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ADRIAN BRASOVEANU                                                                                          QP1: SUMMER 2003 
 

SPECIP IN ROMANIAN: PREVERBAL SUBJECTS, INFORMATION-FOCI AND 

NON-D-LINKED WH-PHRASES 
 

The preverbal place of the subject in Rumanian is independent of topicality facts.   
Farkas 1981: 257  

…the Romanian [ left]  periphery is organized according to a given-new distinction […]  . 
The class of new elements includes non d-linked constituents…     

 Cornilescu 2002: 78  
 
Abbreviation list: SU – subject; DO – direct object; IO – indirect object; i-focus, i-foc – information 

focus; k-focus, k-foc – contrastive focus; wh – wh-phrase; D – Discourse-linked; non-D – non-Discourse-
linked. 

 
 
I . INTRODUCTION AND THE PROPOSAL . 

 
The immediately preverbal position in Romanian finite clauses exhibits the 

following cluster of interrelated properties: it is obligatorily filled (D), it can be filled 
only by the SU or an i-focus (B), the SU and the i-focus are in complementary 
distribution with respect to this position (C); (D), (B) and (C) together entail that, ceteris 
paribus, SU fronting and i-focus fronting are in free variation, each of them being 
optional (A). 

Non-D-linked wh-phrases behave syntactically like i-foci (G), the only difference 
being that they obligatorily move to the immediately preverbal position (even if there are 
multiple wh-phrases in the clause) (E). (G) and (C) together entail that the SU and the 
wh-phrase(s) are in complementary distribution (F). 

The generalizations are listed below for ease of reference: 
 
A. Optionality/Free var iation: the immediately preverbal position can be occupied 

by the SU or the i-focus; the two kinds of sentences seem to be in free variation and are 
equally acceptable; 

B. SU and i-focus only: except the SU, no unfocused constituent can surface in the 
immediately preverbal position; 

C. Complementary distr ibution (SU, i-focus): the SU and the i-focus cannot 
cooccur in the immediately preverbal position; 

D. The preverbal position is obligator ily filled: although the movement of the SU 
or of the i-focus is optional if taken individually, at least one of them has to happen.  

E. Obligatory single and multiple (non-D) wh-movement: non-D-linked wh-
phrases (cine – who, ce – what, cînd – when etc.) have to move (unlike the Optionality 
of i-foci) – and they always move to the immediately preverbal position; 

F. Complementary distr ibution (SU, non-D wh): the SU and the non-D wh-s 
cannot cooccur in the immediately preverbal position. 
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G. Non-D wh-s as i-foci: non-D wh-phrases surface in their information structure 
related position (namely, the i-focus position) because they are i-foci1. 

 
I will assume that Romanian exhibits the following syntactic properties: 

�  the immediately preverbal position is SpecIP2 (following the proposals in 
Alboiu 2000 and Cornilescu 2002); 

�  the case position of the SU is postverbal (more exactly, postinflectional), i.e. 
its 

�

-position (following an entire tradition: Dobrovie-Sorin 1994, Alboiu 
2000, Cornilescu 2000, 2002 etc.); 

�  the lexical verb always raises and adjoins to the (highest) finite inflectional 
head, but not further (following an entire tradition: Dobrovie-Sorin 1994, 
Alboiu 2000, Cornilescu 2000, 2002 etc.). 

 
The structure in (1) below summarizes part of the above generalizations and 

assumptions3: 
 
 

                                                 
1 the generalizations refer to single i-focus fronting, but to single and multiple wh-fronting; I ignore 
multiple i-focus fronting because this is the most unstable part of the SpecIP grammar in Romanian and the 
judgments are less clear-cut than the corresponding multiple-wh ones – see the subsequent discussion. 
2 analyzing the preverbal position as a SpecI-FocusP, i.e. postulating an independent i-focus projection 
immediately above the (highest) IP projection is an alternative hypothesis that cannot be completely ruled 
out – however, such an alternative is arguably less motivated on empirical and theoretical grounds (see the 
discussion in Appendix ??); anyway, the choice between SpecIP and SpecI-FocusP is mostly orthogonal to 
the main points of this paper. 
3 identifying the landing site of the non-D wh-phrases as SpecIP (i.e. as the specifier of the highest 
inflectional projection) was first proposed by Alboiu 2000 and Cornilescu 2002. The same proposal is 
made by Cornilescu 2002 with respect to i-foci (rhematic foci in her terminology); moreover, Cornilescu 
2002 explicitly correlates non-D wh-phrases and i-foci in terms of information structure (see generalization 
G above). 
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The above generalizations exhibit an ‘elsewhere’ / ’unless’  structure: the SU can 

surface in the immediately preverbal position (A), unless the i-focus (or a wh-phrase) is 
there, in which case it cannot (C, F); similarly, the i-focus can appear in the immediately 
preverbal position (A), unless the SU is there, in which case it cannot (C); the SU and the 
i-focus can stay in situ (A), unless the preverbal position is not filled, in which case one of 
them has to surface in that position (B and D). Since the ‘elsewhere’ /’unless’  logic is 
naturally captured in an optimality theoretic (OT) architecture as constraint interaction, I 
will attempt an analysis in the framework of Prince & Smolensky 1993/2002 as developed 
in Prince 2002 and in the seminal syntactic work of Grimshaw 1997. 

 
The analysis will use seven constraints and a GEN principle: 
 
(2) The following two constraints are independently motivated and employed in the 

OT literature: 
 
a. ObSpec: the specifier position of a projection has to be filled (*empty specs); for 

each empty specifier position, assess one violation. (see Grimshaw 2001) 
 
b. *Trace: no traces/have trivial chains; assess one violation for each ‘ trace’ , i.e. for 

each copy/member i of a chain with i>1. (see Stay in Grimshaw 1997, * t in Legendre et al 
1995) 

 
The following three constraints import certain minimalist intuitions (Chomsky 1995) 

in an OT framework. 
 
c. MinChain: ‘minimize’  the distance between any two consecutive members of a 

chain: for every maximal projection (XP) between two successive members i and i+1 of 
the same chain, assess one violation. Do not assess a violation if only an XP segment 
intervenes between two successive members of the chain, i.e. if only a proper subset of the 
segments of a maximal projection are crossed/are intervening, then the entire maximal 
projection is not considered as crossed/intervening, hence no violation is assessed for it. 
(for a related family of constraints, see MinLink in Legendre et al 1995: 615-616; also, see 
the constraint Stay in Ackema & Neeleman 1998 for a combination of MinChain and 
*Trace in the present analysis) 

The basic idea: the SU surfaces in the immediately preverbal position because it is 
the closest phrase that can fill the SpecIP position (which is required by ObSpec). 

 
d. Check-i-foc(X0): a head chain having the feature [i-foc] has to have at least one 

member in a local spec-head relationship with a phrase (i.e. a member of a phrasal chain) 
having the feature [i-foc]. Such a configuration is called a checking configuration. For 
each [i-foc] head not in a checking configuration, assess one violation. 

 
e. Check-i-foc(XP): a phrasal chain having the feature [i-foc] has to have at least 

one member in a local spec-head relationship with a head (i.e. a member of a head chain) 
having the feature [i-foc]. Such a configuration is called a checking configuration. For 
each [i-foc] phrase not in a checking configuration, assess one violation. 
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The next two constraints do not have any direct source in the previous literature; 

however, they are not parochial to the present analysis – more general motivations are 
given for them in the main text.  

 
f. *Ad(junct)ToSpec: for any copy i of a chain, such that copy i is in a Spec 

position, assess one violation for each copy j of the same chain, such that j<i and copy j is 
in an adjoined position. 

The basic idea: MinChain makes SU fronting to SpecIP optimal wrt all phrases 
except vP-adjuncts – which are as close as the SU to SpecIP. *AdToSpec distinguishes 
between the two and favors SU fronting. 

 
g. Check-i-foc(XP)(wh): a phrasal chain having the features [i-foc] and [wh] has to 

have at least one member in a local spec-head relationship with a head (i.e. a member of a 
head chain) having the feature [i-foc]. Such a configuration is called a checking 
configuration. For each [i-foc]&[wh] phrase not in a checking configuration, assess one 
violation. 

The basic idea: the ‘parasitical’  nature of the [wh] feature in Romanian is captured 
by several choices built into the above constraint: 

�  the [wh] feature does not enter a checking relation – hence, no Check-
wh(XP/X0) constraints are needed/formulated; 

�  the [wh] feature only provides the restriction on a second instantiation 
of the Check-i-foc(XP) constraint; 

�  the [wh] feature does not appear on the [i-foc] head – which is basically 
a consequence of the above two observations; thus, it is not relevant for 
the present analysis if the [i-foc] head is also a [wh] head or if the entire 
IP with a [wh] phrase in its spec is a [wh] IP or not. 

 
Finally, the GEN principle is the following: 
(i) GEN pr inciple: for any phrase XP, [wh] =>([i-foc] XOR [topic/k-foc]) (where 

XOR stands for exclusive disjunction). 
The basic idea: the constraint Check-i-foc(XP)(wh) will enforce (single and 

multiple) fronting of wh-phrases only if the presence of the [wh]  feature on a phrase 
entails the presence of the [ i-foc]  feature – hence a GEN principle requiring that any wh-
phrase is obligatorily assigned one other feature, [i-foc] or [topic/k-foc]. These features 
are assumed to be incompatible with each other. 

Assuming the GEN principle in (i) eliminates the notions of D-linking and non-D-
linking from the grammar: 

�  a non-D wh-phrase: an XP associated with a [wh] and an [i-foc] feature; 
�  a D wh-phrase: an XP associated with a [wh] and a [topic/k-foc] feature. 

 
 For the most part of the paper, I will consider an idealized version of the empirical 

domain, abstracting away from Free Var iation/Optionality (A) and considering only SU 
and non-D wh fronting, which are taken to be the ‘stable’  components of the Romanian IP 
syntax. The final SU+Wh ranking is given below: 

 
01. { ObSpec, Check-i-foc(XP)(wh)} >>*Trace 
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02. Check-i-foc(XP)(wh)>>*AdToSpec 
03. { ObSpec, *AdToSpec} >>MinChain 
04. MinChain>>{ Check-i-foc(X0), Check-i-foc(XP)}  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The analysis (i.e. the above ranking conditions) captures the generalizations as 

follows: 
�  the analysis accounts for the obligatory filling of SpecIP (generalization D) 

since ObSpec is ranked above *Trace, thus making a movement candidate 
more harmonic than a candidate with no movement; 

�  the restriction to SUs (as opposed to arbitrary scrambling of phrases or 
fronting of i-foci, k-foci or topics) (generalization B) is due to both 
*AdToSpec and MinChain being sufficiently high ranked (they dominate the 
two Check-i-foc constraints); MinChain will always favor the closest phrase 
for movement to SpecIP (i.e., generally, the SU) and *AdToSpec will favor 
the SU instead of an adjunct in case they are both equidistant with respect to 
SpecIP; 

�  the analysis accounts for the obligatory multiple non-D wh fronting 
(generalization E) by ranking Check-i-foc(XP)(wh) above *Trace and above 
the other two constraints on movement MinChain and *AdToSpec; 

�  the complementary distribution of wh-phrases and SUs (generalization F) is 
accounted for by the presence of *Trace and the very architecture of an OT 
grammar, which requires that a constraint always be minimally violated: 
fronting both the wh phrase(s) and the SU entails an additional and 
unmotivated violation of *Trace without entailing better satisfaction of a 
higher ranked constraint. Thus, all the candidates in which both the wh-
phrases and the SU are fronted will be harmonically bounded by the 
candidates in which only the SU or the wh phrases are fronted; the 
complementary distribution of the i-focus and the SU (generalization C) is to 
be explained in a similar way; 

�  generalization G (non-D wh-phrases as i-foci) is captured by having a second 
instantiation of the Check-i-foc(XP) constraint restricted to [wh] phrases; this 
mechanism is often employed in OT analyses (hence it is independently 
motivated); 

�  generalizations F/C (complementary distribution (SU, wh/i-foc)) and E 
(multiple fronting of wh-phrases) are apparently contradictory: generalization 
F/C seems to indicate that there is a unique preverbal position (hence the 
complementary distribution), while E indicates the opposite, namely that 

ObSpec                  Check-i-foc(XP)(wh) 

MinChain 

*Trace                             *AdToSpec 

Check-i-foc(X0)              Check-i-foc(XP) 
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multiple positions are actually available; again, the very architecture of the 
OT grammar provides a simple and elegant explanation of the apparent 
contradiction: *Trace is violated as many times as necessary to satisfy the 
high ranked Check-i-foc(XP)(wh), but not more than that. 

 
The last sections of the paper propose an account for Focus fronting and for 

generalization (A) Free Var iation/Optionality and discuss some typological predictions 
of the proposed OT system. 

 
The paper has the following structure: 
 
I . INTRODUCTION AND THE PROPOSAL. 
 
I I . SU AND I-FOCUS FRONTING. 
I I .1. The generalizations. 

I I .2. The constraints and the basic ideas of the analysis. 
I I .3. SU fronting – the analysis. 

 
I I I . OBLIGATORY SINGLE AND MULTIPLE NON-D-LINKED WH FRONTING. 

I I I .1. The generalizations. 
I I I .2. Multiple constraint instantiation and ‘parasitical’  features. 
I I I .3. Non-D wh fronting – the analysis. 

 
IV. SINGLE AND MULTIPLE FOCUS FRONTING AND FREE VARIATION/ OPTIONALITY. 
TYPOLOGICAL PREDICTIONS. 

IV.1. Single and multiple i-focus fronting. Two ways of capturing Free                
variation/ Optionality (SU, I-focus) (generalization A).  
IV.2. Typological predictions. 

 
V. CONCLUSION. 
 
References and Bibliography. 
Appendix – the assumed semantic notions and intonational generalizations. 
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I I . SU AND I-FOCUS FRONTING. 
 
I I .1. The generalizations. 

 
Focus marking can be realized syntactically in Romanian by Focus fronting – and it 

has to be intonationally realized (the focused constituent is associated with a H tone).  
I will use the Question-Answer pair test to identify the focused constituent of a 

sentence; (3a-b) and (4a-b) below show that the immediately preverbal position can be 
occupied by the SU or the i-focus, which is an argument in (3) and an adjunct in (4); the 
sentences are equally acceptable4. 

Three notational conventions should be mentioned here. First, I will number the 
examples in a non-standard way – all the sentences (3a-d) contain an i-focus DO, while all 
the sentences (4a-i) contain an i-focus adjunct/adverb – and this is the reason for 
numbering them uniformly; but I will discuss the sentences in (3) and (4) in small batches 
to better display their similar properties, so I will end up with the sentences numbered (3) 
and (4) interleaved throughout the next pages. Second, the boldfaced words are the 
preverbal constituents. Third, I will use the symbol ‘<’  in expressions like ‘A<B’  to 
abbreviate ‘ immediately precedes in linear order’ . 

 
(3) Pe cine a chemat Ion în birou? 
             H                                   L 
PE who has called John in office? 
Who did John call in the office? 
a. Ion l-a chemat pe Petru în birou. (SU<verb) 
       H                       H                 L 
b. Pe Petru l-a chemat Ion în birou. (I -focus<verb) 
          H                                       L 
 
(4) Cînd l-a chemat Ion pe Petru în birou? 
          H                                                  L 
When cl.Ac.-has called John PE Peter in office? 
When did John call Peter in the office? 
a. Ion l-a chemat ieri pe Petru în birou. (SU<verb) 
      H                    H                             L 
b. Ier i l-a chemat Ion pe Petru în birou. (I -focus<verb) 
       H                                                 L 
 
The sentences in (3c) and (4c, d) show that, except the SU, no unfocused constituent 

can surface in the immediately preverbal position. 
In establishing this generalization, one should be careful not to associate with the 

preverbal constituents an LH topic intonation – which would make the sentences 
felicitous. 

 
(3) Pe cine a chemat Ion în birou? 
             H                                   L 
PE who has called John in office? 
Who did John call in the office? 

                                                 
4 the extra H tone on the SU in (3a) and (4a) is due to the declarative intonational tune in Romanian, which 
is a HL, with the H tone left aligned and the L tone right aligned in the declarative intonational phrase – see 
Dasc� lu-Jinga 1998. 
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c. * În birou l-a chemat Ion pe Petru.5 (*Adjunct<verb) 
               H                               H L 
 
(4) Cînd l-a chemat Ion pe Petru în birou? 
          H                                                  L 
When cl.Ac.-has called John PE Peter in office? 
When did John call Peter in the office? 
c. *Pe Petru l-a chemat ieri Ion în birou. (*DO<verb) 
           H                         H                   L 
d. * În birou l-a chemat ieri Ion pe Petru. (*Adjunct<verb) 
                H                     H               L 
 
The sentences in (3d) and (4e-f) show that, if the intonational tune and the (previous 

and immediately following) context of the utterance are kept the same, the SU and the i-
focus cannot cooccur in the immediately preverbal position – hence, there seems to be a 
unique immediately preverbal position occupied by either the SU or the i-focus. Nothing 
can intervene between the focus and the finite lexical verb – not even the SU (see (4e)). 

Again, one should be careful when establishing this generalization: the sequences 
SU<I-focus<verb or DO<I-focus<verb (or, for that matter, Adjunct<I-focus<verb) are 
felicitous if the constituent that precedes the i-focus OK receives topic LH intonation. 
Also, one should be careful with the interpretation of the i-focus: if the focus is actually a 
contrastive focus (k-focus), it allows other constituents to intervene between it and the 
verb (e.g. SUs that can go immediately preverbal or even topic DOs or adjuncts). 

 
(3) Pe cine a chemat Ion în birou? 
             H                                   L 
PE who has called John in office? 
Who did John call in the office? 
d. * Ion pe Petru/pe Petru Ion l-a chemat în birou. (* [SU<I-focus / I -focus<SU]<verb) 
     (H)       H              H                                         L 
 
(4) Cînd l-a chemat Ion pe Petru în birou? 
          H                                                  L 
When cl.Ac.-has called John PE Peter in office? 
When did John call Peter in the office? 
e. * Ion ier i/ier i Ion l-a chemat pe Petru în birou. (* [SU<I-focus / I -focus<SU]<verb) 
       H  (H)   H                                                   L 
f. *  pe Petru ier i/ier i pe Petru l-a chemat Ion în birou. (* [DO<I-focus / I -focus<DO]<verb) 
       H            (H)  H                                                   L 
 
Finally, the unacceptability of (4h-i) below is indicative of the special nature of the 

movement to the immediately preverbal position: although the movement of the SU or of 
the i-focus is optional if taken individually (as the free variation of (3a-b) and (4a-b) 
show), at least one of these movements has to happen (and, as (3d) and (4e-f) above 
showed, at most one of them can happen). It seems that the preverbal position should be 
obligatorily filled6. 

                                                 
5 the word order and the intonational tune in (3c) (modulo the H tone on Petru) are felicitous as an answer to 
the question Unde l-a chemat Ion pe Petru? (Where did John call Peter?) 
6 I know of only one type of cases in which the immediately preverbal position can be empty and the overt 
SU can follow the finite verb: only sentences with an unaccusative, passive or reflexive middle as their main 
verb and in wide focus contexts (i.e. as answers to the question: And, as a consequence of that, what 
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(4) Cînd l-a chemat Ion pe Petru în birou? 
          H                                                  L 
When cl.Ac.-has called John PE Peter in office? 
When did John call Peter in the office? 
h. *L-a chemat ieri Ion pe Petru în birou. (*verb<I-focus<SU) 
                   H    H                                L 
i. *L-a chemat Ion ieri pe Petru în birou. (*verb<SU<I-focus) 
                   H          H                          L 
 
Summarizing, four generalizations emerged from the examples in (3) and (4)7: 
(5) A. Optionality/Free variation: the immediately preverbal position can be 

occupied by the SU or the i-focus; the two kind of sentences seem to be in free variation 
and are equally acceptable; 

B. SU and i-focus only: except the SU, no unfocused constituent can surface in the 
immediately preverbal position; 

C. Complementary distribution (SU, i-focus): the SU and the i-focus cannot 
cooccur in the immediately preverbal position; 

D. The preverbal position is obligatorily filled: although the movement of the SU or 
of the i-focus is optional if taken individually, at least one of them has to happen.  

 
Cornilescu 2002 also argues for the existence of an immediately preverbal i-focus 

position (rhematic, in her terms) in Romanian; however, no mention/discussion of the 
relation between the non-topic, non-focused preverbal SU and the i-focus position is 
provided. To my knowledge, the empirical pattern provided by the generalizations (5A-D) 
taken together has never been formulated as such, although parts of it are proposed/ 
suggested in the previous literature. 

The generalizations in (5) are not logically independent; they exhibit an ‘elsewhere’ / 
’unless’  structure: the SU can surface in the immediately preverbal position (5A), unless 
the i-focus is there, in which case it cannot (5C); similarly, the i-focus can appear in the 
immediately preverbal position (5A), unless the SU is there, in which case it cannot (5C); 
the SU and the i-focus can stay in situ (5A), unless the preverbal position is not filled, in 
which case one of them has to surface in that position (5B and 5D). Also, (5A) is basically 
entailed by (5B, C, D)8. 

 
 
I I .2. The constraints and the basic ideas of the analysis. 
 

                                                                                                                                                   
happened?); Farkas 1981 identifies pretty much the same contexts as licensing VSO word order and 
accounts for them by a ‘ topic’  rule: in all these cases, the finite verb is more topical than the subject, hence it 
precedes it. I will assume that this kind of examples can be explained away in this (or some similar) manner 
– hence, they do not constitute counterexamples to the generalization stating that the immediately preverbal 
position has to be filled. 
7 I used the same verb and only proper names in all the examples for readability purpose; changing them 
does not alter the acceptability judgments. 
8 I am indebted to Jane Grimshaw and Roger Schwarzschild for pointing out the logical relations between 
the generalizations in (5). 
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In what follows, I will take for granted the following assumptions about Romanian 
sentence structure (for details and discussion, see Dobrovie-Sorin 1994, Alboiu 2000, 
Cornilescu 2000, 2002): 

 
(8) (i) the Nom. case is assigned to the SU in situ (i.e. in its � -position), just like 

Acc. case is assigned to the in situ DO; 
(ii) the finite lexical verb always moves to I0, more exactly to the highest inflectional 

head9 - but never further into the complementizer layer10. 
 
Thus, I will not consider candidates that vary with respect to the points in (8). Also, I 

will assume that lexical verb movement to I0 through v0 is successive head-adjunction and 
not head substitution11 movement: thus, V0 raises to v0 and adjoins to it and then the entire 
structure raises and adjoins to I0 – crucially, there is no chain containing both I0 and V0 or 
v0 as members. 

 
Given the assumption that the finite lexical verb appears in the I0 position, the 

immediately preverbal position can be either SpecIP or left IP adjunction. The adjunction 
hypothesis is unlikely since it predicts a much freer distribution of the preverbal XPs: on 
the one hand, they should not be restricted to SUs and i-foci (against (5B) SU and i-focus 
only), on the other hand, there should be no reason for the complementary distribution of 
the SU and i-focus and for the ban against other phrases intervening between them and the 
verb. Consequently, it seems more likely that the immediately preverbal position is 
SpecIP. 

Moreover, there is no property that preverbal SUs and i-foci have in common and 
which could explain their occurrence in SpecIP. Hence, I take generalization (5D) The 
preverbal position is obligator ily filled to be a consequence of the constraint ObSpec in 
Grimshaw 2001 requiring that the specifier position of every X-bar projection be filled: 

 
(9) ObSpec: the specifier position of a projection has to be filled (*empty specs); for 

each empty specifier position, assess one violation. 
 

SpecIP can be filled only with SUs and i-foci – and, since there is no property that is 
common to the SUs and i-foci, it should be that the two kinds of phrases surface in the 
immediately preverbal position for different reasons.  

                                                 
9 since there is no phrasal position within the inflectional layer available for (overt) XPs (for details and 
discussion about the number of inflectional projections and their properties, see Alboiu 2000 among others), 
the entire inflectional layer will be ‘conflated’  to a unique inflectional projection IP, whose specifier will 
have mixed properties, belonging to both the inflectional (A) and the complementizer (A’ ) layer 
10 the finite lexical verb might actually move in the complementizer layer in certain topicalization 
constructions (and only in those), e.g. VOS or OVS sentences with S an i-focus, but such constructions are 
orthogonal to the present analysis. 
11 the evaluation of the constraints Check-F(X0/XP) can be affected by choosing head substitution instead of 
head adjunction as head movement: if I0 has the feature F and the DO which is in SpecVP has the same 
feature F, both features (on the head and on the phrases) can be checked by raising V0 to I0 by head 
substitution: a chain is formed containing both I0 and V0 and this chain can check its F feature against the F 
feature of the DO. On the other hand, if head movement is head adjunction, there is no chain having both V0 
and I0 as members – thus, in order to check its F feature, the DO has to move to SpecIP, checking also the F 
feature of I0 in this way. I am indebted to Jane Grimshaw for pointing out these consequences. 
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First, SU preverbal fronting can in principle be derived in various ways, the most 
common in the Romanian generative literature being movement for case assignment/ 
checking and movement for topic reasons (more generally, for information structure 
related reasons). 

I think that the arguments given in the Dobrovie-Sorin 1994, Alboiu 2000, 
Cornilescu 2000 cogently establish that the SU receives Nom. case in its � -position, i.e. 
postverbally (see (8i)) – hence, movement for case cannot be the reason for the preverbal 
SU. 

On the other hand, as Farkas 1981 argues, the preverbal SU does not necessarily 
receive a topic interpretation. The examples in (3) and (4) also establish that the 
immediately preverbal SU (which is in complementary distribution with the i-focus) does 
not receive a topic interpretation. 

In addition, the preverbal SU is not necessarily correlated with definite or specific 
interpretations, since indefinite or negative bare quantifiers (cineva – someone, nimeni – 
nobody) are freely allowed preverbally. Finally, the correlation between the preverbal SU 
and strong structural case in the sense of de Hoop 1996 would have a limited power of 
explanation due to the unclear status of the syntactic notion of strong vs. weak structural 
case. 

As suggested above, the Romanian generative literature on the preverbal SU 
expresses two opposing views: (i) Dobrovie-Sorin 1994, Alboiu 2000 and Cornilescu 
2000 claim that the preverbal SU position is actually A’  and topic related; (ii) Farkas 
1981, Motapanyane 1995, 2000, Comorovski 1996 claim that the preverbal Su position 
(or, at least, one of them) is not topic related and, more generally, not A’  – hence it must 
be a case related A position, since there is no other possibility in the theories they assume. 

The debate seems to be due to the fact that, on the one hand, the facts show that the 
preverbal occurrence of the SU (which is not info structure related) is a very general and 
reliable phenomenon in Romanian, while, on the other hand, there is nothing in the theory 
(no ‘ feature’  or natural class) that will pick out the set of preverbal SUs or require SU 
movement and, thus, explain the facts. 

The examples in (3) and (4) show that, in some sense, both views are correct: (i) the 
SU can very well remain postverbal (and get case there) and the sentence is grammatical; 
(ii) also, the SU can occupy two preverbal positions: (ii1) the first one is immediately 
preverbal, not topic related and, if the SU surfaces there, it is in complementary 
distribution with the i-focus12; (ii2) the other one is further to the left, it is topic related 
(the SU receives a topic LH intonation) and, if the SU surfaces there, it is not in 
complementary distribution with the i-focus (k-focused SU can also surface in this 
position, i.e. to the left of i-foci). 

The structure in (10) summarizes the above claims about Romanian Left Periphery 
(and also anticipates some of the subsequent ones) 13: 

                                                 
12 I ignore the complications brought in by bare plural SUs, which are not allowed in the immediately 
preverbal position, although they are acceptable in postverbal position or in topic preverbal position; I 
assume that the ban against bare plural SUs in SpecIP is not relevant for the core phenomena and 
generalizations concerning this position. 
13 the structure in (10) is not meant to make any substantive claims about the nature or structure of the 
TopicP/K-FocusP projection above IP – or, indeed, about the number of projections between IP and CP, 
their ordering, their single vs. multiple specifier positions or the optional or obligatory movement to the head 
or phrase positions that are available in this/these projection/s that are between CP and IP. 
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My proposal is that the SU surfaces in the immediately preverbal position due to the 
interaction of (at least) two constraints: the first one is ObSpec, which requires the that 
SpecIP be filled – note that the debate in the previous literature with respect to the 
motivation for SU fronting is an additional argument for taking the ‘unspecific’  ObSpec to 
be its ‘ trigger’ . However, ObSpec can be satisfied by any phrase that fills SpecIP – hence, 
at least one other constraint is needed to ensure that only the SU can surface there: it 
requires that SpecIP be filled by the ‘closest’  available phrase, i.e. the SU. The SU does 
not have any intrinsic property that makes it surface in SpecIP - its structural position is 
the only reason for it being the best choice. 

Thus, the second constraint I will use – dubbed MinChain14 – does not make any 
special reference to the SU; it is basically the implementation of Attract-closest of 
Chomsky 1995 (and Chomsky 1998/2000). 

  
(11) MinChain: ‘minimize’  the distance between any two consecutive members of a 

chain: for every maximal projection (XP) between two successive members i and i+1 of 
                                                 
14 as Roger Schwarzschild suggested, a more appropriate name would be DenseChain; I use MinChain to 
make explicit the relation between this constraint and ‘Minimal Link’  type principles in minimalism and, 
also, between this constraint and MinLink in Legendre et al 1995. 
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the same chain, assess one violation15. Do not assess a violation if only an XP segment 
intervenes between two successive members of the chain16, i.e. if only a proper subset of 
the segments of a maximal projection are crossed/are intervening, then the entire maximal 
projection is not considered as crossed/intervening, hence no violation is assessed for it. 
(for a related family of constraints, see MinLink in Legendre et al 1995: 615-616; also, see 
the constraint Stay in Ackema & Neeleman 1998 for a combination of MinChain and 
*Trace in the present analysis) 

 
I am implicitly using the copy theory of movement (see Chomsky 1995, 1998/2000): 

a chain is a (finite) sequence of copies (also called members of the chain) <copy1…, copyi, 
copyi+1, …, copyn>, where copy1 is the base-generated (‘ first’ , ‘ lowest’ ) one17, 18. 

Observe that repeated XP adjunction to all maximal projections (i.e. ‘breaking’  
maximal projections into segments) is the optimal way to construct chains as far as 
MinChain is concerned. 

Alternative ways to assess violations can be considered, e.g. assess a violation for 
each intervening maximal projection between the first and the last member of the chain 
(i.e. do not assess violations for all pairs of consecutive intermediate copies19) or assess a 
violation for each crossed maximal projection segment – but I will not pursue the 
theoretical and empirical consequences of such alternatives. 

 

                                                 
15 the constraint can alternatively be defined over an ordering determined by c-command of the phrasal/head 
positions available as movement targets in an extended projection – and not in terms of the number of the 
maximal projections that are crossed by the movement; the two formulations are equivalent; the one in the 
main text was suggested by Jane Grimshaw, p.c.  
16 the intuitive terms ‘ intervening maximal projection’  or ‘crossing a maximal projection XP’  can be 
precisely defined as follows: given two consecutive members of a chain copy i and i+1, the number of 
maximal projections crossed by copy i+1 (or intervening between copy i and i+1) is the number of maximal 
projections c-commanded by copy i+1 and dominating copy i. If all segments of the maximal projection XP 
dominate copy i and are c-commanded by copy i+1, then the maximal projection XP is considered as 
‘crossed’  by copy i+1. However, if only a proper subset of the segments of a maximal projection are 
crossed/are intervening, then the entire maximal projection is not considered as crossed/intervening, hence 
no violation is assessed for it. 
17 I will ignore the issues raised by the copy/trace licensing conditions (e.g. copy i+1 needs to c-command 
copy i, the ‘ island’  constraints etc.). The procedure to decide which copy/copies is/are interpreted at the PF 
and LF interfaces will be left unspecified; the default case seems to be that only one copy is interpreted at PF 
and this is the last copy in the sequence (although see the resumption phenomena) – and it might be the case 
that, by default, the same copy is interpreted at both interfaces (PF and LF).  
Likewise, the procedure to determine which features of the initial copy1 are to be duplicated in an arbitrary 
copyi, i>1 will be left unspecified, although, once again, the ‘default’  seems to be that all the copies in a 
chain are featurally complete. 
18 some other basic properties of the syntactic theory: I will assume that all nodes are binary branching and 
that all the trees obey X-bar principles and the principles of constructing extended projections of Grimshaw 
2003, e.g. the order of the maximal projections is determined by the F value of their heads and/or their 
features (these are taken to be principles of GEN). Also, since all the constraints that are considered are 
markedness constraints, I will generally disregard the inputs; I will simply adhere to the assumptions about 
inputs and GEN in Samek-Lodovici 1996 and Grimshaw 1997. 
19 this way of assessing violations might be closer to the use of Attract-Closest in minimalism; note that this 
alternative formulation makes different predictions with respect to movement by local successive 
adjunction: while the formulation in (11) allows this escape hatch, the way in which the movement is 
effected is irrelevant in this alternative formulation, the only thing that matters being the ‘distance’  between 
the initial and final positions. Empirical arguments should distinguish between the two formulations. 
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vP-adjuncts and *Ad(junct)ToSpec. 
MinChain, however, is not enough to guarantee that the SU will always front to 

SpecIP; all the inputs containing vP-adjuncts will have output forms in which the vP-
adjunct will front since, given the definition of MinChain in (11) above, fronting the vP-
adjunct will not violate MinChain (segments do not entail violations), while fronting the 
SU will violate MinChain once (all the vP segments are crossed) – i.e. the candidate with 
SU fronting is harmonically bounded by a candidate with adjunct fronting for all inputs 
that contain a vP-adjunct. Note that the vP-adjunct does not need to be an i-focus – if this 
were the case, there would be more than one way in which SU fronting is harmonically 
bounded by vP-adjunct fronting.  

This prediction is clearly wrong, given generalization B (SU and i-focus only) 
above. 

The problem is not a consequence of the particular OT system I am proposing here – 
it is a general problem for any system based on MinChain-type principles (e.g. Attract-
closest20). 

I see three possibilities for coping with this problem: (i) challenging the assumption 
that there are vP-adjuncts21, (ii) modifying the definition of MinChain or even eliminate it 
from the grammar or (iii) adding a new constraint (or, for that matter, a new assumption 
about GEN). 

The assumption that there are vP-adjuncts22 is common in the generative literature; 
moreover, the commonly assumed phrase structure theory allows free adjunction to any 
maximal projection. Consequently, I will not pursue this kind of representational answer 
to the problem posed by MinChain and SU vs. vP-adjuncts. 

This problem could also be avoided by conjecturing that the SU position is higher, 
i.e. not the SpecvP � -position; as a matter of fact, arguments to this effect have been 
proposed in Cornilescu 2000 and Stefanescu 1997: the SU is argued to move to an 
inflectional position (call it FP) intermediate between its � -position SpecvP and the 
specifier of the highest inflectional projection SpecIP. In this case, MinChain will always 
favor the SU as opposed to any vP-adjunct (i-focus or not). However, the entire problem 
can be reconstructed by using FP-adjuncts instead of vP-adjuncts – which would require, 
in its turn, an additional (empirical) argument that there are no such things as FP-adjuncts, 
i.e. a variation on the representational answer just discussed. 

Turning to the second possibility, two modifications were suggested when MinChain 
was introduced: assess a violation for each intervening maximal projection between the 
first and the last member of the chain (i.e. do not assess violations for all intermediate 
links) or assess a violation for each crossed maximal projection segment. However, none 
of them provides a solution to the problem. Moreover, eliminating MinChain altogether 
from the grammar is not a solution I will pursue in this paper, although it might very well 
be the case that such a ‘drastic’  move is necessary to eliminate various other seemingly 
undesirable consequences of this constraint (see the discussion in ???? – i.e. typological 
predictions). 

                                                 
20 see, for example, Pesetsky & Torrego 2001. 
21 I am indebted to Mark Baker for pointing this out – as well as some of the possible developments of this 
idea, p.c. 
22 for example temporal modifiers like ieri-yesterday or temporal wh-phrases like cînd-when – note that 
nothing crucial rests on the assumption that these expressions are vP-adjunct or not. 
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Finally, let us consider the third possibility, i.e. new constraints or new GEN 
principles. An obvious difference between SU movement to SpecIP and vP-adjunct (be it 
[i-foc] or not) movement is that the SU movement is spec-to-spec, while the movement of 
the adjunct is from an adjoined position to a specifier position. Such a movement is 
‘ improper’  in a sense, much like the movement from an A’  to an A position. Hence, I will 
propose a constraint that will sanction adjunct-to-spec instances of  ‘ improper movement’ . 

 
(12) *Ad(junct)ToSpec: for any copy i of a chain, such that copy i is in a Spec 

position, assess one violation for each copy j of the same chain, such that j<i and copy j is 
in an adjoined position. 

 
General observations with respect to *AdToSpec. 
This constraint can be seen as part of a more general view about chains/movement. 

On the one hand, it can be seen as an instance of the requirement to preserve structural 
specifications in a chain, where head, spec and adjunct are the three possible structural 
specifications23. Or, even more generally, we can have two major structural specifications, 
head (X0) vs. phrase (XP), and within the phrase type we have the spec-XP and adjunct-
XP subtypes (a similar distinction might be possible in the head chain, as adjunct-X0, 
generated by head-to-head movement, and non-adjunct X0, i.e. a non-moved head)24. On 
the other hand, the constraint *AdToSpec can be seen as part of a ‘generalized improper 
movement’  theory, as suggested above: a markedness structure is ‘ imposed’  over phrasal 
chains, with an A specifier being less marked than an A’  specifier, which is less marked 
than an adjunct (necessarily A’ ): Spec-A<Spec-A’<Adjunct. As usual (see the treatment 
of POA features in Prince & Smolensky 1993/2002), this will ‘ translate’  into a universal 
ranking of the kind *Adjunct>>*Spec-A’>>Spec-A25. Naturally, the family of constraints 
of which *AdToSpec is a member of can be a combination of the two general views 
expressed above. 

As for the empirical evidence that might support the introduction of this constraint – 
any argument-adjunct asymmetries are potential evidence for it (although independent 
principles concerning licensing of different types of traces might be at work too). 

 A brief observation about the violation assessment of this constraint and possible 
alternative formulations: the violation assessment can be based on offending members of a 
chain or on offending chain configurations, e.g. a chain Spec1-Adjunct2-Spec3 has one 
offending member Adjunct2 and two potential offending configurations Spec1-Adjunct2 
and Adjunct2-Spec3. Alternative formulations of the constraint can be imagined, based on 

                                                 
23 I am indebted to Roger Schwarzschild for this point, p.c. 
24 incorporation, for example, can be taken to violate *phrase(XP)-to-head(X0) – likewise, Clitic Phrase 
‘ incorporation’  into a lexical head L0 might be taken to violate the same constraint. 
25 in fact, an alternative constraint that can do the required work and which is arguably simpler than 
*AdToSpec is *Adjunct – provided it is evaluated in the following way: if a chain with n members has at 
least one member in an adjunct position, assess a violation for each member of the chain, i.e. assess n 
violations. The peculiar violation assessment can be intuitively justified in the following way: the constraint 
basically requires that there are no adjunct chains; however, if there are adjunct chains, they should be trivial 
chains, i.e. they should not be ‘spread’  over the structure. Employing *Adjunct instead of *AdToSpec seems 
theoretically simpler and more natural; also, it might allow a simplification of the mixed definition of 
specifier used by the present system. *Adjunct might make interesting predictions wrt the adverb merge 
position – depending on other theoretical principles, e.g. a precise (structural) definition of ‘specifier 
position’  or ‘adjunct position’  
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offending members (this would go with the first general view behind *AdToSpec, i.e. 
‘preserve structural specification of a chain’ ) or based on different ways of identifying and 
counting offending configurations. 

For example, an alternative violation assessment would restrict the evaluation to 
offending configurations (like the formulation in (24)), but it will look only at pairs of 
consecutive copies in a chain, i.e. assess a violation for every pair of consecutive copies i 
and i+1 if copy i is in a spec position and copy i+1 is in an adjunct position. These two 
formulations will assess differently a chain <copy1, copy2, copy3, copy4>, in which copy 
2 and copy 3 are adjuncts and copy4 is a specifier: the formulation in (24) will assess two 
violations, for every adjunct copy before the specifier copy, while the formulation above 
will assess only one violation, for the pair (copy3, copy4) only. 

Empirical considerations might choose one formulation of violation assessment over 
the other. From a theoretical point of view, note only that the formulation in (24) overlaps 
partially with *Trace, since it sanctions every adjunct copy, just like *Trace does; the 
alternative formulation suggested above does not have this ‘ redundancy’  built in. 

A final general observation: a principle banning Adjunct-to-Spec movement can be 
only a constraint and not a GEN principle; if the latter would be the case, than a structure 
like the one in (22c), with the [i-foc] adverb moved to SpecIP, would be impossible (an 
incorrect prediction crosslinguistically, since structures of this type are attested in 
Romanian, English etc.). 

 
The evaluation of the constraint *AdToSpec requires that the assumptions about 

what counts as a spec (and adjunct) position be made explicit. The notion of spec 
employed in the present analysis is a mixed one, defined simultaneously in terms of X-bar 
theory and check-F relations. By X-bar theory, GEN will make available at least one spec 
position, namely the sister of any H’  node which has H0 as daughter. This is considered a 
spec position irrespective of it being occupied by a phrase having or not a check-F relation 
with the head H0. On the other hand, any phrase XP which is in a local26 check-F relation 
with the head H0 is considered to be in a SpecHP position – even if there are multiple 
specifiers (e.g. in the case of multiple wh fronting). If there are multiple specifiers, the 
only structure that can be assigned by GEN is one with a recursive H’ , since I assume as a 
GEN principle that the sister of a spec can only be H’  and not HP. Adjunction, on the 
other hand, can happen only by HP recursion and never by H’  recursion – in this way, the 
adjuncts will always be ‘external’  to the specifiers. Thus, multiple specifiers are the only 
allowed instance of H’  recursion27, 28. 

                                                 
26 where ‘ local’  means that the phrase XP is dominated by at least one segment of the maximal projection 
HP. 
27 my notion of Spec (and adjunct) is different from the one in Chomsky 1995 (in his bare phrase structure), 
where the difference between specifiers and adjuncts is not determined in terms of X-bar theory , but only in 
terms of check-F relations: if there is a check-f, then spec position; if not, then adjunct. My notion is a mixed 
one because I need the X-bar component for ObSpec reasons: rephrasing ObSpec to a constraint that would 
require any H’  level (i.e. any node that has a head H0 as daughter) to have a sister will not do the trick, since 
such a constraint could be satisfied by simply adjoining an adverb to IP; also, the distinction between SUs 
and vP adjuncts made with the help of *AdToSpec constraint will voided, since either movement to SpecIP 
(of the SU or of the vP adjunct) will not be a movement to a spec position, because no check-F relation 
happens.   
28 this discussion is obviously independent of the one that should state the A/A’  related issues and 
assumptions, like: (i) establishing a distinction between A and A’  positions (probably, the adjunct are all A’  
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Having taken care of the SU “grammar” , I turn to the Focus “grammar” , i.e. to the 

theoretical mechanisms behind i-focus fronting. 
I propose that the reason for i-focus fronting is a constraint Check-i-foc, part of a 

more general family of constraints Check-F (where F is an arbitrary feature). The basic 
idea behind this type of constraints is the one in Chomsky 1995: I will assume that a 
lexical item (head or phrase) is associated with certain syntactic features29 that require 
‘checking’ , i.e. a local, spec-head relation with another item (phrase or head) having the 
same feature. The checking requirement is the ‘ trigger’  of movement, i.e. the formation of 
nontrivial chains30. Thus, for any feature F, there will be two kinds of checking 
constraints, Check-F(X0) and Check-F(XP)31: Check-F(X0) is satisfied only if the F-head 
X0 is in a spec-head relationship with an F-XP, i.e. a phrasal F-copy belonging to an F-
chain; the constraint might also be satisfied if another F-head Y0 is moved and head-
adjoined to X0, although I do not explicitly consider such cases32. The Check-F constraints 
are evaluated for with respect to chains: a chain is taken to have a feature F if the base 
generated copy (or trace) of the chain (i.e. the lexical item) has the feature F. 

 
(13) a. Check-i-foc(X0): a head chain having the feature [i-foc] has to have at least 

one member in a local spec-head relationship with a phrase (i.e. a member of a phrasal 
chain) having the feature [i-foc]. Such a configuration is called a checking configuration. 
For each [i-foc] head not in a checking configuration, assess one violation. 

b. Check-i-foc(XP): a phrasal chain having the feature [i-foc] has to have at least 
one member in a local spec-head relationship with a head (i.e. a member of a head chain) 
having the feature [i-foc]. Such a configuration is called a checking configuration. For 
each [i-foc] phrase not in a checking configuration, assess one violation 

                                                                                                                                                   
and the specifiers come in two flavors, A and A’ , depending on the feature that is checked by the specifier); 
(ii) establishing if *A’ -to-A (which would have a definition parallel to the one of *AdToSpec) is a constraint 
or a GEN principle); (iii) establishing if mixed specifiers – A and A’  – are allowed in the same projection 
HP (a constraint Spec-Agree, stating that the specifiers should agree in their A/A’  value, could do the job – 
or, for that matter, a GEN principle stating the same thing); (iv) if mixed A and A’  specifiers are allowed, 
deciding what is their order, i.e. which one (A or A’ ) can be ‘closer’  to the head of the maximal projection; 
actually, independently of the ‘mixed specifiers’  issue, their ordering (and how to ‘generate’  it) is a problem 
on its own – see superiority effects in multiple wh-fronting languages. 
29 as in much of the current work, I will leave unspecified what exactly is to be considered a feature, what is 
a ‘syntactic’  feature (as opposed to a morphological or semantic one, for example), how are these features 
associated with lexical items and what are the constraints on this ‘association’ , what features 
can/must/cannot ‘cluster’  together etc. 
30 given the general OT architecture, the most straightforward implementation of P&P notions is a 
representational (as opposed to a derivational) one; hence, whenever I will talk about movement and 
constraints on it, I will actually mean nontrivial chains (i.e. chains with more than one member) and 
constraints on them. 
31 clearly, the F feature on a phrase XP can ultimately be tracked down to a head H0 within the phrase that 
has that feature in the lexicon (or, alternatively, in the input to GEN) – this suggests that the difference XP 
vs. X0 is actually relative to an extended functional projection since, ultimately, all features are X0 features, 
e.g. the [sg] feature on a SU phrase that triggers verbal agreement is certainly contributed by a head within 
the SU phrase. This is hardly a new observation and relativizing certain syntactic notions to extended 
functional projections is independently required – see Grimshaw 2003 for additional discussion. 
32 checking the (V-type) EPP feature of the I0 by lexical verb movement in Romanian seems to be such a 
case; see Anagnastopoulou & Alexiadou 1998 for a discussion of different ways to satisfy the inflectional 
EPP feature and, also, the discussion in Alboiu 2000: ch. 1-2(?). 
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Thus, Check-F(XP) is satisfied if any copy of the F phrasal chain is in a local spec-

head relationship with an F head; if multiple specifiers are allowed33, I will assume that 
the checking spec-head relationship does not  need to be strictly local, i.e. a specifier can 
check its F feature and the F feature of the head even if it is not the ‘ lowest’  specifier of 
the projection. In the above formulations, I assume that if a checking configuration exists 
for at least one copy, the constraint Check-F(X0/XP) is satisfied for the entire chain. Such 
an assumption is by no means necessary – an alternative would be to evaluate the 
constraint for each copy individually34, 35. 

I will assume that the featural specifications of heads and phrases are given and the 
evaluated candidates will not vary with respect to featural specifications36. Also, I will 
assume that the features are privative, e.g. the absence of a wh-feature on a head or phrase 
will not require checking37, 38.  

I will systematically ignore phenomena of under- or over-parsing of features (i.e. 
instances of Max-F and Dep-F), assuming that all and only the features in the input are 
parsed in the output. 

Finally, I will also use a constraint *Trace, which is basically the same constraint as 
Stay in Grimshaw 1997 (although, as shown in Grimshaw 2001, the economy of structure 
can be a theorem of the OT phrase structure theory). This constraint forbids nontrivial 
chains, i.e. chains with more than one member; a chain with n copies/members (n>1) will 
incur n-1 violations. The Check-F constraints will crucially interact with *Trace: if Check-
F is ranked above *Trace, it will ‘ trigger’  movement, i.e. F will be a ‘strong’  feature in 

                                                 
33 see Richards 1997. 
34 as observed by Jane Grimshaw, p.c. 
35 such an alternative would have two interesting consequences: (i) it will do part of the work of the 
constraint *Trace (for its definition, see below), since the fewer the copies, the fewer the possible violations 
of the constraint – hence, it might be possible that *Trace can be eliminated altogether as a constraint; (ii) it 
will predict an interaction between the checking of independent features: if the phrase XP has two features 
F1 and F2 and the constraint ranking is Check-F1(XP)>>Check-F2(XP)(>>*Trace) and, in addition, the head 
Y0 has only feature F2, but not feature F1, it is predicted that the phrase XP will not move to the spec of Y0 to 
check its F2 feature since this will entail a violation of the higher ranked constraint Check-F1(XP). 
For example, if F1 is case, F2 is wh, and the head C0 is [-case, +wh], this will predict an interaction between 
case and wh which does not seem very common – consider, for example, English, in which a wh SU has to 
move for both case and wh reasons – and checking of one feature does not interact with checking the other. 
36 I will not have much to say about the way to determine which features are associated with which 
heads/phrases or about the requirement of having at least a head and a phrase associated with the same 
feature F in every input; obviously, there should be constraints on the number of features and their 
association with heads/phrases (e.g., a wh-phrase should have a wh-feature) and also on the association of 
heads and features (e.g. a V0 or v0 cannot be associated with a wh feature, but they should probably be 
associated with case features). In the spirit of OT, the association of features and phrases/head should be free 
as free as possible (modulo lexical specification, e.g. the English non-finite to cannot have a case feature) 
and then the constraints and their ranking should determine which associations are optimal. 
37 I do not discuss how a certain feature F is decided to be polar or privative, where a polar feature will 
require checking for both [+F] and [-F] and a privative feature only for [F]; I will ignore how the polar or 
privative features interact with the different ways of evaluating Check-F(X0/XP). 
38 although the use of polar features might bring welcome simplifications in the system – for example, the 
number can be consider +/- singular instead of singular/plural, which would require the additional 
stipulation that a singular an a plural specification for number cannot coexist in the same phrase/head. 
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MP terms, while if *Trace is ranked above Check-F, there will be no movement to check 
the F feature, i.e. F will be a ‘weak’  feature39. 

 
(14) *Trace: no traces/have trivial chains; assess one violation for each ‘ trace’ , i.e. 

for each copy/member i of a chain with i>1 (see Stay in Grimshaw 1997, * t in Legendre et 
al 1995). 

 
*Trace evaluates both head and phrasal movement. Thus, just like the Check-F 

constraints, it can be separated into *Trace(X0) and *Trace(XP)40. In the remaining of the 
paper, I will use only the constraint *Trace(XP), since phrasal chains are the main concern 
of the present analysis; consequently, I will simply write *Trace instead of *Trace(XP)41. 

 
A general observation can be made with respect to the relation between Check-i-

foc(X0) and Check-i-foc(XP) on the one hand and MinChain and *Trace on the other 
hand: satisfaction of Check-i-foc(XP) and *Trace entails satisfaction of Check-i-foc(X0) 
and MinChain respectively, while violating Check-i-foc(X0) and MinChain entails 
violating Check-i-foc(XP) and *Trace respectively. Thus, the constraints are in a Paninian 
relation, with Check-i-foc(X0) and MinChain just the special case of the more general 
Check-i-foc(XP) and *Trace42. 

 
 
I I .3. SU fronting – the analysis.  
 
The candidate space will be obtained throughout the paper by varying the number of 

phrases that move (e.g. no phrase moves, one phrase moves etc.) and the way they move 
(e.g. a phrase can move directly to SpecIP and violate MinChain – or it could move by 
consecutive adjunctions and satisfy MinChain at the expense of extra *Trace violations). 
All the candidates will be identical with respect to: (i) the lexical verb V0 raising to I0 
through v0 (which, for simplicity, will not be represented in any of the candidates); (ii) the 
SU receiving case in situ, i.e. in SpecvP; (iii) the [i-foc] feature being assigned to the head 
I0. 

Given the constraints, the generalizations in (5) and the assumptions about 
Romanian clausal structure, I will consider the following candidate outputs for a sentence 

                                                 
39 I am indebted to Jane Grimshaw for emphasizing this point. 
40 this observation was made by Jane Grimshaw, p.c. 
41 the same observation can be made with respect to MinChain – it can have a phrasal and a head version. In 
the present paper, I use MinChain as a shorthand for MinChain(XP). MinChain(X0) can be thought of as a 
variant of the Head Movement Constraint (HMC). Note that the definition of MinChain(X0) requires an 
‘extended’  notion of c-command for the definition of a crossed maximal projection: since head movement is 
assumed to be head adjunction, one has to assume that the c-command domain of the a head X0 adjoined to 
the head Y0 is the same as the c-command domain of Y0. If this assumption is granted, the definition of 
‘crossed’  maximal projection is identical for XP and X0 chains: a maximal projection ZP is crossed by a 
copy i+1 of a chain if ZP dominated copy i and copy i+1 c-commands ZP. 
42 unlike the Check-F(X0/XP) constraints, the two versions of *Trace(X0/XP) and MinChain(X0/XP) do not 
stand in a Paninian special-to-general relation. 
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containing a non-focused SU, a non-focused vP-adjunct and an [i-foc] DO – given in (15) 
below43. 

 

                                                 
43 for simplicity, I will assume that the [i-foc] feature on I0 does not ‘percolate’  to IP (in the sense of 
Grimshaw 2003 theory of extended projection) – I am indebted to Roger Schwarzschild for emphasizing this 
implicit assumption. 
If the feature [i-foc] would percolate to IP, an additional violation of Check-i-foc(XP) should be added in the 
violation profile of each candidate. Thus, either way (assuming that percolation does or does not happen), 
the ranking arguments of the paper will not be affected. 
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Tableau (16) below shows the violation profile of the candidates in (15): 
 
 (16) 1 2 3 4 5 6 

  ObSpec 
Check-i-
foc(X0) 

Check-i-
foc(XP) *Trace MinChain *AdToSpec 

1 (15a)(no mvt) *  *  *     

2 (15b)(SU mvt)  *  *  *  *   

3 (15c)(adv mvt)  *  *  *   *  

4 (15d)(DO mvt)    *  * *   

5 (15e)(DO mvt)    * * *   * *  

6 (15f)(DO+SU mvt)    * *  * * *   

 
Tableau (16) already captures generalization C (Complementary distr ibution (SU, 

i-focus)) – the candidate with multiple fronting to SpecIP (15f) is harmonically bounded 
by the candidates with i-focus fronting only (15d); the logic of minimal violation, built 
into the OT architecture, entails this generalization without any additional 
(representational) stipulation, e.g. that there are no multiple specifiers (as a matter of fact, 
such a stipulation would be harmful, since the obligatory multiple [wh] fronting is 
straightforwardly analyzed as involving a multiple spec structure – see Richards 1997 
a.o.) 

In what follows, I will consider an idealized version of the empirical domain, 
abstracting away from Free Var iation/Optionality (A) and considering only SU fronting 
(and, latter on, non-D wh fronting). As the discussion of the multiple i-focus fronting 
generalizations in section ???? will show, SU fronting and wh fronting appear to be the 
‘stable’  components of the Romanian IP syntax, thus motivating this idealization. Focus 
fronting (the ‘unstable’  component) and generalization A (free var iation/optionality) 
will be examined only after the SU fronting and wh fronting are analyzed. 

Consequently, the desired optimum is the candidate with SU fronting only, i.e. 
(15b); the pairwise comparison with the other candidates in (15) gives the set vectors in 
tableau (17) below (the entailed vectors are shaded): 

 
 (17) 1 2 3 4 5 6 

  ObSpec 
Check-i-
foc(X0) 

Check-i-
foc(XP) *Trace MinChain *AdToSpec 

 (15b)(SU mvt)       

1 ~(15a)(no mvt) W e e L L e 

2 ~(15c)(adv mvt) e e e e L W 

3 ~(15d)(DO mvt) e L L e W e 

4 ~(15e)(DO mvt) e L L W L W 

5 ~(15f)(DO+SU mvt) e L L W W e 

        

2� 3 (15b~15c)� (15b~15d) e L L e L W 

 
The fusion 2� 3 entails 2 (by L retraction) and 4 (by W extension); vector 3 entails 

vector 5 (by W extension). 
The ranking conditions enforced by (17) are given in (18) below: 
 
(18) a. ObSpec>>*Trace (vector 1); 
b. ObSpec>>MinChain>>{ Check-i-foc(X0), Check-i-foc(XP)}  (vectors 1 and 3); 
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c. *AdToSpec>>MinChain>>{ Check-i-foc(X0), Check-i-foc(XP)}  (vectors 2 and 
3). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The ranking ObSpec>>*Trace ‘ triggers’  movement, since it will prefer a candidate 

with movement to the candidate with all phrases in situ (i.e. (15a)). Moreover, 
ObSpec>>MinChain since, in the optimal candidate, the SU moves violating MinChain. 
The ranking *AdToSpec>>MinChain will favor SU fronting to vP-adjunct fronting, since 
the first kind of movement satisfies *AdToSpec and violates MinChain, while the second 
kind of movement satisfies MinChain but violates *AdToSpec. Finally, the Check-i-foc 
constraints have to be ranked below MinChain, so that, whenever ObSpec forces 
movement, *AdToSpec and MinChain will be the first to decide which phrase moves (i.e. 
the ‘closest’  argumental phrase will move); otherwise, the phrase that needs to check its 
[i-foc] feature would move in order to satisfy the two Check-i-foc constraints. 

Note that the candidate (15e), containing indirect [i-foc] DO movement, is less 
optimal than the candidate (15d), containing direct [i-foc] DO movement, given the 
ranking *AdToSpec>>MinChain. Thus, from now on, I will ignore all candidates that 
exhibit this type of movement, since *AdToSpec satisfaction outranks MinChain 
satisfaction in Romanian – among others, a candidate in which the SU would front to 
SpecIP indirectly, via vP adjunction. 

Moreover, since the ranking in (18) already establishes that *AdToSpec dominates 
both Check-i-foc constraints, a input containing an [i-foc] vP-adjunct would not bring 
any new information (i.e. no new ranking conditions): the output with SU fronting will 
satisfy *AdToSpec and violate MinChain and the Check-i-foc constraints, while the 
competitor with [i-foc] vP adjunct fronting would crucially violate *AdToSpec even if it 
would satisfy MinChain and both Check-i-foc constraints. 

In the present analysis, the generalization that the SU will be the favored choice for 
ObSpec satisfaction is a consequence of the interaction between MinChain and 
*AdToSpec – and not exclusively of MinChain. Achieving this result by two constraints 
instead of only one (namely, MinChain) seems to miss a possible generalization, namely 
that both [i-foc] DOs and [i-foc] vP-adjuncts are simply non-SUs – and this is why they 
are not chosen to satisfy ObSpec44. 

The hypothesis pursued here actually implies that ‘DOs and vP-adjunct as non-SUs’  
is not an atomic generalization in itself – but only the consequence of two interacting and 
                                                 
44 I am indebted to Mark Baker for emphasizing these points, p.c.  

ObSpec                   

MinChain 

*Trace                             *AdToSpec 

Check-i-foc(X0)              Check-i-foc(XP) 
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overlapping general constraints. There is no a priori reason not to pursue this kind of 
explanation45 (in fact, constraint interaction is an OT hallmark) – as long as the 
constraints involve in it are independently motivated and as long as its predictions are 
borne out. In particular, the present approach predicts that, typologically, there should be 
a language in which the vP-adjuncts will not pattern with the DOs, but with the SUs, if 
*AdToSpec is low ranked46. 

The following section will examine single and multiple fronting of non-D-linked 
wh-phrases, arguably the most ‘stable’  component of the Romanian IP syntax. 

 

                                                 
45 see, for example, the account of the Minimal Word requirement in Prince & Smolensky 1993/2002 or the 
OT account of extrametricality (underparsing into feet of the word final syllable), which is obtained in 
different cases as a consequence of independent principles: NonFinality  vs. FtBin. 
46 thus, if *AdToSpec is ranked lower than MinChain, the system predicts that the vP-adjunct fronts rather 
than the SU; also, if the ranking is Check-i-foc>>*AdToSpec>>MinChain, the SU would still be fronted if 
the vP-adjunct is not an [i-foc], but the [i-foc] vP-adjunct would be fronted to the exclusion of the SU if 
there is no other [ i-foc]  in the sentence. 
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I I I . OBLIGATORY SINGLE AND MULTIPLE NON-D-LINKED WH FRONTING. 
 
I I I .1. The generalizations. 
 
Unlike i-foci, which move only optionally, non-D-linked wh-phrases (cine – who, 

ce – what, cînd – when etc.) have to move to the immediately preverbal position, as the 
contrast between (19a) and (19b-c) on the one hand and (20a) and (20b-c) on the other 
hand shows. Fronting the SU, as in (19c) and (20c) (thus filling SpecIP) does not improve 
acceptability: 

 
(19) a. Pe cine a chemat Ion în birou? (non-D-wh<verb) 
                    H                                   L 
PE who has called John in office? 
Who did John call in the office? 
b. *A chemat Ion în birou pe cine? (*verb<…SU…non-D-wh) 
c. * Ion a chemat pe cine în birou? (*SU<verb<non-D-wh…) 
 
(20) a. Cînd l-a chemat Ion pe Petru în birou? (non-D-wh<verb) 
                 H                                                  L 
When cl.Ac.-has called John PE Peter in office? 
When did John call Peter in the office? 
b. *L-a chemat cînd Ion pe Petru în birou? (*verb<… non-D-wh, SU …) 
c. * Ion l-a chemat cînd pe Petru în birou? (*SU<verb<non-D-wh…) 
 
Just as in the case of i-foci, the SU and the non-D wh-s cannot cooccur in the 

(immediately) preverbal position, i.e. they are in complementary distribution (again, just 
like with i-foci, one should be careful not to assign topic LH intonation to the pre-wh SU 
– since this would make the sentences (19e) and (20e) felicitous). Also, nothing can 
intervene between the non-D wh and the finite lexical verb, not even the SU47: 

 
(19) e. * Ion pe cine a chemat în birou? (*SU wh verb) 
               H          H                           L 
f.  *Pe cine Ion a chemat în birou? (*wh SU verb) 
g. *Pe cine în birou a chemat Ion? (*wh adjunct verb) 
 
(20) e. * Ion cînd l-a chemat pe Petru în birou? (*wh SU verb) 
               H     H                                            L  
f. *Cînd Ion l-a chemat pe Petru în birou? (*wh SU verb) 
g. *Cînd în birou l-a chemat  Ion pe Petru? (*wh adjunct verb) 
 
The similar behavior of the non-D wh-s and i-foci plus the assumption that all the 

syntactic positions that are available in declarative sentences are also available in 
questions suggest that non-D wh-s obligatorily move to the same position as i-foci (and 
preverbal SUs for that matter), namely the SpecIP position. 

Moreover, non-D wh-phrases do not move to SpecIP just to fill the spec position 
(i.e. for the same reason as SU fronting): non-D wh-phrases surface in their information 

                                                 
47 the observation that nothing can intervene between the non-D wh-phrases and the finite lexical verb, not 
even the SU is a common observation in the Romanian generative literature (see, among others, Dobrovie-
Sorin 1994, Motapanyane 1995, Alboiu 2000, Cornilescu 2002). 
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structure related position (the i-focus position) because they are i-foci48, as the obligatory 
multiple wh-fronting to SpecIP shows. If the wh-phrases would move to SpecIP just to 
fill it, one wh-phrase would be enough – the other wh-phase could stay in situ or move 
minimally, i.e. not to the (e.g. a wh-DO could adjoin to vP or even VP, if one assumes 
that a wh-phrase in Romanian simply has to move). The contrast between the multiple 
wh-fronting to SpecIP in (21a) below and the single wh-fronting in (21b-c) shows that all 
wh-phrases have to move and they always move to SpecIP49.  

 
(21) a. Pe cine cînd a chemat Ion în birou? (wh-DO<wh-adjunct<verb) 
                 H     H                                  L 
Who when aux called John in office 
Who did John call in the office when? 
b. *Pe cine a chemat Ion în birou cînd? (*wh-DO<verb<…wh-adjunct) 
c.  *Cînd a chemat Ion pe cine în birou? (*wh-adjunct<verb<…wh-DO…) 
 
The generalizations above strongly suggest that there is no distinct wh-position at 

the Romanian Left Periphery (LP)50. This can be viewed as an instance of a more general 
phenomenon: the position of wh-phrases might be determined by independent principles, 
like their info structure status (Romanian) or by their quantificational properties (Italian – 
see for example Cinque 1990, Rizzi 1997)51. It seems that the wh-feature (if one assumes 
a feature driven syntax) is in some sense ‘parasitical’  on other syntactic features, like [i-
foc] or [quantificational]52.  

However, the [wh] feature cannot be completely eliminated from the Romanian 
grammar, since there is a difference (apparently, the only one) between i-foci and non-D 
wh-phrases, namely the obligatory character of wh-movement, as opposed to the 
optionality of i-focus fronting53. 

Summarizing, three generalizations emerged from the examples in (19)-(21): 
 

                                                 
48 in a parallel way, the D-linked wh-phrases are able to move to a different (info structure related) position, 
higher than/to the left of the non-D wh position (see Alboiu 2000, Cornilescu 2002 for some examples and 
discussion) – i.e. to the Spec of the TopicP/K-focusP position in the structure in (1); it seems to be a 
general property of the Romanian wh-movement that its final position is determined by the information 
structure and not by ‘pure’  wh reasons (like it is claimed to be in English, for example). 
49 I will not discuss the superiority effects observable in multiple wh-fronting and also the more complex 
pattern of optional multiple i-focus fronting. 
50 i-foci and non-D wh-s are not only syntactically, but also intonationally similar: the main stress of both 
has to be associated with a H tone. 
51 this hypothesis is not necessarily disconfirmed by English – the different behavior of non-D-linked and 
D-linked wh-phrases with respect to Superiority might be due to their different information status (or, for 
that matter, their different quantificational status) which is reflected in the nature of their movement and/or 
their final structural position.  
52 Also, it might be the case that in other languages info structure features or quantificational features are 
dependent/’parasitical’  on the [wh] feature; fine-grained research in the area of syntactic DP operators 
(possible types and dependencies between them) should give a more general and accurate picture of which 
operator features are syntactically active, which ones can be dependent/parasitical on others and what are 
possible types of dependencies; for some discussion of these issues with respect to definite and indefinite 
DPs, see  Farkas 2002. 
53 the same (unique) difference seems to separate topics/k-foci and D-linked wh-phrases: the former do not 
have to front to their left-peripheral position, while the latter are obligatorily fronted – at least in certain 
cases, e.g. if the D wh-phrase is the only wh-phrase in the structure. 
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(22) E. Obligatory single and multiple (non-D) wh-movement: non-D-linked wh-
phrases (cine – who, ce – what, cînd – when etc.) have to move (unlike the Optionality of 
i-foci) – and they always move to the immediately preverbal position; 

F. Complementary distribution (SU, non-D wh): the SU and the non-D wh-s 
cannot cooccur in the immediately preverbal position, i.e. they are in complementary 
distribution (also, nothing can intervene between the non-D wh and the finite lexical 
verb, not even the SU – just like in the case of i-foci); 

G. Non-D wh-s as i-foci: non-D wh-phrases surface in their information structure 
related position (namely, the i-focus position) because they are i-foci. 

 
Generalization (22E) and part of the generalization (22F) (namely the fact that 

nothing can intervene between the non-D wh-phrase and the verb) are well established in 
the Romanian generative literature, starting with Comorovski 1988 and Dobrovie-Sorin 
1994. The particular implementation chosen here – i.e. identifying the highest inflectional 
projection (and not CP) as the non-D wh-projection – was first proposed in Alboiu 2000 
and Cornilescu 2002. Generalization (22G) (or some version thereof) was proposed in 
Cornilescu 2002. However, none of the above sources develops the parallelism between 
i-foci and non-D wh-phrases (i.e. intonation, distribution etc.) to the degree of 
explicitness in the generalizations (22E-G) and (5A-D). 

The above generalizations are not logically independent: (22G) and (5C) 
Complementary distr ibution (SU, i-focus) entail generalization (22F). Moreover, 
generalization (22G) has a special status: it is not a purely distributional statement (like 
all the other A-F generalizations), but also a statement about the properties of the wh-
phrases and their relation to the i-foci. Thus, it will shape in a different way the 
formulation of the grammar (the constraints and/or GEN principles). 

  
I I I .2. Multiple constraint instantiation and ‘parasitical’  features. 
 
Generalization (22E) Obligatory (non-D) wh-movement makes clear that 

additional machinery is needed to capture the syntactic behavior of non-D wh-phrases. 
However, the addition should be minimal, so that the parallel behavior of non-D wh-
phrases and i-foci (see the generalizations (22F-G) can follow from the system without 
any additional stipulations: the end result should be that non-D wh-phrases behave just 
like i-foci, modulo their obligatory fronting. To this end, I will employ multiple 
constraint instantiation – a mechanism often used in OT analyses54; the relevant 
constraint will be Check-i-foc(XP), since it is the only one that can account for multiple 
wh-fronting (Check-i-foc(X0) is satisfied by single fronting): 

 
(23) Check-i-foc(XP)(wh): a phrasal chain having the features [i-foc] and [wh] has 

to have at least one member in a local spec-head relationship with a head (i.e. a member 
of a head chain) having the feature [i-foc]. Such a configuration is called a checking 
configuration. For each [i-foc]&[wh] phrase not in a checking configuration, assess one 
violation. 

 

                                                 
54 see, for example, the account of English word stress in Pater 2000 or of Romanian word stress in 
Chi

�

oran 2002. 
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The [wh] feature is relevant only insofar it is present on the phrase, i.e. only insofar 
it provides the restriction on the second instantiation of the constraint Check-i-foc(XP). 
No independent checking constraint refers to the [wh] feature. Consequently, the head 
against which the wh-phrase checks its [i-foc] feature is not identified as a [wh] head or 
not. This is another asymmetry between [i-foc] and [wh]: I assume throughout the paper 
that the presence of an [i-foc] feature on a phrase requires the presence of the [i-foc] 
feature on a head, in particular on the I0 head (this can be enforced by a GEN principle) – 
but no such assumption is needed/made for the [wh] feature. 

 
The ‘parasitical’  nature of the [wh] feature in Romanian is thus captured by several 

choices built into the above definition: 
 
(24) (i) the [wh] feature does not enter a checking relation – hence, no Check-

wh(XP/X0) constraints are needed/formulated; 
(ii) the [wh] feature only provides the restriction on the second instantiation of the 

Check-i-foc(XP) constraint; 
(iii) the [wh] feature does not appear on the [i-foc] head – which is basically a 

consequence of (i) and (ii) above; more precisely, it is not relevant for the present 
analysis if the [i-foc] head is also a [wh] head55 or if the entire IP with a [wh] phrase in its 
spec is a [wh] IP or not56. 

 
Nothing in the theory precludes the formulation of a Check-wh(X0/XP) constraint – 

and it might be the case that such a constraint is needed to account for English single 
obligatory fronting; the ranking would presumably be (i) Check-wh(X0)>>{ *Trace, 
MinChain, *AdToSpec}  and (ii) *Trace>>Check-wh(XP). The ranking in (ii) predicts 
that multiple wh-fronting is impossible in English, while the ranking in (i) predicts that 
single fronting is obligatory – and also, additionally, it predicts all the superiority effects 
observable in English (an additional assumption is needed, namely *AdToSpec>> 
MinChain, to favor the fronting of the [wh] DO over the fronting of any [wh] adjunct)57. 
As far as Romanian (or Italian) is concerned, it seems that all the Check-wh constraints 
are ranked below *Trace. 

 
The second instantiation of the Check-i-foc(XP) constraint will do the work it is 

meant to do, namely to enforce (single and multiple) fronting of wh-phrases, only if the 

                                                 
55 or if the presence of the [wh] feature on a phrase entails its presence on a head or if a [wh] head is 
necessarily an [i-foc] head. 
56 i.e. if the [wh] feature ‘percolates’  from SpecIP to IP and/or from I0 to IP; indirect questions should 
provide the evidence necessary for solving this issue (and related problems). 
57 the present system cannot predict the superiority effects of a multiple wh-fronting language like 
Romanian; also, it cannot account for a language in which single fronting does not exhibit superiority 
effects – since the built-in logic of minimal violation would entail that MinChain and *AdToSpec are 
minimally violated. Finally, this system predicts that there should be a single fronting language in which: 
(i) only wh-SUs can front ({ *AdToSpec, MinChain} >>Check-wh(X0)>>*Trace>> Check-wh(XP); (ii) 
only wh-SUs and wh-DOs can front (*AdToSpec>>Check-wh(X0)>>{ *Trace, MinChain}  and *Trace>> 
Check-wh(XP)); (iii) in which only wh-SUs and (a subset of the) wh-adjuncts front (MinChain >>Check-
wh(X0)>>{ *Trace, *AdToSpec}  and *Trace>> Check-wh(XP)). Note that, if the system is overgenerating 
typologically – this can be due to the constraints MinChain and *AdToSpec – but, just as well, to the 
assumed Check-F system that triggers movement/nontrivial chains. 
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presence of the [wh]  feature on a phrase entails the presence of the [ i-foc]  feature. To 
this effect, I will assume a GEN principle requiring that any wh-phrase is obligatorily 
assigned one other feature – namely [i-foc] or [topic/k-foc]58. These features are assumed 
to be incompatible with each other, hence a wh-phrase has to have at least and at most 
one of them. The principle can be briefly formulated as:  

 
(25) GEN principle: for any phrase XP, [wh] =>([i-foc] XOR [topic/k-foc]) (where 

XOR stands for exclusive disjunction)59. 
 
Moreover, the assignment of these features depends on the D-linking status of the 

wh-phrase: a non-D wh-phrase can be assigned only an [i-foc] feature, while a D wh-
phrase can be assigned only a [topic/k-foc] feature. In fact, by assuming this principle, 
one can do away with the notions of D-linking and non-D-linking (which will not have 
any status in the grammar)60: a non-D wh-phrase is just a phrase that is associated with a 
[wh] and an [i-foc] feature (and which has to have the ‘ right’  phonological form), while a 
D wh-phrase is a phrase associated with a [wh] and a [topic/k-foc] feature (and which 
will have the ‘ right’  phonological form)61. 

 
General observations. 
The above proposal ((23)-(25)) about the nature of wh-phrases and their relation to 

information structure can be generalized in various ways, since various assumptions are 
not motivated by the data or the theory. For example, the desired effects of the GEN 
principle in (25) might be obtained with a suitable set of constraints62. Also, the 
dependency of the [wh] feature on info structure features does not exclude a similar 
dependency of the [wh] features on quantificational features (necessary for Italian) or 
even reversed dependencies – info structure/quantificational features might be dependent 
on the [wh] feature. Establishing what are the universal features relevant for the syntax of 

                                                 
58 as far as I can see, these features can just as well be [+i-foc] and [-i-foc]; however, I am holding on to the 
simplifying assumption that the [i-foc] feature (and the [wh] feature, for that matter) is privative (non-
polar). 
59 nothing requires the restriction of this principle to phrases; thus, a parallel ‘ for any head X0, [wh] =>([i-
foc] XOR [topic/k-foc])’  can be assumed to hold – but it is not relevant to the present analysis. 
60 as Jane Grimshaw suggested, p.c. 
61 the constraint Check-i-foc(XP)(wh) and the GEN principle [wh]=>([i-foc] XOR [topic/k-foc]) predict 
that the D and non-D wh-phrases should behave similarly in the same language (modulo the independent 
differences between the [i-foc] and the [topic/k-foc] features); however, as Boskovic 2002 notes, Romanian 
D wh-phrases can remain in situ in certain cases, although generally they have to front; however, this might 
be due to independent factors, e.g. underparsing of the [wh] feature – which has to be assumed anyway in 
the analysis of echo wh-phrases, which seem to retain only their info structure properties, like [i-foc] or 
[topic/k-foc] features; the facts are actually more complicated, but they do not necessarily go against the 
analysis proposed here (the facts are more complicated since: (i) D wh-phrases cannot be straightforwardly 
assimilated to echo wh-phrases; (ii) there can be non-D and D echo wh-s; (iii) Romanian allows for both in 
situ and fronted echo wh-s – just like the i-foci can appear in situ or fronted). Alternatively, if the 
association of [i-foc] or [topic/k-foc] features is not done in GEN (as suggested in the main text), but by 
using certain constraints (or maybe in some other way), it is expected that there might be ‘exceptions’  to 
the ‘default’  behavior of wh-phrases. 
62 e.g. ‘have an [i-foc] feature if you have a [wh] feature’  ([wh]=>[i-foc]) plus a similar constraint 
[wh]=>[topic/k-foc] and, finally, a constraint requiring that the two info related features are in 
complementary distribution *([i-foc] &[topic/k-foc] 
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operators and which feature dependencies are universally available in UG is left 
unspecified by the present proposal. All these issues appear to be similar to the problem 
of specifying the universal inventory of segmental features, the language specific 
segmental inventory and the language specific behavior and interaction of certain 
segments/segmental features63. 

The proposed system (i.e. multiple constraint instantiation + restriction + GEN 
principle) makes, among others, the following two typological prediction: there should 
not be languages which have obligatory i-focus fronting but do not have (non-D-linked) 
wh-fronting; that is, a language with obligatory focus fronting (like Hungarian) has to 
have obligatory wh-fronting; also, languages with (non-D-linked) wh-phrases in situ (like 
Chinese, Japanese) also have in situ i-foci.  

 
I I I .3. Non-D wh fronting – the analysis. 
 
A consequence of the GEN principle in (25) is that the generalizations in (22) refer 

to wh-phrases that always have two features associated with them, i.e. [wh] and [i-foc], 
(since all the wh-phrases in the sentences in (19)-(21) are non-D-linked) – hence, all the 
candidates I will consider will have these two features. 

Given the ranking previously established in (18) for SU fronting, I will consider 
only two candidate outputs for a matrix wh-question input containing an overt non-wh 
SU, a non-D [wh] vP-adjunct and a non-D [wh] DO: 

                                                 
63 given that the OT architecture is particularly successful in dealing with these phonological problems (e.g. 
by eliminating redundancies in the specification of the language specific segmental inventory and of the 
language specific behavior of segmental features – insert reference!!!), the syntax of operators promises to 
be a fruitful area of OT research. 
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Tableau (27) below shows the violation profile of the two candidates in (26): 
 

 (27) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

  ObSpec 
Check-i-
foc(X0) 

Check-i-
foc(XP) *Trace MinChain *AdToSpec 

Check-i-
foc(XP)(wh) 

1 (26a)   *  *  * *   *  

2 (26b)    * *  * *  *   

 
By generalization (E) Obligatory (non-D) wh-movement, the desired optimum is 

(26b): 
 

 (28) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

  ObSpec 
Check-

i-
foc(X0) 

Check-
i-

foc(XP) 
*Trace MinChain *AdToSpec 

Check-i-
foc(XP)(wh) 

 (26b)        

1 ~(26a) e e W L e L W 

         

2 (15b~15c) � (15b~15d) e L L e L W e 

         

1� 2 (26b~26a)� (15b~15c) � (15b~15d) e L L L L L W 

 
Since SU fronting and wh-fronting coexist in the Romanian grammar, it is natural 

to put together ranking information provided by both phenomena – thus, vector 2 in (28) 
simply repeats the fusion of two vectors in tableau (17). 

The fusion 1� 2 entails vector 1 (by L retraction and W extension). 
The essential ranking conditions enforced by (28) are given in (29) below: 
 
(29) Check-i-foc(XP)(wh)>>{ *Trace, *AdToSpec}  
 
The ranking in (18) together with the ranking conditions in (29) give the final 

SU+wh ranking in (30): 
 
(30) the final SU+wh ranking: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The obligatory multiple (non-D) wh fronting (generalization (E)) is captured by the 

high ranking of the constraint Check-i-foc(XP)(wh); in particular, it dominates *Trace, 
thus motivating multiple fronting beyond the satisfaction of ObSpec (which is satisfied 

ObSpec                  Check-i-foc(XP)(wh) 

MinChain 

*Trace                             *AdToSpec 

Check-i-foc(X0)              Check-i-foc(XP) 
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by single movement); also, Check-i-foc(XP)(wh) dominates *AdToSpec and MinChain, 
ensuring that any wh phrase in the structure – even if it is an adjunct and even if it is 
‘very far’  from SpecIP – will be fronted to check its [i-foc] feature. 

Thus, the ranking in (30) is sufficient to ‘generate’  the correct output for other 
inputs, e.g. inputs with only one non-D wh phrase (a DO or any kind of adjunct) or with 
an indefinite number of non-D wh phrases. 

Generalization (F) Complementary distr ibution (SU, non-D wh) is captured just 
like generalization (C) Complementary distr ibution (SU, i-focus), i.e. by the logic of 
minimal violation: since ObSpec is automatically satisfied by the obligatory wh-fronting, 
there is no motivation for SU fronting, i.e. for an additional violation of *Trace and 
MinChain; hence, the candidates with SU fronting only or with SU fronting in addition to 
wh fronting are not even considered, as they would simply repeat the information in the 
ranking (30). 

 
General observations. 
The SU+wh ranking in (30) exhibits a somewhat surprising property: it does not 

require *Trace to dominate any of the Check-i-foc constraints. Having *AdToSpec and 
MinChain ranked above both Check-i-foc constraints is enough to ensure that the [i-foc] 
feature will not trigger any movement. This consequence suggests that the constraint 
*Trace might be redundant, hence it might not have any real status in the grammar – this 
conclusion is in line with the investigation in Grimshaw 2001, in which the economy of 
structure is just a consequence of the independently justified constraints sanctioning 
phrase structure well formedness. As a matter of fact, removing the constraint *Trace 
from the ranking in (30) will not affect in any way the predictions with respect to SU and 
non-D wh fronting in Romanian. Naturally, removing a constraint has (among others) 
typological consequences: fewer possible total rankings, i.e. probably fewer languages, 
are predicted – hence, empirical evidence should decide between the two suggested 
systems. 

Also, the ranking { ObSpec, *AdToSpec} >>MinChain has some independently 
desirable consequences: if the IP actually contains multiple maximal projections (a very 
common assumption in the Romanian generative literature), this ranking will still enforce 
SU movement, even if the SU is further down in the structure (e.g. SpecvP); moreover, 
this ranking would still exclude adjunct fronting and DO/IO fronting, provided the 
DO/IO do not have to move in the inflectional structure in a position higher than the SU 
(see, for example, Alboiu 2000 for arguments to this effect, mainly concerning case 
assignment/checking to DOs/IOs). 
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IV. SINGLE AND MULTIPLE FOCUS FRONTING AND FREE VARIATION/ 
OPTIONALITY. TYPOLOGICAL PREDICTIONS. 

 
IV.1. Single and multiple i-focus fronting. Two ways of captur ing Free 

var iation/ Optionality (SU, I -focus) (generalization A).  
 

For instance, take the two words "fuming" and "furious."  Make up your mind that you will 
say both words, but leave it unsettled which you will say first. Now open your mouth and 
speak.  If your thoughts incline ever so little towards "fuming," you will say "fuming-furious;" 
if they turn, by even a hair©s breadth, towards "furious," you will say "furious-fuming;" but if 
you have the rarest of gifts, a perfectly balanced mind, you will say "frumious." 

Carroll 1891  
 
The entire previous analysis of the Romanian IP syntax relies on an ‘ idealization’  of 

the empirical domain, i.e. on selecting SU and wh fronting as ‘stable’  parts of the 
grammar as opposed to i-focus fronting which is ignored throughout as ‘unstable’ . The 
following generalizations about multiple i-focus fronting are meant to finally justify this 
‘ idealization’  and, at the same time, provide the starting point for an account of i-focus 
fronting. 

In a clause with multiple i-foci, multiple i-focus fronting is possible, but it is at most 
as felicitous as single i-focus fronting, ranging from (almost) perfect to plainly 
unacceptable. For example, in a structure with three i-foci (DO, IO, adjunct) and a 
(postverbal) non-focused SU, fronting one i-focus is completely felicitous, fronting two i-
foci is almost perfect, but fronting all three i-foci is clearly degraded (up to 
unacceptable). Note that in the parallel structure with three non-D wh phrases (DO, IO, 
adjunct), all three have to front64. 

 
(31) tr iple [wh]/[i-foc] structures: DO, IO, adjunct. 
 
a. Cui ce cînd (i-)a înapoiat Ion?  
Whom what when (cl-)aux given_back John? 
Whom did John gave back what when? 
 
b. Mar iei i-a înapoiat Ion cartea ieri, Ioanei i-a înapoiat…(single i-focus fronting) 
    H                                   H       HH    H 
To Mary cl-aux given_back John book.the yesterday, … 
John gave the book back to Mary yesterday, …  
 
c. ?(?)Mar iei car tea i-a înapoiat-o Ion ieri, …(double i-focus fronting) 
To Mary book.the cl-aux… 
 
d. *Mar iei car tea ier i i-a înapoiat-o Ion, … (triple i-focus fronting) 
To Mary book.the yesterday cl-aux… 
 
e. * I-a înapoiat Ion Mariei cartea ieri, …(no i-focus fronting) 
 

                                                 
64 both non-D wh fronting and single/multiple i-focus fronting are subject to superiority – which is 
generally ignored in the present paper. 
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In addition, the judgments seem to vary if a different set of i-foci is picked, more 
precisely, if the SU is an i-focus – in this case, multiple i-focus fronting seems to be 
somewhat better: 

 
(32) tr iple [wh]/[i-foc] structures: SU, DO, adjunct. 
 
a. Cine pe cine cînd a chemat? 
Who PE who when aux called 
Who called whom (and) when? 
 
b. Ion l-a chemat ieri pe Petru, Maria …(single i-focus fronting) 
    H                     H        H  H 
John called Peter yesterday, Mary…. 
 
c. (?)Ion pe Petru l-a chemat ieri, …(double i-focus fronting) 
 
d. ?(?)Ion pe Petru ier i l-a chemat, …(triple i-focus fronting) 
 
e. *L-a chemat Ion pe Petru ieri, …(no i-focus fronting) 
 
Thus, i-focus fronting is the least ‘stable’  component of the IP syntax, patterning 

partly with SU fronting (single fronting is perfect) and partly with wh fronting (multiple 
fronting is possible).  

Any account of focus fronting and of the free variation of SU and focus fronting 
should in principle capture this intuition – and, if we take as basic the SU+wh grammar in 
(30) above, the only possible account seems to be the introduction of a second, parallel 
Focus grammar (i.e. a different constraint ranking). I-focus fronting and free variation are 
the consequence of the simultaneous use of two minimally different constraint rankings 
to decide grammaticality. 

The task is to identify the Focus grammar, i.e. the minimal modification of the 
ranking (30) that would yield the desired effects. The complex empirical pattern does not 
allow a straightforward answer: for one thing, there is no obvious way to account for 
multiple, yet not exhaustive i-focus fronting, i.e. moving only two out of three foci, hence 
I will simplify the problem by assuming that either single focus or exhaustive multiple 
focus fronting is possible; but, again, there is no obvious way to generate both single and 
exhaustive multiple focus fronting in the same grammar, hence two grammars will have 
to be proposed for each case. 

The Single Focus grammar should be a minimal variation of SU fronting, in 
particular, Focus fronting should be triggered by ObSpec and only indirectly by the 
requirement of checking the [i-foc] feature. Any of the two rankings in (33) below would 
do – note that they are both minimally different from the ranking in (30): 

 
(33) Single Focus fronting: 
a. ObSpec>>*Trace>>Check-i-foc(XP)>> *AdToSpec>>MinChain 
b. ObSpec>>*Trace>>Check-i-foc(X0)>> *AdToSpec>>MinChain 
 
In either case, single i-focus fronting will happen due to ObSpec>>*Trace; since 

SpecIP has to be filled, the decision of what phrase is optimal is made by the highest 
ranked constraint lower than *Trace, i.e. by one of the Check-i-foc constraints. Since the 
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focus fronts for ObSpec reasons, multiple i-focus fronting will be impossible (i.e. 
suboptimal). 

A different ranking with the same effects is the one in (34) below: 
 
(34) Single Focus fronting: 
Check-i-foc(X0)>> { *Trace, *AdToSpec, MinChain}  
 
However, this ranking is not related in any way either to SU fronting or to non-D 

wh fronting – and this is one of the weaknesses of the multiple grammar solution to free 
variation. Alternatively, this might be an argument against the redundancy due to having 
constraints like ObSpec and Check-F(X0) constraints, both satisfied by single movement. 
Since ObSpec seems to be independently motivated, it would be worth exploring systems 
that have only Check-F(XP) constraints. 

The Multiple Focus grammar would encode the (‘ implicit’ , representational) 
relation between wh-phrases and i-foci in the constraint ranking, making the wh-grammar 
a particular instance of the more general Focus grammar. The Multiple Focus grammar is 
obtained by removing the wh-restriction on the higher instantiation of the Check-i-
foc(XP) constraint in the ranking SU+wh ranking (see (30)): 

 
(35) Multiple Focus fronting: 
Check-i-foc(XP)>>*Trace; Check-i-foc(XP)>> *AdToSpec>>MinChain 
 
In this case, the Focus and the SU grammar would not be related in any direct way 

(besides the Focus grammar entailing ObSpec satisfaction), while the representational 
status of the non-D-linked wh-phrase as a subtype i-focus would ensure that they behave 
exactly like i-foci. The IP would basically be the i-focus projection, obligatorily hosting 
all i-foci (of any type) in its specifier. 

An argument for this procedure of obtaining the Focus grammar as opposed to 
‘simple’  constraint reranking comes from the complexity of a grammar with multiple 
constraint instantiation: such a grammar might be considered an overly complex, hence 
unstable structure which can be simplified if the restrictions on the constraint 
instantiations are removed and all the constraint instantiations except the highest one are 
deleted (they would not have any effect in the grammar anyway)65. ‘Switching’  from 
non-D wh fronting to generalized i-focus fronting might be an instance of grammar 
‘simplification’ . 
                                                 
65 such a process:  
(i) a. multiple constraint instantiation + restriction;  
b. restriction removal;  
c. lower constraint instantiation deletion. 
can be taken to model language change in an OT architecture. 
The argument is the following: first, I assume that OT grammars differ only in constraint rankings and that 
language change is ‘switching’  from a total ranking to another. Consequently, it is reasonable to conjecture 
that the process of ‘switching’  from a grammar G1 to a grammar G2 that differ only in the relative position 
of constraint C (C is higher in G2 than in G1) will involve the intermediate grammar G3 which will have 
constraint C instantiated twice (the lower instantiation is the one in grammar G1 and the higher instantiation 
is the one in grammar G2), with the higher instantiation being restricted. Thus, the switch from G1 to G2 
through G3 is gradual: G1 to G3 involves (ia) and G1 is, in a certain sense, ‘preserved’  in G3; then, G3 is 
‘unstable’  and goes to G2 by (ib-c). 
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Choosing between the above Focus grammars (each having a different relation to 
the basic SU+wh ranking) is an empirical question: investigating the grammars of 
different generations of Romanian speakers might provide evidence one way or the other 
(or, indeed, for or against the entire multiple grammar approach). 

 
A different way of accounting for Free Var iation (A) in an OT framework is the 

faithfulness/input-based optionality of the type pursued in Bakovic & Keer 2000; in this 
appriach, the free variation is due to an optional [i-foc] feature in the input structure. 

While this kind of solution seems incapable of capturing the intuition that i-focus 
fronting is the least ‘stable’  component of the IP syntax, patterning partly with SU 
fronting and partly with wh fronting (inputs with or without an [i-foc] feature have equal 
status in the grammar), it fares better than the multiple grammar approach with respect to 
a different aspect of the analysis. An essential part of the above proposal about SU 
fronting is that no ‘ intrinsic’  feature of the SU triggers movement – SU fronting is due to 
the ‘non-specific’  ObSpec (and to the SU structural position). Free Var iation/ 
Optionality (A) is an important argument for this approach, since we observe two 
unrelated types of phrases patterning in a similar way, i.e. moving to SpecIP. The 
multiple grammar approach weakens this argument because there is no principled reason 
against having two grammars that differ in the relative ranking of a Check-i-foc 
constraint and a constraint that refers to an intrinsic property of the SU (e.g. Nom. case 
checking). 

In an input-based account of free variation, a unique constraint ranking is 
postulated, which favors i-focus fronting whenever there is an [i-foc] feature in the input. 
All the cases in which the SU is fronted instead of an [i-foc] DO for example are due to a 
syntactic input lacking the [i-foc] feature on a phrase or the I0 head, which makes 
checking impossible66. 

Nothing in the assumed theory goes against having an optional [i-foc] feature in the 
input; as a matter of fact, the Richness of the Base principle entails that there are inputs 
lacking [i-foc] features or having extra [i-foc] features (on heads or phrases) – and the 
constraints and their ranking pick an optimal output for each of these inputs. 

Thus, the mechanism behind free variation is already available, as opposed to the 
multiple grammar account, where additional far-reaching stipulations need to be made.  

However, if we assume a more general theory of syntax-semantics and syntax-
phonology interface, it would be undesirable to make the syntactic [i-foc] feature on 
phrases optional. First, irrespective of its position (in situ or fronted), the i-focus is 
always semantically interpreted as such and phonologically marked with a H tone – the 
only thing that varies is its syntax. Second, if we assume that syntactic features stand in a 
correspondence relation with semantic and phonological interpretations (e.g. they are 
‘ interpreted at the interfaces’ , or they are ‘semantically/phonologically parsed’ ), it seems 
that the syntactic [i-foc] feature is always present, irrespective of it ‘ triggering’  or not i-
focus fronting. Hence, it would seem stipulative to assume that the i-focus phrase is 
optionally an i-focus from a syntactic point of view, while being constantly interpreted as 
an i-focus in semantics and phonology. As far as the [i-foc] feature on the I0 head goes, 

                                                 
66 I am indebted to Jane Grimshaw for the main idea of the input-based account of free 
variation/optionality. 
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no such phonological or semantic evidence is available. The feature on the head is 
necessary for theory-internal reasons (‘checking theory’ ) only.  

Thus, to consider inputs without an [i-foc] feature in I0 is not only a necessity 
(given Richness of the Base), but it seems completely compatible with the previous 
analysis and the above syntax – phonology/semantics interface considerations. If there is 
no [i-foc] feature on a head (in particular on I0), all candidates involving focus fronting 
would be suboptimal, since movement will not result in better satisfaction of the Check-i-
foc(XP) constraint (clearly, the Check-i-foc(X0) constraint is vacuously satisfied if there 
is no head [i-foc] feature). Thus, we have the following possible combinations: 

 
(36)  I0  XP(¹ SU) 
a.  j *  [i-foc]   i-focus in situ, SU fronting 
b. [i-foc]  [i-foc]           i-focus fronting, SU in situ 
 
(* j  stands for the lack of [i-foc] feature(s) – I assume throughout that all features 

are privative, hence there is no such thing as [+/– i-foc] to trigger or ‘block’  checking, 
only a feature F or lack thereof)  

 
The combinations in (36) work as desired only if we assume that at least one of the 

Check-i-foc constraint is high ranked, i.e. the basic ranking is not the one in (30), but one 
of (33a), (33b), (34) or (35) (see the above observation with respect to input-based 
optionality and capturing the intuition that SU and wh fronting are ‘stable’  
generalizations, as opposed to focus fronting). 

Moreover, extending the range of inputs to cover the combinations in (36) does not 
have any consequence as far as multiple vs. single i-focus fronting goes, which still 
depends on which of the four possible rankings we choose: (33a), (33b) and (34) yield 
optional single focus fronting, while (35) yields optional multiple (exhaustive) focus 
fronting. 

Finally, if this proposal is embedded in the previous analysis of non-D wh fronting, 
it makes wrong predictions: non-D wh-phrases move to check their [i-foc] feature (whose 
presence is enforced by the proposed GEN principle) – and they will not front if the head 
I0 lacks an [i-foc] feature, just like ‘simple’  (non wh) i-foci do not front in the cases 
covered by (36a). The possible combinations are given in (37) below: 

 
(37)  I0  wh-XP(¹ SU) 
a.  j   [i-foc]   wh in situ, SU fronting 
b. [i-foc]  [i-foc]           wh fronting, SU in situ 
 
All the inputs that are covered by (37a) will have SU fronting and all wh phrases 

will remain in situ, which contradicts generalization (E) (Obligatory single and multiple 
(non-D) wh-movement). I think there are two ways to avoid these unwelcome 
consequences: (i) give up the assumption that wh-XPs front for [i-foc] checking – on the 
contrary, they front for [wh] checking; (ii) ©force© both inputs in (37) to have an I0 [i-foc] 
output. Unless other assumptions are also modified, the first possibility (i) misses the 
generalization that non-D wh phrases behave very much like i-foci (generalization G), so 
I will not pursue it further. 
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On the other hand, additional OT ‘machinery’  has to be put to work to implement 
the second possibility (ii), in particular the featural faithfulness constraints customarily 
used in OT phonology. I have always assumed previously that the inputs are faithfully 
mapped to their corresponding outputs as far as the underlying features go, i.e. I have 
always assumed that the constraints Max-F and Dep-F among others are top ranked, 
hence not violated (for definitions, see McCarthy & Prince 1995). In order to ‘ force’  both 
inputs in (37) to surface with an [i-foc] I0, we should rank Check-i-foc(XP)(wh) higher 
than DEP-[i-foc](X0)67: the constraint DEP-[i-foc](X0) assesses a violation for each 
‘head’  [i-foc] feature in the output that does not have a corresponding [i-foc] feature in 
the input (i.e. do not epenthesize ‘head’  [i-foc] features). Since the checking constraint 
for non-D wh phrases is ranked higher than the faithfulness constraint, it can ‘ license’  
violations of the lower ranked constraint if they result in better satisfaction of the 
checking constraint. The relevant ranking conditions are given in (38) below: 

 
(38) { MAX-[i-foc](XP), MAX-[i-foc](X0), DEP-[i-foc](XP)}  
>>Check-i-foc(XP)(wh) 
>>DEP-[i-foc](X0) 
>>Check-i-foc(XP) 
 
The top ranked three constraints ensure that outputs are always completely faithful 

to the underlying [i-foc] specification of an XP (MAX forbids feature deletion and DEP 
feature epenthesis) and, also, that an [i-foc] feature on a head is never deleted. The 
ranking Check-i-foc(XP)(wh)>>DEP-[i-foc](X0) ensures that the [i-foc] feature of a wh 
phrase is always checked irrespective of the I0 input: if the input does not have a ‘head’  
[i-foc] feature, it will be epenthesized in the output to allow wh phrase movement and 
‘phrase’  [i-foc] feature checking. Finally, the ranking DEP-[i-foc](X0)>>Check-i-
foc(XP)ensures that the unrestricted Check-i-foc(XP) constraint cannot trigger [i-foc] 
epenthesis on the head I0, thus preserving the two possibilities given in (36) above, i.e. 
the free variation of i-focus and SU fronting. The ranking conditions in (38) need to be 
supplemented by the appropriate ranking conditions that enforce i-focus fronting (see 
(33), (34) and (35)) and SU fronting (see (30)), i.e. all the constraints against movement 
*Trace, *AdToSpec, MinChain have to be suitably low ranked. 

 
 
IV.2. Typological predictions. 
 
In this section, I will outline several typological predictions made by the basic 

system developed in sections I I  and I I I . 
 
English wh fronting 
Nothing in the present proposal precludes the formulation of Check-wh(X0/XP) 

constraints – the only claim is that they are ‘ inactive’  (i.e. suitably low ranked) in 
Romanian or Italian, where wh movement seems to pattern with independently identified 

                                                 
67 I am relativizing the faithfulness constraint to heads and phrases to keep with the general format of the 
constraints proposed in this paper, although, ultimately, empirical evidence should be brought to bear one 
way or the other. 
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natural classes, determined by info structure in Romanian and by referential vs. 
quantificational status in Italian. 

Assuming that English wh movement is subject only to [wh] checking requirements 
(although the fact that superiority effects are waved for D linked wh phrases seems to 
suggest otherwise), the relevant generalizations will be captured by the following 
ranking: 

 
(39) English wh movement (assuming that C0 has a [wh] feature): 
(i) Check-wh(X0)>>{ *Trace, *AdToSpec}  AND *AdToSpec>> MinChain; 
(ii) *Trace>>Check-wh(XP) OR *AdToSpec>> MinChain>>Check-wh(XP) (!).  
 
The conditions in (39i) predict that single fronting is obligatory and subject to 

superiority, i.e. fronting the SU is preferred to fronting the DO, which is preferred to 
fronting an adjunct. The condition in (39ii) predicts that multiple wh fronting is 
impossible in English, since the requirement that the [wh] feature on phrases be checked 
is crucially dominated by *Trace or by the two constraints *AdToSpec and MinChain. 

 
I-focus and non-D wh fronting. 
The system in section I I I  consisting of multiple_constraint_instantiation + 

wh_restriction + GEN_principle predicts that there are no languages which have 
obligatory i-focus fronting but do not have (non-D-linked) wh-fronting, i.e. (i) a language 
with obligatory i-focus fronting (Hungarian?) has to have obligatory wh-fronting; (ii) a 
language with (non-D-linked) wh-phrases in situ (Chinese, Japanese) has to have in situ i-
foci. 

 
MinChain and movement: two possible problems. 
Consider the ranking in (40) below: 
 
(40) Check-i-foc(XP)>>MinChain>>{ *AdToSpec, *Trace}  
 
This ranking and the representational assumptions in sections I I  and I I I  – namely 

that adjuncts to any maximal projection are freely allowed, that no projection intervenes 
between vP and IP, the I0 is associated with an [i-foc] feature and that DOs are base 
generated in SpecVP – predict that, for an input containing an [i-foc] DO, the DO will 
first readjoin to VP and then adjoin to vP before finally moving to SpecIP, in this way 
satisfying the top ranked constraints Check-i-foc(XP) and MinChain, while violating the 
lower ranked constraints *AdToSpec and *Trace as many times as necessary. 

Given a language like (40), there will be no asymmetry between arguments or 
adjuncts with respect to fronting: they will all move and they will move by successive 
adjunctions to all maximal projections intervening between the base generated position 
and the checking position. 

It is plausible that no language exhibits this kind of movement; if this is indeed the 
case, I can see three ways of solving the problem: (i) enforce a universal ranking 
condition to the effect that MinChain is low ranked, e.g. *AdToSpec>>MinChain; (ii) 
change the definition of MinChain so that a violation is assessed for each maximal 
projection intervening between the initial and the final position in the chain – thus, 
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irrespective of the number of intermediate adjunctions, the number of violations will be 
the same for all chains that have the same initial and final position; consequently, all the 
chains with extra traces will be harmonically bounded by the ‘direct movement’  chain; 
(iii) eliminate MinChain altogether from the grammar – it might be that the effects of 
MinChain in the Romanian case can be obtained by appropriate (and independently 
justified) trace licensing principles. 

 
The second problem caused by a high ranked MinChain surfaces in any of the 

rankings in (41), which are basically variations of (40): 
 
(41) a. Check-i-foc(X0)>>MinChain>>{ *AdToSpec, *Trace} >>Check-i-foc(XP) 
b. ObSpec>>MinChain>>{ *AdToSpec, *Trace}   
c. MinChain>>Check-i-foc(X0)>>{ *AdToSpec, *Trace} >>Check-i-foc(XP) 
d. MinChain>>ObSpec>>{ *AdToSpec, *Trace}  
 
For an input containing an [i-foc] SU and an [i-foc] vP-adjunct, the rankings (41a) 

and (41c) predict that the [i-foc] vP-adjunct will front to the exclusion of the [i-foc] SU 
(again, taking for granted the representational assumptions in sections I I  and I I I ). Also, 
for an input containing a SU and a vP-adjunct, the rankings (41b) and (41d) predict that 
the vP-adjunct will front to SpecIP (assuming that no other constraints are relevant and, 
again, taking for granted all the representational assumptions implicit in sections I I  and 
I I I ). 

A plausible universal is that adjunct movement is always more marked than 
argument movement. The rankings in (41), however, predict exactly the opposite – and 
the unwelcome consequences are due to MinChain being high ranked. 

Changing MinChain definition as suggested before will not help in any of these 
cases; however, there are other possibilities of coping with this problem: (i) (the same as 
above) enforce a universal ranking condition to the effect that MinChain is low ranked, 
e.g. *AdToSpec>>MinChain; (ii) challenge the representational assumption that 
adjunction is free, e.g. all adjuncts are VP adjuncts or they are generated even lower than 
arguments (see for example Larson 1988); (iii) (the same as above) eliminate MinChain 
from the grammar. 
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V. CONCLUSION. 
 
The three main empirical and theoretical contributions of the present analysis are: 
 
(42) a.i. (theoretical) providing new empirical support for the constraint ObSpec 

and, indirectly, for the OT syntactic architecture which employs violable constraints, 
since ObSpec does not seem to be a ‘hard’ /inviolable/GEN type constraint;  

a.ii. (empirical) providing an analysis of the puzzling SU distribution in Romanian, 
more exactly, of the conditions in which it can be immediately preverbal; the analysis 
relies crucially on ObSpec; 

b.i. (theoretical) proposing an analysis of ‘parasitical’ /’dependent’  syntactic features 
in terms of multiple constraint instantiation and restriction – and providing new empirical 
support for such a mechanism; 

b.ii. (empirical) providing a simple analysis of the similarities and differences 
between non-D-linked wh-phrases and i-foci in Romanian; (a.ii) and (b.ii) together 
provide an analysis of the complex empirical generalizations associated with the 
immediately preverbal position in Romanian; 

c. (theoretical and empirical) proposing ways to account for optionality/free 
variation of SU and i-focus fronting in an OT framework – e.g. removing the restriction 
on a higher, restricted constraint instantiation. 
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APPENDIX – THE ASSUMED SEMANTIC NOTIONS AND INTONATIONAL GENERALIZATIONS. 
 

The semantic notions. 
 
Information structure is the particular structuring/‘packaging’  of the meaning of a 

sentence with respect to the ‘ground’ /’ information state’  in which the sentence is 
asserted. The ‘ground’ /’ information state’  which is ‘updated’  by the sentence is the 
discourse context in which the sentence is asserted and which is modified by the assertion 
of the sentence; the discourse context is assumed to contain two different things: a list of 
various entities previously mentioned (talked about) in the discourse and the (partial) 
world knowledge assumed at that particular point in the discourse (the common ground). 

The information structure of a sentence is the partition of the sentence into Focus 
and Background, the Background containing a designated constituent called Topic. 

The I(nformational)-Focus is that constituent of the sentence which ‘contains’  the 
new piece of information expressed by the sentence; the Background, which is the 
remaining part of the sentence, ‘contains’  only old information, where the terms new/old 
information stand for a propositional content which is not entailed and, respectively, 
entailed by the information state (common ground) in which the sentence is asserted. 

The Topic is a constituent which is part of the Background and which ‘ links’  the 
sentence to the previous discourse; moreover, the entire sentence is in some sense ‘about’  
the Topic, i.e. the new information expressed by the sentence is related in some special 
way to the Topic constituent. The Topic is thus an entity which was previously 
mentioned (directly or indirectly) and which is prominent among the previously 
mentioned entities. 

Following Rizzi 1997, Vallduví & Engdahl 1996, Büring 1997, 1999, I will assume 
that every sentence contains an informational Focus (hence, a Background), but not 
necessarily a Topic. 
 

The intonational generalizations. 
 
The following intonational generalizations are based on Dasc� lu-Jinga 1998 – for 

finer-grained generalizations, see Göbbel 2001. 
The intonational contour of a neutral (non-emphatic) sentence (i.e. where the entire 

sentence is focused) is a falling HL, where the L tone is rightmost in the sentence and the 
H tone seems to be rightmost within the leftmost prosodic word (the capitalized syllables 
are the ones bearing the main stress; I use the Question-Answer pair test for identifying 
the focused constituent of a sentence). 

 
(1) a. CE se înTÎMpl � ? 
          H                 L 
What refl.cl. happens? 
What is happening? 
b. [ MAma VIne ]F. 
             H      L 
Mother.the comes 
Mum is coming. 
c. VIne MAma. 
        H          L. 
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If there is a focused constituent, its main stress is associated with a H tone, where 

the focus contains only one main stress. The same intonational requirement applies to the 
wh-phrase, whose main stress has to be associated with an H tone. 

 
(2) a. CIne VIne? 
          H           L 
Who comes? 
Who is coming? 
b. MAma VIne. 
      H            L 
c. CE FAce MAma? 
     H                   L 
What does mother.the 
What is mum doing? 
d. MAma VIne. 
           H   H L 


