in adult language
or as part of a developmental stage during CLA. Indeed, Rizzi (1994) suggest that a possible
UG-provided strategy in CLA includes null subjects placed in the specifier of the root, i.e.,
Spec,CP. That is, CP can be thought of as being endowed with a default subject position for
covert subjects in CLA. Consider now that properties of T, i.e., T’s formal feature composition,
are ultimately inherited from C and that both C and T probe together (Chomsky 2008; Ouali
2008, 2011; Biberauer and Roberts 2010). Therefore, it stands to reason that the child acquiring
language must tease apart T and C, rather than posit C after acquiring T (contra Müller and Hulk
2001). Instead, I assume a collapsed C/T for which the full range of features and inheritance
relations are yet to be posited. This mirrors early suggestions by (Rizzi 1990b), that C bears
both [±C] and [±I] categorial features which, depending on the language type, can be set
either positively or negatively; for instance, CP in a V2 language is set [+C, +I].

If this is correct, we can then replace Müller and Hulk’s CP-less MDG structure with with a
minimally complex but maximally economical structure that does not violate full competence
(467).

(467) Updated MDG template for (multiple) argument drop
[c/tp proj [c/tp prosubjecti [c/t Vfin [VoiceP ti [Voice [vP v tj]]]]]]

(adapted from ex.9, Müller and Hulk 2001:8)

This has the effect that the EPP properties of T and the proposed default null-subject position
in Spec,CP are collapsed in the lower specifier of C/T, the position posited by Rizzi (1994) as
a UG-provided subject position. Conceivably then, when the child realises that C and T head
two separate projections, they will either redistribute the subject-associated properties of the
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lower specifier of C/T or they may abandon this default if they lack any evidence for a subject
position in the functional domain. Assuming that multiple specifiers are made available by
UG, we can simply stipulate that non-subject null topics occupy the higher specifier. In sum,
dropped arguments are by default represented in the C-domain in CLA, yet they lack the richer
discourse specifications of their equivalents in the adult grammar because the workings of the
discourse-syntax are yet to be fully acquired.8

In sum, the important points so far are as follows:

i. C and T must be teased apart from a single MDG projection.
ii. C/Tmax is endowed with an MDG subject position on its lower specifier that is not

the highest structural A’ position in the clause.
iii. The MDG prosubject position is separate to that of silent elements reconstructing

other dropped elements.

We are now in a position to apply the fruits of this discussion to a %V3 in Kiezdeutsch
in more concrete terms. Let us now turn to a more detailed discussion of the potential MDG
structure giving rise to %V3.

9.5.1.2 An MDG structure for %V3
I have so far argued that i) a link exists between LSB CLA and %V3, ii) it is likely that many
Kiezdeutsch speakers are LSBs in a situation where German input is not only less frequent about
also degraded, and iii) a %V3 pattern can be considered an emergent reflex of a natural order of
information (cf. Wiese et al. 2020)’s. I shall now be explicit about the formal representation of
an early MDG that gives rise to %V3 and the wider SoP requirement in LD and HLTD. Building
on the proposals in the previous subsection (§9.5.1.1) for a collapsed T/C and a MDG-given
subject, I propose that the following most basic MDG representation that facilitates the earliest
instances of %V3:

(468) MDG template for %V3 with aux
[c/tp Frame Setter [c/t subjecti [c/t [VoiceP ti [Voice [vP v V ]]]]]]

The MDG thus includes a preverbal subject position and high Frame Setter in a higher
adjunct position on the root, which I consider a position provided by UG; I view this as the same
position for dropped object posited in the previous section. This gives rise to the observation
that fronted Frame Setters and object DPs are largely in complementary distribution.
8. This solution is moreover compatible with both German and Dutch, given that the EPP-related status
of Spec,TP in V2 Germanic languages is disputed. Spec,TP is not associated with DP subjects in German
(Haider 1997; Richards and Biberauer 2005; Biberauer and Roberts 2010), but appears at least optionally
if not necessarily the case in Dutch (Richards and Biberauer 2005; Zwart 2005, 2011). If German and
Dutch do indeed differ with regard to EPP settings, the child will tease the exact settings apart in C and
T.



328 CHAPTER 9. THE ORIGIN OF THE KIEZDEUTSCH SUBJECT POSITION

The structure in (468) in fact resembles suggestions by (Westergaard et al. 2019), that
non-canonical %V3 in contact varieties of different kinds reflects the combination of an ac-
quisitionally simpler V-to-T movement and a subject-oriented EPP in Spec,TP. However, by
collapsing C/T in the MDG, we do not need to propose an EPP specific to subject-initial matrix
clauses, we do not require a matrix-specific V-to-T operation in German or a stage of V-to-T that
must be unlearned for German, and we avoid the problem of subject expletives which feature
in neither German nor Kiezdeutsch.

Thus, the child acquiring in fact has two jobs to a) realise that C/T are two separate heads
with their own projection, and b) that CP must be split further into Ch and Cl. As formal
specifications on the phase head become richer, acquirers will either posit a distribution that
no longer permits %V3, as is the case for most German speakers, or one that does.

Once presented with enough unambiguous evidence for strict V2, the monolingual child
who does not develop a %V3 grammar will either learn that Frame Setters are generated in
middle field (cf. Frey 2003) and give up the high root position; or if Hinterhölzl (2017) is
correct that Frame Setters in German are a C-domain phenomenon, the child will assume that
the merge point of Frame Setters and the initial landing position of all other arguments in
the C-domain. We must then also ask how the child finds evidence to split CP into CPl and
CPh. Recall first that the MDG position for fronted null objects is higher than that for the
subject pro (see also Rizzi 1994). Presumably then, the German-speaking child already has a
high object position available to them, which they must ultimately build into a V2 grammar.
Thus the child has a pre-endowment that permits a high merged XP, e.g., Frame Setters and
null objects, above another argument position. The task for the acquirer then is to realize that
there is an intermediary C below this position and that German V2 is strict. While I cannot
comment on every exact stage without further experimental or empirical evidence, I suggest
that the child learning German will posit the Ch/Cl split on the basis of strict V2, target like
object drop involving overt subjects, and on the basis of unambiguous evidence provided by
HT and LD involving both arguments and adverbials. The prediction, then, is that a typical
child, and not one who receives evidence that %V3 is grammatical, will stop producing %V3
once the double CP structure has been acquired. Evidently, however, this is not the case for
Kiezdeutsch speakers and perhaps a subset of German speakers, although we have seen that
variation remains in the SoP properties of Spec,CPl. Let us now return to the parametrization
of the settings that give rise to %V3 in Kiezdeutsch.

9.5.2 The parametrization of %V3 in Kiezdeutsch
I have already discussed the hypothesis that many Kiezdeutsch speakers are LSBs and are likely
to show both onset and input effects due to late AO and the sociolinguistic and demographic
particularities of their communities. Thus, given the nature of %V3 and its interaction with the
syntax-pragmatics interface in the C-domain, it is exactly the type of context which should be
sensitive to onset and input effects as speakers attempt to map universal pragmatic strategies
onto language specific rules. The prediction then is that a significant number of speakers will
fail to accrue enough evidence that a default option is not viable within a fully parametrized
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grammar. That does not mean that the underlying structures of surviving universal pragmatic
strategies remain constant, but they are rather incorporated into a syntax as coherent as possible
with the target model. If the MDG representation giving rise to both %V3 and non-target
argument drop in CLA is correct, the presence in Kiezdeutsch of %V3 can be summed up as
follows:

a. The failure to abandon parts of the MDG which are otherwise incompatible with the strict
V2 system in Standard German.

b. The innovation of [uδSoP:_] on Cl.

c. The failure to posit the pragmatic flexibility of the preverbal position, i.e., Spec,CPl bearing
[uδ:_]-features that may associate with topics, foci, and contrastive elements.

Let us now consider how this takes place.
Firstly, I argue that Kiezdeutsch speakers have generalised the MDG root-specifier subject

position as a more general SoP position, while typical monolinguals, SBs and ESBs quickly
abandon any subject relation in favour of a flexible position available for whichever XP is
carrying the appropriate δ-features. This likely takes before or around the point at which
children posit a donate option of [uϕ:_] and [uD:_] to T; this option permits VoiceP pide-
piping to Spec,TP (cf. Richards and Biberauer 2005). Thus, in order to maintain a subject
position in the C-domain, the multilingual child posits that [uδSoP:_] must be on the lowest C
head. This has the effect that Spec,CPl becomes a type of subject position, yet non subject-
initial V2 clauses in the input nonetheless provide acquirers with evidence that Spec,CPh may
host any type of XP. This innovation of [uδSoP:_] has the consequence that resumption strategies
such as LD or HTLD are only available where the preverbal element can be interpreted as the
SoP, either in the form of a DP argument or a spatio-temporal adverbial.

I suggest that once this analysis has been reached, data in the form of V2 utterances
provided by peers in the community will provide the basis for acquirers to realise that both
V-to-C movement and a double CP structure are necessary. Yet, given the high concentra-
tion of LSBs, L2 speakers, children lack the evidence to give up the high Frame Setter whose
placement does not superficially appear constrained by rules conspiring to create V2 syntax.
Explicitly, typical acquirers of German will be confronted with the complementary distribu-
tion of Frame Setters and all other fronted arguments in the preverbal position, including null
objects via early and rich evidence for V2 from primary caregivers at home and from peers.
Consequently, monolinguals will abandon an MDG which allows Frame Setters to merge in the
very highest spec of the clause above positions for moved constituents. These speakers reach
the conclusion that Frame Setters are either TP internal (Frey 2003) or generated in Spec,CPl,
thus integrating Frame Setters into the V2 system. Instead, Kiezdeutsch speakers interpret the
complementary distribution of high Frame Setters and objects or indeed other fronted adverbs,
but not with subjects, as evidence that Spec,CPh is an A’-position in which a Frame Setter may
merge, thereby retaining the MDG linearization. Thus, the LSB child posits that Kiezdeutsch
Ch keeps[uδ:_], while a child in a Standard German environment comes to the conclusion that
Ch shares[uδ:_] with with Cl.
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Consequently, we can posit a progression from the MDG stage in (469), where a generalized
subject-like argument position is assumed in Spec,C/T and auxiliaries are can be merged in
C/T,9 to the stage shown in (470). In the second stage, the V2 system has been established
with a richer feature specification across the two split C heads. Cl has been associated with
generalized V-movement and a subject position, Cl bearing [uδSoP:_] and [uV:_], while Ch hosts
[uδ:_] and [uα:_] features.

(469) Stage 1: MDG with auxiliaries and argument position in Spec,CP
a. [c/tp Frame Setter [c/t Subjecti [c/t AUX [VoiceP ti [Voice [vP v Verb ]]]]]]

(470) Stage 2: double CP structure with %V3
a. [cph Frame Setter [ch [cl/tp Subjecti [c/t Vfin [VoiceP ti [Voice [vP v V ]]]]]

Note that I have been deliberately ambiguous about the status of TP and at what point it
is discernible from CPl. However, TP must have been acquired as an independent projection,
at the latest, by the time V-final embedded clauses with auxiliaries have been fully acquired;
this assumes that auxiliaries in embedded clauses necessarily merge in T, since German C is
always left headed. Thus, Merge of an auxiliary in an embedded clause in a lower combined
C/T projection would produce embedded V2 (see Vikner 1995). Once Cl and T are fully split,
we can envisage the following structure:

(471) Stage 3: double CP structure with %V3 [cph Frame Setter [ch [cpl Subjecti [cl Vfin
[TP [VoiceP ti [Voice [vP v V ]]][T VoiceP]]]]]]

Indeed, evidence for an early combined low C/T projection may come from embedded V2
effects in early CLA in Swiss German (Gawlitzek-Maiwald et al. 1992; Schönenberger 2001).
That is, both Gawlitzek-Maiwald et al. (1992) and (Schönenberger 2001) find a stage in CLA
showing a preference for Auxfin>V over V>Auxfin in embedded clauses (472). Since the pro-
jection of T is not crucial to theory proposed here, unlike those of (Te Velde 2017; Westergaard
et al. 2019), I leave open the exact point in CLA at which T is projected independently.

(472) Embedded V2 in child Swiss German, 3;00
Will
want

die
the
Meerjungfrau
mermaid

habe
have

[dass
that

du
you

has
have

net
not
die
the
Meerjungfrau]
mermaid

Target: ‘Ich will die Meerjungfrau haben [(so) dass du sie nicht hast].’
‘I want to have the mermaid so that you won’t get the mermaid.’

(Gawlitzek-Maiwald et al. 1992:146–7)

In sum, I have argued that Kiezdeutsch %V3 and the wider subject constraint in LD are the
result of the non-target conversion of a universal syntactico-pragmatic strategy into a language
specific rule, i.e., a microparameter. Before moving on, I would like to briefly revisit Walkden’s
9. Presumably, movement of lexical verbs will also become available under this analysis once V-to-C
has been acquired.
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(2017) assertion that L2 data showing %V3 distributions is the crucial evidence for Kiezdeutsch
speakers that %V3 is a viable option. I have argued that L2 PLD is less important than the
combination of AO and the quality of the input. However, the MDG-based explanation is not
incompatible with accounts positing a role for L2 PLD or even some level of cross-linguistic
influence. With regard to PLD provided by L2 speakers, it is possible that speakers may have
found extra evidence for the default ordering, i.e. %V3 MDG and/or natural information order
(Wiese et al. 2020), where they were exposed to L2 PLD with increased %V3. In this sense,
Walkden’s (2017) hypothesis is complementary to the one proposed here, yet I do not consider
the diachronic scenario suggested by Walkden (2017) to be enough to trigger the change on
its own, given the arguments presented here for both the sociolinguistic and CLA scenarios.

It is clear that there are principled arguments for both the change scenario proposed in
this dissertation and that proposed by (Walkden 2017). No single scenario can be ruled out
entirely. Indeed, due to the nature of corpus-based research in language change and the het-
erogeneous nature of the Kiezdeutsch speech community, parts of this analysis are limited to
informed and reasoned speculation. Nonetheless, instead of trying to find the single most parsi-
monious explanation of change, we must acknowledge that language contact is messy. Dense
multiethnic and multlilingual populations are by definition heterogeneous with heterogeneous
experiences of contact and exposure with the dominant language. It is thus not a violation of
some overreaching principle of parsimony to entertain the possibility that an explanation of
change is necessarily multifaceted in situations that are sociolinguistically, psycholinguistic-
ally, and acquistionally complex.

9.6 Conclusion
In this chapter, I have argued for a link between LSB CLA and the parametrization of a feature
distribution in the C-domain that gives rise to not only to regularised violations of V2 but also
the requirement for an SoP-bearing element to appear in the preverbal position in %V3, LD,
and HTLD.

It was argued at length that linguistic data, metadata (Wiese et al. 2012), demographic
data (Wiese et al. 2012), and socio-anthropological studies (Becker 2010; Biedinger and Becker
2010) point to the conclusion that Kiezdeutsch is especially characterized by a concentration
of sequential bilinguals who are likely to show onset and input effects facilitating %V3. It
was further suggested that Kiezdeutsch speakers take part in Group Second Language Learning
(Cheshire et al. 2011) in which particularly dense multilingual situations leads to a novel form
of dialect-formation.

Form a formal perspective, I claimed that the well-documented %V3 linearisation finds
its origins in defaults provided by Minimal Default Grammar (cf. Roeper 1999), building on
experimental findings by (Wiese et al. 2020) that %V3 can be though of as a natural order of
information. Instead of abandoning parts of the MDG in the face of clear evidence to contrary,
Kiezdeutsch speakers find a way to incorporate it into a V2 system, positing a [uδSoP:_] feature
in Spec,CPl and retaining a high Frame Setter in Spec,CPh.
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In sum, it has been argued that the emergence of the Kiezdeutsch C-system resulted from a
“perfect storm” of high levels of late subsequent bilingualism, Group Second Language Learning
(Cheshire et al. 2011) ), resulting onset and input effects (Tsimpli 2014), inherent vulnerability
at the syntax-pragmatics interface (Müller and Hulk 2001; Platzack 2001; Sorace and Serratrice
2009; Sorace 2011; Tsimpli 2014), and the interaction thereof with UG-provided MDG struc-
tures (cf. Roeper 1999; Müller and Hulk 2001). Future work should look to test the hypotheses
I have made with richer empirical data.



Chapter 10

Concluding remarks

In this thesis I hope to have demonstrated how both subjecthood and the factors associated
with the projection of a subject position are syntactically, semantically, and even pragmatic-
ally diverse. While the idea is not particularly new that subjecthood is a non-unitary notion (cf.
Keenan 1976; McCloskey 1997; Davies and Dubinsky 2001; Cardinaletti 2004), the approach
pursued throughout has examined how finite points of variation are able to derive particular
non-canonical structures involving subjects, where canonicity is relative to the language at
hand. That is, the appearance of a subject position in Kiezdeutsch is non-canonical relative to
German. On the other hand, in English, French, Italian, and Hebrew, it was argued that in Loc-
ative Inversion the presence of a spatial XP in a preverbal position associated with subjecthood
is non-canonical with respect to the unmarked SVO/X order.

10.1 Projecting subject positions
For all languages under investigation, a nominative DP subject was considered a canonical
subject. However, it was argued that formal properties associated with subjecthood and thus
a clausal subject requirement, e.g., D, ϕ and δSoP may be differently distributed across C or
T depending on the particular inheritance options available from the phase head in a given
language.

An interesting result of the study has been that SoP requirements for English and Kiezdeutsch
share their locus on CP, or rather the CP projection dominating TP. On the other hand, Italian,
French, and Hebrew share the property of encoding SoP requirements on T.

Nonetheless, due to differing modes of D and ϕ valuation, English, Kiezdeutsch, French, and
Hebrew and Italian differ in their base requirements for a formal subject position in TP related
to the traditional conception of EPP as [uD:_], [ϕ:_]. Due to the parasitic nature of EF [•X•],
it is possible to consider a constant characteristic of C in all languages; it is only activated,
however, when C also optionally hosts unvalued δ or ϕ features. In terms of the distribution
of features leading to subject positions, or not in the case of a language like German, we can
thus envisage the typology in the table below:

333
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SoP/EPP distribution
English: T[uD:_]/[u:ϕ:_]/[•X•] C[uδSoP:_]/[•X•]
Kiezdeutsch T[uD:_]/[u:ϕ:_]/[•X•] Cl[uδSoP:_]/[•X•] Ch[uδtop/foc:_]/[•X•]
German T[uD:_]/[u:ϕ:_]/[•X•] Cl[uδtop/foc:_]/[•X•] Ch[uδtop/foc:_]/[•X•]
Italian: T[uD:_]/[u:ϕ:_]/[uδSoP:_]/[•X•] C[•X•]
French: T[uD:_]/[u:ϕ:_]/[uδSoP:_]/[•X•] C[•X•]
Hebrew: T[uD:_]/[u:ϕ:_]/[uδSoP:_]/[•X•] C[•X•]

Table 10.1: The distribution of EPP related features across T and C

For a point of contrast with Kiezdeutsch, I have included German in the table as a language
associating its edge requirements with information structure and lacking any T or CP-related
subject position. From the distribution of features across T and C, it appears that English
and Kiezdeutsch are in fact very similar. Without further qualification, it would appear that
Kiezdeutsch should indeed permit a Spec,TP subject position. However, I have throughout
adopted ideas by Richards and Biberauer (2005) and Mohr (2005) that in German, the D and
ϕ requirements of T are valued by phrasal movement of VoiceP/vP to Spec,TP; this position
has been extended to Kiezdeutsch and is justified in the fact that Kiezdeutsch never shows sub-
ject expletives or quirky subjects in TP. Thus in this respect, the approach for all languages
here is an extension of approaches to EPP by Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou (1998), which
predicts EPP satisfaction via head movement or XP-movement, and that by Richards and Bib-
erauer (2005) predicting EPP satisfaction via pied-piping of vP (see Table 10.2). I do not how-
ever have a straightforward feature-motivated account for why one language should prefer
VoiceP/vP pied-piping over head-movement or DP movement. That is, if a language values
D and ϕ features on Voice either via the head or via merging an external argument, the val-
ued content should always be visible on Voice/vmax via percolation. This leads us to question
why all languages don’t simply employ pied-piping instead of XP or head movement. Thus,
the working hypothesis must be parametrization along the lines suggested by (Richards and
Biberauer 2005); nonetheless, an account is desirable that can formalize preferences for one
option or the other based on Agree. Future work should concentrate explicitly on this problem.

DP-movement V-movement VoiceP/vP movement
English: ✓ - -
French: ✓ - -
Kiezdeutsch: - - ✓
German: - - ✓
Italian: - ✓ -
Hebrew: - ✓ -

Table 10.2: Valuation of D and ϕ features on T across languages

On the other hand, in those languages which have an unvalued specification for SoP on
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the phase head, SoP satisfaction appears to always occur as the result of XP movement to
the designated position either Spec,CP or Spec,TP. It is this property alone that enables NSLs
like Italian or partial NSLs like Hebrew project a subject position which is more flexible than
languages like English but less flexible than the optionally topic-related Spec,TP in languages
like Spanish or Greek (Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou 1998; Fontana 1993; Sheehan 2007;
Jiménez-Fernández and Miyagawa 2014; Miyagawa 2017). If this approach to subject require-
ments is to be expanded, it should be applied to more configurational NSLs to see if it bears
fruit. While I have not tested any predictions, I assume that δSoP and δtop can simply both
be present on T in these languages; it is an empirical question if these features may co-occur
separately, bundled, or in complementary distribution.

10.2 Argument structure, Case and future directions
From an argument-structural perspective, the approach taken here has claimed that in LI ca-
nonical DP subjects falling in non-canonical late positions always involve coercion to an unac-
cusative structure. I did not make such claims for Italian, Hebrew, or French. Indeed, there is
consensus at least for Italian that many unergatives retain their agentive structure. In Chapter
6, I provided information supporting this hypothesis. However, future work should compare
typically unergative verbs in LI across the observed languages and beyond in order to see if
and which other languages are able to coerce unergatives into unaccusatives as freely as Eng-
lish. I predict that a fruitful starting point for this problem will be comparing the argument
structure of directional and existential predicates in so-called verb-framed and satellite-framed
languages (Talmy 1985, 2000; Acedo-Matellán 2016; Folli and Harley 2019).

A question I have ignored is the phasal status of v in the absence of Voice. If VoiceP is in
fact a phase head (Schäfer 2008; Legate 2014; Alexiadou et al. 2015), this has consequences
for the featural specification of v under the following assumptions:

i. The phasal properties of Voice are synonymous with those of v proposed by (Chomsky
2001).

ii. Phase heads pass on features to the next head in their c-command domain (Chomsky 2008;
Ouali 2008, 2011), in this case the categorizing head v.

These two assumptions have the consequence that the case assigning features of v may ul-
timately derive from Voice via inheritance. Explicitly, while I have assumed [+Case] features,
(Schäfer 2008; Alexiadou et al. 2015) argue that nominative comes about via ϕ-agreement
between a DP argument and Voice via m-command, as opposed to standard theory assigning
nominative Case via T. The observation that nominative is assigned by Voice is compatible
with both Case as the product of [+Case]-features or ϕ-features. Within an inheritance-based
approach to phase heads drawing on the system proposed by Ouali (2008, 2011), one might
assume that transitive v receives a [+Case] feature from Voice via share, given the lack of an
external argument prohibits accusative being assigned, giving rise to Burzio’s Generalisation
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(Burzio 1986; Schäfer 2008; Legate 2014; Alexiadou et al. 2015). If the features responsible
for Case ultimately derive from Voice, be they [+Case] or ϕ, it is then unclear how the IA
of a pure unaccusative or unmarked anticausative gets nominative case. That is, it raises the
possibility that a Voiceless vP layer may not be able to assign Case to its IA whatsoever, rather
than specifically assigning only nominative Case.

Thus a general question is how v assigns Case and where it gets its features from in the
absence of Voice; is v in fact always a phase head regardless of Voice, along the lines that
every projection is in fact a phase (cf. Arad 2003)? Is unaccusative v special? Are unaccusative
predicates in fact caseless and receive nominative on the basis of the Elsewhere condition
(Kiparsky 1973) and default case? Is pure unaccusative v in fact a bundled version of Voice
and v (Pylkkänen 2008; Harley 2017)? Or is it in fact desirable to always posit the presence
of Voice yet in a weak form that fails to project either a specifier or assign a θ-role? This last
version is in line with approaches by Irwin (2012, 2018) and in particular Kastner (2020), who
posits that VoiceP may in fact always be present with only three different settings [+D], and
under-specified [D_], and [-D] which always prevents an external argument. I do not take a
position here, yet a deeper investigation of Case theory and the phasehood of Voice and v is
necessary.

Finally, in this dissertation, I have attempted to show that non-canonical structures in-
volving both a non-canonical subject, in the sense of SoP, and canonical DP subjects in non-
canonical positions require us to consider the whole derivation from top to bottom. It is not
always enough simply to look at either the subject requirements, non-canonical subjects, or
non-canonically placed subject DPs alone. In the case of LI it is clear that its exceptional
behaviour comes from an interplay between factors involving how Information Structure is en-
coded high and low, pragmatics, the C and T domains, and finer argument structure. For %V3
in Kiezdeutsch, the situation was somewhat simpler and derivable entirely in the C-domain, yet
knowledge gained on the interactions of SoP and subjecthood in the discussion of LI allowed us
to better recognize the SoP-patterning of the apparent preverbal subject position in Kiezdeutsch.
Moreover, other phenomena such as object shift are known to interact with V-movement (see
Holmberg’s Generalization, Holmberg 1986), i.e., a possible interaction between argument
structure, head movement, and scrambling-like properties of objects. As a next step from this
study, it would be prudent to more closely examine a greater set of anomalous structures from
the perspective of what goes on in VoiceP and below, what is happening in higher clausal
domains, and how the two domains interact. A potential candidate for further such investig-
ation is so-called Quotative Inversion (473), which has been separately claimed to involve an
in-situ subject DP in vP and satisfaction of the EPP via a quotative movement operation (cf.
Collins 1997; Collins and Branigan 1997), some combination of AspectP/VoiceP pied-piping to
Spec,CP, VP ellipsis and the canonical DP subject checking EPP in spec,TP (Bruening 2016); or
a residual V2 structure involving V-to-C movement and merge of the quote in Spec,CP (Roberts
2010a:§4).

(473) “I’ve just finished the dissertation.” said the tired professor.
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Appendix A

Declarations

The empirical discussion of pragmatic constraints on LI in Chapter 2 (§2.3.3) draws on joint
work in progress with Fabienne Martin (Sluckin and Martin In Prep) orginally included in the
pre-publication version of Sluckin et al. (2021).

Parts of the empirical review of crosslinguistic variation in LI draw in part on previous work
published as Sluckin et al. (2021) (§3.1.1, 3.1.2, 3.2.2.1, 3.2.2.2). However, these sections
have been considerably edited, expanded, and do not uniformly present the same data or reach
the same conclusions.

The data for adverbial resumption in Chapter 7 (§7.4) expands on joint work with Oliver Bunk
(Sluckin and Bunk forthcoming). The study presented here finds different results and investig-
ates the data from a very different perspective, classifying data according to different criteria.
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