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On implicit arguments

MICHAEL BRODY AND M. RITA MANZINI

Consider sentences of the type of (1) or {2):

{1} Mary was saying to lecave

{2) The book was being written to make money
These sentences arc interpreted roughly as in (3) and {4) respectively:

(3)  {dx) Mary was saying to x [x to leave]

{4) (dx) The book was being written by x (for} x to make money
Within the theory of Government and Binding, which will provide the frame-
work for our discussion, the understood subject of the infinitival sentence is
the empty category PRO {Chomsky 1981, 1986). The nature of the under-
stood dative in (1) and of the understood agent in {2) is, however, an open
question, In particular, within the framework that we assume, they cannot
corresportd (o empty categories, as we will argue below. Understood ele-
ments that are realised neither lexically nor as empty categories are generally
known as implicit arguments. [tis with implicit arguments that this chapter
is mainl concerned.

Or discussion so {ar 1s compatible with a number of characterisations
o implicit arguments, including in particalar o pragmatic characterisation.
The assvmption that they exist s based so Eir on the interpretation ol
sentences like (1) and (2}, For such interpretive propertics a pragmatic
account is in principle available. In this chapter, however, we will argue that
implicit arguments are grammatically defined entities, and that they interact
in crucial ways with a number of subcomponents of grammar.

Examples of the type of (1) and (2) were first pointed out in Manzini
(1983}, in the context of a proposal for unifving control with binding theory.
In section 1. we will provide a brief summary of this theory, taking into
account also the proposals in Brody (1985). We will argue that this version of
the theory necessitates the presence of implicit arguments in sentences of the
tvpe ol (1) and (2), to bind the PRO in the subject position of the infinitival.

In section 2. following ideas in Chomsky (1986}, Rizzi (1986), and
Roeper (1987) we identily implicit arguments with theta-roles not projected
to syntactic positions, and we examine some of their propertics in detail. Que
of our major conclusions will be that jmplicit arguments can correspond to
both agents and datives, as in our original examples {1) and {2), but cannot
corresponc. at feast in English, to direct objects,

ta secton 40 we examine implicit arguments in the light of the poodees
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tion principle. This principle requires that all theta-roles subcategorised for
must be projected to syntactic positions: implicit datives seem then to
represent a straightforward counterexampice to it To explain the distribution
of implicit arguments. we will propese a radical modification of the projec-
tion principle. Assuming. as in Brody (1985}, that S-structure is the
fundamental level of representation, our version of the projection principle
wHl say that structural Cases must be projected to syntactic positions. Thus
the inherent Case dative with its associated theta-role is allowed not
project, creating an impheit argument. Such a modification of the projection
principle has wide ranging consequences. for some of which we will oy to
accaunt svstematically. In particular we will discuss why in general nonsub-
jeet theta-roles must be projected, the main content of the standard projee-
tion principle.

In scction 4, finally. we consider the null direct objects of Ltalian
discussed in Rizzi (1986). We will argue that ftalian null objects are in
chains headed by a zero clitic carresponding to an implicit argument. As we
will show, this conception falls naturally within our theory of implicit argu-
ments. The historical evidence from English presented in Rizzi (1986) in this
connection will also he considered.

1 Binding theory and control

According o Chomsky (10811, anaphors and pronominals are subject to
conditions A and B ol binding theory respeetively, as in (5):
{30 A An anaphor must he bound in its governing category

B A pronominal must be free inits governing category
In the core cases. the governing category for an clement a can be defined as
the minimal category that contains a, a governor for a and a subject: a more
complete definition of the notion vequires that the subject be accessible to a,
as i (O):

(6)  yis the governing category for a il

v is the mintmal category that dominates a. a governor for a and

a subject aveessible o o
In turn, a subject is said (o be accessible to o if there is an indexing under
which it binds e and swhich does not viotate the -within-t condition. The
i-swithin-i condition states that the {ollowing configuration s excluded:
[i...1...4L

Under the delinition of governing category in (8} hinding theory does

not aceount for the choice of antecedents of PRO. According o Chomsky
(rgf), PRO is a pronominal anaphor. 1€itis governed and has a governing
category, it is subject both to hinding condition A, requiring it o he bound in
its governing categorv, and o binding condition B. requiring it to be free in
it It follows that PRO must be ungoverned and cannot have a governing






On implicit arguments 107

category. But if so, binding theory cannot account for its choice of
antecedents,

In this chapter, we adopt the theory of cmpty categories in Brody
(1985). Under this theory PRO is a pure anaphor, The ungoverned status of
PRO follows from a condition on chains which requires heads of chains to be
Casc linked. An element is Casc linked if it is governed and has Case, or if it
is not governed and does not have Case. Given the assumption that lexical
NPs, but not empty categories have Case, the first option corresponds to
lexical NPs, the sccond to PRO.

Following Manzini (1983) and Brody (1985} we then assume that the
notion of governing category can be extended to apply to PROs. In par-
ticular, following Brody (1985) we assume a notion of g-governor, defined as
in (7):

(7) B g-governs a iff
B governs a, or f governs the c-domain of
(The c-domain of @ is the domain that contains all and only the nodes that a ¢-
commands — that is, the first maximal projection that dominates a.)

Given (7), the definition of governing category in Chomsky {1981) can
be modified as in (8), where the notion of governor is substituted by the
notion of g-governor:

(8) ¥ isa governing category for a il
¥ is the minimal category that dominates «, a g-governor for «.
and a subject accessible 1o a

Under the definition of governing category in (8) binding theory now
subsumes control. Consider for exampie a control sentence embedded in
object position, as in (g):

(@) John believed that Mary wanted [ PRO to behave well

In (g} PRO is g-governed by the verb, want, that governs the control sen-
tence. The sentence 8 that immediately contains the control sentencee is the
governing category for PRO. since S dominates the g-governor for PRO and
a subject, Mary, that is accessible o PRO. It follows that PRO is required o
be bound in 8, hence it must be bound by Mary, It cannot remain free, and
receive arbitrary interpretation: nor can it he long-distance bound. for exam-
ple by Join.

Under the definition of governing category in Chomsky (1981), or the
modified version of it in (8), the scarch for a governing category goes on until
an accessible subject is found. In Manzini (1983) an alternative way of
considering the accessibility requirement is suggested. Under this concep-
tion. the search for a governing category stops when the first subjeet is {ound,
but at this point the subject is checked for accessibility, It the subject is
accessible then the notion of governing category is properly defined; if not. no
governing category is defined at all. Following this conception of accessibility
the notion of governing category is then formulated as in {10):
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{10) ¥ isa governing category for a iff
(i) y is the minimal category that dominates «, a g-governor
for c and a subject §: and
(it} A is accessible to a

The empirical consequences of this move can be seen when control
sentences embedded in subject position are taken into account. Consider for
example (11):

{11} John believed that [PRO to behave well] Agr could be useful to

Mary

In {(11) the g-governor of PRO is Agr. As in (g) the sentence S that immedi-
ately contains the control sentence is the minimal category that dominates a
g-governor for PRO and a subject. However, the subject is not accessible to
PRO. since coindexing of the PRO with the subject that dominates it would
create an i-within-i configuration. Under the definition of governing category
in (1o}, then, PRO in (11) does not have a governing category. But this
means that binding theory does not apply to it Henee we expect PRO 1o be
able to have a long-distance binder, for example John in (11); to he able to
have an antecedent that does not c-command it, as Marv in (11); and to be
able not to have an antecedent at all, and to he arbitrary in reference. These
prediciions seem to he correct.

The predictious of the present theory of binding for lexical anaphors in
the subject position ol object and subject nominals are essentially the same as
for PROs in the subject position ol subject and object control sentences
respectively. Consider for example (12} and (13), In (12) the anaphoy in the
oljeet nominak is predicted to be hound in the fivst sentence that contains it;
in (3] the anaphor in the subjeet nominal is predicted not to have a govern-
g category, heree i particular o be able to be long-distance bound by the
matrix subject or to have an antecedent that does not c-command it, like the
embedded object:

(12) They liked cach other’s pictures

(13)  The boys thought that cach other’s pictures pleased the girls
However, exical anaphors lacking a governing category seem., contrary to
PROs, 10 need an antecedent in all cases. So in particular in (13) each other
cannot he assigned arbitrary inwerpretation. That lexical anaplhors must have
anteeedents will then have o be introduced into the grammar as an
independent assumption,

Consider now the example in (14):

{14} Mary heard that John was saving [PRO to leave]

The PRO in (1) is essentially in the same position as the PRO in 19), and
their governing category is in both cases the sentence that immediately
contains the controf sentence. By binding condition A PRO is then predicted
to be bound within this sentence. But the PRO in (14}, contrary to the PRO
in (g), does not seem o be bound at all; raher, it scems to be free and
interpreted as arbitrary in veference, Examples of the type of (14), however,
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differ from examples of the type of (g) in at least one other respect. In (g) all
of the complements of the verb that selects the control sentence are realised.
In (14) there is one complement, roughly corresponding to the dative Case,
that seems to remain unrealised. Suppose we say that this dative in fact binds
the PRO. If'so, the structure ceases to be a violation of the theory of control.

On the other hand if our theory of control holds and PRO must be
bound in the sentence that immediately contains the control sentence, it also
follows that it cannot be long-distance bound, hence in particular in (14) it
cannot be bound by the matrix subject Marp. This scems to be correct.
Furthermore, if the PRC in (14) is bound by the dative we correctly predict
that the dative will be interpreted as the antecedent of PRO. In short, there is
evidence that the apparently unrealised dative in sentences of the type of (14)
nevertheless controls the PRO. Adopting current terminology we will henee-
forth refer to elements like the dative in (14) as implicit arguments.

Consider now a sentence of the type of (15):

{15)  Mary thought that {PRO 1o behave well} could be usefut
(15) reproduces the configuration in (11); PRO does not have a governing
category. it is not subject to binding theory and does not require a controller.
In (15), however, as in (14), one of the arguments scems to remain
unrcalised, again a dative/benefactive: this then should be able ta control the
PRO. So we prediet that (15) admits the interpretation ©. . . for x to hehave
well could be useitd to %7, though, as in (11), and unlike in {14}, PRO can
also be bound by Mary or be free,

Examples of the type of (16) and (17), on the other hand, have quite
different propertics from examples of the tvpe of (11) and (15);

(r6) - Mary thought that [PRO 1o belave well| would he easy for Peter

try) Mary thought that [PRO 1o behave well] would be casy
Though (16 and (17) prima facie replicate the configurations in (1) and
(15}, the behaviour of the PRO is similar to that found in (g) or {14). In (16)
in particular PRO is controlled by Peter: correspondingly in (17) PRO is
controlled by the implicit dative/benefactive, yielding the interpretation ©, . .
for x to hehave well would be casy for x°, In both cases long-distance control
by Mary is impossible. as is free interpretation. Given the theory of control
presented here, we expect structural differences to underlic this contrast
between (11) and (16).

A possible hypothesis is that the control sentence in (16) is not in
subject position, but in some sentence initial A position. Irom this position,
it is ‘reconstructed” into its D-structure position, which we can assume is the
object position. It follows that PRO must be bound in the sentence immedi-
ately superordinate o the control sentence: where in turn it can be bound by
the benefactive if the control sentence is inits ‘reconstructed” position, As for
the control sentence in (11), we can asswme either that it is in subject position
proper, or that it is in sentence mitial A position and is ‘reconstructed’ in
subject position; in both cases the predictions concerning control renmain
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unchanged. In fact, the adjectives that pattern like easy in (16) as opposed to
wuseful in (11) scem o overlap with the adjectives allowing forgh movement. If
a precondition for fough movement is that the infinitival sentence moved from
is in a subcategorised position, then the different structures postulated for
{10) and (11) could be independently motivated.

On the basis of examples such as (17), Epstein (1984) and Borer (1986)
conciude that all PROs associated with arbitrary interpretation are in fact
bound, hy what in our terms is an implicit argument; similarly, through the
implicit argument, all apparently long-distance bound PROs are locally
bound. The patential counterexamples quoted are ol the type of (18) or {1g);
in (18) or (rg) alb argument positions tn the matrix sentence are filled, thus
leaving no room tor an implicit argument, but arbitrary interpretation of the
PR seems to be possible:

(18)  T'he waiter knows what to order

(rg)  To mishehave in public could irritate the police
According to Borer (1986}, however, examples of the type of (18) have
altogether special propertics, while examples of the type of (19} are marginal
with arbitrary interpretation of the PRO.

This disregards examples of the type of (11). The contrast between the
two classes ol adjectives involved in (11) and (15) and (16)~(17) is particu-
larly striking in examples of the tvpe of (20)-{21):

(200 Fo teach them maths is uscelul to the children

{21) *Tateach them maths is casy tor the children
The reading under which hem is corelerential with the children makes the free
reading of PRO obligutory: as before, there is no unfilled position in the
matrix sentence tht could correspond to an implicit argument. {21), which
is a configuration of obligatory control, is then ill-formed; (20), which is not,
is perfectly well-fimmed, and not marginal.

Finally, the examples considered so far arguc for the existence of impli-
cit datives/benetactives. However there is a well-known class of control facts
that argues {or the existence of at least a second class of implicit arguments,
corresponding roughly to agent theta-roles. Consider purposive sentences. In
general, o PRO subject of a purposive sentence must be bound in the first
sentence that contains the control sentence, as in (22):

(ze)  Mary said that [John wrote the book [PRO o help Peter]]

In (22}, where the control sentence is taken to be attached under the embed-
ded sentence. PRO cannot have arbitrary control, and it cannot be long-
distance bound. as for example by Mary, In fact. the only possible controller
for PRO) is fok.

Consider then the example in {23):

{23)  Mary said that | the book was written [PRO to help Peterl]

In {21) long distance control of the PRO by the subject of the matrix
sentence Mary is impossible, However PRO scems to be (ree and associated






On implicit arguments it

with arbitrary interpretation rather than bound within the embedded sen-
tence. But again the exception disappears iff we assume that in {23) the
apparently unrcalised agent in the embedded sentence controls the PRO.
This in turn yields the intuitively correct interpretation *. . . the book was
written by x for x to help Peter'. Hence examples of the type of (23) provide
evidence in favour of the existence of implicit agents parallel to the implicit
datives/benefactives of the examples in (14). (17) and {15).

2 What is an implicit argument?

Our next qguestion concerns the nature of implicit arguments. A possible
hypothesis is that they correspond to some type of empty category. However,
they cannot be NP-traces, since in the examples that we have considered no
movement can have taken place from the A-position corresponding to the
implicit argument (o any other position. Similarly, they cannot be PROs: for
at least implicit datives clearly correspond to positions selected by a head.
hience governed by it,

This still leaves two possibilitics open. The first possibility is that the
implicit argument is a variable, OF course it can only be a variable if it is
bound hy some operator. But while no overt operator is present in any of the
examples considered, one can always postulate the existence ol an empty
operator. Furthermore, if the correct interpretation for the sentences under
consideration is 10 be obuained. the empty operator/variable pair must have
arbitrary reference. "This aguin is possible if the empty operator is not itself
bound. The problem with this analysis is not its feasibility, but the arbitrari-
ness ol the restriction of these cmpty operator/variable paivs o precisely the
nuplicit arguments contexts. In ey, the variable analysis is explicitly acdop-
ted for what we have termed implicit datives or benefactives in Borer { tG86):
as far as we can see. the restriction of the empty operator/variable pairs to
datives or benefactives is stipulated.

Finally, the last type of empty category that implicit arguments could
correspond to is pro. If we assume that pros can be licensed and identified
only by the strong Agr of languages like Ttalian, essentially as in Chomsky
(1982). then implicit datives and agents cannot correspond o pros. This does
not mean that the licensing conditions for pros cannot be extended: in fact,
the pro analysis is explicitly adopted {or datives/benefactives in Epstein
{1984). As before, then, the problem with this analysis is not its feasibility,
but its lack of explanatory power.

Ifon the other hand implicit arguments are not empty categorics, what
are they? According to Chomsky (1986), an implicit argument is lexically,
rather than syntactically, represented, and is a constituent of 4 'V head.
According to Roeper (1g87), an implicit argument is a theta-role that docs
not license a category though it can leense one. According 1o Rizzi (1g86).
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an implicit argument is a theta-role that is not projected to a position. All
these proposals follow essentially the same line of thought, and it is this that
we will pursue here.

Consider the projection principle. In the formulation of Chomsky
(1986) the projection principle requires every theta-role selected by a head to
be categorically represented. Given a verb V associated with a theta-role 8,
the syntactic representation corresponding to it is as in (24}, where —'
denotes the syntactic category, or position, associated with the theta-role:

(24) V+0—

Inn the casc of an implicit argument, V can be associated with the represen-
tation in {25), where the theta-role does not project to a syntactic category or
position; if so, an implicit argument can be identified with an unprojected
theta-role:

{25} V40
The existence of implicit arguments scems then to require a reconsideration
of the projection principle.

At the same time, not ail theta-roles sclected by a head can correspond
to an implicit argument; while we have found evidence of implicit arguments
corresponding to datives, there are no direct ohject implicit arguments. as in
(26):

{26) *Mary persuaded [PRO to leave]

Hence while a refaxation of the projection principle seems to be in order to
allow lor an unprojected dative, some version of it stiil secems 1o be needed to
exclude the occurrence of any unprojected direct object. Any explanatory
theory of implicit arguments will have to account for this dative/direct object
split.

In Chomsky (1g86), where only implicit agents, Lo, external theta-
roles, are dealt with, no problem concerning the projection principle arises.
The projection principle does not lorce external theta-roles 1o be categori-
cally represented: rather the presence of a subject, not necessarily a theta-
position, is cnforced by the extended projection principle. Hence the
standard version of the projection principle predicts that implicit arguments
can correspond to agents.

The problem of datives is discussed in Rocper (1987) and Rizzi (1986),
Roeper {1987) takes into account the distinction between datives or agents
and direct objects by stipulating that implicit arguments correspond to theta-
roles that otherwise license PPs. Rizzi (1986), on the other hand, assumes
that the difference between direct object theta-roles and other internal theta-
roles is that the former arc directly associated with a head, while the latter
arc assoctated with a head through autonomous theta-markers, tvpically
prepositions. The idea is that theta-roles dircetly associated with a head are
obligatorily projected to a position, However, the selection of an autonomous
theta~-marker is optional; if' it is sclected, then again the theta-role with which
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itis directly associated must he projected. An implicit argument corresponds
to the case when the autonomous theta-marker is not selected.

In the next section we shall return to the question of the proper formu-
lation of the projection principle. For the moment let us turn to the other
propertics of implicit arguments. Let us consider the derivation of the control
examples involving implicit arguments. A more complcte representation of
the relevant portion of, say, {14} at S-structure is as in {27):

(27) ... John was saying+8 |PRO to lcave]

By the theory of binding and control PRO must as before be bound in the
superordinate sentence in (27). If the implicit argument @ binds the PRO, the
requirement of the theory is satisfied.

In order for the implicit argument to bind the PRO in {27) it is of
course neeessary that c-command holds between the two. However, it is not
difficult to define c-command for implicit arguments in such a way as to
obtain the desired result. In particular. we can define implicit arguments to
c-command cxactly those positions that are c-commanded by the category of
which they are implicit arguments, as in Williams (1985} and herc in (28):

(28)  An implicit argument @ c-commands 3 iff

the category y of which a is an implicit argument c-commands 8
Under the definition in (28) the implicit argument in (27} c-commands the
PRO and can bind it. as desired.

Similarly, we can assume that a more complete representation of the
relevant portion of {23) is as in (29), where we assume that the purposive
sentence is attached under a scrtential node:

(2g) ... the book [vpay was written t| {PRO to help Peter|
Assuming that agent theta-roles are assigned by the VP, in (29} the implicit
argument 8 c-commands the PRO. Hence it can bind PRO, satisfying the
requirements of the theory of binding and control.

Now, given that an implicit argument can control a PRO, the question
naturally arises whether it can enter into other binding relations. Given our
theory. if an implicit argument controls a PRO, we expect that it can bind
fexical anaphors as well. Consider first implicit agents. Unfortunately, the
data are not clear-cut; however, it seems that an implicit agent can in fact
bind a reflexive, as in (30), from Chomsky (1986):

{30} Damaging testimony is sometimes given about oneself
Notice that independently of implicit arguments we have assumed that
PROs and lexical anaphors differ with respect to their requirements on
antecedents. In particular, lexical anaphors need an antecedent in all cases.
while PROs can be antecedentless. According to Chomsky (1986), recipro-
cals, contrary to reflexives, cannot be bound by implicit agents, as in (31); in
a similar vein, the explanation suggested is that reciprocals require specific
antccedents. which implicit arguments are not:

{31} *Damaging testimony is sometimes given about cach other
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Consider then implicit datives. Binding of reflexives by implicit non
benefactive datives is impossible according to Rizzi (1986). However, there
arc comparatively few examples that are potentiaily relevant, and some of
them seem to us to be quite possibly acceptable. for instance {g2):

{32) An analyst can put difficult questions about oneself
Whatcver the situation with nonbenefactive datives, on the other hand, it
scems that benefactives can serve as the antecedents of Eexical anaphors.
Consider for example {33), quoted by Lasnik {1984} in a context antagonistic
to our present conelustons:

(33) Books about onesel{ make interesting reading
The interpretation of (33) s roughly “{v's} books about x make interesting
reading for x". There is no question that eneself is bound by the subject of the
nominal; the only available antecedent is then the implicit benefactive. Thus
the situation with datives/benefactives scems o be comparable to the situa-
tion with agents.

Let us consider now some possible alternatives to the theory of implicit
arguments that we have presented so far. According to Jacggli {1986) the
agent theta-role in a passive is assigned to the -en suflix, though the «en suffix
can in turn transmit it to a by phrase; the representation of a passive then is
as in (g4), and implicit arguments coincide with theta-roles assigned (o -en
suffixes:

(34} ... the book [was write+en t. ..

g
Obviously i not only agents but also datives can be implicit arguments. then
this analvsis is not general ecnough,

Jacegli also argues that though tmplicicargumments can conteol PROs in
adjunct sentences, as (23}, they cannot control PROs in object sentences,
as in {25}; this contrast is then used o argue that two different control
relations are involved, themaltic control and argument control respectively:

(35)  *John was promised [PRO to leavel
However implicit agents can control a PRO in an object sentence in exam-
ples of the tvpe of (96): henee, whatever the explanation for (95), Jacggli's
conclusion scems incorrect:

{96) It was decided to leave

Inn Borer (1986), the grouping together of agents and datives (henefac-
tives) as impheit arguments is cxplicitly calted into question. The clements
that in our terms are implicit datives are identified in Borer with a variable
bound by an empty operator. while the implicit argument analvsis is
accepted for agents, The argument that implicit datives correspond to empty
operator/variabie pairs is bascd on examples of the type of (37), where the
two PROs must be interpreted as corelerential:

{37) [PRO crossing the Rockies|, {PRO to behave well] is casy/usctul
According to Borer tn (37} the empty operator that binds the dative variable
takes scope over both PRCOs. Both PROs furthermore must be bound by the
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empty operator, because of the assumption that control is alwavs obligatory.
Hence the correct interpretation follows.

We have questioned Borer's assumption that control is obligatory in all
cases; in {37) control is obligatory with easy, but not with useful. Henee one
crucial link in Borer’s argument is missing. Furthermore, as pointed out in
Lebeaux (1984), a coreference effect holds between the two PROs in exam-
ples of the type of (38):

{38} To know her is to like her
But in (38) there is no position in the matrix sentence that could be filled by a
variable bound by an empty operator: hence Borer's analysis cannot apply to
this case,

Notice that while we reject Borer's idea that implicit datives cor-
respond to empty operator/variabie pairs at S-structure, we have been
assuming all along that they are quantifier-like in their interpretation. In this
respect we agree with Epstein (1984), though we reject Epstein’s idea that
implicit datives arc pros at S-structure. Following Lebeaux (1984), fur-
thermore, we can assume that arbitrary PROs are also quantifier-like at LLF,
or, in general, that all arbitrarily interpreted elements are. Suppose then we
assume that if in (38) both PROs have the same scope, they are obhgatorily
identificd. This not only explains (38), but the same schema of explanation
can be applied to (37) as well,

Borer on the other hand uses gerund sentences of the type in (37) o
argue not only for the variable analysis of implicit datives. but also for a
ditferent analysis for implicit datives and agents. According to Borer, while
implicit datives can bind the PRO subject of the gerund sentence, implicit
agents cannot. Here, however, we disagree with Borer's facts. An cxample
fike {39) scems 1o us 1o be well-informed with control of the gerund by the
implicit agent, and the usual corcference effect of the two PROs:

(39) Taking into account the convict's good behaviour, it was decided

to recuce his term of imprisonment

The proposals in Williams (1985) call into question the existence of
implicit agents, and in general of implicit arguments, by an alternative
analysis of control into result sentences. Consider first a sentence of the tvpe
of (40):

{40}  Grassis green to promote photosyuthesis
According to Williams the matrix subject grass cannot control the PRO in
{40) because it could not be the subject of the embedded predicate to promote
photosynthesis. The whole matrix sentence or the event it expresses, “the being
green of the grass', must then control the PRO. Williams's idea is that cases
of control by implicit agents into result sentences can also be reanalysed as
involving cvent control. Let us consider whether in fact sentences of the type
of (40) provide evidence in favour of event control, To begin with. an exam-
ple of the type of (41) scems o he perfecty well formed:

(41} Grass promotes photosynthesis by being green
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Butin {41) grass is the overt subject of a predicate promotes pholosynihesis; hence
control of the PRO by gress cannot be ruled out in {40) on Williams's
grounds.

More evidence in favour of event control is provided according to
Williams by sentences of the type of {42):

{42) John went to New York to annoy Mary
{42) admits of two interpretations. One possible interpretation is roughly
cquivalent to “John went to New York so that (being in New York) he could
annoy Mary'. The other interpretation is roughly equivalent to ‘John went to
New York so that by his very going to New York, he could annov Mary'.
Willilams equates the first interpretation with control of the result sentence
by John; the sccond interpretation is equated with event control. Consider,
however, a sentence of the type of (43):

(43} John went to New York w amuse himsell
(43) is ambiguous in exactly the same way as {42). However, binding con-
ditton A requires himself 1o be bound by PRO, and an event bound PRO
presumably could not bind Aimself. Hence examples of the type of (43) seem
1o arguc against taking the ambiguity in (42), or indeed (43), as an ambi-
guity hetween event and non event control,

On the other hand, there is no doubt that (42) and (43) arc ambiguous.
We propose that this ambiguity is independent of control and that the event
reading is a byproduct of the result sentenee being a sentential scope adver-
bial. Consider for example a sentence like (44)

{44} John hired Marv 1o do the job
In (44) PRO can be controlled by cither Mary or John; we can furthermore
assuwme that the possibility for Mary to bind the PRO depends upon the result
seutence being attached under VP The event reading is possible in (g4} with
subject control, but not with object control,

Finally, the casc ol implicit arguments, i.c. theta-roles not associated
with a position, must be distinguished from the case of theta-roles never
projected to the syntax. The latter case can correspond, as pointed out in
Rizzi (1g86a) to the intransitive use of verbs that also have a transitive
subcategorisation [rame. Thus there are two ways in which a theta-role can
be Captional”; cither it is optionally projected to a position (the case of
implicit arguments). or it is optionally selected in the lexicon (the case of
transitive/intransitive pairs), In the case of verbal passives the possibility of
non sclection of the agent theta-role in the lexicon does not arise: hence,
unless the agent theta-role is projected to a position it will alwavs be an
implicit argument.

3 Theta and case theory

Consider now again the projection principle, swhich requires lexical thematic
structure to be represented categorially, at every syntacuc level of analysis.
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As Chomsky (1986) points out, ‘A conscquence of the projection principle is,
to put it informally, that if somc clement is “understood” in a particular
position, then it is there in syntactic representation, cither as an overt category
that is phonetically rcalized or as an empty category assigned no phanetic
form ..." As we have scen, agent theta-roles need not be categorially
represented — they can produce bmplicit arguments. The existence of such
syntactically active unprojected agent theta-roles is allowed for by the
assumption that ‘“The projection principle requires that complements of
heads must be syntactically represented at cvery level . . . but it says nothing
about subjects. Thus it distinguishes between, what Edwin Williams calls
“internal” and “externai” arguments, specifically. object and subject. The
projection principle requires that the former be syntactically realized, but not
the latter . . ” (Chomsky 1986).

In the previous section we have arrived at the generalisation that not
only agents but also theta-roles expressed by datives can correspond to
implicit arguments. In other words, agents and dative G-roles contrast with
theta-roles expressed by direct objects in that only the latter need be pro-
Jjected to a categorial representation. If the observation that not all comple-
ment theta-roles need to be categorially represented is correct then clearly
the projection principle cannot be maintained in the above form., Suppose
that our generalisation that contrasts subjects and datives with dircet object
is correct. The obvious question to ask is then the following: why arc dative
and subject theta-roles exceptions to the projection principle? We shall sug-
gest below that this way of formulating the problem is not the productive way
ol approaching it.

Before we delve deeper into this question, let us turn 10 a more general
conceptual issue having w do with the status of Case and O-theory. As has
often been noted there is a lot of potential redundancy between Case and -
theoretic requirements. Thus if Case assignment is obligatory. in the sense
that all Cases need to be assigned to some category. as proposed in Vergnaud
{1982} or Manzini (1983b). there will be two reasons that make it obligatory
for a transitive verb to have a categorially represented object. One is that the
relevant theta-role needs to be projected: the other is that the Case assigned
must be taken up by some syntactically represented element. One way of
approaching this problem and at the same time giving an account of the
function of Cascs in the grammar can be found in Chomsky (1981, 1986). He
assumes that Casc assignment is optional and that a category needs to have
Casc in order to be visible for theta-role assignment —i.e. theta-roles can only
be assigned to Casc-marked clements. What is not explained by this
approach is why it is preciscly Case that makes a category visible and not
some other property, such as being governed, lexical, ete. To this extent we
then have no explanation why there should be such entitics as Cases., and
Casc theory in the grammar. Of course there may be no explanation.

Let us, however, try to construct one. Suppose that Cases are to svntax
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what theta-roles are to the lexicon. We assume in other words that while
theta-roles create lexical structures, syntactic structures are created by
Cases: syntactic structures arc not projections of theta-frames of heads, but
projections of their Case-frames. According to this theory, Cases are necess-
ary in syntax, since without them there would be no syntactic represen-
tations, only lexical ones created by O-frames. Or to state the point in a
different way, we immediately explain why there must be such nonsemantic
features assigned by heads of constructions as Cases, if we assume that
syntactic structures are not created by the projection of #-structure,

In the remainder of this section we shall first discuss how this way of
looking at the matter handles the empirical problem concerning the distribu-
tion of implicit arguments and then go on to develop the theory based on this
alternative version of the projection principle so that it can account for the
hasic cases handled by GB theory.

In the context of our theory of the projection principle as a condition
that requires all Cases o be svintactically represented, it is clear that the
question of why agents and theta-roles expressed by datives need not be
categorially represented should be turned upside down. No theta-roles are
necessarily categorially represented — at least the projection principle carries
no such requirement. So the right question is the opposite: what makes it
necessary for certain theta-roles, for cxample those expressed by direct
obicets or subjeets of non passive sentences to be projected to the syniax? But
this question does not now concern the effects of the projection principle.
With respeet o thas principie the question that arises is this: why is it that
neminative and accusitive Cases but in general not datives need 10 be
categorially vepresented?

Consider the last question first, The difference between dative Case
and either accusative or nominative Case is essentially the difference between
structural and inherent Case. According to Chomsky (1986) ‘we distinguish
the “structural Cases™ objective and nominative, assigned in terms of S-
structure position, {rom the “inherent Cases™ assigned at D-structure . . . We
assume that inherent Case s assigned by a to NP ift @ 8-marks NP, while
structural Case is assigned independently of G-marking.” Suppose we accept a
distinction between inherent and structural Case formulated in these terms.
Suppose wrthermore that we formulate our revised projection principle as in
R LR

{(45) Cascs are categorially represented in the synrax
We shall assume along the lines of Brody (tg85) that S-structure is the
fundamental level of representation, from which D-structure is derived, I so
{.45) can be taken to refer w only those Cases that are not assigned together
with their corresponding theta-roles at D-structure, i.e. the structural Cases,
nominative and accusative. As for the inherent Cases they may or may not be
projected 0 a position, and no projection requirement holds of the refated
theta-rofes. as is the case for theta-roles in general. Hence inherent Cases like
dative can correspond to implicit arguments,
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So far then the projection principle (45) has enabled us to account for
the possibility of implicit arguments corresponding to inherent Cases. But
how doces (45) allow for implicit agents? By (45) nominative Case obligatorily
projects a subject position: however, though a theta-role may be available for
assignment to the nominative position, nothing in (45) itsclf forces this theta-
role to be assigned. If nothing clse in the grammar forces the assignment,
then the theta-role which could in principle be assigned in the nominative
position can be an implicit argument. Clearly nothing else forces theta-role
assignment to subject in the case of passive; in fact passivisation depends on
the theta-role available for the nominative position not being assigned:
whence implicit agents.

Suppose then that we are correct in our account of how {45) in the
absence of independent constraints allows for both implicit datives and
agents. Still, in requiring nominative and accusative to be projected to svn-
tactic positions, {45) does not account for the obligatory presence of subjects
where nominative Case is not available —i.c. in the case of PRO. For this case
it seems to be necessary to postulate very much as in Chomsky {1g81) an
extended version of the principle shich ensures that clauses have subjects.
Onc possible form that this extension of the projection principle mav take is
(.46):

(46)  Infl must project a position that it governs

Let us now return o the first of the two questions we asked above,
Under the standard version of the projection principle implicit arguments,
t.e. theta-roles that are not categorially represented, are an anomaly. Under
our alternative view, which is based on the Case-projection principle in (45),
the problem is the opposite: why is it that certain theta-roles are necessarily
categoriatly represented? The case of theta-roles associated with inherent
Cases is clear: since these are assoctated — i, assigned together — the theta-
role will have 1o be projected whenever the inherent Case is. This leaves the
necessity of categorial representation of thetasroles assigned to subjects of
active sentences and to objects to be explained.

Consider then the simple sentence in {47):

(47) John kissed Mary
Since John and Mary arc arguments, il the subject or object theta-roles were
not categorially represented by having created theta-positions then the theta-
criterion would be violated: there could not be a one-to-one correspondence
between theta-positions and arguments. Is it always possible to attribute the
obligatory nature of the categorial representation of these (heta-roes to the
theta~criterion? Suppose lor concreteness that we state the theta-criterion as
in (48) - see Chomsky (1986), Brody (1985, 1987): (48) holds at D-structure:

(48) a.  Each argument is in a theta-position

b.  Lach theta-position contains an argument

Let us now examine subjects first. If the subject position contains an
argument then this argument must be in a theta-position al D-structure. If
there has been no movement, as in (47), and the argument is in the same
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position throughout the derivation then the subject position must be a theta-
position: the theta-role therefore is not available to create an implicit argu-
ment. Suppose the argument has moved to this subject position {rom a D-
structure theta-position, This is the case ol the passive considered above:
nothing prevents the nonassignment of the sulyject theta-role and correctly so
since it can act as an implicit argument.

What is going to prevent nonassignment of the subject theta-role iu
nonpassive sentences where an argument moved (o subject positon. e.g. as in
(40)?

(49) *John kissed ¢
We shall assume, adopting the position in Chomsky (1986) (or e.g. Sportiche
rg8g), that NP-traces cannot occur in Casc-marked positions, and maore
generally that only heads of (A-)chains may he Case-marked. This will
ensure the correct distinction between (4g) and the passive. Incidentally. this
should not be taken to imply that we wish to take Case absorption as the
detining property of the passive. Thus the existence in some languages ol
impersonal passives, i.c. structures like (50),

(50) Es wurde getanzt (=1t was danced)
where we have passive morphology with a nontransitive verh, suggests in our
terms that passive morphelogy is contingent on the nonprojection of the
subject theta-role and not on the absorption of accusative Case,

Now suppose that the subject positon contains a nonargument. This
may be an NP-trace or an expletive heading a chain. Assuming that all NPs
are in somce chain, exptetives such as there or if, or their empty correspondents
in nuil subject languages are necessarily in some chain. Following Brody
(108.4. 1085, 1986) and Chomsky {1086) we assume that all chains must have
a theta-role, more precisely that they mase adl contain some theta-position,
and furthermore that this thew-positon is alwavs the root (most deeply
embedded] position of the chain. (For various wavs of deriving these results
sce the works quoted). The expletive in subject position that heads a chain
then must head a chain whose root is a theta-position. This theta-position
must contain an argument at D-structure by the theta-criterion, hence all
expletives must be in a chain that alse contains an argument. So there cannot
be an unbinked cxpledve in a subject position with the agent theta-role
unprojected, c.g. (51) with the meaning 'One kissed Mary’

(51} *Ie/There kissed Mary
Since only the head of the chain mav be in Case-marked position, parallel to
{44) we exclude the case of an expletive-argument chan where the argument
is in a Case position. c.g. (51) when [There and Mary are taken o he
members of the same chain.

If the argument is not in a Case-marked position, then the expletive-
argument chain can be formed as in (52).

{52) Thereis a man in the garden
II'the expletive is related 1o the argument through the intermediary of one or
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more NP-traces as in (53), then exactly the same comments apply, with the
further proviso that this NP-trace must occupy a Cascless non-thematic
position (as it is neither the head nor the root of the chain):

(53) Therescems (e to appear) ¢ to be a man in the garden

Let us turn to the remaining case: the subject position is occupied by an
NP-trace. If the head of the chain is an expletive we have the situation
exemplified in (53). Supposc that the NP-trace is in a chain headed by an
argument. The NP-trace then may be the D-structure position ol the argu-
ment as in (54) or it may be an intermediate trace as the subject of appear in
(55):

(54) John seems ¢ to like Mary

(55) John scems ¢ to appear ¢ to like Mary
Since the root position of the chain must be a theta-position, the theta-role of
the embedded subject in (54) must be projected. In (55) there is no theta-rolc
to create the intermediate trace position. Would it be possible then to have
an intermediate NP-trace in a potential theta-position, where the theta-role
is not projected but remains an implicit argument? This case in fact reduces
to that of the example in (49). Thus consider {56):

(56) a. John scems c to have been hit e

b, *John secems ¢ to have hit e
The theta-role available for the posttion of the intermediate NP-trace in these
examples may fail o get projected, and indeed we have the implicit argu-
ment in the passive Case. (56b) is excluded for independent reasons - just as
in (49) the nonhead of the chain is Gase-marked,

Let us now tura to the question of why the theta-role corresponding to
the accusative always has to project to the cateporial representation of the
object. As we have seen, il the ohject position contains an unmoved argument
as in (47), the relevant theta-role has to be projected in order for the theta-
criterion to be satisfied. Suppose that the argument in object position has
moved there from a theta-position as in (57):

(57) a. John considered Bill ¢ to like Maryj

b.  John rersuabep Bill [ to like Mary)
{57a) is a “subject to object raising” structure that is not excluded by the
theory as we have developed it so far. (57h) contains the nonexistent verh
PERSUADE, which diflers [ram “persuade” only in that the former governs the
embedded position. So (57h) with the subject o object raising derivation
would mean roughly: *John persuaded one that Bill should like Mary”.
Clearly at least (57b) should be excluded,

Suppose that reanalysis is triggered obligatorily by S’ deletion, This
process will create structures like (58), where the embedded subject becomes
the object of the reanalysed predicate {on reanalysis see Manzini 1986):

(58) a. John considered-to-like-Mary Bill-

b. John pErsvADED-to-like-Mary Bill
It is natural to assume that the reanalysed predicate projects just one object
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position; if so, the presence of Bill excludes in (58) the presence of a trace.
Hence in general raising-to-object is not a viable option if reanalysis is
obligatory in these constructions. Note we have now excluded all possibilities
of' movement to objcct position, since the only possible launching position for
this is the embedded subject.

Consider the flat analysis in {5g):

(ra) a. John considered [Bill] [to like Mary|

L. John persuaded [Bill] fto like Mary|

This would be excluded by the extended projection principle (46)
which requires the Infl of the embedded 5 to project a subject position. How
abaut an inflectionless predicate as in (60)?

(60) a. John considered [Bill] [clever]

h.  John persuaded [Bill] [clever]

Suppose that we allowed the structure in (Goa) as proposed in Williams
(1983). This would not violate our assumptions — the accusative position in
this casc would be allowed to receive a theta-role [rom an clement, the
embedded predicate, that is different from the one that Casc-projected the
position (the matvix verb consider). Moreover, given our assumptions, we
could not account straighttorwardly for the impossibility of a structure like
{Gob) interpreted as *John persuaded one that Bill is clever’. In other words
we need to explain why the object theta-role of persuade must be assigned to
the object position and cannot remain an implicit argument leaving the
nenthematic abject position [ree to be filled by an argument that receives a
theta-role from elsewhere.

We can assimilate the impossibility of this construction 1o that ol (61):

(61)  *John {scems that it is fate] [angry]
Here fohn in a position that 1s not @-marked by the main verb could receive a
theta-role from another predicate, angre. Chomsky (1986) suggests that the
ungrammaticality of this structure is duc to his Uniformity Condition. This
requires an element that is f-governed by more than one category to be 6-
marked cither by all or none of these categories (where a is @-governed by §ill
a and f arc in a configuration that would allow 3 to 8-mark a). (61) violates
the Uniformity Condition sinee fohn is 0-governed both by the VP, seem that §,
and by angry, but it is f-marked only by the latter, Similarly (6o0) would viol-
ate this condition, since comider and by hypotiiesis persuade assign no theta-
role to Bill, a category they O-govern. But this category receives a theta-role
from its other 8-governor, the embedded predicate. One consequence of our
assumptions is then that flat structure analyses are excluded in general, and
we need an ECM analysis also Tor small clause cases like {(6oa). Notice that
the problem of what excludes (6iob) when baoth persuade and clever assign a
theta-role to Bill is not pertinent o our present concerns — it arises in any
grammar where the theta-criterion requires enc-to-one  correspondence
hetween arguments and theta-positions {and not theta-roles).
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For consider, then, we can only have the standard ECM analysis, as in
(6a):
(62) a. John considers [Bill 10 be clever|
b.  John considers [Bill clever]
Our last problem with this constructions is what prevents a similar structure
for persuade:

(63) a. John pERsUADED [Bill to be clever

b.  John pErsuapED [Bill clever]

where again (63) is interpreted as ‘John persuaded one that Bill should be/is
clever, i.e. with an implicit argument corresponding to the object theta-role.
We shall assume that persuade-type verbs have two Cases: the structural
accusative and an inherent Case associated with the theta-role of the post-
accusative complement. There are then two possibilitics. Either (63) violates
the Case-projection principle - the accusative Case has not been projected.
Alternatively, we may take the postverbal S to be in the position created by
the accusative; however, the theta-role that persuade can assign to its object
requires a +human recipient. a requirement that a clausal argument cannot
fulfil.

Finally, consider the case of an expletive in object position. Since there
are no unlinked expletives, the object position could only contain cxpletives
that are part of a chain involving an argument/theta position. Now in general
the object position cannot contain the head of an expletive argument chain
for the following reasons. There are no expletive argument chains across a
clause boundary. henee the argument linked © the expletive in object posi-
tion would have to be a complement of the verb. But the Case assigned o
nonaccusiative complements is inherent Case. which s alwavs associated
with a theta-role, We assume the implicational relationship holds in both
directions; the theta-role assigned to these clements is always tied to a(n
inherent) Case. Henee an expletive argument chain headed from the ohject
position would always violate the condition that only the head of a chain may
be Case-marked. Suppose then that the object position contains an NP-(race.
This trace must be that of an argument, by the considerations just reviewed.
Since, as we have seen, there can be no movement to object position the trace
must correspond to the D-structure position of the argument. Thercfore the
corresponding theta-role must be projected o avoid the violation of the theta
criterion. Notice that il the object position is not Casc-marked as in the case
of passive. the presence ol a categorial representation for the theta-role is
ensurcd by the assumption that this is necessary for the moved element to be
related (through a chain) to the object theta-role: i.c. chain formation can
involve only syntactic categories — implicit arguments cannot be members of
chains.
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4 [Italian null objects

Implicit arguments appear to behave as pronominal clements with respect to
binding theory, Rizzi {1986a) notices that the "null objects” of Italian, that he
docs not consider to be implicit arguments, have pronominal properties. The
same seems to be true of English implicit agents and datives. In particular,
implicit arguments can be bound by an clement with an arbitrary interpreta-
tion. For exampie. the agent and dative theta-rofe of the most deeply embed-
ded verb in (64) and (65) can be taken to be coreferential or disjoint in
reference with the arbitrary PRO subject of bdelieve:

(64) PRO to believe that an article can be written-8 without effort is

preposterous

(65} PRO to believe that it would be casy-8 to write the article was

ridiculous
According to Chomsky (1986) implicit arguments (agents) cannot be bound;
this is true in Chomsky’s examples (see (69} and (70) below), but only
beeause the available antecedents are specitic. Furthermore, a binder for an
implicit argument has to be outside its governing category, as is shown in
(6G6) and {67), when the implicit benefactive or agent cannot be bound by the
subject of the same sentence:

(66) PRO 1o be kissed-@ is casy (¥ PRO 1o kiss oneself is casy)

{67} PRO 10 shout-0 PRO to leave is difficult

(# PRO (o shout 10 oneself PRO w leave is difficult)
(O the basis of examples like (06) and (67) we must then conclude that a
theta-role not assigned o a category is a pronominal for the purposes of the
binding theory,

As is evident, arbitrary interpretation is a property of both implicit
arguments and PROs. Indeed this is what made the examples in {64) and
{(65) possible, since implicit arguments can be controlled only by an clement
with arbitrary interpretation. Sauppose that arbitrary interpretation is a
delault case for theta-roles. We are then in a position to explain why ante-
cedentless PRO) has arbitrary interpretation: this follows as the default case if
a thewa-role (projected or unprojected) is associated with no feawres that
ensure speaific relerence,

There are two wavs in which a theta-role mav become associated swith
lexical features that make nonarbitrary interpretation possible. First, it may
he assigned to a fexical category. However, a lexical category will not necess-
arily have specific interpretation: rather it will be taken as arbitrary if it has
no features that conflict with the default interpretation. This scems to be the
case with si in ltalian and one in English. Secondly. the theta-role may be
assigned to an empty category which imheras features from some lexical
antecedent, as in (G8):

(68) a. John tried PRO w0 go
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b, Who did John see t

c. The man e Johnsaw t
Note that we assume that an empty category can inherit features that make
nonarbitrary interpretation possible from a (lexical) quantifier phrase. Thus
it is the lexical nature, rather than the referentiality of the antecedent that
seers to be relevant. Alternatively we may assume that the possibility of
nonarbitrary interpretation of variables is due to their being associated with
Casc features.

We assume then that in the default case theta-roles have arbitrary
interpretation, Similarly we may take it that it is the default case for theta-
roles to be pronominal. The default case is fully realised with implicit argu-
ments. Note that implicit arguments cannot inherit features from an ante-
cedent that would make specific reference possible; hence the impossibility of
(69) and (70) in the relevant coreferential interpretation:

(69) John believes that an article can be casily written-8

(#]John believes that an article can be casily written by him)

(70)  John believes that it is casy-8 to write an article

(#John believes that it is easy for him to write an article)

As illustrated in (68a) a categorially represented theta-role behaves difs
ferently: it can inherit referential properties. When no such inheritance takes
place as in the case of antecedentless PRO the empty category shows only
one of the default properties, that of arbitrary interpretation; it docs not show
the other default property — it is not a pronominal but an anaphoric clement.
In the context of the theory ol empty categories adopted here, where all of
them are anaphors. our assumption has to be that the anaphoric nature of
empty categories overrides the default pronominal specification of the theta-
role assigned to them, juse Bike the referential propertics of the antecedent
may override the default arbitrary interpretation of PRQs.

Let us now return to the question of obligatory theta-role projection to
direct object positions. As we have seen in scction 3, chain-theoretical
principles ensure that this position cannot contain an clement that heads a
chain with more than one member. There can be no expletive argument
chain headed from object position and there can be no movement to this
position cither. If there is only a one-member chain in that position this must
contain an argument, which must be associated with a theta-position, hence
the object theta-role must be projected. 11 the object position is Case marked,
it cannot be a nonhead member of an A-chain.

Consider now A-chains. In English, if the ohject position contains a
nonhead of an A-chain this can only be a variable, i.c. an argument, so this
reduces to the previous case: the theta-role must be assigned to satisfy the
theta-criterion, Bul now suppose that a language allows A-chains to be
headed in an A-position which docs not make it necessary for the associated
category in A-position to be a variable, We may think of chains headed by
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clitics as instantiating this situation. Suppose furthermore that the require-
ment that each A-chain must have a theta-position is relaxed so that such an
A-chain can also satisfy it. Under such circumstances our prediction would
be that the object theta-role does not have to be projccted (o the object
position as long as the A-position is a theta-position.

Now supposc that in some language an implicit argument can partici-
pate in A-chain formation. in particular it can head A-chains. We predict
that in such a language an implicit argument can {orm a chain with the Case-
projected object position and no theta-role needs to be assigned 10 this
position. (This must be an A-chain because nonhead members of A-chains
must not be Case-marked.) No such chains can be formed that involve
positions that have inherent Case since such Cases arc associated with theta-
roles — if the Clase is projected. so is the theta-role. Furthermore, we predict
that the interpretation of these implicit argument—expletive object chains will
be arbitrary, and that they wili show pronominal properties, these being the
default properties of implictt arguments. Let us then see if this possibility is
realised,

Falian has implicit agents and datives exacdly as English does.
However, as Rizel (1986) points out. Ttalian also has a null object construe-
tion that does not exist in English. The null object of Ttalian can control. as in
(71}, and hind a lexical anaphor, as in (72):

{71) Questo induce a rivedere le propric  opinioni

this induces 1o revise one’s own opinions
(72} La musica riconcilia con se stessi
MUSHC reconcilies with oneself

According w Rizzi, Talian null objects contrast in this respeet with implicit
argumestts, or al least imphcit datives, sinee the fatter are taken not to bind
fexical anaphors. If our discussion in section 2 is correct, no such distinetion
holds. I so, the problem arises whether null objects can at all be told apart
from implicit argumients on empirical grounds. It may be that they can be
told apart on grounds other than binding properties. Here, however, we will
be satistied with noting that implicit arguments (agents and datives) can
appear, in English. independently of nufl ohjects.

According to Rizzi, the nuil object of Italian can be bound by another
arbitrary element. 100t is bound, however, it must be outside its governing
category, as it (73):

(74) E unillusione sperare che un buon pranzo possa riconciliare con

st slesst

it is an tllusion to hope that a good meal may reconciie with

oneself’
In (79} the null objects of riconciliare and the PRO subject of the superordin-
ate sentence can be given etther a disjoint or a coreferential reading. Cone
sider by contrast (74):
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(74) In questo dipartimento ¢ difficile costringere a lavorare
in this  department it is difficult to force  to work
In (74} the null object of costringere and the PRO subject can only be taken to
be disjoint in reference. In general, the null object cannot be bound by an
(arbitrary) element within its governing category. This suggoests that the null
ohject has pronominal featurcs.

What is then the nature of Ttalian nuil objects? We suggest that they
correspond to the implicit argument-direct object chains postulated above,
We have been implicitly assuming so far a relaxation of the definition of
chains to allow implicit arguments to head chains. As we have seen they
must not participate in chain formation in general — ¢f. the comments on the
passive construction in the last paragraph of section 3. In effect they do not
seem to participate in any kind of syntactic inheritance processes as the
discussion of (6g) and (70) suggests. Another way of looking at the problem
may be the following. Nothing that we have said so far explains why the null
object possibility exists in ltalian but not in English. Suppose that the
difterence between Italian and English in having direct object implicit argu-
ments is related to the fact that in general the option of a clitic chain is
available in Ialian, but not in English. A chain headed by an implicit
argument is then just a special case of a clitic chain. a zero clitic chain, The
implicit argument is now taken to be categorially represented. and we do not
need 1o relax the condition that chain formation may only involve syntactic
categories. We also have to say that the assumption that empty categorics are
necessarily anaphors holds only for empty categories in A-position, since as
we have seen these implicit arguments are pronominals under the binding
theory,

Consider now the theory of null objects proposed in Rizzi (1o86). Rizai
argues for a revision and extension ol the theory of pros in Chomsky (1982},
under which Italian null objects are pros licensed by the V that governs
them. Objeet pros are identificd by the object theta-roles they are associated
with, after these are assigned arbitrary features by the rule in {75}

{75) Assign arb to a direct ohject theta-role
According 1o Rizzi, this theory accounts not only for the cxamples considered
so far, but also for an additional set of data, namely examples of the type of
(76) and (77):

(76} Gianniriticne  probabile che Mario venga

Giannt believes likely that Mario may come
(77)  Ritengo pid  intelligente suo fratello
I believe more intelligent his brother
Under Rizzi's theory a prois licensed by the matrix verb ritenere in the subject
position of the small clause. However, the pro is not associated with a theta-
role, the arb assignment rule does not apply, henee the structure is predicied
to be possible with the pro interpreted as an expletive,
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Under the theory proposed here there is no analysis of (76) and (77)
comparable to Rizzi's. since by delinition a nuil object is bound by a theta-
role, and cannot therefore be expletive, However, an altogether different
analysis seems Lo be possible. Rizzi (1986b) argues that small clauses in
Italian instandate reanalysis of the type associated with Romance causative
constructions. The crucial piece of evidence he presents is that a clitic selec-
ted by the head of the small clause can be associated with the verb sclecting
the small clause itselll as in (78):

{78} Chi nec ritieni capace

Who of it vou believe capable

Now consider the inverted subject example in (77). Under current theories of
causative constructions, the presence of an inverted subject in Romance-type
rcanalysis structures depends cither on the fronting of the predicate. as in
Kayne (19735), or on the base generation of the subject in inverted position,
as in Manzini (1083b). If so. a possible analysis for (77) has no empty
category at all in the canonical subject position. but either predicate fronting
or base generation ol the inverted subject. Consider then {76), on the
assumption that the embedded sentence is subcategorised by the adjective. IF
Burzio (1g86) or Manzini (1983b) are correct, under Romance-type
reanalysis nothing torees a predicate to have a subject position. If'so, (76) has
a possible analysis with no empty category in subject position either, Thus
what we are suggesting is that the existence of sentences like (76) and (77) in
[talian is independent of the existence of null objects, and depends on the
separate propertics of Romance-type reanalysis.

To support his argument Rizzi notices that in previous stages of
English the existence of sentences of the wype of (76) and {77) also correlated
with the existence of null objecis. Typical examples from Visser {1963-q) are
in (79) and (80):

{79) a. 1 haue cuer accompted my deuty o forbeare all suche maner

of vomannerly behauioure {8t Thomas More, 1530)
b, I see very clerely proved that it can be done none otherwise
{5t Thomas More, 1534)

{80) When he commaunded to recelue the man . .. into the church
again, in which church commaunded he to receiue him? (St

Thomas More, 1532-3)
The examples in (79) parallel Italian examples of the type of (76), as opposed
to their modern English counterparts. The example in (8o) shows that at the
same stage of the development of English, and again in contrast with modern
English, null objects were allowed., This correlation remains accidental
under our theory, since the possibility of null ohject examples depends on the
existence of implicit argument chains, and the existence of examples like (76)
and (77) depends on the separate phenomenon of Romance-type reanalysis.
To refute Rizzi's argument we will then uitimately have to show cither that
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this corretation does not hold necessarily, and actually breaks down in some
languages: or alternatively, that the true correlation is between the possi-
bility or impossibility of implicit argument chains (in general clitic chains)
and that of Romance-tvpe reanalysis.

The major argument in favour of our theory of null objects is on the
other hand that it relates identical properties of null objects and implicit
arguments, relying on general principles of grammar to cxplain their comp-
lementary distribution. Rizzi's theory can in principle capture the correlation
between arbitrary interpretation of null objects and of implicit arguments,
since the arbitrary interpretation of a null object depends on assigning arhi-
trary features to the object theta-role, However, in Rizzi's theory the pro-
nominal nature of null objects depends on the presence of an empty category
with pronominal features. pro, in object position. Hence the fact that an
implicit argwment also has pronominal propertics must remain a
coincidence. Finally, it must be noticed that the existence of an empty
category prois a postulate of Rizzi's theory, that can be dispensed with under
ours, allowing us to maintain that afl empty categorics are anaphoric, As for
the occurrences of pros in the subject position of languages such as Italjan,
which account for pro-drop according to Chomsky (1982), we can dispense
with them by guing back U)Lhc(niginallhcnrytﬁ'pro-dropin Rizzi (1982),
under which Ttalian-tvpe Agr heads what can be taken to he a clitic chain
which includes Hu'mnptySLﬂﬂPCL’fhospvdﬁcihnuurscﬂ‘Agr\leovcrﬂdc
the arhitrary interpretation of the subject theta~role under e theory pro-
posed here.

NOTE
Research for this article b M. Brody was funded by the Feonomie and Social
Researeh Connedl (UKD, grant reference number C oo 24 2201,
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