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Abstract

One of the controversial issuesin English stylistic inversion (SI) construction (e.g., Into the
room walked a woman) is the functional status of preverbal PP and postverbal NP. Based on
the distributional parallels among the PP, NP, ordinary subject and topic, this paper propcses
that the PPin Sl has a dua function as a subject and topic, while the NP also has sme
subjed properties that the PP does not have. These mixed functional properties of the PP
and the 'double’ subject properties of Sl are andyzed in the theory of HPSG, espedally with
the versions recently developed by Sag 1997, Manning and Sag 1999 and Ginzburg and Sag
2001, which posit the notions of the multiple type inheritance hierarchy and dssociation
between the argument and valence structures. This analysis claims that the Sl construction
needs to simultaneously satisfy two general, independent constraints, head-subject-phrase
and head-filler-phrase, as well as the construction spedfic lexeme-level constraint. This
view suggests that the English Sl construction is an instance of peripheral phenomena
whose construction spedfic constraints are inherited from more general core constraints.

1. Introduction

A typicd example of the stylistic inversion (henceforth Sl), also dften called locaive inversion,
isin(1):

Q) Into the room walked a woman.

This paper has two goals. One is to explore the functional status of the preverbal PP and the
postverbal NP in the SI construction. Regarding this matter, three types of analyses have been
suggested: (i) the preverba-PP subject hypothesis (Levine 1989, Bresnan 1994, Levine and
Culicover 2001); (ii) the postverbal-NP subject hypothesis (Emonds 1976, lwakura 1978,
Rochemont and Culicover 1990, and Kathol and Levine 1992); and (iii) the expletive-
there/empty-category subject hypothesis (Gazdar and Pullum 1982, Coopmans 1989, and Postal
1977). Based on the distributional paralels among the preverbal PP, postverbal NP, ordinary
subjea and filler, this paper takes a middle road and proposes that in Sl, the preverba PP
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functions as both the subjed and topic at the "shallow" valence level, whereas the postverbal NP
serves as the subjed at a"deeper” argument structure level.

The other goa isto explore how the mixed functional analysis can be atieved in the HPSG
theory. Sag 1997, Manning and Sag 1999 and Ginzburg and Sag 2001 provide afoundation for
the dual function analysis with the notions of multiple inheritance axd dissciation between the
argument and valence structures. | propose that two general constraints on head-subject-phrase
and head-filler-phrase need to be simultaneoudy satisfied in SI through the multiple inheritance
mechanism, i.e., the mmbination of two genera construction types results in an idiosyncratic S
construction type.

This paper is organized as follows. Sedion 2 discusses sme genera properties of SlI. In
section 3, the mixed functional properties of the preverbal PP and the "double" subject properties
in Sl are discussed. Section 4 poposes a new analysis within the HPSG framework and discusses
its consequences. Sedion 5 isthe mnclusion.

2. General Propertiesof the SI Construction
2.1 Sl vs. Presentational-thereinversion

There have been studies proposing that Sl is derived from the Presentational-There Inversion
(henceforth PTI), or treaing either of them as an instance of the other (Gazdar and Pullum 1982,
Coopmans 1989, and Postal 1977). However, there are severa studies opposing the position,
which convincingly argue that Sl and PTI are two dfferent kinds of constructions, and thus that
Sl cannot be derived from PTI (Iwakura 1978, Green 1985, Levine 1989, Rochemont and
Culicover 1990 and Bresnan 1994). Some of the aguments areill ustrated below.

The PTI construction in (2) requires the postverbal NP be heary or indefinite, while Sl in
(3) does not.

() a. There still stands on his desk the bowli ng trophy he won last year.
(Aisen 1975)
b. There ran into the garden *Kim/*the ca/*’the orange cat/an orange cd.
(Green 1985)
c. Into the garden there ran *Kim/*the ca/*’the orange t/an orange cd.
(Green 1985)

(©)) Into the garden ran Kim/the cd/an orange cd. (Green 1985)

Also note that we can easily find cases where the S| ladks the PTI source, as pointed out by
Green 1985 and Bresnan 1994. For example, the Sl in (4a) does not have its PTI counterpart, as
shown in (4):

4 a. Into the game now is the fullbadk Jenkins.
b. * Thereisthe fullbadk Jenkins/a halfback | don't recognize into the game.
c.* Thereisinto the game the fullbadk Jenkins.
d.*Into the game there is the full back Jenkins.

Based on these observations, this paper assumes that S| and PTI are separate mnstructions and
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focuses only on Sl.
2.2 Unaccusativity

The contrast between (5) and (6) shows that SI cannot occur with a verb with a direct objed
(Coopmans 1989 with some slight modifications):

(5) a. Into the room rolled a bal.
b. Onto the tradk ran a horse.
c. Down the street walked a black dog.

(6) a. *Into the room rolled a ball John.
b. *Onto the tradk ran ahorse aman.
c. *Down the stree walked a bladk dog an old woman that | didn't know.

Coopmans 1989 argues that verbs triggering Sl such as lie, run, walk, etc. are unaccusative
verbs, and that these verbs have a VP-internal subject and locative PP complement. Furthermore,
the locaive PP fronted to COMP allows the VP-external subjed position to be occupied by an
empty expletive. According to this analysis, each sentence in (6) with a direct object is
ungrammaticd since it has a non-expletive VP-external subjed (e.g. John, a man, and an old
woman that | didn't know) in addition to an VP-external expletive enpty subject.

Supporting his argument, Coopmans uses the without . . . ing construction. According to
Postal 1977, the controller of the . . . ing form must be the subjed of the main verb, and thus the
ill-formednessof (7) is evidencefor the nonsubjecthood of the postverbal NP.

) a. Two sheiks lay nea the oasis without PRO talking.
b. ?*Near the oasis lay two sheiks without PRO talking.

Coopmans argues that in (7b), the postverbal NP is internal within the VP headed by the
unaccusative verb lay and cannot be the controller of talking. He ancludes that the real subject
of Sl isnot the postverbal NP but the V P-external empty subject.

One difficulty with this analysis is that the contrast in (7) provides no conclusive evidence
for the null subjed hypothesisin Sl, i.e., the non-subjed property of the postverbal NP does not
necessarily entail the null subjed in the English Sl since the preverbal PP can be assumed to be
the subject in that case. Regarding this null subjed hypothesis, Bresnan 1994, and Kathol and
Levine 1992 padnt out (i) that the existence of unacaisative constructions in Dutch dces not
guaranteea null subject in the English SI, and (ii) that the Sl lacks a plausible expletive source
(e.g., no PTI counterpart in (4)).

2.3 Freezing Effect

It has been observed that syntadic rules such as wh-exradion, topicdization, subject-aux-
inversion do not apply to the SI construction as hown in (8):
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(8) a *Who(m) did he say into theroomwalked ___ ?
b. * The woman, into theroomwalked .
c. *Did into the room walk awoman?
d. *Whichroom did hesay into ___ walked John?

This phenomenon is cdled the "freezing effect” (Gazdar and Pullum 1982, Rochemont 1986,
Rochemont and Culicover 1990, among others)).

According to Rochemont 1986, the Sl construction is one of the structural focus
constructions where focus lies on the postverbal NP. Similarly, Green 1985 proposes that in Sl,
the preverbal PP provides background information, while the postverbal NP introduces a new
participant to the established background.

To account for the freezing effect, Rochemont 1986 assumes that the focus construction is
derived by stylistic rules, which apply after the S-structure, and thus that syntactic rules sich as
wh-extraction, topicalization and subject-aux-inversion cannot apply in this construction.
However, Levine and Culicover 2001 claim that the preverbal PP in the Sl induces amelioration
of the weak cross-over effed, as srown in (9), which suggests that the placement of the PP is not
simply a matter of stylistic rules:

9 a. *Into every dog's cage its owner peeed.
b. Into every dog;'s cage peaed its owner.

2.4 Light Inversion vs. Heavy Inversion: Culicover and Levine 2001

Culicover and Levine 2001 (C&L) propose that alight inversion (L1) and a heavy inversion (HI)
have many distinctive properties and that they need to be analyzed as two different kinds of
constructions. According to them, some examples often considered in literature as instances of
genuine Sl (LI in their terms) are actually instances of HI. In HI, the extraposed NP is focus-
stresed or heavy, and the preverba PP is topicalized. They claim that the analysis of SI proper
needs to rule in only the L1 examples while ruling out the HI examples. Some of the crucia
examplesin C&L showing the differences are il lustrated below.

First, an urergative verb like sleep does not alow Sl (e.g., (104)), whileit allows HI (e.g.,
(10b,0)):

(20) a. *Intheroom slept Robin fitfully. (LI = SI)
b. Remember Robin? Well, in the room slept fitfully . .. ROBIN! (HI)
c. In the room dlept fitfully the studentsin the dasswho had heard about the social
psych experiment that we were éout to perpetrate. (HI)

Seoond, the preverbal PP cannot be long extracted out of an embedded non-finite VP or finite
clause (e.g., (11a) and (12d)), while such long extradion is possble in HI (e.g., (11b,c) and
(12b,0)):

(12) a *Into theroom | expected __ to walk Robin. (LI = SI)
b. Into theroom | expected ___ towalk . .. ROBIN! (HI)
c. Into theroom | expected  to walk a group of studentsin the dass who had heard about
the socia psych experiment that we were about to perpetrate. (HI)
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(12) a *Into theroom | claim/believe __ walked Robin. (LI = SI)
b. Into theroom | claim/believe ___ will walk . .. ROBIN! (HI)
c. Into the room | claim/believe __ will walk a group of students in the classwho had
heard about the social psych experiment that we were about to perpetrate. (HI)

Third, the raising-to-subjed of the preverbal PPis not alowed (e.g., (13a)), while HI makes an
illusion o raising (e.g., (13b)):

(13) a *Into the room appeaed to walk Robin slowly. (Sl = LI)
b. Into the room appeaed to walk slowly avery large cderpill ar. (HI)

While LI and HI have the distinctive properties, they also have some apparent common
properties, e.g., the eistence of a locaive PP dependent, preverbal placement of the PP,
postverbal placement of the NP, and incompatiblity with an overt objed. Despite these
simil arities, this paper follows the view of C&L and focuses only on the analysis of the genuine
Sl cases, leaving the relation between the S| and HI for further studies.

Bresnan 1994 des not distinguish LI from HI and proposes that the preverbal PP in Sl is
"interpreted” as indirectly filli ng the subject position in the f-structure by means of topicdizaion
in the cstructure. A problem with her analysisis that it wrongly predicts the examples in (11a),
(124) and (13a) to be well-formed.

3. Mixed Functional Propertiesin the SI Construction

The arguments in SI seem to have mixed functional properties. The preverbal PP in Sl has
"some" properties of asubjed aswell as of afiller (topic), whereas the postverbal NP has  some
"other" subjed properties that the preverbal PP does not have. The purpose of this sction isto
discussthese mixed functional properties.

3.1 Subject Properties of the Preverbal PP

First, a piece of evidence for the subjecthood of the locative PP arises from atag question in (14)
(Bowers 1976):

(14) a Inthegardenisabeautiful statue, isn't there?
b. *In the garden is abeautiful statue, isn't it?

Sewnd, as iown in (9) in sedion 2, the preverbal PP in the Sl induces amelioration of the
wed cross-over effed. It suggests that the PP be in an A-position and thus be a subjed
(Culicover and Levine 2001).

Third, the following coordination constructions aso indirectly support the subjedhood o a
preverbal PPin Sl:

(15) a [Inthat garden]; stands an elegant fountain and dwells an interesting dwarf ;.
(Levine 1989)
b. *[In that garden]; stands an elegant fountain and an interesting dwarf dwells___;.
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(15a) suggests that the preverbal PP and the rest of the sentence form separate mnstituents. If we
asume the preverbal PP is a topic and the postverbal NP a subject, then we may explain the
grammaticdity of (15a) because both conjuncts are sentences with a PP gap. Under this
asumption, however, it is not clea how the ungrammaticdity of (15b) is explained, i.e., under
this assumption, both conjuncts are still sentences with a PPgap asin the ase of (154), but (15b)
Is ungrammatical. It might be agued that (15b) is ill-formed since it is a disharmonic
coordination in the sense that one of the conjunctsis inverted, but the other is not. However, this
argument lacks drength sincethat kind of coordination is actually possble:

(16) In that garden stands an elegant fountain, and an interesting dwarf dwellsin that fountain.

Under the PP-subjed hypothesis, however, (15b) is ill-formed because the first conjunct [stands
an elegant fountain] is a simple VP while the second conjunct [an interesting dwarf dwells ]
isan S with a PP gap. It violates the general coordination principle because only one njunct
contains agap.

3.2 Filler Properties of the Preverbal PP

Even though the preverbal PPin Sl has a property of a subject (section 3.1) and cannot be long
extracted (section 24), it also has a property of an extracted element, a topic or filler. Some
pieces of evidence that the preverbal PP also functions as a filler as well as a subject arise from
the following observations.

First, afiller property of the preverbal PP is provided by the fact that it carries  background
information to which information d a new participant is introduced by the postverbal NP. Cross
linguisticaly, topicalizationis atypicd way of conveying background information.

Seoond, as observed by Kaisse 1985 and supported by Bresnan 1994, the preverbal PPin S|
does not trigger the auxili ary reduction as gown in (17a), whil e the genuine PP subjed in (17b)

triggersit:

(17) a *In San Jose's agred restaurant
b. Under the bed's a great placeto hide atoy.

According to Kaisse 1985, the reduced clitic form of is, /z/, is posgble only when the pre-clitic
phrase is the subject, but not when it is a fronted element such as a topic or interrogetive (e.g.,
Who's the man looking for?). Thus if we assume that the preverbal PP in SI functions as a topic,
we can acount for theill -formedness of (17a).

Note that the PPin Sl differs from the genuine PP subject in that the former does not trigger
the subject-verb agreement and the subjed-aux inversion as shown in (18a) and (19a), while the
latter does, as $rown in (18b) and (19b):

(18) a. Down through the hill s and into the forest *flow/flows the little brook.
(Levine 1989)
b. Under the bed and in the fireplace are/*is not the best combination of placesto leave
your toys. (Levine 1989)
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(29) a *Did into the room walk awoman?
b. Is under the bad a good place to hide atoy?

Third, the fillerhood of the postverbal PP is supported by the distribution of the
complementizer. When Sl or topicalization occurs in a complement clause of a bridge verb, the
overt complementizer that must exist, as shown in (20) and (21):

(20) a Mary said [that under the tree sat awoman].
b. *Mary said [under the tree sat Mary].

(21) a Mary said [that the dog, the man kicked].
b. *Mary said [the dog, the man kicked].

The paralelsin grammatical patterns between ordinary topicalization and SI  shown above
suggest that they should be viewed as instances of the same construction, namely, topicalization.

3.3 Subject Properties of the Postverbal NP

Even though the preverbal PP has subject properties in some respects, as shown in section 3.1, it
does not seem to have the full distribution of the typical subject. Kathol and Levine 1992
propose that the postverbal NP, rather than the preverbal PP, is the real subject.

First, pronouns usualy do not occur as a postverba NP in Sl since they are not
appropriate to bear presentational focus, yet they do occur in Sl in some contexts. Kathol and
Levine 1992 argue that when a pronoun is allowed in a postverbal position, nominative case is
much preferred, as shown in (22):2

(22)  Under thetree sat I/*me (waiting for my friends to appear).

Second, the subject-verb agreement shown in (23) also seems to show the subjecthood of
the postveba NP, i.e., the verb agrees with the postverbal NP, suggesting that even though the
postverbal NP does not appear at the subject position in Sl, it still plays the role of subject in the
subject-verb agreement.

(23)  a Under the tree sits/*sit awoman.
b. Under the tree * sits/sit two women.

! See Emonds 1976, Stowell 1981, Coopmans 1989, among others for the same proposal.

2 However, case assignment may not be crucial evidence for the subjecthood of the postverba NP, because some
speakers actualy prefer accusative case to nominative case. Moreover, in examples like (i), accusative case is
suggested to be more natural than nominative case.

)] a. Among the guests of honor was sitting HER [pointing].  (Bresnan 1994)
b. “Into the room walked them all.  (Rochemont and Culicover 1990)
c. 7Inthe garden am |. (Green 1985)
d. In the garden is me. (Green 1985)

I do not presently have a clear account of this case alternation.
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Third, let us consider the "Subject Gap in Finite clauses' (SGF) coordination construction,
illustrated in (26), which is another argument against the subjecthood of the preverba PP in
Kathol and Levine 1992.

(24)  Into the woods went the hunter and shot a hare.

The special property of SGF is that the second conjunct is controlled by the postverbal NP of the
first conjunct, the hunter. Yet the preverbal PP of the first conjunct, into the woods, does not
have scope over the second conjunct. If we consider SGF as an instance of an ordinary
coordinate construction and that the preverbal PP is the subject, it is hard to account for the
control and scope matters.

Fourth, the binding fact in (25b) also suggests that the postverbal NP is the subject since
in the SI, it binds the anaphor each other within the preverbal PP:

(25) a Two young boys sat beside each other; quietly.
b. Beside each other; sat two young boys quietly.

Fifth, the preverbal PP cannot be an understood subject of a non-finite VP complement as
shown in (26b), which indirectly suggests that not the preverbal PP but the postverbal NP is the
subject.

(26)  a *I expect into the room to walk a woman.
b. *| believed into the room to walk awoman.

4. A New Analysis
4.1 Dissociated Argument Realization and Multiple Inheritance Hierarchy

In order to provide an account of the mixed functional properties of the preverbal PP and the
double subject properties (the subjecthood of both the preverbal PP and postverbal NP) in S|
within the theory of Head-Driven Phrase Structure Grammar (HPSG hereafter), | propose the
following |exeme specific constraint for Sl verbs:® *

HEAD |IC +
(27) SUBJ<[2]>
sty-inv-Ixm 0O COMPS <[1]>
SLASH {[3]}
ARG-ST <[1]NP, [2]PP[+LOC, LOCAL[3]]>

(27) states the following: (i) an Sl verb has an NP and alocative PP as its arguments in that order,
as represented by ARG-ST value; (ii) the first argument (NP) is realized as a complement, and
the second argument (PP) is realized as a subject, as represented by COMPS and SUBJ values,

% The lexemic constraint in (27) overrides more genera constraints such as the argument realization and SLASH
amalgamation constraints.

* Theideaof introducing the [IC +] feature into the lexeme constraint was suggested by Ivan Sag (in personal
communication).
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respedively; (iii) the LOCAL value of the PP isredlized as a slash valug, i.e., the subject PP also
plays afiller role; and (iv) the Sl lexeme's IC (Independent Clause) valueis plus, i.e., the Sl verb
must be a head verb of a matrix clause. The dissociation between the argument structure and
valence structure specified in (i) has sme independent motivations in the analyses of various
ergative languages, as snown in Manning and Sag 1999. Also seeGinzburg and Sag 2001 for the
motivation of introduction of the IC feature.

Following Sag 1997 and Ginzburg and Sag 2001, the present analysis assumes the multiple
construction type inheritance hierarchy that is used to capture the fad that instances of some
construction types seem to resist being uniquely categorized in a natural way. In my analysis, the
preverbal PP has properties of both afiller and a subjed, and the mixed functional properties can
be captured naturally under the multiple inheritance goproad. To this end, this paper proposes
the multiple mnstruction type inheritance hierarchy in (28), where the sty(listic)-inv(ersion)-
phrase is a subtype of both the h(ea)d-filler-phrase and h(ea)d-subj(ect)-phrase.

(28) phrase
T~ S

cl non-cl hd-ph non-hd-ph

e @
hd-filler-ph hd-val-ph hd-only-ph
(29 e
hd-subj-ph hd-comp-ph sai-ph
sty-inv-ph

According to Bouma et a 2001, the hd-filler-ph and hd-subj-ph in (28) have their own
constraintsin (29) and (30):

(29 HEAD verb [VFORM fin]
hd-filler-ph O SUBJ< >
SLASH [2]

HD-DTR [SLASH {[1]} w[2]
NON-HD-DTR <[LOC [1]>

(30)

SUBJ< >

hd-subj-ph 0O HD-DTR| phrase
SUBJ<[1]>

NON-HD-DTR <[1]>
(29) states general constraints on a phrase consisting of a head daughter and filler daughter: (i)
the gapped element in the head daughter is bound by the filler, i.e. SLASH {[1]} in the hea is
discharged (eliminated) when the non-head filler has the same LOCAL valug; (ii) the head-fil ler
phrase must aready contain its subjed, i.e., the filler combines with the head after the subject
does, which is represented by the empty SUBJ list; and (iii) the head daughter's verb form must
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be finite. (30) states general constraints on a phrase onsisting of a head daughter and the subject
daughter: the head's subject list is discharged and gets empty when the non-head daughter has the
same synsem value & that of the SUBJ value of the head phrase.

In thisanalysis, thetypicd Sl examplein (1) isanalyzed asin (31):

(31)
sty-inv-ph
HEAD [4]
SUBJ< >
COMPS< >
SLASH {}
NON-HD-DTR HD-DTR O (i)
[1]PP[LOCI3]] hd-comp-ph
T~ VP| HEAD [4]
Into the room SUBJ<[1]>
COMPS< >
SLASH {[3]}

V| HEAD [4] {VFROM fin}

IC+
SUBJ<[1]> [2INP
COMPS <[2]> N
SLASH {[3]} awoman

ARG-ST <[2], [1]>

I
walked

Here the lexical entry of walked is licensed by (27): the first element of the ARG-ST, [2], is
redized as the complement, and the second, [1], as the subject. ItsIC value is plus. The locd tree
in (i), licensed by the sty-inv-ph, simultaneously satisfies the constraints in (29) and (30). It
satisfies (29) because the non-head daughter's locd value is the same & that of the head
daughter's SLASH value, and thus the mother's SLASH value {[3]} gets empty. The VFORM
vaue is finite. It aso satisfies (30) because the non-head daughter's synsem value, [1], is the
same as the SUBJ vaue of head daughter, and thus the mother's SUBJ value gets empty.

4.2 Consequences

In this section, | will discuss how the examples given in previous edions are explained in my
analysis. Let us consider the examples in section 3 first. Example (9) of ameioration of the
WCO effect, example (14) of atag question, and example (15) of coordination are accounted for
by the assumption that the PPis the subjed.

The contrast between (17a) and (17b) are accounted for since the PP is also the topic (or
filler) and does not trigger the auxiliary reduction. The cntrasts $own in (18) and (19) will be
discussed shortly.

The mntrast between (20a) and (20b) is accounted for by the constraint on complementizer
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in (32) (Bouma ¢ al. 2001 and Ginzburg and Sag 2001):

(32) 1 :
comp
Ic -
HEAD INF -
MOOD [3]
VFORM [2]
SUBJ< >
S
MOOD [3]
INF -
ARG-ST < INV - >
VFORM [2]
SUBJ< >

Here the ammplementizer that itself is gedfied as[IC —] while the IC value of its complement is
left unspecified. It allows "main clause phenomena" in an embedded clause only when that is
present. That is, a that-lesscomplement clause has [IC -] assgned by the governing verb. When
the verb takes a CP as its complement, however, the embedded clause can have ather [IC +] or
[IC -] simply because its value is not spedfied. Then the sty-inv-ph's constraint, [IC +], in (28)
guarantees that the Sl occurs in an embedded clause only when the complementizer that exists
and the IC value of its complement is ®lected to be "plus."®

The nominative case asignment to the postverbal NP in (22) will be simply accounted for if
we asume that case is asdgned at the level of ARG-ST, following Przepidkowski 1998. In his
case theory, nominative case is assgned to the first NP in the ARG-ST, and accusative case to
therest NPs. As diown in (27), in my analysis, the postverbal NP is gill the first NP at the ARG-
ST level even thoughiit is a complement at the valence level. Thus nominative cae is predicted
to be adgned to the postverbal NP.

My anaysis accounts for the subjed-verb agreement facts in (23a,b) and (18b) if the
agreement is considered to be triggered by the first element in the ARG-ST, rather than by the
SUBJ element, as case is assgned at the ARG-ST levdl.

Presently | do not have a generalized theory of the SGF coordination in (24). However, |
propose that it is an instance of a pro-drop phenomenon, i.e., the subject of the second conjunct
is a pro. Following Manning and Sag 1999, the pro-drop phenomenon is accounted for by the
dissociation between the ARG-ST value and the VALENCE value, i.e., as sown in (i) in (33)
below, the ARG-ST list of the verb shot has an NP[pro] as its first element, but the pro is not
redized in the SUBJlist, and thus the verb has an empty SUBJ list:

® Note that the amplement clause of the @mplementizer that has[INV -] in (32), which is gedfied soin order to
acount for the ladk of subjed-aux-inversion in an embedded clause. It does not cause any problem in my analysis
of Sl because the INV feature itself is not required at all.
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(33) S

T

S | suBJ<>, COMPS< > CONJ 9 head-only-ph ]
SLASH {} SUBJ< > COMPS< >
SLASH {}
Into the woods went the hurter and |

AV

VP| SUBJ< >, COMPS<
SLASH {}

/\

V| SUBJ< > COMPS<[1]>
(O SLASH {} [1NP
ARG-ST <[2]NP[pro], [1]>
|

shot ahare

In (33), the [2]NP[pro] is bound by the most salient element of the first conjunct, namely the first
ARG-ST element (the hunter) of the verb went. Also note that in this analysis, each conjunct's
SUBJand SLASH values are dl empty, and thus that the @ordination principleis not violated.

It is controversia whether English has a pro-drop phenomenon in a finite dause. However,
examples such as (34) and (35) suggest that pro occurs in English at least in some limited
contexts.

(34)  A:What did the boy do?
B: (pro) Kicked the can over the fence

(35) A:"Hewasagreat guy.”
B: "You said "was." Does that meanr—7?"
He nodded.
A: "(pro) Died a muple weeks ago.” (Foster Furcolo's The Letter)

The anaphor binding fad in (25) is explained becaise binding is generally assumed to occur
a the level of ARG-ST (Manning and Sag 1999). The postverbal NP is less oblique than the
preverbal PPat the ARG-ST, and thus the former can bind the latter.

My analysis does not allow (26), where the preverbal PP under the tree is the understood
subjed of a VP complement because it violates the lexemic constraint in (27): the SI verb walk
must have [IC +]. In (26), however, the VP walk a woman is sleded by the auxiliary verb to,
and the head of the VP walk has [IC -]. The ungrammaticditi es of the examples of freeang
effect in (8c), of long extraction in (11a), and of raising in (13a) are dl explained by the
constraint on [IC +]. Here the Sl verbs such as sit and walk are seleded by auxiliary verbs such
as did and to, and the Sl verbs have [IC -], violating constraint (27).

We may think that the constraint on [IC +] can be substituted by a mnstraint on finiteness
because most of the examples violating the [IC +] constraint have non-finite SI verbs (e.g., (8¢),
(114), (13a) and (26)). However, the constraint on [IC +] provides a more general explanation
than that on finiteness in a sense that the former acounts for the finite example in (20b) as well
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as the non-finite examples. Another example showing the superiority of the [IC +] constraint is
(12a). In my analysis, (12a) is not alowed because the finite clause with a PP gap subject, [
walked Robin], is slected by the matrix verbs, claim or believe, and the dause should have [IC
-]. The IC fedure is a head feaure, and thus the IC value of the heal of the dause, walked, has
to be minus, violating constraint (27). The finitenessconstraint does not account for this example.

Then let us consider the examples in sedion 2. In my analysis, the freezing effed in (8) is
explained by syntactic and discourse fadors. Let us discussthe syntactic ones first. As already
shown above, the subject-aux inversion in (8c) (or (19a)) is not alowed due to the [IC +]
constraint. (8d) is also na allowed under the PP-subjed hypothesis because generally nothing
can be extracted out of a subject. (Huang's 1982 Conditions on Extradion Domain).

As for (8a,b), the postverbal NP is a complement at the valence level, and thus there is no
reason why it cannot be wh-extracted or topicdized at least at the level of syntax. However, the
ill-formednessof (8a) seans to arise from a discourse fador. According to Rochemont 1986, the
Sl is one of the structural focus constructions where focus lies on the postverba NP. Similarly,
Green 1985 and Bresnan 194 propose that in the SI, the preverbal PP provides badground
information, whil e the postverbal NP introduces a new participant to the establi shed background.
In this approad, the postverbal NP cannot be replaced by a wh-phrase because it is not
appropriate to introduce anew participant by a wh-phrase.

We may assume that the ill-formednessof (8b) is aso due to the NP's conflict in discourse
functions, i.e., the NP is inherently focused but also topicalized. It may cause a onflict in the
vaue of the information structure in terms of Engdahl and Vallduvi 1996: FOCUS vs. LINK.
However, Elisabet Engdahl (in personal communication) pointed out that this account lacks
strength when we consider Ward's 1988 observation that in English the focused element (e.g., an
interrogative phrase) can also be preposed to the beginning of a sentence. Thus we canot say
that preposing of the postverbal NP itself causes the ill-formedness of (8b). The red reason of
the ill -formedness ®ems due to multiple topicdizaion with wrong linea order. In English, the
multiple topicdization is generaly not good as srown in (36):

(36) “And this book, to whom should Bill give? (Watanabe 1993)

Moreover, in my anaysis, the preverbal PPis atopic with background information. Then (8b) is
ill-formed because it has two preposed elements in the order of focus (NP) and topic (PP),
violating the general liner order constraint] topic precedes focusd in addition to the
awkwardnessof multiple topicdization. The contrast between (36) and (37) shows that the order
of topic and focus among the fronted el ements affects the well-formedness

(37) *To whom, this book should Bill give? (Watanabe 1993)

Finally let us consider the examples $owing contrasts between light inversion (LI) and
heavy inversion (HI). (10a) is blocked due to the constraint on the ARG-ST in (27), i.e., the
locative PP should be included in the ARG-ST sinceit is an argument rather than an adjunct. It
has the effed of preventing an unergative verb like sleep in (10) from licensing LI (Sl in this
paper). That is, the PP in the roomin (10) is not an argument but an adjunct, so sleep cannot be
an instance of the Sl lexeme. The examples in (11a), (128) and (13a) are blocked by the
constraint on [IC +] as already discussed above.
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4.3 More Consequences

There are some more examples that my analysis correctly predicts. First, this paper considers the
postverbal NP to be a complement (direct object) at the valence level. This analysis predicts the
grammaticality in (38) because no adverbs or parentheticals can intervene between averb and its
direct object.

(38)  a Into the room strode Robin boldly.
b. *Into the room strode boldly Robin. (Kathol and Levine 1992)

Second, my lexical approach can account for the contrast between (39b) and (39c):

(39) a Robinwaked [to the bridge over theriver].
b. *Over the river walked Robin [to the bridge 1.
C. [To the bridge over the river] walked Robin.

In my anaysis, as shown in (27), it is lexically specified that the PP to the bridge over the river
should become a subject as a whole in SI. That is, Sl is possible only when the verb has a PP
argument, which is realized as the subject as awhole. Thusin Sl, over the river cannot become a
subject separately from to the bridge. In a transformationa approach, however, it is not clear
how this contrast is explained because there is no way of preventing a subpart PP (over theriver)
from licensing SI. It may be argued that (39b) is ill-formed because over the river cannot be
extracted out of an NP the bridge over the river. However, such extraction is actually possible as
shown in (40):

(40) Thisistheriver [over which]; | haveto find abridge ;.

Third, according to Coopmans 1986, auxiliaries are not generally allowed in S| as shown in
(42):

(41)  a *Down the hill may roll the ball.
b. *Out of the house was strolling Robin.
¢. *On that table has been put a book.

My analysis correctly predicts this fact because all the Sl verbs governed by auxiliaries violate
the constraint on [IC +]. However, Coopmans 1986 states that the passive be without any other
preceding auxiliary is generally allowed as shown in (42) (cf. (41c)):

(42) On that table was put a valuable book.

(42) may be considered to be a counterexample to my analysis because it also violates the
constraint on [IC +] and predicted to be ill-formed. However, it is not a real counterexample
because (42) is not a genuine example of SI but an example of heavy inversion. When the
postverbal NP becomes light as shown in (43), the sentence becomes much worse:

(43) *'”0On the table was put a book (carefully).
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5 Conclusion

In the English SI construction, the preverbal PP and pastverbal NP have mixed functiona
properties. This paper presents a way of deding with mixed functional properties in HPSG.
These mixed properties are diredly explained through two genera constraints on ordinary clause
formations, 'subject + VP and filler + S. Those two constraints are simultaneously inherited by
the Sl construction by the multiple inheritance hierarchy. This analysis views Sl as an instance of
the peripheral phenomena whaose construction-spedfic constraints are inherited from more
general core @nstraints.

This analysis also suggests that it may be pointlessto argue &out which argument is the
red subjed in the Sl since both the PP and the NP have the properties of the subject, i.e., the PP
is the subjed at the valence structure level, whereas the NP is the subject at the argument
structure level. This "double" subject analysis is possble due to the notion of dissociation
between the agument and val ence structures.

My proposa of the dua function PP is similar to Stowell 1981 and Bresnan 1994. In
Stowell 1981, the preverba PP in SI moves to the subject position and sequentialy to the COMP
position leaving atraceat the subjed position. In Bresnan 1994, the preverbal PP isatopicinthe
c-structure, but it is "interpreted” as indiredly filling the subject position in the f-structure by
means of topicalization.

References

Aissen, J. 1975. Presentational -there inversion: a gyclic root transformation. CLS X1. 1-14.

Bouma, G., R. Maouf and |. Sag. 2001. Satisfying constraints on extradion and
Adjunction, Natural Language and Linguistic Theory 19. 1-65.

Bowers, J. 1976. On surface structure grammaticd relations and the structure-preserving
hypothesis. Linguistic Analysis 2. 225-242.

Bresnan, J. 1994. Inversion and the achitedure of universal grammar. Language 70. 72-131.

Coopmans, P. 1989. Where stylistic and syntactic processes med: locative inversion in English.
Language 65: 728-751.

Emonds, J. 1976. A Transformational Approach to English Syntax: Root, Sructure-
Preserving and Local Transformations. New York: Academic Press.

Engdahl, E. and E. Vallduvi. 1996. Information packaging in HPSG. Edinburgh Working Papers
in Cognitive Science, Vol. 12: Studiesin HPSG. 1-31.

Gazdar, G. and G. Pullum. 1982. Thereis there. York Papersin Linguistics 8.

Ginzburg, J. and I. Sag. 2001. English interrogative constructions. CSLI Publications.

Green, G. 1985. The description of inversions in generalized phrase structure grammar. BLS 11.
117-145.

Huang, C.-T. J. 1982. Logical Relations in Chinese and the Theory of Grammar. Ph.D.
Dissrtation. MIT.

Iwakura, K. 1978. On root transformations and the structure-preserving hypothesis. Linguistic
Analysis 4. 321-364.

Kathol, A. and R. Levine. 1992. Inversion as alineaization effed. NELS 23. 207-221.

Levine, R. 1989. On focus inversion: syntactic valence and the role of a SUBCAT list.
Linguistics 27.

Levine, R. and P. Culicover. 2001. Stylistic inversion in English: aremnsideration. Natural
Language and Linguistic Theory 19. 283-310.

135


clement
135


Manning C. and |. Sag. 199. Dissociations between ARG-ST and grammaticd relations. Lexical
and Constructional Aspects of Linguistic Explanation. Stanford: CSLI Publications. 63-78.

Pollard, C. and |. Sag. 1994. Head-Driven Phrase Structure Grammar. Stanford: CSLI
Publication.

Postal, P. 1977. About a"nonargument” for raising. Linguistic Inquiry 8. 141-154.
Przepiokowski, A. 1999. On case assgnment and ‘adjuncts as complements. Lexical and
Constructional Aspects of Linguistic Explanation. Stanford: CSLI Publication. 231-246.
Rochemont, M. 1986. Focus in Generative Grammar. Amsterdam: John Benjamins Publishing

Company.
Rochemont, M. and P. Culicover. 1990. English Focus Constructions and the Theory of
Grammar. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press
Stowell, T. 1981. On the Origins of Phrase Sructure. Ph.D. Dissertation. MIT.
Sag, 1. 1997. English relative dause @nstructions. Journal of Linguistics 33: 431-484.
Ward, G. L. 1988. The Semantics and Pragmatics of Preposing. New York: Garland Publishing.
Watanabe, A. 1993. AGR-Based Case Theory and Its Interaction with the A-Bar System.
MIT Working Papersin Linguistics. MIT: Camridge.

136


clement
136




