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Abstract

Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou (2001, 2D07) claim that theditivity restriction on quotative inver-
sion and locative inversion in English is part of a broaderegalization, thesubject-in-situ generaliza-
tion. This says that only one NP that requires structural casereragin inside the VP. If the subject
is in-situ in the VP, an object may not be. This paper showstttia is not a viable account of English
inversion constructions: the subject is not in-situ in @ige inversion, and some expletive constructions
with the subject in-situ do not ban an object. | show that geahbs banned in English just when the
subject is to theight of both finite Infl and the main verb. This follows, | proposer a minimality
constraint on Agree: a head with unvalued features museualose features prior to another head with
unvalued features being merged into the structure. Thistcaint is violated if the head that will Agree
with the object is merged before Infl can value its featuresireg the subject. Linear order is crucial,
and so linear order must be specified from the beginning. Il spea system where structure is built
top-down and left-to-right.

Keywords: quotative inversion, locative inversion, sabj@-situ generalization, transitivity restrictions,
precedence, linear order, top-down derivation

1 Introduction

Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulol (2001, 2007), hencefortA,”Ary to motivate a cross-linguistic gener-
alization that they call theubject-in-situ generalizationThis says that no more than one NP that needs
structural case may remain inside the VP. If the subject mesnia-situ and does not move to Spec-IP (or
some other position), then there may be no object in the VRditian. There either may not be an object
at all, or the object must move outside of the VP.

Two of the cases that AA examine are quotative inversion andtive inversion in English. Both of
these are subject to a transitivity restriction, as showaovine

(1) quotative inversion
a. “Why?” asked Gabirielle (of her neighbor).
b. “Why?” Gabrielle asked me.
c. *“Why?” asked Gabrielle me.
d. *"Why?” asked me Gabrielle.

(2) locative inversion
a. Into the room danced a group of six young men.
b. *Into the room danced a waltz a group of six young men.
c. *Into the room danced a group of six young men a waltz.



AA argue that the transitivity restriction on these two pesbal subject constructions follows from their
account of the subject-in-situ generalization. (Seelaishads 2010 for a different account, but based on
the same generalization.)

| show here that any analysis based on the subject-in-si@rgbzation is not a viable account of
these two transitivity restrictions. Sectibh 2 goes thioggveral problems for a subject-in-situ account,
including the fact that there are constructions in Englistere the subject is apparently in-situ, but there is
no transitivity restriction. Additionally, quotative irvsion actually does not have the subject in-situ in the
VP, as is shown in sectidn 3. | show that the actual genet@izaoncerns directionality: if the subject is to
the right of both finite Infl and the main verb in English, theray be no other argument NP in the clause. |
propose (in section 4) that this follows from a minimalitynstraint on heads: a head with unvalued features
must value those features prior to another head with unddkegtures being merged into the structure. This
constraint is violated if the head that will Agree with thgeati is merged before Infl can value its features
against the subject. Linear order is crucial, and so linederomust be specified from the beginning. This
follows in the system proposed here from the fact that syictaterivations are built top-down and left
to right, rather than bottom-up as in most conceptions. Vhaw of syntax has the potential to explain
numerous asymmetries in directionality, like the one esgalchere. It is also more consonant with what is
known about processing than is a bottom-up derivation.

2 Initial Problemswith the Subject-in-Situ Account

There are several reasons to doubt AAs claim that the tigitgirestriction on quotative and locative
inversion is part of the subject-in-situ generalizatiotirst; if it were, an object should be allowed if either
it or the subject moves out of the VP. For instance, in Fremglssc inversion, moving the object by wh-
movement is grammatical, while leaving the object in VP is(se€ Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou 2001
and the references there). In English, however, there iplgimo word order that redeems quotative and
locative inversion sentences that include an additional B®action is banned from quotative inversion,
but it ought to be possible to extract from an embedded leeativersion clause. For instance, a wh-adjunct
seems to be able to extract:

3) When do you think (that) for this perverted cause weregtgered thousands of innocents?
This contrasts sharply with extraction of an object:

(4) a. *Whichdance steps do you think that across this méidme danced a large number of celebri-
ties?

* What kind of life do you believe that under this bridge viamg a troll?
At that time was given to the Son of Man dominion andyghord the rule of the kingdom.

* At that time was given the Son of Man dominion and glory #m&lrule of the kingdom.

* What gifts did you say that at that time was/were givenSloa of Man?

(®)
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Additionally, the postverbal subject in both quotativedarsion and locative inversion has been shown
to be mobile. Both constructions permit heavy shift of thisjeci:

(6) a. “Where to?” asked of us the balding driver with a blongstache.[ (Collins and Branigan 1997,
(92))
b. Into the room walked carefully the students in the class dd heard about the social psych
experiment that we were about to perpetréte. (CulicovelL&wthe 2001, (18e))



Since the subject is not in-situ in such examples, anothesiiNfld be permitted. This is not the case,
however:

(7) a. *“Where to?” asked us languidly the balding drivertwat blond mustache.

b. *Into the room danced a waltz in pairs the students in taescivho had progressed beyond the
simplest steps.

Unlike the other cases discussed by AA, then, simply movimgal the NPs does not redeem an English
inversion sentence with an additional NP. In all of the ottasres discussed by AA, an object is allowed; only
particular word orders are not. In the English cases, nocbligepermitted, regardless of word order. This
casts considerable doubt on the claim that the Englishcgsir is part of the subject-in-situ generalization.

The second major problem is that there are expletive cartging in English that plausibly have the
subject in-situ, but are not subject to the transitivitytiieson. For instance, expletive constructions with
gerunds (which Milsark 1974 and Deal 2009 show may be moosalaand not necessarily reduced rela-
tives) allow NPs beyond the one that agrees with the finitb:ver

8) a. There are linguistics professors discussing moitisieks in the hallway.
b. There might have been a troll living the good life undet thadge.
C. There were celebrities dancing waltzes in the breakfasi.n
d. In those days there were numerous aristocrats leavilirgabies their money.

In addition, the expletive passive (which can also be manel, seé Milsark 1974, Lasnik 1999,
Chomsky 2001/, Caponigro and Schitze 2003) is compatible datible object constructions, unlike loca-
tive inversion:

9 a Back in those days, there were pets left money all the.ti
b. There were many tourists sold fake pieces of the Berlin.Wal

The expletive passive looks almost identical to the pregemtal there construction, except in the position
of the subject (see, e.@., Rezac 2006):

(10) In those days there were sold numerous pieces of thenBalll.

The presentationdhereconstruction is subject to the transitivity restrictionst like locative inversion (see
Postal 2004 on numerous similarities between locativergiwe and the presentationihlereconstruction):

(11) *Inthose days there were sold many tourists fake pietdse Berlin Wall.

It would be difficult to maintain that the subject is inside t¥P in the presentation#thereconstruction
but is not in the expletive passive construction or the ak@egerund construction. The surface position
of the subject in the expletive gerund construction, inipalér, appears to be exactly the position that is
generally hypothesized to be its starting position. Thisifimn seems to be within VP, since it is included
in VP ellipsis:

(12) A: There are linguistics professors discussing margieks in the hallway.
B: There certainly are.

The postverbal subject in the presentatiahaleconstruction is also included in VP ellipsis:

(13) He said that across the room there will appear a largelgpdiragon, and across the room there
certainly will. (Bruening 2010b, (63a))



This means that some constructions with subjects in-situn(&/P, if not in-situ, as in the passive sen-
tences here) are subject to a transitivity restriction,dtbiers are not. It is doubtful that the subject-in-situ
generalization can distinguish them.

The correct generalization is not about whether the sulgéeitsitu, but about thpositionof the subject:

(14) The Postverbal Subject Generalization:
If the NP that agrees with finite Infl follows both Infl and theimaerb of a clause in English,
there can be no other argument NP in that clause.

The constructions that are not subject to the transitiwatstriction—expletive constructions with gerunds,
and the expletive passive—have the agreeing subject tétethef the main verb. Quotative inversion,
locative inversion, and the presentatiottareconstruction have the agreeing subject toright.

The part about the subject following both finite Infl and thémimaerb can be seen to be necessary with
VP fronting:

(15) He said we would discuss monster trucks, and discussteromucks we will.

In VP fronting, which permits an object, the subject follotie main verb but crucially precedes finite Infl
(see more on this type of word order in secfiod 4.4).

| will propose an explanation fok (14) in sectioh 4. Firstyirt to quotative inversion, and show that the
subject is not actually in-situ; rather, quotative inverssubjects are in the typical subject position, Spec-
IP. This is yet another reason to reject the subject-inaittount of the transitivity restriction on English
inversion constructions.

3 Quotative Inversion Subjects are Not | n-Situ

AA adopt the analysis of quotative inversion in Collins armafgan[(19917), according to which the subject
stays low, inside the VP. The transitivity restriction orotative inversion is then part of the subject-in-situ
generalization, as described above. However, as | show tleresubject in quotative inversion actually
appears to be outside of VP, and so the subject-in-situ gkregion cannot be behind the transitivity re-
striction.

Collins and Branigan (199]7) give two arguments that theesbip low. First, it can undergo heavy
shift (sed_6kR). Subjects in the preverbal subject positi@ne, Spec-IP) cannot undergo heavy shift. This,
Collins and Branigan suggest, indicates that the subjexiti;n Spec-IP. However, as Alexiadou and Anag-
nostopoulou[(2001) note, the subject in quotative invarsicis like a direct object as far as word order is
concerned: it cannot be separated from the verb by an advetlit, may be separated from the verb by a
particle. | Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou (2001) suggest the subject in quotative inversion is subject
to the same case adjacency requirement as direct objectgylisiE Regardless of how one should account
for this theoretically, the point is that the subject in quive inversion acts like a direct object in many
respects. It is therefore not surprising that, like a diggect, it can undergo heavy shift. Moreover, in
an ECM analysis obelievetype verbs in EnglisH (Chomsky 1973), the embedded sulsjéctSpec-IP, yet
these NPs can also undergo heavy shift (Postall1974). If@id Bnalysis ofbelievetype verbs is correct,
then it is not true that subjects in Spec-IP cannot undergayhehift. It appears that the generalization is
about word order again: NPs that are to the left of the verimfbthat licenses them may not undergo heavy
shift, while NPs that are to the right may. The subject in gtie¢ inversion is to the right of the verb, and
so may undergo heavy shift.

The second argument that Collins and Branigan (1997) givéhfoking that the subject is low is that
floating quantifiers are not allowed in quotative inversion:

(16) *“We must do this again,” declared the guests all to T¢@®pllins and Branigan 1997, (11c))
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There is an alternative explanation for this restrictiomwhver. Below | will suggest that what moves to the
left of the subject is a whole phrase that includes the varbjust the verb by itself. PPs must move out of
this phrase before it fronts. The example above could onlgdred by moving the quantifier with the PP,
but this is not permitted, as (17a) shows. In fact, floatingrgifiers may never form any sort of constituent
with PPs like the one i (16):

(17) a. *The guests declared “Yes!” yesterday all to Tony.
b. The guests (all) declared “Yes!” (*all) to Tony (*all) ytesday.

The floating quantifier may not front along with the constituthat includes the verb, either:
(18) *“We must do this again,” all declared the guests to Tony

It is well-established that floating quantifiers méislow the NP with which they associate (with some
caveats; see Baltin 19178, Bobaljik 1995). This means thaetis simply no grammatical option for such
floating quantifiers in quotative inversion.

Where a floating quantifieran form a constituent with a PP or some other constituent, itaist can
appear in quotative inversion (see Bobaljik 1995 on floateghtjfiers with these types of phrases):

(19) a. “We must do this again,” declared the guests all atémee time.
b. “Happy New Year!” shouted the guests all punctually at thock.
C. “Thank God,” whispered Sam and Isaac, both dead 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, and that constituent moves
out of the VP and adjoins on the right (see below).

Additionally, even if the analysis given below in terms ofrgdal movement is not correct, and the
verb moves by itself, there is another constraint that rolgsfloating quantifiers like that i (16). If the
verb has moved alone if_(16), then the floating quantifier rhasiadjoined to a phrase whose head is not
pronounced within that phrase (VP, say), since the quantifield not be adjoined to PP. But adjoining
a floating quantifier to a phrase whose head is not pronound@dwhat phrase seems to be disallowed.
Consider VP ellipsis examples like the following:

(20) a. The guests have all wished Tony happy birthday.
b. The hostess has not.
c. *His co-workers have all too.

The example in[(20b) shows that adverbs can in principle tamdéd at the left edge of an elided VP. In
(204), a floated quantifier cannot be so stranded. The faligwkamples make the same point, including an
instance of pseudogapping that is comparable to CollindBaadigan’s example above (22b):

1) a Sam and Isaac have both been collecting stamps.
b. *Fred and Gil have both too.

(22) a The travelers have all declared their belongingh@aistoms officials.
b. *The flight attendants have all to the airport police.

Note that it will not do to try to account for the ungrammalityaof examples like [(22b) by saying that
the VP that the floated quantifier adjoins to must delete irrit$rety, taking the quantifier with it. This
is because the auxiliargaveis generally assumed to move when it is the highest (tensedlay, and

so in [22b) it must have moved to its surface position. Thethén a parse wheadl has adjoined to the
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phrase headed byave and not to the elided VP, arithvehas then moved across the quantifier. Since this
is ungrammatical, there must be a constraint banning flogwedtifiers from adjoining to phrases whose

heads are not pronounced within that phrase. This ban ieslndn-pronunciation due to both ellipsis and
movement:

(23) A floating quantifier may not adjoin to a phrase the heagtd€h is not pronounced within that
phrase.

This means that floated quantifiers are expected to be ungaioaiin quotative inversion on any
analysis, whether the subject has moved or not. If only thib lias moved, they will be ungrammatical
because of the constraint [n{23); if a whole phrase has mdkiey are ungrammatical because they cannot
move out of this phrase with the kinds of PPs that appear ififSand Branigan’s examples. When they
can move with a PP or AP, they actuallye grammatical[(1P9).

Note that floated quantifiers are also allowed in cases of Yif5il when they occur with the kinds of
phrases that they can appear with in quotative inversion:

(24) (Did anyone shout, “Happy New Year!"?)
a. The guests did all at the same time.
b. The guests will all punctually at 12 o’clock.
C. Sam and Isaac did too, both dead tired.

As described above, | assume that these floated quantifeepasible because they adjoin to the PP or AP,
and not to a VP. They therefore do not violdtel (23).

So, floated quantifiers do not actually constitute an argatheinthe subject is low. Some floated quanti-
fiers are grammatical in quotative inversion, and the onatsatte ungrammatical seem to be ungrammatical
for a different reason (or possibly several reasons).

The two arguments that Collins and Branigan (1997) give shidjects are low in quotative inversion
are not compelling, then. Additionally, there are severglments that the subject is actually high, in the
ordinary preverbal subject position (Spec-IP). The firshes from tag questions. Tag questions have a
pronoun that generally must correspond to what is in Spdc-tfRe main clause (e.d.. Culicover 1992).
Consider the following cases of pre- versus post-verbgkests

(25) 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?)

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

b. Afterwards there occurred violent earthquakes and fladida't there? (*didn’t they?)
27) a. A fire-breathing dragon stormed out of the cave, diti?one?

b. Out of the cave stormed a fire-breathing dragon, didnteth€*didn’t it/ ??didn’t one?)

Conjoined sentential subjects in preverbal position mayehhe pronourthey in the tag, but withit-
extraposition, onlyt is permitted in the tad (25). In an existential sentence thiéng only therecan appear
in the tag[(26). In locative inversioh (R7), the tag is dlsere (Bowers 1976, 236—-237 cites an unpublished
manuscript by Elliott and Kelly for this observation; seaiBning 2010b for discussion). | take this to mean
that in locative inversion, a nulhereoccupies Spec-IP_(Lawler 1977; Postal 1977, 2004; Brue?2@idh);
see the analysis in sectibh 4.

Now consider guotative inversion:



(28) a. “Aaargh!” screamed a woman, didn’'t she/one? (*ditimere/it)
b. “Yes,” said John, didn't he? (*didn't there/it)

If Spec-IP is simply empty in quotative inversign (CollinsdaBranigan 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 subjdwspronoun in the tag question does not corre-
spond to the postverbal subject, it corresponds to an éxpleiven when there is no visible expletive in the
surface subject positiof (R7). Yet, in quotative inversitiere is no option besides a pronoun corresponding
to the postverbal subject; in particular, an expletive erply ungrammatical.

For completeness, it should be noted that a pronoun comdgmpto the postverbal subject is permitted
in locative inversion with a definite postverbal subjdett@ the room stepped Archie, didn't He?This is
probably due to a definiteness restrictiontbare thereis not permitted with a definite postverbal subject,
only the null expletive is (seée Bruening 2010b for discuskid herefore, the important comparison involves
indefinites, as i (28a). In locative inversion with an indié, the tag pronoun is most naturathere (27).

In contrast, in quotative inversion the tag pronoun mosinadly corresponds to the postverbal subject(28a).
In fact, there is no other option. | take this to indicate ttiet subject is actually in Spec-IP in quotative
inversion.

The second argument that quotative inversion subjectsié@pec-IP is related to the tag question argu-
ment. This second argument is that the subject in quotaiixersion may never be included in VP ellipsis,
unlike other postverbal subjects. Consider the followirghainges:

(29) A: “Yes,” said a woman. B: She/one certainly did.
A: “Yes,” said a woman. B: *Certainly did.
(30) A: Into the room stepped a large purple dragon. B:&hertainly did.

A: It was obvious that Bush was lying. B: It certainly was.
A: Afterwards there occurred violent earthquakes andio®: There certainly did.

O T 9 T o

On an analysis like that 6f Collins (1997), where there is atafive operator in Spec-IP and the subject is
inside the VP[(29b) ought to have a parse with the null opematSpec-IP and the VP, including the subject,
elided. Ag Collins and Branigan (1997) show, the quote do¢sctually have to precede the inverted verb:
Said Simple Simon to the pieman: “Let me taste your ware.

However, it is also the case that most auxiliaries are bafroedquotative inversion (Quirkt al. 1985),
and so [(29b) might be ungrammatical for that reason. We ntlydnt turn to inversion wittsq which
Collins and Branigan (199]7) suggest is very similar, if ratertical, to quotative inversion (they suggest
thatsois an overt instantiation of their quotative operator). dision withso seems to allow the auxiliary
have(such examples can be found on the web):

(31) a. A: Or so has said an anonymous Obama official. B: Oriaiogr has.
b. A: Or so has said an anonymous Obama official. B: *So cdythias.

B’s responses i (31b) could not be ungrammatical becaesa.itiliary is not allowed, because the auxiliary
is allowed in A's sentence. Nevertheless, VP ellipsis carmgtide the postverbal subject. The subject must
be pronounced outside of the elided VP_(31a). Now, cm&ld argue that inversion witBo here isnot the
same as quotative inversion, and so dismiss this evidenbés wWould ignore the numerous similarities
betweersoand quotative inversion documented|by Collins and Bran{@887), like the fact that inversion
with sois also subject to the transitivity restriction:

(32) a. Or so an anonymous Obama official has told the pregs.cor
b. *Or so has told the press corps an anonymous Obama official.
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If one wished to argue that subjectssiminversion are outside of VP, in order to maintain the subjedditu
analysis of quotative inversion, then one would have no@uicof the transitivity restriction osoinversion.
Moreover, it remains the case that quotative inversionrests strikingly with other cases of postverbal
subjects in VP ellipsis. Other postverbal subjects areuaed in VP ellipsis, while the subject that is
pronounced in the elided clause is an expletive. This holda &zhen the antecedent clause has no visible
expletive, as in[(30a). This never happens with quotativersion: any attempt at VP ellipsis in a clause
that has a quotative inversion clause as its antecedentprausbunce the postverbal subject or a pronoun
referring to it. This discrepancy between quotative in@rsubjects and other postverbal subjects indicates

that the former, unlike the latter, are not inside the VPy e in Spec-IP.
In addition, the subject in quotative inversion can conimtd an adjunct clause with ease:

(33) “Indeed,” said Bransanwithout PRQ appearing to notice the insult.

In contrast, other postverbal subjects only marginallyticmn

(34) a. [That his theory is wrong]s generally acknowleged without PR®eing taken as a strike
against it.
b. *Itis generally acknowledged [that his theory is wrong]thout PRQ being taken as a strike
against it.
(35) a. [A little house] stands in the clearing without PR@ttracting notice.
b. ?? Inthe clearing stands [a little housejthout PRQ attracting notice.
(36) a. [Violent earthquakes and floogskcurred without PRQcausing any damage.
b. ?? There occurred [violent earthquakes and flaodithout PRQ causing any damage.

Floating emphatic reflexives also seem to distinguish stbja quotative inversion from other postver-
bal subjects:

37) a “Well done,” said the governor to me himself.

b The governor danced across the floor with a flourish himself
c. *Across the floor danced the governor with a flourish hifasel
d Elias and Moses appeared unto me on that day themselves.
e

* There appeared unto me Elias and Moses on that day thezasel

As do absolute clauses:

“Yes,” mumbled Gil, being only half awake.
The governor waltzed into the room, being a man of flambiofjain
?? Into the room waltzed the governor, being a man of flasuttolair.
Elias and Moses appeared unto them, being veneratedgisopfold.
?7? There appeared unto them Elias and Moses, being \exheraphets of old.

(38)

® 20 T o

Control, emphatic reflexives, and absolute clauses are tdteen to associate with the surface subject
position, Spec-IP. The contrasts given above all theredaggest that the subject in quotative inversion,

unlike other postverbal subjects in English, is in Spec-IP.
If all of the arguments presented in this section are on thlet irack, then the subject in quotative

inversion is actually high, in Spec-IP. This means that thaditivity restriction on quotative inversion
cannot be an instance of the subject-in-situ generalizabecause the subject is not in situ. We must look

elsewhere for an explanation for the transitivity reskict
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4 An Account of the Postverbal Subject Generalization

Since the subject in quotative inversion is not in-situ, shibject-in-situ generalization is not a viable ac-
count of the transitivity restriction on quotative invensi Additionally, expletive passives and expletive
constructions with gerunds plausibly have the subjecttin-but are not subject to a transitivity restriction.
It therefore appears that the subject-in-situ generarzaioes not hold in English, and cannot form the
basis of an account of the transitivity restriction on Eslglinversion constructions.

The correct generalization is the following, repeated fadrove:

(39) The Postverbal Subject Generalization:
If the NP that agrees with finite Infl follows both Infl and theimaerb of a clause in English,
there can be no other argument NP in that clause.

| propose an account of this generalization in this secfidre basic idea is that the features of Infl must be
valued by an NP before any other head is merged into the steuaiith features that also need to be valued
by an NP. This is a type of minimality effect. It is importattipugh, that minimality has to be defined in
terms of linear order and not hierarchy alone, as | will shbkis derives the important directionality aspect
of the Postverbal Subject Generalization.

4.1 Analysisof Quotative Inversion

In quotative inversion, what moves above the subject seerbg phrasal, and not just a head (the verb).
Most auxiliaries are ungrammatical, thaveseems to be marginally allowed:

(40) a. ?“Yippee!” has said Gil on more than one occasion.

As we saw abovehaveis also permitted withso inversion, which patterns with quotative inversion in
numerous ways (Collins and Branigan 1997).

Additionally, adverbs can appear before the verb, wheng dine not allowed before the subject without
inversion [(Collins and Branigan 1997, Alexiadou and Anaggapoulou 2001):

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

If the quote (or a quotative operator, or both) has moved &cSEP, and the subject is in Spec-IP, there is
nowhere for the adverb to adjoin to [n {42a), since it appéy@annot adjoin to IP, a§ (42c) showsbruptly
must therefore have moved with the verb[inl(42a).

Additionally, particles can move with the verb (Collins a@hnigan 199[7):

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

One might think that the particle is moving with the verb asrgle head|(Collins and Branigan 1997).
However, in all the Germanic languages, particiesermove with the verb as high as C. They are always
stranded in verb second clauses. They never even move withettn as high as Infl; this is particularly
apparent in older stages of English, where the verb can noolvdlf but it never takes a particle with it. For
instance, Shakespeare has examples like the following:
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(44) Why ring not out the bells aloud throughout the town?r(iye/1 Part 1)

But there are no examples likeirig out not The same is true of the King James Bible and other sources
that permit main verbs to precede negation. It thereforeargthat particles may not actually undergo head
movement with the verb.

| take the above facts to indicate that quotative inversimmolves not head movement, but phrasal
movement. A constituent consisting of the verb and optignalparticle, and marginally the auxiliary
have moves to a position before the subject in Spec-IP. PP amgisnaamd adjuncts must move out of this
constituent before it moves, as does the quote. | assuméhtbatonstituent includes Infl and V, and so is
thereforel. The subject moves from Spec-VoiceP to Spec-IP, while @y Within VoiceP move and adjoin
to IP. The quote (or a quotative operator) moves to Spec+@P{ree whold moves to another specifier of
CP:

(45) CP

XP4 CP

“Yes,”

I>

C
Infl \oiceP /\

NP Voice /\
t3 TN IP PP
\Voice vP N
said o NP3 2 "to his neighbor
Y VP —
A\_ t the man
XP \Y
14 N
V PP
t 1

| assume that V moves through v to Voice. (I have three verlméptions in every verb phrase, but this is
actually not crucial to this paper. Voice is the head thajgmts the external argument, while objects in an
active transitive clause move to Spec-vP, where they Agiideand are licensed by Voice. More on this
below.)

This seems to capture the word order and salient facts ahmative inversion. However, there are
several restrictions on quotative inversion that do ndofelfrom this analysis. These include the fact that
most auxiliaries and negation are not permitted, and thetatthe actual pronounced content in the fronted
I must be quite minimal: only particles and some adverbs caveralong with the verb itself. Additionally,
as described above, the subject in Spec-IP must be adjacetterb (modulo particles). | will not attempt
to explain these restrictions here, since my main concetineigransitivity restriction. This analysis does
permit an account of the transitivity restriction, in cortogith some other other assumptions, which | now
enumerate.

1| owe this observation about V movement and particles to@drarsen.
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First, | assume that the syntactic derivation proceeds otbbim-to-top, as in most generative theories,
but top-down and, most crucially, left-to-right. This rés that the basic operation of structure building
be not Merge, bubivide. Merge and Divide are two sides of the same coin, and haveathe sesult: they
both create a two-membered set with the label of one of theinbers. Merge starts with two elements and
unifies them; Divide starts with one, and divides it into tv@ne of the two members of the division bears
the same category label as the category that was dividectigliyi the set is ordered from the beginning:
linear order is specified in Divide.

So, the structure above is put together by beginning with a@Pdividing it into XP (the quote) and
CP. XP comes before CP. XP is then divided into whatever tstreignakes up a quote (not important here).
Once that is finished, the lower CP is divided into two coustits,] and C. Divide then splitd into Infl
and \VoiceP; then VoiceP into NP aMbice; and so on. In this way Divide expands a syntactic dldjgc
dividing it, and then dividing one member of that divisiorhi§ can go on iteratively until no more division
is possible.

In this system, most instances of movement will actuallydweeling. So, in the tree above, the arrows
should actually be reversed. | take movement to be the mefgeipronounced copies of the moved element
in lower positions as they are constructed (notated as @, tbait understood to be a copy), and from now on
will indicate this with the direction of the movement arrows

Going back to the unfolding of the above derivation, the Io@® was split intd and C. However,
because the derivation proceeds left-to-right, nothindpise withC until the entird node is completedC
remains a single syntactic object, with no content thata el visible to the derivation other than the label.
This is an important feature of the derivational, left-ipht approach adopted here: material is not present
or visible until it has actually been merged into the tree Qiyide).

In the same way, VoiceP is split by Divide into an NP trace (apranounced NP) andoice. Now, in
most cases, the head of a chain will precede all lower links imovement chain. The actual content of a
moved XP will be merged into the tree in the highest positarg then copied into lower positions. In the
case at hand, however, a lower link in a chain precedes thmstidink. | make the following hypothesis
about when in the derivation syntactic material is mergea ¢chain:

(46) The actual syntactic content of a chain is only mergettheposition of the highest link in the
chain.

In most cases, as just stated, the highest position preedldeser positions, and so copies can be merged
into all lower positions. In case a lower link in a chain pregthe highest link, the above principle requires
that the lower link not have any content yet. In such a casdlibmly consist of category information (NP,
in this case), with an index to indicate that it will get itaxent filled in later by some other NP. Importantly,
since the NP consists only of a category label, it does na phirfeatures or any other features at this point,
and will only get those features once the actual contentefttiain is merged in the position of the head
of the chain. At that point, the index on the empty NP will emsthat the empty NP is filled in with the
full syntactic content of its antecedent. However, thid nilt take place until the second IP node is divided,
which will not happen until after the entitehas been constructed. The NP node prior to that point islgimp
a placeholder, having categorial features and nothing éfsthis way, linear order becomes crucial in the
derivation, and will have real consequences for agreenmehbther syntactic phenomena.

When Infl is merged by Divide, it has unvalued phi-featurest thneeds to value, by the operation of
Agree (Chomsky 2000). However, it cannot value its featuvigls the NP copy in Spec-VoiceP, because
this NP has no features other than category yet. It is onlywthe NPthe manis actually merged into the
structure that an Agree relation can be established betiinfleand an NP.

The basic constraint behind the transitivity restrictisrthen that the features of Infl must be valued
before any other heads with unvalued features are mergedtiettree. In the tree above, intransitive
Voice has no unvalued features, and the derivation can pdodé transitive Voice is merged instead, with
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unvalued phi-features to value against an object, the atawiv will crash. If intransitive Voice is merged,
with no unvalued features, and then an object is merged,dhieation will also crash, because the object
will not be licensed.

4.2 TheConstraint

Here is the constraint | am proposing for English, 1BE&IH constraint(for “*two unvalued heads”):

(47) *2UH:
A head with unvalued phi-features must value those featueésre another head with unvalued
phi-features is merged into the structure. (The derivati@shes if it ever contains two heads
with unvalued phi-features.)

| consider this to be a type of minimality effect: two headshwinvalued features interfere with each other.
I will discuss the nature of this constraint more below; fomnl leave it as stated, in order to show how it
works and accounts for the transitivity restriction.

Consider a violation of the transitivity constraint on catote inversion like the following:

(48) a. “Yes,” the man told me.
b. **“Yes,” told me the man.
c. *"Yes,”told the man me.

Where there is no inversiohhas not moved. The subject is in Spec-IP. When Infl is mergéu Divide
applies tol), | assume that valuation of its features can take placeddiately, through Agree with its
specifier. Alternatively, a copy of the subject is mergea iSpec-VoiceP, and Agree takes place at that
point. The choice between these two alternatives makes ffevatice here. In contrast, ih (48d)has
moved, and the phi-features of the subject are not availafii¢ after the entirel has been built. Before
Infl can value its features, transitive Voice is merged witlvalued phi-features. This violates the *2UH
constraint. It does not matter if the object has moved ouit @ in [48t); the *2UH constraint will still be
violated. If intransitive Voice is merged instead, withaurvalued phi-features, the *2UH constraint will
not be violated, but the object will never be licensed. | assufollowing/ Chomsky (2000) and much other
work, that NPs are only licensed by virtue of Agreeing withdtional heads that have unvalued phi-features.

This accounts for the transitivity constraint on quotafiveersion. Unlike the subject-in-situ general-
ization, it accounts for the fact that word order does nottenatt is simply impossible to have another NP
when quotative inversion takes place.

I now turn to locative inversion, and go into more detailsha ainalysis.

4.3 Locativelnversion

The structure | propose for a simple locative inversion gxanwith an unergative verb is the foIIowill?g:

2\erbs likelive anddanceare clearly unergative, not unaccusative. They can undesgadopassivization, for instancEhis
house has not been lived in in yea@n unergative verbs in locative inversion, see Levin anppg@port Hovav (1995).
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(49) P
o N

under the bridge

there ]

T

Infl \VoiceP
\oice NP
/\ —
\oice vP a troll
lived "
\Y VP
\7 t P
VP PP
ot
V

t

This is also the structure for presentatiottare the only difference between the two is whetlieereis
pronounced or not (see Bruening 2010b). As can be seen, thenaves through v to Voice (actually, it
starts in Voice and is copied into v and then V). The PP framesdjoin to IP (again, it starts there, and then
is copied into the trace position inside the VP). The posksubject is projected in a rightward specifier
of VoiceP, and remains there. This rightward projectiorhef$pecifier of VoiceP requires special licensing,
and is not generally available. In this case, what licensés the presence of an expletive in Spec-IP.
Leaving the expletive unpronounced also requires licgnsirs the presence of the fronted PP that licenses
non-pronunciation of the expletive (§ee Bruening 2010kfscussion and more restrictions).

As in quotative inversion, Infl has unvalued phi-featurest thneeds to value. Because the derivation
takes place left-to-right, as described above, Spec-Yis@ot actually merged into the structure until after
Voice is complete. | assume that the way this works is thatamiis split by Divide intd/oice and NP,
but the actual content of the NP is not merged until later,esxigbed above. That is, at this point, Spec-
VoiceP consists only of category features, not phi-featulafl has nothing to Agree withVoice is then
split into Voice and vP; at this point, a head that could ptiédig have unvalued phi-features is merged into
the structure. In the example at hand, this does not leadytdranble, because this is intransitive Voice,
which does not have unvalued phi-features. Once the acfeds Kherged into the structure in Spec-VoiceP,
complete with its phi-features, Agree between it and Infetaglace, and the derivation converges.

Consider now what would happen if there were another NP insthecture. | assume that objects
undergo A-movement to Spec-vP, but this is not crucial:
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(50) *

under the bridge /\

there

Infl \oiceP
\oice NP
P
a troll
\oice

lived /\
NP v
T~
the good life T

\Y VP
tived /\
VP

N 12}

tiived

Once again, Infl has unvalued phi-features, and once ag@ MNP that it will Agree with is not actually
present in the structure until aftébice is constructed. This time, transitive Voice has to rged, and
transitive Voice has unvalued phi-features. This violdltes*2UH constraint, and the derivation crashes. If
Voice is merged without unvalued phi-features, the daawvawill crash again, because the object will not
be able to enter into an Agree relation with any head, andreiifiain unlicensed.

Contrast this now with an expletive gerund constructionuggest that this has the following structure
(cf.[Deal 2009), where what is crucial is that the specifievateP is on the left:
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(51) P

there Infl
Infl AuxP
was /\
Aux \oiceP
twas /\
NP \Voice
.
atroll
\oice vP
living /\
NP v
the good life v VP
tIiving PN
V NP

tIiving t

In this derivation, it will be possible to merge Voice withvatued phi-features that it will value against the
object in Spec-vP. This is because the unvalued phi-feafrénfl will be valued before Voice is merged.
VoiceP will be split into an NP andloice, as before, but this time, the NP is on the left, and It e
constructedirst, beforeVoice. NP will be split into Det and N at least (and whateverestmaterial is
present in an NP node); crucially, this N will have phi-feak) and Agree can value the features of Infl.
Only after the NP is finished and Agree has taken place Wike be divided and Voice merged with its
unvalued phi-features. These will be valued against therN&pec-vP, and the derivation will converge.

Turning back to locative inversion, as with quotative irsien, simply changing the word order does not
help:

(52) a. *Under the bridge was living the good life a troll.
b. *Under the bridge was living a troll the good life.

The actual position of the object does not matter; what msaftethat Voice is merged into the structure
beforethe subject is. Simply to be concrete, | assume that the waler an [(52b) could only be derived by
moving the object rightward and adjoining it higher thandé®. This makes no difference, though, because
it is the relative positions of Voice and the subject thatterainot the object. This also accounts for why
wh-movement does not help (examples repeated filom 4):

(53) a. *Whichdance steps do you think that across this mdiddr danced a large number of celebri-
ties?
b. *What kind of life do you believe that under this bridge viaig a troll?

| assume that unpronounced copies of a moved wh-phrase agedniato phase edges as the derivation
unfolds. When the wh-phrase is merged into its highest Atipos Agree will be triggered. In the cases
above, this will be when the wh-phrase is copied into Sped@ggin, this makes no difference to the *2UH
constraint: Infl will not have had its features valued at tlienpwhere Voice is merged with unvalued
features.
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In passive and unaccusative locative inversion sentehassyume that no thematic argument is projected
in Spec-VoiceP. However, VoiceP can have a non-thematicifigre projected on the right, into which an
underlying object can and in fact must move. From this pasiti Agrees with Infl. A couple of examples
are the following:

(54) a. In the town square rose a gigantic statue.
b. In the town square was constructed a huge and imposingagall

This movement to rightward Spec-VoiceP explains why unyilagl objects must follow a patrticle in passive
locative inversion sentences (Doggett 2004):

(55) a. In the notebook were written down some figures.
b. *Inthe notebook were written some figures down.
C. In the notebook we wrote some figures down.

In passive double object constructions, one of the NPs (iaighest, presumably) will have to move
to the rightward specifier of (Passive) Voice, since one efdéfining properties of locative inversion is that
the specifier of Voice is on the right. This NP will Agree withdabe licensed by Infl, as described above.
The other NP will have to be licensed by something; in a passouble object construction, | assume that
that something is Voice. Voice will therefore have to be nedrgvith unvalued phi-features, and again the
*2UH constraint will be violated. Infl will have been mergedthwvunvalued phi-features that are not valued
before Voice is merged. This leads to the ungrammaticafigxamples like[(56b) below:

(56) a. At that time was given to the Son of Man dominion anaygénd the rule of the kingdom.
b. *Atthat time was given the Son of Man dominion and glory #melrule of the kingdom.

In contrast, in[(568a), the other NP is the complement of agsitipn, and PPs do not need to be licensed by
agreeing with a head with unvalued phi-features.[In|(56aicé/is merged without unvalued phi-features,
and the *2UH constraint is never violated.

As for the expletive passive, | assume that it is absolutiyiical in structure to the presentatiottedre
construction. The only difference is that Spec-VoiceP igtanleft, rather than the right. This makes all
the difference for the *2UH constraint, however, and pesroibjects to appear. Take an expletive passive
formed from a double object construction like the following

(57) There were many tourists sold fake pieces of the Berktl. W
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(58)

/IP\_

there Infl
Infl AuxP
were /\
Aux \oiceP
twere /\
NP \oice
A
many tourists

\oice vP
sold /\
NP v
T~ T

fake pieces |, ApplP

The NPmany touristss first merged into non-thematic Spec-VoiceP, and only ledgied into its thematic
position lower in the VP (Spec-ApplP, | assume; [see Brue8DiPa). (I assume that this movement takes
place via Spec-vP, not shown in the tree; both NPs move toipteuipecifiers of vP.) When it is merged
into the structure in Spec-VoiceP, it can Agree with Inflealily present in the structure. This values Infl's
unvalued features, and Voice can then be merged into thetisteuwhen Divide applies tdoice. Voice can
have unvalued phi-features without violating the *2UH doaisit, since Infl’'s features have been valued,
and it can Agree with and licen$ake pieces of the Berlin Wall

The expletive passive and the presentatidhake construction appear to be identical, except for di-
rectionality, as was noted above. The account provided &gotains why they differ in whether or not
they are subject to a transitivity restriction: the traimgit restriction results from the directionality of tree
construction.

In summary, the current proposal, incorporating a top-dewd crucially left-to-right derivation, ex-
plains why some constructions that have subjects in-sithénVP are subject to a transitivity restriction,
but others are not. The distinction is linear order. Not® df&t hierarchy does not seem to be relevant
to the transitivity constraint: in the analyses here, th@estt is in Spec-VoiceP in locative inversion and
the presentationahere construction on the one hand, and in the expletive passitdhenexpletive gerund
construction on the other. The empirical facts show thatlifoar, the subject is inside the VP, and no fact
that | know of indicates that they differ in their hierarclliplacement. This means that only linear order
distinguishes them, and therefore linear order must betappéine syntax proper. In the theory proposed
here, Divide includes linear order, creating an orderedresatled set.

Finally, in the interests of completeness, several coarénples to the transitivity constraint on locative
inversion and presentationtderehave been noted, like the following:
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(59) a. In this room took place a meeting between severaldarkimgs. [(Levin and Rappaport Hovav 1995)
b. The shape of this theory was blurred, yet, out of it, theok toot a kind of wild reasoning,. ..

These all have a bare N that functions as part of the preditaggrticular, the N cannot passivize, which |
take to indicate that it is not an NP that needs structurad easl hence licensing by a functional head with
unvalued phi-features:

(60) a. *Place was taken in this room by a meeting.
b. *Root was taken in this area by an idea.

As part of the predicate, the bare N does not need licensimyVaice can be merged without any unvalued
phi—feature@

4.4 Other Languages and the Nature of the Constraint

In this section, | have proposed a theoretical account oPisverbal Subject Generalization, according
to which a head with unvalued features, like Infl, must haesé¢hfeatures valued before another head with
unvalued features is merged into the structure.

A natural question concerns other languages, where thevd?bat Subject Generalization does not
appear to hold. For instance, in V2 languages like Germarbamish, the main verb can appear in C while
both the subject and the object follow it. In pro-drop Romeatanguages like Spanish, VOS is a common
word order, as is VSO. There are also VSO languages like kistt VOS languages like Malagasy. In hone
of these languages, it appears, does the Postverbal S@®»eetralization hold. The question then arises
of why not; if the *2UH constraint is part of universal grammmae would expect its effects to be found in
other languages, as well.

The least satisfying approach to this question would be $b §tipulate the *2UH constraint as a
language-particular constraint of English. This approaciild say that it is simply a feature of English
that the *2UH constraint holds of it; no other language has tlonstraint. This could be correct, but it
would be more satisfying to find a reason behind the diffezenc

A more promising approach to this question is to view the *2tlstraint as a type of minimality
effect, as | have suggested at various points. The ideatistbdeads trying to search for the same types of
features to value them will interfere with each other. Fatamce, we might posit the following constraint
on the Agree operation:

(61) Minimality Condition on Agree:
A head with unvalued features of type F must Agree with thé élsment with features of type
F that it encounters.

The basic idea is that Agree is extremely limited in its vistapabilities: it sets up an Agree relation with
anything that has the relevant features, whether they doeda@r not. So, in the cases at hand, if Infl is
merged with unvalued phi-features, and then Voice is mevgigdunvalued phi-features, Infl must Agree
with Voice. This will not actually value Infl's features, mese Voice’s features lack values, too. If Voice can
then Agree with something with valued phi-features, thils a$o value Infl's features, since they Agree. If
that is an object, however, both Infl and Voice will Agree wiitie object; the subject will never Agree with
a functional head, and it will therefore never be licensé®bice is not merged with unvalued phi-features,
and then an object is merged, one of the two NPs, the subjdabieanbject, will never be licensed. The

30ne problematic example has been noted in the literatuth, thvé verbenter. There entered the room a tall dark stranger
The object ofentercan become the passive subject, indicating that it is an Bfntlust enter into an Agree relation. This type of
example is truly problematic for the account given here (lmié that it is problematic for most other accounts, as well)
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Minimality Condition on Agree therefore accounts for thd A2 constraint, and explains the transitivity
restriction on inversion in English.

One might now approach other languages by examining whetbgmight have ways of getting around
the Minimality Condition on Agree. For instance, perhap&nglish the features on Infl and Voice are not
distinct; they are simply unvalued phi-features, as assuai®ve. Hence, they interfere with each other,
due to the Minimality Condition on Agree. In other languageswever, they could be distinct, such that
Infl has features of type F and \Voice has features of typélRe could attempt to correlate this with other
features of these languages that are distinct from Endlistinstance, case and/or agreement morphology.
Perhaps features are arranged hierarchically, such tbgihthfeatures on Infl and Voice are dependents
of a Case feature. In English, the Case feature on Infl is m&timdt from the Case feature on Voice; it
is only the identity of the Agreeing head that triggers distimorphology on pronouns. In German or
another language, however, Infl might have Case featuamd Voice Case featur@; then the unvalued
phi-features depending on these case features are distittto not interfere with each other according to
the Minimality Condition on Agree (cf._Richards 2010).

Another approach (more promising, in my view) is to examime nature of the derivations involved.
There are constructions in English where the subject cdowfdhe main verb, in apparent violation of the
Postverbal Subject Generalization. For instance, VPifigritas the subject linearly to the right of the main
verb, but an object is permitted:

(62) He said he would dance a waltz, and dance a waltz he did.

Note, however, that while the subject follows the main verthe clause, it is to théeft of finite Infl. This
was an important part of the Postverbal Subject Gener@lizatThe reason the order in VP fronting is
allowed is that, within the fronted VP (which | assume is acé®, since V raises to Voice), Voice values its
phi-features against the object, before Infl is ever mergtalthe structure. Once Infl is merged, it can be
valued against the subject. So, particular derivationsheae the subject to the right of the verb. Some VOS
languages have been argued to have a derivation very stmianrglish VP fronting: the predicate is fronted,
exactly as in English VP fronting (e.q.. Rackowski and Ts&2000| Chung 2006, Cole and Hermon 2008).
Such languages, if they are indeed derived this way, do rtabkyg violate the *2UH constraint (or the
version formulated as the Minimality Condition on Agree).

Now consider a V2 clause, or one where V-to-Infl-to-C moveininas taken place. To illustrate, | will
use earlier English, but a German clause would be perfeatigilel:

(63) Seest thou this sweet sight? (A Midsummer Night's Dream

The verb,seestis first merged as C, creatingG (or CP) with IP. But suppose that unvalued features of
heads are not actually activated in the structure until #selposition of that head is merged. This is similar
to the treatment of wh-movement, above, where a wh-phrase dat enter into an Agree relation until it
is copied into its highest A-position. The idea is that theme A-positions for heads, too, and it is only in
A-positions that Agree and feature valuation is activat8g.seestin C has the features of both Infl and
\oice, but these are not activated, meaning that they doauptire valuation and do not trigger Agree yet.
So, IP is split intothou andT, thenT is split into Infl and VoiceP. At this point, an unpronounceapy of
seestis merged as Infl, and now the unvalued features of Infl argateti and must be valued. They can
be valued against the subject. When Voice is then mergedamaoither copy obeestis merged as Voice,
and then the unvalued phi-features of Voice are activateldaust be valued against the object. The *2UH
constraint, now the Minimality Condition on Agree, is neveslated.

The object can also precede the subject, which follows thiie fuerb:

(64) What seest thou there? (Henry VI, Part 2)
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The object has moved to its surface position by A-bar movemés described above, it will not actually
enter into an Agree relation until an unpronounced copy & iherged into its A-position. In this case,
this will be Spec-vP. Infl will have had its features valuedmipnerger, as described above, and Voice will
then have its features valued when the copy of the wh-phsaseiiged into Spec-vP. Again, the Minimality
Condition on Agree is never violated.

This hypothesis says that what is different about ModernliEimgs that there is no head movement
to or through Infl. It says that languages that have V movenmifl will not evince the Postverbal
Subject Generalization. This encompasses both V2 languagé, possibly, VSO languages like Irish.
Other languages, like some VOS languages, will also not sfteets of the *2UH constraint, because of
the particular way that they are derived. There might berdis&ures of other derivations that also get
around the constraint; for instance, Alexiadou and Anampaailou (2007) discuss the role of pronominal
clitics in getting around their subject-in-situ generatian. Something similar might be at work in the *2UH
constraint (the Minimality Condition on Agree).

In this subsection, | have presented two ideas about whyMplyern English seems to show any effect
of the *2UH constraint. Both ideas have the *2UH constragaaart of universal grammar, but languages
other than English get around it in particular ways, as didiexastages of English. | will not attempt to
decide between these two alternatives here, or other pidsesib It is important to note, though, that both
make predictions about what to expect in other languagesmigyst expect effects of the *2UH constraint
to appear in particular contexts in other languages. | wélk it to future work to see whether this is true.

5 Conclusion

I have shown in this paper that the subject-in-situ gengatitin is not a viable account of the transitivity
restriction on quotative inversion, locative inversiomdgresentationahere constructions in English. |
have argued that the right generalization is the Postv&bhject Generalization. | have also presented a
way of explaining this generalization, relying cruciallp inear order. To the extent that this account is
successful, then, it argues for the approach taken hermarliorder has to be specified from the beginning
of the derivation, and derivations are built left to righthi§ account explains why there would be linear
asymmetries in syntax. It also has the advantage of intagamore naturally with theories of language
processing, since sentences are processed left to righiPfaips 2003). In other work, | have also used
a linear derivation to explain features of syntax, like tlo@fgyurational properties of the Binding Princi-
ples (Bruening 2012), and the lack of subject-auxiliaryeision with subject extraction (Bruening 2010b).
Others have also explored the possibilities of a top-dowa left-to-right derivation| (Phillips 1996, 2003;
Richards 1999; Zwart 2009, 2010; Osborne, Putnam, and Gdsk).

One might ask about alternative explanations of the traftgitrestriction. Other than ones based
on the subject-in-situ generalization (AA, Richards 2010 only other accounts that | am aware of,
Collins (1997) on quotative inversion, and Doggett (200#)azative inversion, have as an important feature
of their account that Spec-IP (or Spec-TP) is occupied byjtlwative operator in quotative inversion, and
the fronted PP in locative inversion. This explanation cdrre correct, then, because the postverbal subject
in quotative inversion is in Spec-IP, not the quotative apmt and a null expletive is in Spec-IP in locative
inversion, not the PP. The same transitivity restrictiosodiolds of the presentationtidere construction,
which clearly has an expletive in Spec-IP. The only existingounts are therefore inadequate, and it would
be incumbent upon anyone who wished to reject the accousepted here to produce a viable alternative.
In particular, if one wishes to reject the claim that lineedey is specified from the beginning of the syntac-
tic derivation, then one must come up with an alternativdanation for directional asymmetries like the
Postverbal Subject Generalization, one that does notlicimeolve directionality. As shown above, all the
evidence points to hierarchicaligentical structures for expletive passives and passive presemahtioere
sentences; a theory that wanted to do without linear ordefdimave to deny this hierarchical identity. | am
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aware of no data that would support a different treatmehgrathan the linear asymmetry that needs to be
explained.

Finally, a question naturally arises about the subjedHtin-generalization. As shown here, this general-
ization does not appear to hold in English. Additionallygksh quotative inversion and locative inversion
were two of the main cases that Alexiadou and Anagnostopd@001) used to try to motivate the exis-
tence of the generalization in the first place. One shouldtask, whether the subject-in-situ generalization
is real. This is a question that | am unable to answer hereitildig, but it is suspicious that there are
more counterexamples to the subject-in-situ generabzdti|Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou (2001) and
Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou (2007) than there are exasmgdlit. With English gone, the only exam-
ples that remain are stylistic inversion in French, oneigaler word order in Icelandic transitive expletive
constructions (example 19[in Alexiadou and Anagnostopo@l@0l), one particular word order in Irish (ex-
ample 21b in Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou (2001)), anddage ga-no conversion. | suggest that these
cases be re-examined, to see if they, like English, havealige explanations. If the subject-in-situ general-
ization turns out not to be real, then theoretical accouhits like those in Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou
(2001, 2007) and Richards (2010), will need to be re-evatliat
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