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9 – Relating Language Internal Variation with Crosslinguistic Variation
The Case of Italian Null Subjets

1. Distribution of Null Subjects

(1) Topichood

A linguistic expression is or isn’t a topic according to its syntactic context.

Topic status appears to affect truth-conditional evaluation as well as pronominalization.


Strawson (1964): topic status affects truth assessment (truth-conditional evaluation):

a. The king of France visited the exhibition

b. The exhibition was visited by the king of France

(2) Topic status affecting  pronominalization in null subject languages (see Grimshaw&VSL98:197-200)

Subjects referring to topics:


Null 

Subjects referring to non-topics:
Overt

( No free variation between null and overt subjects. Distribution is complementary.

(3) Variation within single language reflects variation across languages

	Subject pronominalization
	Italian
	English

	Topic referent
	Ø
	Overt

	Non-topic referent
	Overt
	Overt


2. Analysis

(4) GENeration of competitors.

Based on input, GEN determines great variety of structures, with and without overt subjects.

<Sing(x), x=he, x=topic/non-topic> 

( 
(a)

__ has [VP  sung]

















(b)

he has [VP  sung]

















(c)

__ has [[VP sung] he ]

Topic and pronominal input specification could be read off discourse representation.

(5) Constraints.

SUBJECT (EPP) = Specifier of highest A-projection must be structurally realized







   (A-positions: theta-assigned positions and specIP)

DROP-TOPIC = Arguments co-referring with topics are structurally unrealized

(6) Pruning of competitor set via harmonic bounding. 

	Italian

topic referent
	DropTopic
	Subject

	a. (
__ ha cantato
	
	*

	b.

lui ha cantato
	*
	

	c. (
 _ 
ha cantato lui
	*
	*


(7) Language internal variation unleashed in languages where constraints such DropTopic, whose assessment is input sensitive, are ranked higher than constraints like Subject, whose assessment is input insensitive. 

(see Grimshaw and Samek-Lodovici 1998; tableaux 18 and 21).

	Italian

topic 
	DropTopic
	Subject

	a. (
__ ha cantato
	
	*

	b.

lui ha cantato
	*
	


	Italian

non-topic
	DropTopic
	Subject

	a.

__ ha cantato
	
	*

	b. (
lui ha cantato
	
	


(8) Crosslinguistic variation occurs on those inputs where input sensitive constraints conflict with input-insensitive ones. Inputs where no conflicts occur will show crosslinguistic convergence.

	English
topic 
	Subject
	DropTopic

	a.

__ ha cantato
	*
	

	b. (
lui ha cantato
	
	*


	English
non topic
	Subject
	DropTopic

	a.

__ ha cantato
	*
	

	b. (
lui ha cantato
	
	


(9) Crosslinguistic variation reflects language internal variation, because the variation is determined by the same set of conflicting constraints.

	
	DropTopic >> Subject
	Subject >> DropTopic

	Topic subject
	Ø
	Overt

	Non-topic subject
	Overt
	Overt


(10) This is a general property of OT analyses.

We have two inputs, input-1 and input-2, and two constraints, A and B. 
Constraint A is sensitive to the input. It favors structure s1 under input-1 and it is neutral under input-2. Constraint B is insensitive to the input, favoring s2 across both inputs. 
Consequently we have crosslinguistic divergence on input-1, where A>>B selects s1 and B>>A selects s2, 

and crosslinguistic convergence on input-2, where A is neutral and B selects s2 across all rankings.

Language L1, with A>>B, shows language-internal variation between s1 and s2 depending on the input, whereas language L2 always selects s2.
	Input-1
	A – (input sensitive)
	B – (insensitive)

	

s1
	
	*

	

s2
	*
	


	Input-2
	A
	B

	

s1
	
	*

	
 
s2
	
	


3. Other instances of language internal variation reflecting crosslinguistic variation.

(11) Mixed focus in Kanakuru: complementary distribution between left and right focus where other languages show uniform leftward or uniform rightward focus.

- CaseAdj: sensitive to input, here the availability of satisfaction via object incorporation.

- AF​L and AFR: insensitive to input.
	Input-1: incorporation ok
	CaseAdj
	AFL
	AFR

	(

Leftward focus
	
	
	*

	

Rightward focus
	
	*
	

	

No structural focus
	
	*
	*


	Input-2: incorporation not possible
	CaseAdj
	AFL
	AFR

	

Leftward focus
	*
	
	*

	(

Rightward focus
	
	*
	

	

No structural focus
	
	*
	*


(12) Partial focus in French and English: complementary distribution between lack of focus and rightward focus on subjects where other languages show uniform rightward focus.


- Subject: sensitive to input, here whether focused constituent is subject or object, since only subject focus 



   determine a conflict with AFR.


- AFR: insensitive to input.

	Input-1: subject focused
	Subject
	AFR

	

Rightward focus:

  _  V O SF
	*
	

	(

No structural focus: 
  SF V O
	
	*


	Input-2: object focused
	Subject
	AFR

	(

Rightward focus:

S V IO OF
	
	

	

No structural focus: S V  OF IO
	
	*


4. Comparison with parametric analyses.

(13) Distribution

	DISTRIBUTION
	Topic Subjects
	Non Topic Subjects

	Italian
	Null

(Overt not possible)
	Overt

(Null not possible)

	English
	Overt

(Null not possible)
	Overt

(Null not possible)


(14) OT-analysis:

Italian:
DropTopic >> EPP



English: EPP>>DropTopic

Two universal conditions. What changes is their ranking. Change in ranking determines the entire distribution, i.e. both the language internal and the crosslinguistic variation.

4.1 Principle and Parameters (a.k.a. Government and Binding)

(15) Prodrop parameter governing crosslinguistic availability of null subjects (Rizzi 1982): [± pronominal Iº]

Italian:
[+pronominal Iº]


English:  [-pronominal Iº]

Problem:
parameter licenses null subjects but cannot determine when null and overt subjects are 

prohibited.

 (i)
Non topic subjects:
null subjects incorrectly possible in Italian 

(ii)
Topic subjects:
overt subjects incorrectly possible in Italian

(16) Topic/Non-topic alternation not known at the time. Can we improve prodrop-parameter analysis?

(17) Complex parameter.

[± pronominal Iº for topic subjects only] 

 (i) 

Non topic subjects:
null subjects impossible in Italian. 




( problem solved

 (ii)

Topic subjects: overt subjects incorrectly possible in Italian.  


( problem remains!

(18) Parameter + new principle – first attempt.



Parameter: [± pronominal Iº] 
(governs availability of null subjects across languages)

Principle: Overt non-topics 
(governs availability of null subjects for non-topics, Chomsky’s Avoid Pronoun)
(i)
Non topic subjects:
null subjects impossible in Italian.



( problem solved

(ii)
Topic subjects:  overt subjects incorrectly possible.

  


( problem remains!

(19) Parameter + new principles – second attempt.



Parameter: [± pronominal Iº]
(governing availability of null subjects across languages)

Principle1: Overt non-topics 
(governs availability of null subjects for non-topics)
Principle2: DropTopic   (governing availability of null subjects for topics, cf. Chomsky’s Avoid Pronoun)

(i)
Non topic subjects:
null subjects impossible in Italian.



( problem solved

(ii) Topic subjects: null subjects obligatory in Italian.





( problem solved
BUT: we are not in OT. Principle-2 must be universally satisfied. 




English violates DropTopic principle and can no longer exist.




It follows that impossibility of overt subjects for topics must be governed via parameter.
(20) Very complex disjoint parameter.



Italian:

[+ null topic subjects] & [+ overt non-topic subjects]



English:

[- null topic subjects] & [+ overt non-topic subjects]



It works. It also constitutes a mere description of the empirical distribution. 



Plus it begs the question about [-null t. s.]&[-overt n. s.] and [+null t.s.]&[-overt n.s.] languages.

4.2 Minimalism

(21) Parameter: universally strong EPP feature in Iº is checked differently across languages. 

(A. Alexiadou & E. Agnastopoulou, 1999).

English:
  Checking by overt SpecIP (or specTP) subject.

Null Subject Languages:
Checking by strong agreement morphology (carrying Dº feature),

disallowing overt subject with its own additional Dº feature.

Once again parameter governs licensing of null subjects crosslinguistically, saying nothing of language internal alternation between topic and non-topic subjects.

(22) Problems with “Strong Agreement” parameter:

(i) If agreement in Iº (Tº) is always equipped with +D feature:

-   Overt non-topics disallowed, as Iº feature already checked by +D feature.

(ii) If agreement in Iº (Tº) is only optionally equipped with +D feature:

-
When D-feature is present, null subjects are obligatory.
-
When D-feature is absent, overt subjects are obligatory.
   But presence/absence of Dº-feature varies independently of topic/non-topic status. 

   Mystery about exactly how presence/absence of Dº matches topic/non-topic alternation. 

(23) A condition similar to ‘DropTopic’, mandating a Dº feature for topics, appears necessary. But this unleashes issues similar to those examined earlier on:

· Is the new condition a  principle? Then how can it be violated in English given that model requires satisfaction of universal principles?

· Is it a parameter? Then what languages are predicted and are they attested (especially the one allowing for Dº-feature but without the DroptTopic value)?

· Is it a condition at work only in Null Subject Languages? 

Then the account of the language internal alternation is independent from that of the crosslinguistic one.

Also, how different is this from a mere description of the distribution? 

5. Reading. 

Read chapter 4 “Expletives”, pages 203-208, of already distributed Grimshaw & Samek’s “Optimal Subjects and Subject Universals”. 
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