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Abstract
This paper explores the idea that many languages have a lpigicad Align(ment) constraint that re-
quires alignment between the tensed verb and C. This Aligstcaint is what is behind verb-second and
many types of inversion phenomena generally. Numerous &uiut English subject-auxiliary inversion
and French stylistic inversion fall out from the way thisgxliconstraint is stated in each language. The
paper arrives at the Align constraint by way of a detaileéxamination of English quotative inversion.
The syntactic literature has overwhelmingly acceptedi@®bnd Branigan’s (1997) conclusion that the
subject in quotative inversion is low, within the VP. Thigpea re-examines the properties of quotative
inversion and shows that Collins and Branigan’s analysisderrect: quotative inversion subjects are
high, in Spec-TP, and what moves is a full phrase, not jusvénke. The constraints on quotative inver-
sion, including the famous transitivity constraint, falitdrom two independently necessary constraints:
(1) a constraint on what can be stranded by phrasal moveiken¥P fronting, and (2) the aforemen-
tioned Align constraint which requires alignment betweeand C. This constraint can then be seen to
derive numerous seemingly unrelated facts in a single lagguas well as across languages.

Keywords: Generalized Alignment, quotative inversionhjeat-in-situ generalization, transitivity restric-
tions, subject-auxiliary inversion, stylistic inversjorerb second, phrasal movement

1 Introduction

This paper explores the idea that the grammar of many lamguagludes a phonological Align(ment) con-
straint that requires alignment between the tensed verlgafmtlis constraint can be stated in the framework
of Generalized Alignment (McCarthy and Prince 1993) aofued:

D) Align V-C:
AIlgn(C(X), L/R, Vtense L/R)
(The left/right edge of some projection of C must be alignéth the left/right edge of the tensed
verb.)

This constraint says that the left or the right edge of sonogeption of C (C(x)) must be aligned with the
left or the right edge of the tensed verb. The particularigarghat | will argue is active in English is the
following:

2) Align V-C (English):
AIlgn(COmp'C*, L, Vtense L/R)
(The left edge of the complement of C* (i.e., TP) must be adjwith an edge of ¥nse)

In English, the left edge of the complement of a certain adi€3s, those that require subject-auxiliary inver-
sion (notated C*), must be aligned with either the left ortigat edge of the tensed verb. The complement
of C* is TP, so the left edge of TP must be aligned with the tdnssb.

This constraint is what is behind the subject-non-subjestirittion in subject-auxiliary inversion. Non-
subjects trigger inversion when extracted, but subjectsadp



) *What [p the leprechaun afe
What did[tp the leprechaun eat]?
Who fpt atethe Lucky Charms]?

*Who did[tp t eat the Lucky Charms]?

a

b.
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b
The reason is that im{3a), with no inversion, Align V-C islated: the left edge of TP is not aligned with
an edge of the tensed verb. If an auxiliary occupies C dd ijy Mlgn V-C is satisfied. In contrast, inl(4a),
when the subject is extracted, the tensed verb is alreagliyealiwith the left edge of TP.

| show that viewing the grammar in this way makes sense of nousephenomena in the grammar of
English, phenomena which have required various stipulatin previous accounts. In addition, | show that
cross-linguistic variation can be accounted for by the wigmnent constraints can vary. They can vary in
two dimensions: (1) the entities that are to be aligned (Iveinéch projection of C); and (2) the directionality
of that alignment (left or right edges). | show that differen between English and French stylistic inversion
fall out exactly as expected from this variation, as do fatisut German and Spanish.

I motivate Align V-C in a somewhat roundabout fashion. Fifrsindertake a detailed re-examination of
English quotative inversion. Quotative inversion has fglprominently in the recent syntactic literature,
particularly in discussion of theubject-in-situ generalizatioproposed by Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou
(2001, 2007). This literature has embraced the conclusid@otiins and Branigan (199]7) that quotative
inversion subjects are low, within the VP. In contrast, luerghat they are high, in the normal preverbal
subject position (Spec-TP), while what moves is a phrasigusbthe verb. Most importantly, several well-
known constraints on quotative inversion fall out from ghiigasal movement analysis of quotative inversion,
coupled with the Align V-C constraint. As we will see, Aligr® can derive numerous disparate facts, and
thus seems to be very well motivated.

Section$ PH6 examine quotative inversion in detail. Se@iintroduces the phenomenon and previous
accounts of the restrictions it obeys, in particular the bam direct object. Sectidd 3 shows that quotative
inversion subjects are not in situ, but have raised to Sggowhile section 4 makes the case for phrasal
movement. In sectionl 5, | present my analysis and show howdheon a direct object follows from Align
V-C. Sectiorf 6 examines other restrictions on quotativernsion and again demonstrates the utility of the
Align V-C constraint. Finally, sectiohl 7 returns to subjecixiliary inversion in English and shows that
numerous puzzling facts fall out from the Align V-C consttai This section also extends the Align model
to French stylistic inversion and inversion phenomena lreotanguages.

2 Quotative Inversion and the Transitivity Restriction

Quotative inversion is illustrated below:

B) a “I am going to follow you all the rest of my life,” deckdl the man.
b. Said the woman: “l see you with both my eyes.”

Quotative inversion is characterized by the inversion efubual order of the verb and subject. Additionally,
a quote typically occurs before the inverted verb, but it mlgp occur after the subject.

Importantly, quotative inversion does not allow an NP objacaddition to the subject (Collins and
Branigan 1997). PPs are permittéd (6a), and objects areadlovhen a quote is fronted but there is no
inversion [[6b), but when inversion takes place, no NP objexy appearf{6¢c—d):

(6) a. “Why?” asked Gabrielle of the attendant.
b. “Why?” Gabrielle asked the attendant.
c. *“Why?” asked Gabrielle the attendant.
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d. **Why?” asked the attendant Gabrielle.

A prominent account of this transitivity restriction haseheproposed by Alexiadou and Anagnos-
topoulou (2001, 2007). Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou vatdia generalization that they call thabject-
in-situ generalization This generalization states that no more than one NP thalsmgeuctural case may
remain inside the VP. If the subject remains in-situ and amgsnove to Spec-TP (or some other position),
then there may be no object in the VP in addition. There eith@y not be an object at all, or the object
must move outside of the VP. Alexiadou and Anagnostopoutopgse a theoretical account of the subject-
in-situ generalization that is meant to explain the trangjtrestriction on these two constructions, but the
details of this will not concern us here. (See also Richafd€iZor a different account, but based on the
same generalization, as welllas Chomsky 1995, 2001.)

However, there are some reasons to doubt this account ofathsittvity restriction on quotative inver-
sion. As | will show in the next section, the subject actuayems to be high, outside of VP. In addition,
guotative inversion does not behave like other inversioenpmena in English, where the subject does
appear to be low. For instance, locative inversion and tleegntationathere construction both disallow
objects, as well:

(7) Locative Inversion
a. Around the tree trunk was coiled a snake.
b. *Around the tree trunk was coiling a snake Satan.
c. *Around the tree trunk was coiling Satan a snake.
(8) Presentational There
a. When out on the lawn there arose such a clatter,. ..
b. *When out on the lawn there raised such a clatter Santa,. . .
c. *When out on the lawn there raised Santa such a clatter,. ..

As stated above, the subject-in-situ account of this i&g&in says that what is not permitted is for more
than one NP to remain inside the VP. If either NP moves out ef\R, the sentences should improve.
This appears to be correct for locative inversion and prtesenalthere Speakers consistently judge tran-
sitive versions of these sentences better if one of the NBsihdergone heavy shift. This was noted by
Chomsky (1995), who credits Richard Kayne with the obs@mahat heavy subjects greatly improve tran-
sitive examples with presentatiorthlere (but many other earlier publications cited examples withwarb
entel). | also evaluated this by sending an email questionnaiseveral native speakers of English (n=8).
This questionnaire presented violations of the transgjtigonstraint in pairs. The first member of each pair
had short subject and object NPs, while the second involesdyhshift of one of the NPs. The follow-
ing pairs tested locative inversion. The average ratinghftbe respondents on a 7-point scale (7=fully
grammatical) appears in parentheses:

9 a At the gate had positioned the chief twenty guard88{3.
b. At the gate had positioned the chief twenty heavily armgatds in full body armor. (4.25)
(10) a Round the tree trunk had coiled Satan a serpent.)(4.75

b. Round the tree trunk had coiled Satan a shimmering, higsetpent. (5.38)

Respondents were asked to compare the members of eachgya@n & eight respondents judged the second
sentence in each pair, with heavy shift, as either better dh#éhe same as the first. Actual judgments varied
somewhat, but most people judged the first member of eachqiaé quite marginal, while the second was
at worst only mildly deviant.



Although the number of respondents was small, and the erpatinot rigorous (no control items, etc.),
| think that we can take these findings to indicate that theesiiin-situ-generalization analysis is on the
right track for locative inversion and presentatiottareconstructions. The subject remains inside the VP
in these constructions, and if there is an object as wellyd¢kalt is deviant. However, if one of the NPs
moves out of the VP, as it does in heavy shift, the violatioansliorated, at least somewhat.

In contrast, heavy shift does not improve violations of th@sitivity restriction with quotative inversion.
I included three violations of the transitivity restrigtiovith quotative inversion on the same questionnaire.
Again, examples were presented in pairs, as follows, wigmtlimerical rankings in parentheses:

(11) a “Yes,” texted Robert the client. (3.25)
b “Yes,” texted Robert immediately the client that had bbegging him all day. (2.13)
(12) a. “Of course!” bullshitted Bob the salesman. (2.88)
b. “Of course!” bullshitted Bob again the snake oil saleswéh the greasy hair. (1.88)
(13) a “The plane will arrive on schedule,” assured the ateess the crowd. (3.13)
b “The plane will arrive on schedule,” assured the stewssd®othingly the crowd of passen-

gers that was gathering outside the cockpit door. (2.88)

Respondents were again asked to compare the members ofadatthgach other. Unlike locative inversion,
where the sentence with heavy shift was almost always judgdie better, in this case seven of eight
respondents judged the sentence with heavy shift twdrse Actual judgments again varied somewhat,
but six out of eight respondents judged the (a) examples tméginal or completely ungrammatical.
(Interestingly, two respondents judged them to be fullyeptable. | return to this pattern of judgments in
sectior 4.4, where | show that it argues for phrasal movemaghér than head movement.)

This difference in the effect of heavy shift indicates threg transitivity restriction on quotative inversion
is different in kind from that holding of other postverbalbgct constructions in English. In particular,
it does not appear that Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou’'gestsin-situ account is on the right track for
guotative inversion. If it were, we should see the same ingmr@ent in grammaticality when one of the two
NPs has shifted out of the VP.

This leaves us with no account of the transitivity restoieton quotative inversion. However, in the next
few sections, | re-examine the properties of quotativersioa and provide an account. First, the subject in
guotative inversion is high, in Spec-TP (sectidn 3). Secavitht fronts around the subject is a phrase, not
just the verb (sectioinl 4). Material stranded by movemenhisfithrase is adjoined late, as in the analysis of
partial VP fronting i Landau (200[7). The transitivity cdm@nt on quotative inversion then falls out from
two independently necessary constraints. First, NP abj@ety not adjoin late, as can be shown in partial
VP fronting in English, and for reasons that follow from th@chanism of late adjunction. Second, an
object cannot front with the phrase without violating AligrC. Align V-C also explains some additional
restrictions on quotative inversion. Showing this will\eeto motivate Align V-C, independently of its
utility in explaining facts of other inversion phenomendiah | will return to in sectiof]7.

3 Quotative Inversion Subjects are Not In Situ

The dominant analysis of quotative inversion, adoptedlisudsequent publications, is that of Collins and
Branigan|(1997) (see also Coallins 1997). According to thilgsis, the subject stays low, inside the VP. The
transitivity restriction on quotative inversion is therripaf the subject-in-situ generalization, as described
above. However, as | show here, the subject in quotativesiue actually appears to be outside of VP, and
so the subject-in-situ generalization cannot be behindrémesitivity restriction.



3.1 Arguments that the Subject is in VP
Collins and Branigan (199]7) give two arguments that theesiilig low. First, it can undergo heavy shift:

(14) (Coallins and Branigan 1997, (9a—b))
a. “Where t0?” asked of us the balding driver with a blond racisé.
b. “The strudel is rather dry,” whispered to Joan the womgimgiat the end of the counter.

Subjects in the normal preverbal subject position (herecSP) cannot undergo heavy shift. This, Collins
and Branigan suggest, indicates that the subject is not @-$p. However, this argument is not a com-
pelling one, since it has not been demonstrated that ibakbdiundergo heavy shift is tied to a designated
position. It is not clear why in sentences without inversiosubject could not undergo heavy shift without
ever stopping in Spec-TP. In other words, a theory that weufdain why heavy shift is banned from Spec-
TP is lacking, and without one, there is no reason to think leavy shift is tied specifically to Spec-TP
(rather than to, say, word order).
The second argument thHat Collins and Branigan (1997) givéhfoking that the subject is low is that

floating quantifiers are apparently not allowed in quotaitiversion:

(15) (Caoallins and Branigan 1997, (11c), (12c))
a. *“We must do this again,” declared the guests all to Tony.
b. *“Do you have the time?” asked the bankers each of the tExesgt.

There is an alternative explanation for this restrictioowhaver. In sectiofil4 | will argue that what moves to
the left of the subject is a whole phrase that includes thb,vest just the verb by itself. Support for this

conjecture comes from the fact that any elements to the oigifie subject in quotative inversion have to be
ones that are independently able to strand in VP ellipsis\é@dronting (see section 4.4). While the PPs
in (15) are able to strand in VP ellipsis and VP fronting, tloafing quantifiers are not able to strand with
them:

(16) a. Declare “Yes!” though the guests might (*all) to Tony

b. The hostess declared “Of course!” to the pastry chef, hadytiests did (*all) to the head
waiter.
Ask the time though the bankers might (*each) of tloepéonist,. . .

b. The CEO asked what time it was of the bellhop, and the bardkdr(*each) of the reception-
ist.
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| assume that this is because floating quantifiers cannot &oronstituent with this sort of PP. They cannot
appear immediately before PPs of this sort in general:

(18) a. The guests (all) declared “Yes!” (*all) to Tony yesiay.
b. The bankers (each) asked what time it was (*each) of theptemist.

Where a floating quantifiezanform a constituent with a PP or some other constituent arehdtwith
it in VP fronting or VP ellipsis, it actually can appear in dative inversion (see Bobaljik 1995 on floated
qguantifiers with these types of phrases):

(19) a. “We must do this again,” declared the guests all atéimee time.
b. “Happy New Year!” shouted the guests all punctually at Thok.
“Thank God,” whispered Sam and Isaac, both dead tired.



(20) a. Declare “Yes!” though the guests might all at the séime,. ..
b. Shout “Happy New Year!” though the guests might all pualttjuat 12 o’clock,. . .
C. Mary whispered “Thank God,” and Sam and Isaac did too, de#d tired.

It is just not true that floating quantifiers are ungrammaiicajuotative inversion. | assume that in these
examples, the floating quantifier forms a constituent withghrase to its right. This constituent is a possible
remnant when the VP is fronted or elided. As such, it can tandird in quotative inversion, as well.

So, floated quantifiers do not actually constitute an argartteat the subject is low. Some floated
guantifiers are grammatical in quotative inversion, andaoties that are ungrammatical are ungrammatical
remnants in general.

The two arguments that Collins and Branigan (1997) give shidjects are low in quotative inversion
are not compelling, then. Additionally, numerous arguraaran be given that the subject is actually high,
in the ordinary preverbal subject position (Spec-TP). bprd several here.

3.2 Tag Questions

The first argument comes from tag questions. Tag questin@sfierican English) have a pronoun that must
correspond to what is in Spec-TP in the main clause (e.gic&@dr 1992b). Consider the following cases
of pre- versus post-verbal subjects:

(21) a. That that theory is wrong and that it is overly conmika are (both) generally acknowledged,
aren't they?

b. It is generally acknowledged that that theory is wrong tad it is overly complicated, isn't
it? (*aren’t they?)

(22) a. Afterwards, violent earthquakes and floods occudihh’t they?

b. Afterwards there occurred violent earthquakes and fladida't there? (*didn't they?)
(23) a. The fiercest dragon you ever did see stormed out ofdvat, didn't it?

b. Out of that cave stormed the fiercest dragon you ever didigd@t there? (??didn’t it?)

Conjoined sentential subjects in preverbal position mayehhe pronourthey in the tag, but withit-
extraposition, onlyit is permitted in the tag (21). In an existential sentence whtirg only there can
appear in the tad (22). In locative inversidnl(23), the taglé® there (Bowers 1975, 236-237 cites an
unpublished manuscript by Elliott and Kelly for this obssren; see Bruening 2010b for discussion). |
take this to mean that in locative inversion, a nhéreoccupies Spec-TP (Lawler 1977; Postal 1977, 2004;
Bruening 2010bﬁl

Now consider guotative inversion:

(24) a. “Hello,” said the prettiest woman you ever did sedndlishe? (*didn’t there/it)
b. “Yes,” answered men and women, didn’t they? (*didn’t g1y

1A pronoun corresponding to the postverbal subject is pézdhin locative inversion and presentatiotizreif the postverbal
subject is definite:

@i a Into the room stepped Archie, didn't he?
b. Out of the cave there stormed the fire-breathing dragaim’tdt?

For this reason | use bare plurals and non-specific defirikkeshe fiercest dragon you ever did §seiggested by a reviewer). Itis
with these that we see a contrast between quotative inveasid other instances of postverbal subjects.



If Spec-TP is simply empty in quotative inversion (CollimsdeBranigan 1997), or it is occupied by a quo-
tative operator[(Collins 1997), we would not expect the pronin the tag question to correspond to the
postverbal subject. In other cases of postverbal subjdwtspronoun in the tag question does not corre-
spond to the postverbal subject, it corresponds to an éxpletven when there is no visible expletive in the
surface subject positiof (R3). Yet, in quotative inversitiere is no option besides a pronoun corresponding
to the postverbal subject; in particular, an expletive erply ungrammatical.

An alternative account of tag questions, suggested by awevj is that the pronoun in the tag must
correspond to thaighestNP in the main clause. In all the other postverbal subjecsitantions, this is an
expletive. In Collins and Branigan’s (1997) theory of quiv&inversion, Spec-TP is empty, so the highest
NP is the postverbal subject. One problem with this analigsibat this would be the one environment in
English where the Extended Projection Principle (EPP)atabile. English otherwise strongly requires that
someNP occupy Spec-TP, even when it is not overt. Such non-oudijests become visible in the tag
guestions that go with them, as [n{23b) and the following:

(25) a. Went running, did you?
b. Perjured himself, did he?
c. Rained on you, did it?

It is therefore extremely doubtful that English has any statype where Spec-TP is empty. More plausible
is the theory of Collins (1997), where the quotative operatupies Spec-TP. In this analysis, we might
expect the tag to haveo, sincesois the overt counterpart of the null quotative operator,oading to
Collins and Branigan 1997 (see below). This is also ungramm

(26) a. *“Hello,” said the prettiest woman you ever did sédnd so?
b. *"Yes,” answered men and women, didn’'t so?

Another problem with this suggestion is that it is not alw#élys highest NP that corresponds to the
pronoun in the tag. In topicalization, the pronoun corresizoto the subject in Spec-TP, not the topicalized
object:

27) a. You, she likes, doesn’t she?
b. *You, she likes, don't you?

Additionally, quotes themselves can be subjects and quorekto the pronoun in a tag question:
(28) “Liar!” was shouted more than once, wasn't it?

On the reviewer’s alternative, then, we should expect tloaquin in the tag to correspond to the fronted
guote, since it is the highest NP, but this is ungrammatiz4) withit).

Another alternative suggested by the same reviewer is ligatag clause is simply an interrogative
clause with VP ellipsis. Since quotative inversion is ingatible with interrogatives (see below), a clause
without quotative inversion must be constructed instealduifding the tag. The other postverbal subject
constructions are compatible with interrogatives (exdeptocative inversion). However, this alternative
does not explain the severe restrictions on tag questionsexample, it is well known that VP ellipsis is
licensed even in cases of voice mismatch (€.9., Merchar@ 204 references there):

(29) a. John said someone would call me, but | never was.

°The same reviewer suggests that what these data show sotisatot an NP. If that were the case, however, | do not see how
it could possibly occupy Spec-TP, since that position setenbe reserved for NPs (on apparent CP subjects, see Alré€gs.2
take the ungrammaticality &foin tag questions to indicate thabis never a subject, the same way the PP in locative inversion i
never the subject.



b. A: The janitor should empty the trash. B: Does it need to be?
However, tag questions cannot mismatch this way:

(30) a. *Someone called you, weren’t you?
b. *The janitor should empty the trash, shouldn'’t it be?

Additionally, expletive constructions can license VPmls in a non-expletive construction:

(31) The magician said that out of the cave there would stberiercest dragon you ever did see, but
none ever did.

However, a tag question with the same clause reqtiire® (as noted by a different reviewer):

(32) a. Out of the cave there stormed the fiercest dragon yeuday see, didn't there?
b. *Out of the cave there stormed the fiercest dragon you edesas, didn't it/one?

It therefore appears that the constraints on correspoederntag questions are much stricter than they
are on VP ellipsis in general, and the reviewer's suggestedumt of tag questions is not adequate. Tag
guestions are not simply independent interrogative ckusth VP ellipsis. (See also the opposite polarity
requirement discussed in_Culicover 1992b.) | conclude thatpronoun in a tag question must always
correspond to what is in Spect-TP in the main clause, anddbajuestions then lead to the conclusion that
guotative inversion subjects occupy Spec-TP.

3.3 VP Ellipsis

The second argument that quotative inversion subjecta@eéc-TP is that the subject in quotative inver-
sion may never be included in VP ellipsis, unlike other pedial subjects. First, consider the following
examples involving locative inversioit;extraposition, and presentatiortbere

(33) a. Into the room stepped a large purple dragon, and duthare did too.
b. She hoped it would be acknowledged that her theory wasaornd eventually it was.
C. In Galilee there occurred violent earthquakes and flamaid,in Sicily there did, too.

As can be seen in the above examples, the postverbal subjebecelided with the VP. In locative inversion
(333), an expletive must be pronounced when VP is elidedBagening 2010b).

Now consider quotative inversion. If the subject remaimed/P while the V moved out of VP, we
would expect VP ellipsis to strand the V and elide the submoing with other VP material. However, this
is simply ungrammatical:

(34) a. *"Beef,”said the woman to Sandy and Erica, and “Caigksaid too.
b. *“When?” asked the bankers of the receptionist, and “Viiina¢ is it now?” asked too.

On the V-movement, low-subject analysis, this ungramrabtycis unexpected.

One might propose that verb-stranding ellipsis is not adidvin English, for some reason other than
the usual lack of verb movement out of VP; perhaps only aarxilverbs can license VP ellipsis. We can
then turn to inversion witlsa which|Collins and Branigan (1997) suggest is very simifarpt identical, to
guotative inversion (they suggest tisatis an overt instantiation of their quotative operator).drsron with
soseems to allow the auxiliatyave(such examples are robustly attested on the web):

(35) Or so has said an anonymous Obama official.
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Now, we can try ellipsis, stranding just the auxilidrsgtve Again, this is impossible:

(36) a. A: Or so had said an anonymous Obama official. B: *So inaléed.
b. A: Or so had said an anonymous Obama official. B: So had seidindeed.

Only complete pronunciation, without ellipsis, is possibl

One could of course argue that inversion wsihhere isnot the same as quotative inversion, and so
dismiss this evidence. This would ignore the numerous anitigs betweesoand quotative inversion doc-
umented by Collins and Branigan (1997), like the fact thagiision withsois also subject to the transitivity

restriction:

(37) a. Or so an anonymous Obama official has told the pregs.cor
b. *Or so has told the press corps an anonymous Obama official.
c. *Orso has told an anonymous Obama official the press corps.

If we want the same account of the transitivity restriction tioth cases of inversion, then we have to treat

them the same in the position of the subject, as well.
In VP ellipsis, then, quotative inversion contrasts striffy with other cases of postverbal subjects.

Other postverbal subjects can be included in VP ellipsislenthe subject that is pronounced in the elided
clause is an expletive. This holds even when the antecetierstechas no visible expletive, as[in (B3a). This
never happens with quotative inversion. This discreparaywéen quotative inversion subjects and other
postverbal subjects indicates that the former, unlike dkted, are not inside the VP, they are in Spec-TP.

3.4 Floating Emphatic Reflexives
Floating emphatic reflexives also distinguish subjectsuiotative inversion from other postverbal subjects:
“Well done,” said the governor to me himself.

The governor danced across the floor with a flourish himself

(38) a.
b
c. *Across the floor danced the governor with a flourish hifasel
d
e

Elias and Moses appeared unto me on that day themselves.
* There appeared unto me Elias and Moses on that day thesasel

According td Napoli (1989) and Radford (1988), floating emjuhreflexives are only grammatical associ-
ated with surface subjects (ones in Spec-TP).

3.5 Control

In addition, the subject in quotative inversion can conindd a purpose or rationale clause, while other
postverbal subjects only marginally can:

(39) a “Yes, | can,” said Bonnjdén order PRQ to appear intelligent.
b. “No,” lied Robert in order PRQ to get in his hostess’s good graces.
(40) a A pirate strode across the room in order PRO grab a bottle of rum.
b. ?? Across the room strode a piraite order PRQ to grab a bottle of rum.
(41) a [Elias and Moseshppeared unto them PR@ deliver a message from God.
b. ?? There appeared unto them [Elias and Mad@R]D, to deliver a message from God.



The literature on purpose clauses has concluded that ¢itbeédP in Spec-TP controls the subject of the
purpose clause, or there is event or “S” control (William83 9 asnik 1988). If this is correct, then the fact
that the subject in quotative inversion controls into theppse clause is evidence that it is in Spec-TP. In
fact, it is my judgment that the postverbal subjects in (40 41b) are really only acceptable on the event
or S-control reading, where it is some other entity that dstthe purpose clause, like an author or narrator
in (408) and God in((41b). This is a delicate judgment, buteltmes appear to be a contrast with quotative
inversion.

3.6 Not-Initial NPs

Postal (1974, 95) argues thadt-initial NPs may only appear as subjects (see also Radfd38)19These
also distinguish quotative inversion subjects from othmstyerbal subjects:

(42) “Aye!” said not many of those present.

a.
b Not many couples waltzed into the room.
c. *Into the room waltzed not many couples.
d Not many prophets appeared unto them.
e. *There appeared unto them not many prophets.

This test also treats quotative inversion subjects likénamy subjects in Spec-TP, in contrast with other
postverbal subjects.

3.7 Summary

All of the arguments given above indicate that the subjeqtiptative inversion, unlike other postverbal sub-

jects in English, is in Spec-TP. This means that the trasigitiestriction on quotative inversion cannot be an

instance of the subject-in-situ generalization, becausetbject is not in situ. We must look elsewhere for

an explanation for the transitivity restriction. Firstvever, we must examine the nature of the movement
involved in the inversion. In the next section | show that ti@vement involved is phrasal movement, not

head movement as previously supposed.

4 Quotative Inversion is Phrasal Movement

In the analyses of quotative inversion proposed by CollsBranigan (1997) arid Collins (1997), the sub-
ject stays in situ, while the main verb moves across it in a&taimce of head movement. | have already
shown that the first part of this cannot be correct. The verbbemznt part cannot be correct, either. What
moves seems to be phrasal, not just a verb.

4.1 Auxiliary Verbs

First, given the conclusion that the subject is in Spec-TWerd-movement analysis would have to make
guotative inversion similar to subject-auxiliary invensiin English in moving the verb at least as far as C.
However, V movement to T and to C in Modern English only aeatixiliary verbs. Quotative inversion
would be extremely unusual, in fact unique, in affectingmagrbs (other thahave need anddarein some
varieties of English).

Second, although most auxiliary verbs are ungrammatiogliotative inversion (Quirlet al. 1985), the
auxiliary haveseems to be marginally allowed (Collins and Branigan 199@ gkamples withhad asked
andhad thoughtwo question marks):
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(43) a. ?"Yippee!” has said Gil on more than one occasion.
b. ?*“Yes,” had responded Gil before | had even finished.

As we saw abovehaveis also permitted withso inversion, which patterns with quotative inversion in
numerous ways (Collins and Branigan 1097). Because bo#tstgpinversion can have a sequence of an
auxiliary verb and a main verb come before the subject, inigkely that they get there by head move-
ment. In the Romance languages where auxiliary and mairsJeoth invert with the subject together,
most researchers have concluded that phrasal movememigadimovement, is involved (see the papers in
Hulk and Pollock 2001, especially Kayne and Pollock 2001).

4.2 Particles

A second phenomenon that points to phrasal movement iclestti Particles can move with the verb
(Collins and Branigan 1997):

(44) a. “No!” shouted out the man.
b. “What?!” blurted out Jill without thinking.

One might think that the particle is moving with the verb asreyle head, and this is what Collins and
Branigan [(19917) suggest. However, in all the Germanic laggs, particlesevermove with the verb as
high as C (and the verb must be moving to C, since we have abextlthat quotative inversion subjects are
in Spec-TP). Particles are always stranded in verb secaudes. They never even move with the verb as
high as T. This is particularly apparent in older stages @jlish, where the verb can move to T, but it never
takes a particle with it (I owe this observation to Darrelréen). For instance, Shakespeare has examples
like the following:

(45) Why ring not out the bells aloud throughout the town?r(iye/1 Part 1)

In this example, the verb has moved to T acrosg but it has not taken the particle with it. There are no
examples where a verb has moved across negation and theepartlso to the left of negation; examples
like *ring out notare unattested. The same is true of the King James Bible dmad sburces that permit
main verbs to precede negation. It therefore appears thatlpa may not actually undergo head movement
with the verb.

At this point a comparison with German will be useful. In Garmquotes can front in main clauses.
When they do, the clause acts like any verb-second clause giitte is the first constituent, and the verb
is the second. There are no peculiar properties that disshgyuote-first sentences from any other main
clauses. In particular, particles are stranded at the end:

(46) “Dannlassunszum Strandgehen,’schlagte er vor.
then let us to.thebeachgo suggestedhe Part

‘“Let’s go to the beach,” suggested he.

If there is an auxiliary verb, it appears in second positiand the verb is at the end (together with the
particle):

47 “Schreibdochauchetwas Uber denSchatten,’hat er vorgeschlagen.
write  Part also somethingaboutthe shadow hashe Part.suggested

““Write something about the shadow,” suggested he.’
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If English quotative inversion involved verb movement asGarman, we would expect it to behave
similarly. In fact, it behaves differently in numerous resfs: it never fronts just an auxiliary (in fact most
auxiliaries are ungrammatical; see below); it can margyrfabnt the auxiliaryhavealong with the main
verb; and it can front a particle. It can also front an adverb| show next. None of these are possible in
German, where head movement takes place.

4.3 Adverbs

Adverbs can appear before the verb in quotative inversidrera/they are not allowed before the subject
without inversion|(Collins and Branigan 1997, Alexiadowamagnostopoulou 2001):

a “Let’s find our mittens!” then said the kittens. (JeRinkney,Three Little Kitteny
b “Let’s find our mittens!” the kittens then said.
c. **“Let'sfind our mittens!” then the kittens said.
(49) a. “I'm leaving!” abruptly shouted John.
b “I'm leaving!” John shouted abruptly.
c. *“I'm leaving!” abruptly John shouted.
d “I'm leaving!” John abruptly shouted.

Let us take the sentence with a fronted quote but no inveesdhe base for whatever movement effects
inversion. For the series ih (49), this would be the follogvin

(50) “I'm leaving!” John shouted.
Possible places for the adverb are the following:
(51) (*Abruptly) “I'm leaving!” (*abruptly) John (abruptl) shouted (abruptly).

Suppose the quote is adjoined to CP, as Collins and Branig# V| argue. The subjedphn is in Spec-TP.
We can conclude thatbruptly may not adjoin to CRC, or TP, but it may adjoin to the left or the right edge
of the extended VP, call this VoiceP (see below).

Now consider the verb-movement derivation[of](49a). We tadready concluded that the subject is in
Spec-TP in quotative inversion, and so the verb must be rgdwi. But there is nowhere for the adverb to
adjoin in between the quote in CP and C, since we already ededlthat it may not adjoin t6 or CP. The
only possible derivation is one where the adverb fronts withverb, and we have phrasal movement, not
head movement.

This hypothesis looks increasingly likely when we consit@re complex cases of quotative inversion.
What fronts around the subject seems to be the linear stnigigbegins immediately after the subject and
ends with the V or V+particle. What follows the subject is timear string that corresponds to the rest of
the VP:

(52) a. “Wait a minute!” Michael abruptly broke in an affronted tone
b. “Wait a minute!” abruptly broke iMichaelin an affronted tone

Again, the subject is in Spec-TP and the adwastuptly may not adjoin to CRC, or TP; the only possibility
is that the entire underlined string moved as a unit, stranthie rest of the VP.
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4.4 Stranding Possibilities

One final argument seals the case for phrasal movementdstgapostverbal material. This is something
that was mentioned above regarding floating quantifiersghaiiat what appears to the right of the subject
in quotative inversion must be a constituent that is inddpatly strandable when the VP moves or is elided.
That is, the conditions on what can be stranded in quotativersion exactly match the conditions on what
can be stranded in VP fronting and VP ellipsis. This corresigace is highly indicative of phrasal rather
than head movement, since head movement is insensitivedabitrhoves around.

PPs that can appear to the right of the subject in quotatxersion can all be stranded by VP fronting

and VP ellipsis:
(53) a. “Yes!” said the man to Mindy.
b. ...and say “yes” he did to Mindy.
C. Did the man say yes? | think he will to Mindy.
(54) a. “Why?” asked Gabrielle of the attendant.
b. ...and ask why she did of the attendant.
C. Did she ever ask why? She did of the attendant.
(55) a. “The cuckoo barks at midnight,” whispered Hilary ie¢ompanions. (Collins and Branigan 1997,
(1d))
...and whisper that he did to his companions.
Did he whisper that to anyone? He did to his companions.
(56) “Baby, baby, baby!” carried on Jimmy with his singing

O T » O 0T

...and carry on he did with his singing.
Has he ever carried on with anything? He has with his sqgin

Constituents that cannot strand in VP fronting and VP aflipéso cannot appear to the right of the subject
in quotative inversion:

(57)

(58)

(59)

(60)

a.
b.
c.
d.
e
f.
a
b.
c.
d
a
b
c
d
a
b

“I'm a cross-dresser,” Raymond put out there.
*“I'm a cross-dresser,” put out Raymond there.
*“I'm a cross-dresser,” put Raymond out there.

...and put it out there he did.

*_..and put it out he did there.
* _..and put it he did out there.

“I don’t think we should,” Jamie chickened out of traral
*“| don’t think we should,” chickened out Jamie of the dare
* .. and chicken out he did of the dare.

Has he ever chickened out? *Yes, he did of that dare.

“You have beautiful eyes,” James came on to Natalia.
*“You have beautiful eyes,” came on James to Natalia.

* _..and come on he did to Natalia.

Has he ever come on to anyone? *Yes, he did to Natalia.
* “Baby, baby, baby!” carried Jimmy on with his singin
* _..and carry he did on with his singing.
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C. Has he ever carried on with anything? *He has on with higism

Constituents that are marginal when stranded in VP frordimg) VP ellipsis are marginal to the right of the
subject in quotative inversion:

“You horrible man!” Melinda blew up at Raymond.

?? “You horrible man!” blew up Melinda at Raymond.

?? ...and blow up she will at Raymond.
Has she ever blown up at anyone? ??I think she did at Raymond
“You horrible woman!” George went off on Marge.

(61) a.
b.
C.
d
a
b. ??*You horrible woman!” went off George on Marge.
c
d
a
b
c
d.

(62)

. ??...and go off he did on Marge.
Has he ever gone off on anyone? ??Yes, he did on Marge.
“And then,” Bob continued with his story,. ..
? “And then,” continued Bob with his story,. ..
? ...and continue he will with his story.
? Rob continued with his joke, and Bob did with his story.

(63)

See also the discussion of floating quantifiers above, wheredbility to appear in quotative inversion
correlates perfectly with their ability to strand in VP ftorg and VP ellipsi

Finally, I mentioned in sectioh] 2 that two respondents to ehwil survey judged violations of the
transitivity restriction to be grammatical. Specificalhgre are the three sentences that they judged to be

grammatical (marked with “%” to indicate speaker variajion

(64) a. % “Yes,” texted Robert the client.
b. % “Of course!” bullshitted Bob the salesman.
c. % “The plane will arrive on schedule,” assured the steessdhe crowd.

Significantly, they both indicated in follow-up questiogithat only the first NP can be understood as the
subject Robert Boh andthe stewardegs | take this to follow from the adjacency constraint, dseed
below. This means that for these two speakers, the seconithéBbject, has been stranded. Both speakers
permit stranding of objects in VP fronting, and judge thédwing sentences to be fully grammatical:

(65) a. % Robert said he would text someone, and text he diditr.
b. % Bob is just itching to bullshit someone, and bullshit hestrthe salesman, in order to get a
good deal.

3since NPs can strand in VP fronting and VP ellipsis if theytaravy and undergo heavy shift, we might expect that NP abject
would be acceptable after the subject in quotative invargist when they are heavy. However, we saw above that thistis n
possible. The reason is that all NP objects of verbs that ndengo quotative inversion are indirect or applied objéittat is, the
first object of a double object construction). Such objeatsnot undergo heavy shift, unless they can appear with agitem
(Bruening 2010a). This gives the appearance that only PPstcand. This is also true in VP fronting:

@i a ...and ask a question he will *(of) the tall, dark sgansitting at the bar.
b. ...and tell a story he will *(to) the tall, dark strangettisg at the bar.

Once again, quotative inversion patterns exactly like \@ating.
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The other respondents who were asked judged the above sesitgith NP stranding to be ungrammatical.
I have since found other speakers with the same pattern ghjadts: they permit stranding of NP ob-
jects in VP fronting, and they also permit stranding of NRegkg in quotative inversion. | take this idiolectal
variation to strongly support the stranding analysis psagohere. In every case, material that follows the
subject in quotative inversion is also allowed to strand ihfkonting. This striking correspondence between
VP fronting/ellipsis and quotative inversion indicateattthe same type of phrasal operation is at work in
both of thenf] In particular, there are constraints on what can be stranthet a phrase is moved or elided.
There do not seem to be any constraints on what can be straviuadverb movement applies in V2 lan-
guages like German: head movement is simply insensitiveda@ontents of the phrases it moves around
(Rizzi 1990). This is also true of subject-auxiliary inMersin English and V-to-T movement in French.
This means that English quotative inversion must not irekalerb movement, it involves phrasal movement.

5 Analysis of Quotative Inversion

As noted above, what fronts around the subject seems to tia¢he string that begins immediately after the
subject and ends with the V or V+patrticle, while what follailve subject is the linear string that corresponds
to the rest of the VP:

(66) a. “Wait a minute!” Michael abruptly broke in an affronted tone
b. “Wait a minute!” abruptly broke iMichaelin an affronted tone

| argued above that what follows the subject is stranded yesioing very like VP fronting. | suggest
that the way to account for this stranding theoreticallyithie system of Landau (2007), proposed for partial
VP fronting. Landau proposes that remnants of partial VRting late-adjoin to the copy of the moved VP
after it has moved. Take an example like the following:

(67) ...and ask a question he will of the professor.

Before the PRof the professois ever added to the structure, the VP is copied to a highipositet us
say, Spec-CP. The VP that moves includes VoiceP, the piajethtat introduces the external argument
(Kratzer 1996), and the trace of that external argumentdirare unpronounced copies, indicated with
strikethrough; |1 assume the verb moves to Voice):

“There is one case where the correspondence breaks dowaingeatticles can follow the subject in quotative inversibat
may not strand in VP fronting or ellipsis:

@i a “This won't work,” shouted John out angrily. (Toivam@003, 176)
b. ?? We thought he would shout, and shout he did out angrily.
c. *Robert shouted, and then John did out angrily.

| have no good explanation for this, but note that it is quéstricted: first, most particles cannot do thisN®!” broke Robert

in angrily); second, the particle cannot strand by itself, but reguirgother adverb or PP to follow it. | put this aside for theetim
being.
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(68) cP

he Voice C K
Voice VP he T
ask
v NP will
ask — —~—~
a question he/\\/oWa
Voice VP
ask /\
\% NP
ask _—

a-guestien

The two copies of the moved constituent, VoiceP, are owtline
In a subsequent step, the PP adjoins countercyclicallyetéotlier copﬁ

(69) CP

ask — —~
a question /\

ke \Voice
\oice VP
ask /\
VP PP
TN T~
\% NP of the prof.
a-guestion

5As shown by Pesetsky (1995), material stranded by VP frgntam be bound by an element fronted with the VP, such as an
object. This is compatible with the structure [n}(69), siseeommand is not the relevant relation for bindiphase-commanis
(Bruening 2012a). In the lower copy of the VP in this struetuhe object phase-commands the adjunct, since the firsaphade
that dominates it, VoiceP, also dominates the adjunct.
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Landau (2007) shows that this hypothesis accounts for thetint that the fronted phrase must be
an independently possible complete VP in the language:hit@ tcriterion or its equivalent is checked at
the VoiceP phase (in the sense of Chomsky 2000), so the vaHhzifronted VoiceP must have all of its
selectional requirements satisfied. Only constituentsdh@optional may adjoin late and strand. Even if
optional constituents are selected arguments of a given Weat verb does not require them, and so the
requirements of the verb will be satisfied when they are rmn;egm

5.1 The Analysis

| adopt this hypothesis for quotative inversion (and VP firyp since they behave the same in this respect).
Since what fronts in quotative inversion can marginallylude have | assume that the phrase that moves
is some sort of AspP immediately dominating VoiceP (moreigady, it is always the complement of T
that moves; see below). The quote, following Collins andBran 1997, adjoins to CP (since it can appear
on either side or even split around the rest of the clausekrel'ts no reason in this analysis to posit a
null quotative operator that moves to Spec-CP, as in CallimbBranigan 1997. The AspP does move to
specifier of CP:

(70) CcP
XP CP
—
“Yes,”

/\ C/\Tp
had \VoiceP
NP/\

NP \oice T
A Bob
\Voice VP T
said PN
\% pas
said had \oiceP
NP \oice
/\
Boeb
\oice VP
said
VP PP

PN —_—
V. %R toSue

sariel
Subsequently to AspP moving, the PP is late-adjoined to thén\he lower copy (only the final output is

shown in the tree). (If quotes are NPs, as was suggested ,akBvia the tree above can be replaced with
NP.)

bIt is not clear why the same constraint should hold of VP siip One possibility, suggested py Johnson (2001) and
Funakoshi (2012), is that VP ellipsis involves a prior stdpV® fronting, but this has been shown to be untenable (see
Aelbrecht and Haegeman 2012, and http://lingcomm.blagde012/11/vp-ellipsis-inside-islands.html). Anethmore promis-
ing possibility invokes derivational timing: the step tetitles material and renders it unpronounced follows chmeréf selectional
requirements at the phase level, so only optional constisugan be added countercyclically after that step.
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If there is an adverb adjoined to the left of VoiceP, it is mafalong with the phrasal movement. Particles
will also be carried along.

As stated above, this theory explains the constraints emdimg in VP fronting, which we have now
seen to characterize quotative inversion, as well. Thedoonstituent must be a potential complete VP
in the language, because all the selectional propertieseo¥érb must be met in the fronted copy. Only
optional constituents may adjoin late and hence strand.

To flesh out this analysis in a little more detail, | proposat the head C may optionally have a feature
that will attract a phrase. Call this feature [M]. What thésafure requires is that C attract a phrase that
contains both a quote-embedding main verb and Tense. | stsoree that T assigns its tense specification
to its complement. The result is that the smallest phragecth@ains both the main verb and Tense is the
complement of T. Hence, the complement of T must move to §&te satisfy the [M] feature. Further-
more, a C with the [M] feature is a member of C*, the class of I tequire alignment with the tensed
verb. Quotative inversion then must satisfy Align V-C, whige can see in the adjacency requirement, next.

5.2 The Adjacency Requirement: Generalized Alignment

Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou (2001) observe that theestifif quotative inversion has to be adjacent
to the fronted verb, except for particles. This constrasneasiest to see by comparing quotative inversion
to VP fronting again. As we have seen, quotative inversiah \@R fronting pattern together in numerous
ways. However, VP fronting may carry along optional podte¢iPPs and adverbs, but quotative inversion
may not:

(71) a ...and ask a question of his professor he will.
b. ...and complain loudly he will.

(72) a. *"Why isthat?” asked of his professor the student.
b. *“It's too hot!” complained loudly Ray.

| propose to relate this to Germanic V2, English subjectleuy inversion, and inversion in Romance
languages, like French stylistic inversion. In V2 and isi@n contexts, the tensed verb always seeks to be
in the vicinity of C. In the usual case in Germanic, includingenglish, this seems to be accomplished by
head movement. In the Romance languages and in Englishtigredtaversion, however, it is accomplished
by phrasal movement. Nevertheless, | suggest that the sawirggdorce is behind all of these cases.

A common approach to V2 and subject-auxiliary inversionoiposit a feature on C that attracts the
tensed verb. The feature itself has no motivation other tbamccount for the fact that movement to C
occurs; the reason for the movement is a complete mystempploge that the driving force for the move-
ment is phonological alignment, as in the theory of GeneegdliAlignment in phonology and morphology
(McCarthy and Prince 199§)The basic idea is that the grammar seeks to align the edge elearent of
the C domain with the edge of the tensed verb. | will propodevbéhat we see variation across languages
in exactly which element of the C domain is constrained tgraland which edge, as predicted by the theory
of Generalized Alignment. In English, it is tle@mplemenof C, TP, that must be aligned with the tensed
verb. The specific constraint | propose is the following:

(73) Align V-C (English):
Align(Comp-C*, L, Viense L/IR)
(The left edge of the complement of C* (i.e., TP) must be aijwith an edge of ¥nse)

’Alignment constraints have been proposed for syntax befioost extensively in Alignment Syntax (Newson 2004). | sion
a much more limited role for alignment constraints, and doasimpt an Optimality Theoretic approach to syntax. Thenatignt
constraint | propose does not interact with other, ranketsiraints and always leads to ungrammaticality if it is &ietl.
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“C*” refers to the class of C elements that trigger invers{amich | will have little to say about). In the
framework of Generalized Alignment, this constraint regsithat for each Comp-C*, there is gMesuch
that the left edge of Comp-C* coincides with either the leftight edge of \ense NOte that this constraint is
evaluated categorically: it is either satisfied, or it islaied, and if it is violated, the result is ungrammatical
(cf.McCarthy 2003).

Align V-C is a constraint that holds of the mapping from syrtiaphonology and refers to phonological
edges. | assume that it is checked at the end of a C*P phaseatgshiase is spelled out. The edge of a
constituent will always be the edgemgétonologicalmaterial; traces (unpronounced copies) and other null
elements will be ignored. In grammatical examples of quaatversion, one can see that the right edge of
the pronounced verb abuts the left edge of the TP (which begith the NP in Spec-TP):

(74) “We must do this again,” saig¢p the guests to Sam].

This is true in every grammatical example of quotative isigr, as the reader can verify (I return below
to the marginal examples with auxiliaries). If anythingléals the verb in the fronted phrase, Align V-C
is violated. This is what renders the sentences$ i (72) umgratical, and in general requires adjacency
between the verb and the postverbal subject.

This proposal accounts for Alexiadou and Anagnostoposlobserved adjacency requirement, without
having to invoke case adjacency, as Alexiadou and Anagpostou did. This is an advantage, for several
reasons: first, the theoretical status of case adjacencalhvays been unclear; and second, because the
subject is in its usual position and gets case in the usual(fay T, presumably). There is no reason to
think that there is a case relation between the verb and thiecuany more than there is in any typical
clause without inversion.

Additionally, this proposal relates the adjacency requiat of quotative inversion to a similar require-
ment in subject auxiliary inversion. The same adjacencuyirement holds between a fronted auxiliary and
the subject in English (Rizzi 1997, Haegeman 2012):

(75) a When at last the sun came up,...
b. *When will at last the sun come up?
(76) a | think that, unfortunately, the gorilla has escaped
b. *Only once has, (un)fortunately, the gorilla escaped.
(77) (Rizzi 1997, (59))
a. If yesterday John had done that, ...

b. *Had yesterday John done that,. ..

An adverb is generally able to appear between something ifa@¥h-phrase, a complementizer) and the
subject. However, such fronted adverbs may not intervehedss a fronted auxiliary and the subject. This
is just like what we see with quotative inversion, and my psag) makes both of them violations of Align
V-C. More generally, it is a striking generalization abouighish that nothing may come between the tensed
verb and the subject in inversion contexts. Align V-C capsuthis generalization.

| assume that fronted adverbs are in a specifier of CP in aariostof CP recursion (Reinhart 1981,
Bhatt and Yoon 1991, Culicover 1991, Authier 1992, amongish The fact that the second C can some-
times be pronounced provides support for this conjectuig,(de saysthat if that happenghat he must
be warned immediatelyseg McCloskey 200@.I assume that fronted adjuncts and arguments are always

8As pointed out by a reviewer, such examples violate the DoBbled Comp Filter[[ChomsKky and Lasnik 1977). That filter
has been shown to be of dubious validity, however (g.g.. ®ddf988, 500-501, Seppénen and Trotta 2000). Matrix nbjesu
questions with subject-auxiliary inversion also violatd assume that there is no such filter.

19



in Spec-CP, so that Spec-TP is always the left edge &A‘Gditionally, | assume that in CP recursion, the
lower C is C*, so that it is again the left edge of TP that needset aligned with the tensed verb.

Interestingly, then, English uses both the head movemeaiegly and the phrasal movement strategy to
satisfy the Align V-C constraint. In subject-auxiliary gmsion contexts, English uses head movement, like
the rest of the Germanic languages. Just in quotative ilrersowever, it makes use of a phrasal movement
analysis to achieve the same effect, as Romance languagseeaisectionl] 7).

As for particles, | adopt the suggestion that they may beeefpinojecting or non-projecting categories
(Zeller 2001/ Toivonen 2003, among others). When they dgrmject, they are dominated by a category
of V:

(78) Vv

N
Vv P

yell out

Now the right edge of V is the right edge ofit Thus, particles do not cause a violation of Align V-C when
they come between the verb and the sut@ct.

In this theory of particles, particles necessarily projibpetir own phrase when they are modified, for
instance withright. When so modified, they are no longer part of the verb, andesoulill violate the Align
V-C constraint if they come between the verb and the subjdus is correct:

(79) *“Back to the bunker!” yelled right out the captain taettroops.[(Collins and Branigan 1997, (8))
Finally, recall that the subject in quotative inversion maglergo heavy shift:

(80) “The strudel is rather dry,” whispered to Joan the worsiting at the end of the counter.
(Collins and Branigan 1997, (9b))

If the subject moves out of Spec-TP, the left edge of TP theomes the leftmost pronounced element in
the TP, heréo Joan Align V-C is satisfied, since the tensed verb is aligned whthleft edge of TP.

This accounts for the adjacency requirement on quotativersion. The account relates it to similar
adjacency requirements on fronted auxiliaries. In sedfiph also show how the proposal accounts for
some puzzling facts regarding subject-auxiliary invarsiovarious extraction contexts in English, and also
extend the account to French stylistic inversion and to Span

| return now to what we began the investigation of quotatiwmeision with, the transitivity restriction.

5.3 The Transitivity Restriction

The transitivity restriction now follows with no further adNP objects cannot strand in phrasal movement
(for most speakers of English), so they cannot appear tdgheaf the subject in quotative inversion:

(81 a. “Yes,” he told us.
b. **“Yes,” told he us.

°As pointed out by Thomas Roeper and an anonymous revi@verseems to be able to occur between the subject and a
fronted auxiliary:Did ever anyone hear the likeftake this to be the exception that proves the rafeeris one of the few things
that can actually adjoin to TP. When it does adjoin to TPgitsddge is the left edge of TP, and Align V-C is satisfied. Aiddially,
parentheticals can intervene between a fronted auxiliatyaasubject, but they seem to be able to intervene in othesaalsere
adjacency is required, too (e.g., between a verb and it€pbje

%Some speakers find violations of the transitivity restoiston quotative inversion relatively acceptable if the obje a weak
pronoun. One possible approach to this is to treat weak prandike particles: they can optionally not project, pehay
cliticizing onto the verb, and so the constituent that cetissbf the verb plus pronoun counts as the verb, and Align ¥<aiisfied.

20



(82) a. Tell us yes though he might,. ..
b. *Tell yes though he might us,...

| propose that NPs cannot strand because case checkingiigetakes place at the same derivational point
where selectional requirements are checked: at the VoibeBep Remnants are only adjoined after this
derivational point. NPs cannot adjoin late, then, evenaf/thre optional, because they will not be licensed
if they dol-]

This rules out NPs after the subject in quotative inversibi objects also cannot appear before the
subject in quotative inversion, because nothing can, net &Ps or adverbs:

(83) a. “What?” Ray asked (of) the attendant.
b. *“What?” asked (of) the attendant Ray.
c. *“What?” asked abruptly Ray.

This follows from the alignment constraint proposed abdkie:edge of the V must align with the left edge
of TP. If an NP follows the verb and precedes the subject, dnatcaint is violated.

In short, there is no need to invoke the subject-in-situ gEization to explain the transitivity restriction
on English quotative inversion. Constraints that are iedelently needed rule out NP objects. Importantly
for the overall point of this paper, Align V-C is one of thosenstraints.

5.4 Summary

In this section | have proposed an analysis of quotativeréive that is consistent with the facts introduced in
previous sections. The transitivity restriction followsrh two independently necessary constraints. There
is no need to invoke the subject-in-situ generalizationictviis a desirable outcome since we saw that the
subject is not in situ, nor does heavy shift help to allevidatdations of the transitivity restriction. Align
V-C plays an important role in the account, explaining thmeehcy requirement and part of the transitivity
restriction.

6 Other Restrictions on Quotative Inversion

Quotative inversion is also restricted in other ways. | gtigate them here, and propose an analysis, building
again on the Align V-C constraint. The two main restrictiomglve negation and auxiliary verbs.

6.1 Negation and Other SP Contexts

As observed by Collins and Branigan (1997), quotative isioer is incompatible with negation:

(84) (Coallins and Branigan 1997, (17-18))
a. “Let’s eat,” John didn't just say once.
b. *“Let’s eat,” said not John just once.
c. *“Let's eat,” not said John just once.

We should also add the following to their paradigm, in theliest of completeness:

(85) a. **"Letseat,”didn’t say John just once.

The speakers who permit NPs to strand in VP fronting and djuetaversion are problematic for this account. One paksib
is that these speakers are much more liberal in allowingyhshit, and permit it to affect even non-heavy object NPs.
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b. *“Let's eat,” didn’t John say just once.

As can be seen, negation is impossible with quotative imwersvhether or notlo support applies.

This restriction turns out to be more general. As documemégruening (20100), another inversion
construction, locative inversion, is incompatible with thle contexts that requirdo support in English:
negation, verum focus or emphasis, questions, VP elliptis Bruening (2010b) refers to these contexts as
SP contextgfor “Special Purpose,” after Baker 1991). Quotative isien is also incompatible with all of
the SP contexts. It is not compatible with verum focus (hewt lzelow | use the auxiliaripfave because it
is most compatible with quotative inversion, llatis equally bad):

(86) a. “Booga booga!” Jimmy HAD said just once!
b. *“Booga booga!” HAD said Jimmy just once!

Inversion withsois also incompatible with both negation and verum focuscalgh heresowithout inver-
sion also seems degraded (possibly just because of the gtiagjn

(87) a. Or so administration officials had not said on the neé:co
b. *Or so had not said administration officials on the record.

(88) a. ?? Soan anonymous official HAD said to the press corps.
b. *So HAD said an anonymous official to the press corps.

The incompatibility of quotative andoinversion with VP ellipsis was shown above. There is simply
no grammatical way to do VP ellipsis with these two invergmacesses. In contrast, fronting a quote is
possible with VP ellipsis if there is no inversion:

(89) a. “Let’s eat,” John may say just once, but “Let’s dririle won't.
b. *“Let’s eat,” said John just once, and “Let’s drink,” di& Iftoo).
c. *“Let’s eat,” had said John more than once already, and'sldrink,” had he too.

The first clause i (89c) is not terribly ungrammatical, gt $econd one, with VP ellipsis, is irredeemable.

Questions and negative inversion are incompatible withtajive inversion for independent reasons
and so cannot be tested. Nevertheless, from the above itipii@at quotative inversion ams inversion
pattern with locative inversion in being incompatible with of the SP contexts. I|n Bruening (2010b), the
locative inversion facts were explained as a restrictiothemull expletive that occupies Spec-TP in locative
inversion: the null expletive is only licensed in non-SPteats, and in SP contexts it must be pronounced
(astherg. Clearly such an account will not work for quotative invers If [Collins and Branigan (199[7)
are correct that quotative inversion involves a null quetabperator, we might expect it to have to be
pronounced in SP contexts, not lead to ungrammaticalityceSihey also suggest thadis the pronounced
version of their operatogoinversion should be fine in SP contexts, but it is not.

We can also rule out another alternative, which is that the@fexts all require auxiliaries, and auxil-
iaries are ungrammatical with quotative inversion aoghversion. As we have seen, the auxilidrgveis
not absolutely ruled out in either construction, and yet 8Rtexts withhaveare far worse than would be
expected if the only problem was the presence of the auxilihere must be some other explanation for
the incompatibility.

The explanation that | propose builds on the Align V-C camistrand again relates quotative inversion
to subject-auxiliary inversion in English. In the alignmemodel proposed here, subject-auxiliary inversion
is also triggered by Align V-C. A relevant question, thenylisy typical subject-auxiliary inversion contexts
cannot be satisfied by phrasal movement, and why quotatixersion contexts cannot involve subject-
auxiliary inversion as a way of satisfying Align V-C.
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As described briefly above, there is a feature on C, [M], wihittfacts the complement of T in quotative
inversion. It does so because it seeks the smallest phrasedhtains both the main verb and Tense. |
assume it is interested in the main verb because of theaeltdithe quote: the verb must be one that can
select a quote. In other words, the feature [M] seeks a fedhat characterizes quote-selecting verbs, and
these are all main verbs. This means that C in quotative siaeihas to attract a main verb, but there is
a problem: main verbs in Modern English may not undergo headement. Hence, they must undergo
phrasal movement. Without a quote-embedding verb, [M] measenappear on C, and so phrasal movement
of the main verb is never forced, and by the logic of Last Reisgherefore never allowed.

This answers the first part of the question: subject-auxiliaversion contexts never involve phrasal
movement, because they do not involve the feature [M]. Oldyses with main verbs that embed quotes
ever attract the main verb; the subject-auxiliary invergiontexts simply attract Tense.

The second part of the question was why quotative inversiomat involve subject-auxiliary inversion.
In quotative inversion, C may optionally have the featurd, [ described above. Above | said that this
feature must attract both Tense and a quote-embedding regin ket me now be more precise, and split
these two requirements. The feature [M] attracts a quotieeeiging main verb; C has another feature, [T],
which attracts Tense. (We might view [T] as the formal meamssétisfying Align V-C; C*s can be given
this feature as a means of satisfying Align V-C.) This medaas € has two features, both of which must be
checked by attracting something. The grammar can now kdl wwds with one stone: the fronting of the
complement of T satisfies the [M] feature, and it also satigfie [T] feature at the same time. The fact that
a single movement can check two features rules out a denivathere each feature is satisfied separately,
by two different movements. The idea is basically that indfss/ and Torrego (2001): C has two features
that it needs to satisfy, and if it can satisfy them both in operation, that possibility rules out a derivation
where it satisfies each by a different operation. The othesipdity is that C satisfies its [M] feature by
attracting VP or some other phrase, and then satisfies [Thbjest-auxiliary inversion in addition (head
movement of T to C). This is ruled out, because a single instari movement is available that can satisfy
both features by itself.

Now, we can build on a suggestion in Bruening (2010b), anpasp that the feature [M] belongs to the
family of [SP] features. Suppose there is a feature geonodtitye following sort, where [M] is a dependent
of the more general [SP], as is another feature [D]:

(90) spP SP

| |
M D

The family of [SP] features characterizes clause and phxgees, and the feature percolates throughout
the clause. Any clause that includesi@support context is specified [SP:D]. The different depetsieh
[SP] are mutually exclusive, so that a clause cannot be [8#h}] and [SP:M]. This results in quotative
inversion being incompatible with the SP contexts: for qtieé inversion to take place, there must be an
[M] feature on C, but this makes the entire CP [SP:M], and MRs incomptabile with [SP:D], which is
the featural specification of the SP contexts. Either thesgas [SP:D], and no quotative inversion can take
place because the [M] feature is lacking, or the clause isME&nd quotative inversion takes place, but no
do support context is permitted within the clause.

This explains the incompatibility of quotative inversioitinall the SP contexts. We can also account for
the incompatibility of locative inversion with the SP caxi®e by supposing that fronting a PP to a specifier
of CP optionally marks the CP with another [SP] feature,it§8P:L]. A clause that is [SP:L] licenses non-
pronunciation of the expletive in subject position. Nowjhe same way, [SP:L] and [SP:D] are mutually
exclusive, so that if the clause is [SP:D] (as it must be imaisupport contexts), non-pronunciation of the
expletive will not be allowed.

23



We now have the beginnings of a general theory of certairufeatthat characterize English clause
types, and go a long way toward accounting for incompatikdibetween them. Obviously this is only the
sketchiest of beginnings, but | leave a complete workingodtiie details for future work.

6.2 Auxiliaries

The ideas introduced above will also help to explain why kg verbs are generally not allowed in quo-
tative inversion. First, the facts. The modal auxiliaries absolutely banned:

91 a. “Let’s eat,” Raymond may say just once, but “Let'sdri he won't.
b. *“Let's eat,” may say Raymond just once ...

(92) a. “No way,” you should say.
b. *“No way,” should say you.

(93) a. “Hodor!” Hodor will say (because that’s all he eveysa
b. *“Hodor!” will say Hodor.

Progressivéeis also quite degraded:

a “...walk around naked,” Beatrice was saying as | ceme

b. **“...walk around naked,” was saying Beatrice as | came in.
(95) a. “Hodor!” Hodor is always saying.

b. *“Hodor!” is always saying Hodor.

(94)

Passivebeis possible, but then it appears that the quote is the susiagject (Collins and Branigan give
this sentence one question mark, which does not seem wedremine):

(96) “John called us” was repeated over and over by the witng€llins and Branigan 1997, (74a)).

If another NP is the surface subject of such a passive, soneision is detectable, quotative inversion is
ungrammatical:

97) a. “Who paid you?” the witness was asked repeatedly.
b. *“Who paid you?” was asked the witness repeatedly.

As we saw above, the only auxiliary that is marginally allovi&the auxiliaryhave

The ban on auxiliaries follows straightforwardly from théigh V-C constraint proposed above. The
Align constraint seeks to align the verb with Comp-C*. Hoeewnot just any verb will do; in all cases of
V-movement to C, it is only théensedverb that can satisfy the constraint. This is why Align V-@ers to

Viense @nd not just to V:

(98) Align V-C (English, repeated):
AIlgn(COmp'C*, L, Vtense L/R)
(The left edge of the complement of C* (TP) must be alignedhait edge of ¥nse)

All of the examples with auxiliaries above violate Align \l-Because the edge of the tensed verb is
not aligned with the left edge of the complement of C. The vhdi is aligned with TP is the main verb,
not the tensed verb. We can go even further and account forréiative deviance: modals are the worst,
because the verb that is aligned with the left edge of TP isptet@ly untensed. Progressibe is also
pretty bad, becauséng forms are also tenseless. We might suggesthhaeis only marginally bad be-
causehaveis different in selecting a verbal form that is partially $exd. We might view the active past
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participle as having some specification for tense, namalst. fSuch a proposal has been made before, for
instance by Julien (2001), although Julien analyzes alhmeaibs in compound tenses as tensed, a position
we must reject in order to explain the distinction betweameand other auxiliaries in quotative inversion.
At any rate, possible support for the view that active pagiqjples are tensed comes from the fact that they
can be used in non-finite contexts to encode past tens¢,; daaadta1966) and Stowell (2007). Stowell
(2007, 2008) in particular argues that the present penfietides a past tense specification. Stowell (2008)
rejects the view that this past tense resides in the actisegaaticiple, but the basis for this rejection is
the fact that the homophonous passive participle has notemse specification. Stowell believes that it
is desirable to have a unified account of active past paegipnd passive participles, but there are good
reasons not to unify them. The two forms differ widely in diattion despite their formal identity: pas-
sive participles may appear in reduced relative clausesattite ones may not; passive participles can
be used as adjectives but active ones may not; active pastiplas can be used for past tense in non-
finite contexts but passive ones may not. We have now seehardifference: active past participles can
marginally undergo quotative inversion wittave but passive participles withe may not. There are also
analyses of passive participles that treat them as febtudistinct from the active past participle, for in-
stance Bruening (2012b), and numerous languages useedifferorphology for the two different forms.
Additionally, [latridou, Anagnostopoulou, and IzvorskD(®L) argue that the semantics of the perfect always
resides in the participle itself, and never in the auxiljafythey are correct, the past tense specification
identified by Stowell must be part of the active past particip

Hence, we can follow Stowell (2007, 2008) and Julien (2D@ttributing a [past] specification to the
perfect, but depart from both of them in locating it on the\acpast participle itself, while other verbal
forms, including the passive participle, lack tense speatifbns altogether. This then explains why only
haveis marginally possible in quotative inversion: the mainbveith havehas a tense specification, and
so satisfies Align V-C when it is aligned with the left edge ¢ Rl other main verbs embedded under
auxiliaries violate Align V-C when they undergo quotatimeersion.

If this is correct, we have successfully explained the baauwiiliaries in quotative inversion, including
the marginal exception withave Importantly, we have done so without adding anything adoldft to the
analysis; Align V-C, already necessary, accounts for toesfd

6.3 Summary

This section has investigated two prominent restrictiongjootative inversion, the ban on negation and
the ban on auxiliary verbs, and has proposed explanatiarihdse restrictions. The explanations use the
same mechanisms that were invoked for explaining othericeshs on quotative inversion, in particular
the Align V-C constraint. The ban on SP contexts was related similar ban with locative inversion,
and was accounted for in a general theory of English claysestyMost importantly, throughout this and
previous sections, we have seen the effects of Align V-Cfiiedint aspects of quotative inversion. A single
constraint is able to explain numerous restrictions on tlenpmenon (the adjacency requirement, the ban
on auxiliaries, one half of the transitivity restriction).

7 Align V-C

This section turns now to the Align V-C constraint outsidejobtative inversion. We have already seen its
numerous effects on quotative inversion; | argue now tkadffects can be seen throughout English grammar

120ne reviewer finds auxiliaries and even raising and contedbs fine with quotative inversion. In all such examples, wha
immediately precedes the subject in Spec-TP is the main v@ne possible account of the reviewer's grammar is that thimnm
verb is able to satisfy Align V-C. That is, in this person'sagmmar, Align V-C does not require that the verb that is aligwith the
edge of TP be theensedverb.
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and can also be seen in Romance languages like French. Asbeéesabove, Align V-C is not specific to
English quotative inversion, but is meant to be the triggenf2 in Germanic languages, subject-auxiliary
inversion in English, and other phenomena. | start with Bhgbubject-auxiliary inversion, and show that
Align V-C explains the patterns that we see, including soeualcitrant facts involving null and extracted
subjects, and inversion in conditionals. Following thadtirh to cross-linguistic variation.

7.1 English Subject-Auxiliary Inversion

First, it is well-known that subject-auxiliary inversioles not apply when the local subject is extracted:

(99) a. Who ate the Lucky Charms?
b. *Who did eat the Lucky Charms? (ungrammatical without bagis)

Align V-C, repeated below, captures this straightforwsrdl

(100) Align V-C (English, repeated):
Align(Comp-C*, L, Viense L/IR)
(The left edge of the complement of C* (TP) must be alignedhait edge of Wnse)

Note that this formulation enabl&sther edge of Venseto coincide with the edge of the complement of C.
That is, in English, the desire is to have V delimit the bougdzetween C and TP, but it does not matter
which edge of V does this. 1 (909a), the constraint is satsfiecause the left edge of TP is aligned with
the left edge of Vnse

(101) [cp Who C [rp whe,no atethe Lucky Charms]]?

The phonological edge of TP is the left edge of the verb whersthbject is extracted.
In a non-subject extraction case, Align V-C will be violatedhout inversion:

(102) a. *Whatpthe leprechaun afe
b. What did[tp the leprechaun eat]?

In (I024), the left edge of TP is not aligned witl\e but in (I02b), it is (the right edge ofMse this time).
Align V-C also accounts for interesting cases like the fellg, which are not expected on traditional
views of the trigger for subject-auxiliary inversion:

(103) a. Only in that election did Leslie run for public office
b. *Only in that election Leslie ran for public office.

(104) [Culicover (1992a, note|4)
a. *Leslie is the person who | said that only in that electidgghrdn for public office.
b. Leslie is the person who | said that only in that electiamfaa public office.

Fronting of anonly constituent normally triggers subject-auxiliary inversi{Z03a—b). However, as noticed
by [Culicover (1992a), if the subject is also extracted, s becomes ungrammatical (104; Culicover
gave [(10#a) two question marks, but | believe it to be as umgratical as unmotivatedo support gener-
ally). Align V-C explains this pattern: in_(104b), the freatonly phrase is in the specifier of a second CP
(complement othat). Spec-TP is an unpronounced trace:

(105) ...thatgponly in that election C*{pwhe ranfor public office]]
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Align V-C is satisfied, because the left edge of TP coincidéh e left edge of Vnse NO inversion is
necessary to satisfy Align V-C, and hence do-support isngméred [(104a).

We also account for why questioning the fronted PP in loeatiwersion does not trigger inversion
(Hoekstra and Mulder 1990, Bresnan 1994, Postal 2004), teergh the fronted PP is not the subject:

(106) a. On which wall hung a picture?
b. *On which wall did hang a picture?

As argued extensively in Postal (2004) and Bruening (2010kative inversion sentences have a null ex-
pletive in Spec-TP. If non-subject extraction is what taggy subject-auxiliary inversion, as in the usual
description of the English pattern, we would expect inmrgo take place i (106), since the PP is not the
subject. If the relevant constraint is Align V-C, howevéie facts are expected: in_(106a), the phonological
content of Spec-TP is empty. Hence, the left edge of TP isdfieetige of the verbhung This satisfies
Align V-C, and no inversion is triggered:

(207) [cp On which wall C* [rp therehunga picture]]?
If the expletive is actually pronounced, inversion musttplace, as expected:

(108) a. *Onwhich wall there hung a picture?
b. On which wall did there hang a picture?

In (1084), Align V-C is violated.

Above | showed that Align V-C also accounts for adjacencgdff in subject-auxiliary inversion. These
effects are actually quite problematic for traditionalwsgeof inversion. One of the main motivations for
thinking that subject-auxiliary inversion is head moveirtenC is that, if it is, we can explain the comple-
mentarity between an overt C and inversion. In English thidearest in conditionals:

(109) a. If John had done that, ...
b. Had John done that, ...
c. *If had John done that, ...

The idea is that inversion targets the position that is oietlipy if, but may only do so if that position is
unoccupied.

A problem for this view is that adjuncts can come betwieand the subject, but not between a fronted
auxiliary and the subject:

(110) (Rizzi 1997, (59))
a. If yesterday John had done that, ...
b. *Had yesterday John done that,. ..

If subject-auxiliary inversion were head movement from The position occupied by in (1104), [(110b)
would be expected to be grammatical. The head would simplerger the adjunct.

Recognizing Align V-C removes this problem. The sentenc¢lii0b) is a violation of Align V-C,
since the left edge of TP is not aligned with an edge of theegn®rb. We can maintain that inversion
is head movement to C, and do not have to give up the idea thetsion targets the same position tifat
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occupies. This is an advantage, since doing that requiresgsstipulations to explain their complementary
distribution (as in Rizzi 1997@%

This broad applicability of the Align V-C constraint to a wicrray of otherwise puzzling facts is an
indication of the usefulness of the model, and the corrastoéthe generalization that it expresses. Further-
more, given the way alignment constraints work in phonolagy derive expectations for variation across
languages. This is the topic of the next subsection.

7.2 Inversion in Romance Languages

Alignment constraints can vary in two dimensions: the @tithat are to be aligned, and the directionality
of that alignment (left or right edges). Sticking just to Vaignment, we might expect variation in these
dimensions. | suggest that this is exactly what we see whasomwgare English to French stylistic inversion.

In French stylistic inversion, the subject in a [wh] CP optfly appears in a postverbal position, which
is normally not allowed:

(111) (Kayne and Pollock 2001, (1a), (2a))
a. AqQqui a téléphonéton ami?
to whomhastelephonedyour friend
‘Who did your friend telephone?’
b. *A téléphoné ton ami.
hastelephonedsour friend
‘Your friend telephoned.’

Kayne and Pollock (20011), among others, argue that the duipjestylistic inversion is in a high position,
while a phrase including the auxiliary and main verbs frartsund it, exactly as in my analysis of English
guotative inversion. | propose essentially the same diwiva First, a [wh] C attracts a wh-phrase to its
specifier. In another instance of CP recursion (see abo¥&}hat is the complement of the [wh] C attracts
the complement of T to its specifier, as shown below:

131 should point out that allowing CP recursion ought to prethiatif and inversiorcould co-occeur, if an adjunct occurs between
them (in the specifier of the lower C to which the auxiliary ras) Personally, | believe that this is correct, and thafahewing
attested example is an instance of this:

0] | often think thatif when that happeneldad | been pushing my daughter in her stroller she would have kéka
instantly. ..

However, many speakers reject this example as a perfornarnme so | will not push the point (but note that those saneakers
seem to have no problem accepting examples with multiats).
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(112) cP

T

PP C
—
a qui
Clwh] CP
AspP C
a téléphonéasgui C TP
/\_
NP T
A PN
tonami T AspP

The movement of the complement of T is exactly like the mowarrevolved in English quotative inversion.
In English, what is aligned is the complement of C (TP) andsyddgest that in French stylistic inversion,
the Align constraint is instead the following:

(113) Align V-C, French:
Align(Residue-C[wh],R,¥:nsel)
(The right edge of the residue of [wh] C must be aligned withl#ft edge of \ense)

(114) Theresidueof X is material immediately dominated by a projection of Xckiding the comple-
ment of X, i.e., Spec-X and X (Chomsky 1993).

This has the result that nothing may intervene between thglmentizer or a fronted wh-phrase and the
tensed verb (except preverbal clitics, which we can tretttérsame way as particles, above):

(115) (Kayne and Pollock 2001, (127a), (129a))
a. ?lejourou, ce livre-la, Mariel’a lu
theday whenthatbook-thereMarie it hasread
‘the day when, that book there, Marie read it’
b. *le jourou, ce livre-la, I'a Iu Marie
theday whenthatbook-theret hasreadMarie
‘the day when, that book there, Marie read it’

In (I18a), with no stylistic inversion, a fronted phrase &afow elements in CPdu), but in (11%b), with
stylistic inversion, one may not.

We can see that Align V-C is involved even more clearly by ingkat adverbs. Adverbs can precede a
preverbal subject in general (116a), which means that thayappear to the left of TP. But when stylistic
inversion takes place they cannot appear between matei@® iand the finite verl[(lllalﬂlﬂ):

(116) a. EvidemmerBoba enthousiasmées juges avecsonaccordéorsolo.
evidently Bobhasimpressed thejudgeswith his accordionsolo

‘Evidently Bob has impressed the judges with his accordma.s(Engels 2004, (2.52a))

Thanks to Marc Authier for French judgments.
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b. *Quelsjuges évidemment enthousiasm&ob avecsonaccordéorsolo?
whichjudgesevidently hasimpressed Bobwith his accordionsolo

117) a. I' hommea qui a téléphoné ton ami
theman towhomhastelephonedour friend
‘the man your friend telephoned’ (Kayne and Pollock 200b))1

b. *I' hommea qui évidemment téléphoné ton ami
theman towhomevidently hastelephoned/ourfriend

Unlike in English quotative inversion, however, the subjegn be separated from the tensed verb by
various types of constituents:

(118) la lettrequ’ enverra a la direction le patron ...
theletterthatwill.sendto the managementhe boss

‘the letter that the boss will send to the management/. . 'né@oi, Godard, and Marandin 1999,

(12))

This means that the crucial part of the Align constraint igrahent between CP material and the verb, not
the verb and the left edge of TP as in English.
In English, in contrast, material can intervene betweentéd wh-phrases and the finite verb:

(119) a. And why in Paris did the Americans modify the agresnae the last minute...? (example
from The Guardian cited by Haegeman 2000, note 2)

b. To whom at last will the government turnPhie Guardiancited by Haegeman 20[L2, 51, note
49)

A fronted adverb can even intervene between a subject wéisphaind the finite verb, without triggering
subject-auxiliary inversion:

(120) a. Which delegation at the last minute modified the ergent?
b. Which hominid at that time started using simple stonest®ol

(121) a. *Which delegatiorcdid> at the last minutecdid> modify the agreement?
b. *Which hominid<did> at that time<did> start using simple stone tools?

Again, | assume that fronted phrases are in a specifier oteatétd CP, so that the boundary between C
and TP follows the adverb (agaitihat can be repeatedShe saidhat at the last minutéhat the American
delegation modified the agreemgnt

(122) [cpwhy C [cpin Paris g did [tp the Americans ... ]]]]

Here, the left edge of TP is aligned with the right edge of émeséd verb.
If this is correct, we expect ndo support with subject extraction, because the phonolo¢gfbédge of
the TP is aligned with the left edge of the tensed verb:

(123) [cp Which delegation Cdp at the last minute Cif whieh-delegatiomodifiedthe agreement]]]?

Hence, we see exactly the differences between French anlktitat are predicted by their respective
Align V-C constraints.

Note furthermore that French stylistic inversion, unlikeglish quotative inversion, permits auxiliaries.
This again follows from the way the Align V-C constraint ist&d in French: it aligns thieft edge of the
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finite verb with theright edge of the residue of C[wh]. The tensed auxiliary is thedefje of the fronted
constituent, so the Align constraint is satisfied even whenretis an auxiliary verb.

This means that, although French stylistic inversion angdliglm quotative inversion involve the same
mechanism—phrasal movement of the complement of T—, thaldatf the way they work are very dif-
ferent but fall out from variation in the way Align constriésncan vary (the specific elements that are
aligned, which edge of each). Hence, an Align approach ie etbcapture a range of facts that do not
fall out in any obvious way in other approaches. Concernimges of the English facts, in Rizzi (1997)
and Haegeman (2012), for instance, various stipulatioasofiered about the ordering of topic and focus
projections, and what kinds of things block head movemeanouigh the heads of these projections. None of
this is necessary in the current approach.

Based on data in Torrego (1984), it appears that Spanishsiovein wh-questions behaves exactly like
French. In Spanish, subjects can generally be postvertdkvhen they are, an adverb is permitted in initial
position:

(124) Siemprdee o mismoMaria.
always readsthesame Mary

‘Mary always reads the same.” (Torrego 1984, (4a))
However, in a question with inversion, adverbs may not irdee between material in CP and the finite verb:

(125) (Torrego 1984, (4b—c))
a. *Qué siempreee Maria?
whatalways readsMary
‘What does Mary always read?’

b. Quélee Mariasiempre?
whatreadsMary always
‘What does Mary always read?’

As in French, auxiliaries front along with the main verb:

(126) (Torrego 1984, (14a—h))

a. Porquién fue organizadda reunién?
by whomwasorganized the meeting

‘By whom was the meeting organized?’

b. *Porquién fue la reuniénorganizada?
by whomwasthe meetingorganized

‘By whom was the meeting organized?’

This pattern follows if the Spanish Align V-C constraint is stated above for French, and, like French,
alignment is achieved by phrasal movement of the complewféhtrather than head movement.

7.3 V2in German

V2 in German also fits into the Generalized Alignment modelppsed here, although the facts are com-
patible with several different formulations of Align V-Ch& most basic fact is that the tensed verb always
follows the first constituent in main clauses, whatever.iflise only complications are cases of topic drop,

which renders the first constituent phonologically emphg ses-no questions, which apparently have no
first constituent:
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a27) a. Gestern habendie Kinder ein Ponybekommen(Basic V2)
yesterdayhave thechildrena pony gotten

‘Yesterday the children got a pony.’

b. Hab’ich schon gesehen(Topic Drop)
havel alreadyseen

‘| saw [him] already.

c. Hastdu einPonymit langemSchwanz¥Yes-No Question)
haveyoua ponywithlong tail
‘Do you have a pony with a long tail?’

In English, yes-no questions require no amendments, strisethie left edge of TP that needs to be
aligned with the tensed verb. | suggest that the GermanoreddiAlign V-C is the following, though other
formulations are also compatible with the facts:

(128) Align V-C, German:
Align(C*,L,V tensel)
(The left edge of C* must be aligned with the left edge @f\:)

C* refers in German to the class of Cs that are V2 or V1 (mogibt ICs). If most such Cs also attract a
constituent to their specifier, we have V2. Note that whernvdrd moves to C, the phonological left edge
of Cis the left edge of \nse Unlike English, in German other constituents can come éeihnthe tensed
verb and a following subject:

(129) Wahrscheinlichvird spatertHansdieselbeUhr  kaufen.
probably will later Hansthe.samavatchbuy

‘Hans will probably buy the same watch later.” (Haeberli @0(Ha))

It is apparently not the left edge of TP that needs to be atigmi¢h the tensed verb in German. | suggest
that it is C itself that needs to be so aligned.

From this we can see that the Generalized Alignment accaopbped here for the relation between C
and VienseCan account for disparate facts in numerous different laggs. In particular, we see variation
across languages in exactly the ways that the Alignment hpoddicts.

8 Conclusion

This paper has proposed that numerous languages have arcAhgtraint that seeks to align the tensed verb
with C in certain environments. This constraint is invohiadv2, subject-auxiliary inversion in English,
and Romance phrasal inversion. | showed that the Align V-@straint can explain a range of facts that
require various stipulations in other approaches. A whalayeof puzzles just in English subject-auxiliary
inversion fall out from a single constraint. Cross-lingigiglifferences also fall out from the ways that Align
constraints can vary. Such success points to the usefubfiéssorporating Align constraints in syntactic
theory.

Additionally, a detailed analysis of quotative inversionEnglish showed that Align V-C can also ex-
plain numerous restrictions on that construction. It eiglavhy auxiliaries are generally not allowed with
guotative inversion, why the main verb has to be adjacerftdastibject, and, in concert with independent
constraints on stranding in phrasal movement, it expldiesttansitivity restriction. A single constraint,
then, can explain numerous seemingly unrelated factsmiti@ grammar of a single language, and it also
explains differences across languages. Few proposedaimtsthave ever achieved such success.
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This paper has concentrated on Align V-C, and movement toi@ eicinity. However, there are other
potential areas where an Align model could be fruitfully lggh For instance, clitics might be viewed as
having to align with certain elements. Preverbal cliticsyrhave to align with T (or Vnseagain), while
second-position clitics may have to Align with some pramtiof C. | therefore offer the model as a useful
one for thinking about some of the central problems of syittdlceory.

Finally, | have also sketched the beginnings of a theory @fliEh clause types, where there is a family
of [SP] features characterizing different clause typess fpe of model should also prove extremely useful
once the details are worked out, but | leave that to futureanre$. (One relevant comparison is the account
of different types of extraction clauses in English in Sag®avhich is similar in spirit.)
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