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Introduction

What This Book Is About

Locality constraints on displacement as they have been proposed over the last decades
(since Chomsky (1964) and Ross (1967)) have been highly successful from an em-
pirical point of view. Constraints like the A-over-A Principle, the Subjacency Con-
dition, the (Generalized) Minimal Link Condition ((G)MLC), the Condition on Ex-
traction Domain (CED), or Relativized Minimality impose significant restrictions on
movement in natural languages. However, recent developments in the minimalist pro-
gram (see Chomsky (1995; 2001b; 2008)) have led to the postulation of strict meta-
requirements on syntactic constraints, and closer inspection reveals that even the most
widely adopted constraints on displacement are at variancewith these requirements.
Throughout this monograph, I assume that ‘good’ syntactic constraints must conform
to the meta-requirements in (1).1

(1) a. Constraints should be as simple and general as possible.
b. Constraints should not be complex.
c. Constraints are of type (i) or (ii).

(i) principles of efficient computation
(ii) interface conditions

d. Constraints do not require massive search space.
e. Constraints do not give rise to redundancies.

The requirements in (1) do not only exclude transderivational constraints like the
Fewest Steps condition or the Shortest Paths condition, or constraints like the A-over-
A Principle or the Subjacency Condition; I will argue that they also make it impossible
to adopt constraints like the (G)MLC, the CED, and Relativized Minimality. A look
at the more recent minimalist literature suggests that thisconclusion might be uncon-
troversial for the CED; but I will argue that the conclusion is just as valid for the

1 I will extensively motivate these meta-requirements in thefirst two chapters of this study. At first sight,
it might seem that some of the requirements may overlap; however, as will be shown below, they are all
separate.
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(G)MLC and Relativized Minimality, where it would at first blush seem to be more
controversial (since constraints of this type are regularly employed in current mini-
malist approaches to displacement). Against this background, the task for syntactic
theory is to derive the effects that can be attributed to constraints on displacement like
the (G)MLC and the CED, from independently motivated constraints that adhere to
the demands imposed by (1).

A crucial role will be played by the Phase Impenetrability Condition (PIC) which
is introduced in Chomsky (2000; 2001b) as a constraint that contributes to efficient
computation, and which meets all the requirements in (1); see (2).

(2) Phase Impenetrability Condition(PIC):
The domain of a head X of a phase XP is not accessible to operations outside XP;
only X and its edge are accessible to such operations.

The PIC requires all instances of movement (that are not extremely local) to take place
successive-cyclically, via intermediate phase edges (simplifying a bit, the intervening
phase heads’ specifiers). The status of a phase is originallymotivated only for the
‘propositional’ categories vP and CP in Chomsky’s work; butvarious extensions have
been proposed over the last decade, including, e.g., TP, DP,and PP. I will assume
throughout thatall XPs are phases. If so, the PIC demands that successive-cyclic
movement applies in a very local manner, from one phrase edgeto the next phrase edge
higher up, yielding a representation of displacement dependencies that is comparable
to theSLASH feature percolation approach developed in Gazdar (1981). As a result,
the PIC’s contribution to efficient computation and minimization of search space (see
(1-cd)) is further enhanced.

The PIC states that movementmusttake place via phase edges. Assuming that
all movement operations must be forced by appropriate structure-building (‘edge’)
features (because of a general Last Resort constraint that prohibits free application of
displacement, as it could be derived under Chomsky’s (1981)concept of Moveα),
it then needs to be ensured that intermediate movement stepsto phase edgescanbe
carried out. Chomsky has suggested that intermediate movement steps can be brought
about by edge features that are inserted on phase heads in thecourse of the derivation
if certain conditions are met. In Chomsky (2000, 109) and Chomsky (2001b, 34) (also
cf. Chomsky (2008, 149)), the condition for edge feature insertion is stated as follows
(I refer to this condition as the Edge Feature Condition).

(3) Edge Feature Condition(EFC):
The head X of phase XP may be assigned an edge featureafter the phase XP is
otherwise complete,but only if that has an effect on outcome.

I think there is reason to take issue with two aspects of the EFC in (3), and I have
highlighted these two aspects by italicization: On the one hand, assuming that all
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syntactic operations are triggered by phase heads, the nullhypothesis would seem
to be that a phase head is inert, and inaccessible for furthermodification, once the
phase is complete, i.e., once it has “exhaust[ed] the lexical subarray from which it is
derived”, in Chomsky’s (2000) words. In view of this, I essentially suggest to replace
after with before: The phase head must still be active, and thus be able to induce at
least one further operation, for edge feature insertion to apply.

On the other hand, the “effect on outcome” requirement in (3)is clearly too vague
as it stands; in addition, it suffers from imposing look-ahead capacity on (what should
be local) decisions in derivations if taken literally. Following Heck & Müller (2003), I
propose that a simple, local way of capturing the gist of the requirement without run-
ning into the look-ahead problem centers around the notion of a balanced phase: Basi-
cally, “to have an effect on outcome” is to be understood as “to be the only way to lead
to a balanced phase”, where a phase counts as balanced if, forevery structure-building
feature in the numeration, there is a matching feature that is potentially available –
and a feature is potentially available if it is either part ofthe workspace, or at the left
edge of the current phase. An informal version of the revisedEdge Feature Condition
would then look as in (4) (see (11) in chapter 4 for a more precise formulation).

(4) Edge Feature Condition(EFC, new version):
The head X of phase XP may be assigned an edge featurebeforethe phase XP
is otherwise complete,but only if there is no other way to produce a balanced

phase.

With these modifications of the Edge Feature Condition, two consequences arise that I
take to be the two central results of the present monograph: Both (G)MLC effects and
CED effects can now be shown to follow from the PIC. In a nutshell, (G)MLC effects
follow because the higher one of two items competing for movement to the domain of
a movement-inducing head (i.e., the item that is merged later) ensures phase balance
without edge feature insertion, which is therefore blocked; and subsequent movement
of the lower item violates the PIC. CED effects follow because edge feature insertion
cannot take place for an item that is included in a last-merged specifier of a phase
head, with the phase head qualifying as inert at this point; subsequent movement of
such an item in a last-merged specifier then also violates thePIC.

This approach not only reduces (G)MLC effects and CED effects to independently
motivated principles (viz., the PIC and the EFC); it can alsobe shown to be empiri-
cally superior in various domains since it makes correct predictions that the standard
approaches in terms of (versions of) the (G)MLC and the CED have nothing to say
about. For instance, the new account of (G)MLC effects also covers kinds of interven-
tion effects in German and English where the intervener doesnot c-command the item
whose movement it blocks. Similarly, the new approach to CEDeffects emerges as
empirically superior since it only derives last-merged specifiers as islands for extrac-
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tion; non-last merged specifiers may be transparent. This will be shown to yield many
new, and empirically correct, consequences, not least of all a hitherto unnoticed effect
that I refer to asmelting, which can be shown to underlie certain cases of transparent
inner specifiers in the presence of local scrambling to an outer specifier in Czech and
German.

Rizzi’s (1990) Relativized Minimality constraint and the (G)MLC are conceptu-
ally related, and there is a certain amount of empirical overlap. Still, there are effects
that can be covered by Relativized Minimality, but not straightforwardly (as I will
show) by the (G)MLC; most notably, this holds forwh-island (and related operator
island) effects. Here, too, it turns out that the PIC/EFC-based approach to constraints
on displacement developed in this monograph can make interesting, and empirically
correct, predictions.

In particular, I argue that a consequence of the present approach with respect to
the positions of intermediate movement steps makes a new account of operator is-
land (wh-island and topic island) effects possible that does not rely on the idea that
these islands instantiate some kind of intervention effect: The analysis of displace-
ment in terms of (2) (PIC) and (4) (EFC) gives rise to what I call the Intermediate Step

Corollary: Intermediate steps of successive-cyclic movement end up in non-outermost
specifiers (if more than one specifier is available). Given this assumption, it suffices
to postulate that certain types of goal features on categories (likewh-features) auto-
matically trigger checking once they enter a suitable configuration (as they do with
intermediate movement steps); this is an instantiation of amore general concept of
featuremaraudage. As a consequence, operator island effects are derived (as is their
variable nature).

Throughout, I adopt a strictly derivational, bottom-up, multiple specifier approach
to phrase structure generation in which structure-building by (external) Merge and
structure-building by movement (internal Merge) are interleaved (as in Chomsky
(2000; 2001b), and much subsequent work), in accordance with the Strict Cycle Con-
dition which demands (among other things) that syntactic operations cannot exclu-
sively target embedded phrases. The clausal spine thus generated is assumed to uni-
formly consist of CP, TP, vP, and VP. I assume that all syntactic operations are induced
by designated features, of which there are basically two types: Structure-building fea-
tures for external Merge and movement are accompanied by bullets ([•F•]), and probe
features that trigger Agree operations are embraced by asterisks ([∗F∗]).2 Also, I
adopt a feature checking (rather than a feature valuation) approach, for reasons that
will be laid out in chapter 3 below.

2 Chapter 7 will introduce a third type of operation-inducingfeature, viz., [†], which triggers deletion.
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An indispensable part of the analyses of (G)MLC, CED, and Relativized Min-
imality effects presented here is the assumption that all syntactic operations apply
in a fixed order (this assumption is derivable from the properties and the organiza-
tion of operation-inducing features on phase heads and a fewvery general principles
but without resort to any extrinsic rule ordering): Thetiming of syntactic operations
emerges as crucial. Hence, to the extent that the approach can be viewed as success-
ful, it provides a strong argument for a strictly derivational organization of syntax,
and against (even mildly) representational approaches, including those that incorpo-
rate Chomsky’s (2008) hypothesis that constraint evaluation only takes place at the
phase level.

What This Book Is Not About

Given the goal of deriving the effects of three widely adopted constraints on displace-
ment from more elementary assumptions based on the PIC and the (revised) EFC, the
present investigation can arguably be viewed as fairly ambitious. However, I would
like to emphasize that it is nevertheless quite narrow in scope. On the empirical side,
no attempt is made to cover some phenomenon (like, for instance,wh-movement in
German, or the cross-linguistic distribution of scrambling-related island effects) com-
prehensively. On the theoretical side, I leave open the question of whether (and, if
so, how) various other well-established locality constraints on displacement can also
be derived from more elementary assumptions; thus, I will have nothing to say about,
e.g., the Coordinate Structure Constraint (see Ross (1967)) and the Left Branch Con-
dition (see Ross (1967)), which also fail the set of meta-constraints in (1).

Furthermore, there are several phenomena that I more or lessignore in this mono-
graph (both as empirical data, and in their relevance for theory construction) even
though they are undoubtedly of great importance in any approach that strives to de-
rive locality constraints on displacement. Among these areresumptive pronouns(see
Pesetsky (1998), Hornstein (2001), Boeckx (2003), Salzmann (2006), and the con-
tributions in Rouveret (2011), among others);connectedness effectswith multiple
movement of the same type (see Kayne (1984) on the Connectedness condition, or
Richards (1998) on the Principle of Minimal Compliance);parasitic gaps(as well as
Across-the-board movement(ATB) in coordinate structures) (see Chomsky (1982b),
Frampton (1990), Nissenbaum (2000a;b), and Lutz (2001), among many others – but
see also Assmann (2010) for an approach to parasitic gaps based on the approach de-
veloped in chapter 4 below); and (with the exception of a few scattered remarks)pied

piping (see Heck (2004; 2009) and Cable (2007) for two recent approaches). More-
over, I will have very little to say aboutargument/adjunct(or related)asymmetries

as they arise in extraction from islands (see, e.g., Chomsky(1986a), Cinque (1990),
Manzini (1992), and Kitahara (1997)); but what little I haveto say in chapter 5 may
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perhaps eventually lay the basis for a fresh approach to the phenomenon. I omit a
detailed discussion of these and other issues only for reasons of space and coherence,
and not because I would think that they are not highly relevant to the main issues un-
der investigation here. My hope is that the approach developed in this monograph can
be conservatively extended to all these phenomena; but whether this is really the case
(as it is with parasitic gaps) remains to be seen.

Overview

I proceed as follows.
Chapter 1 serves as an introduction into the area of inquiry.It sets the stage by

showing how the locality constraints on displacement that are the main subject of the
present study (viz., the (G)MLC, the CED, and Relativized Minimality) developed
out of their predecessors, beginning with Chomsky’s (1964)A-over-A Principle and
Ross’s (1967) island constraints. Some (but certainly not all) of the material in this
chapter is textbook knowledge (as it can also be found in, e.g., Riemsdijk & Williams
(1986)). However, what is of particular importance here, and what distinguishes this
chapter from related material in other studies, is the focusof presentation, which relies
on the notion of a “good” constraint, as it can be formulated on the basis of meta-
requirements on constraints like those in (1).

In chapter 2, I argue that a successful derivation of both the(G)MLC (as well as
the related Relativized Minimality constraint) and the CEDin terms of more elemen-
tary minimalist principles is outstanding. For the (G)MLC,this amounts to showing
that the constraint, though widely adopted nowadays, is incompatible with (1) and ba-
sic minimalist tenets. For the CED, it amounts to showing that all existing minimalist
approaches that attempt to derive its effects are problematic. Given that neither princi-
ples of parsing nor semantic restrictions can systematically account for (G)MLC (plus
Relativized Minimality) and CED effects, a new minimalist approach is called for.

Chapter 3 and chapter 4 form the core of the present monograph. In chapter 3, I
illustrate how (G)MLC effects can be derived from the PIC if the notion of “having an
effect on outcome” in the Edge Feature Condition is replacedwith the notion of “being
the only way to produce a balanced phase” – a move which I show to be independently
motivated.

In chapter 4, it is argued that another independently motivated change in the Edge
Feature Condition (viz., that of replacingafter with before) predicts standard CED
effects. The analysis is then extended so as to cover freezing effects; and it is shown
that it correctly (and even without this extension) predicts the existence of a reverse
phenomenon that I call melting effect.

In an appendix to chapter 4, I suggest that this approach to CED effects may
shed new light on the occurrence ofmovement-related pieces of morphology, i.e.,
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what is often referred to as morphological reflexes of successive-cyclic movement. I
show that this phenomenon might perhaps best be viewed as an instance ofpseudo-
melting: An expletive that accompanies an item which would normallyqualify as a
last-merged item (hence, as opaque for extraction) turns this item into a transparent
non-last-merged item. This way, a rationale can be given forthe very existence of
movement-related morphology.

Chapter 5 addresses the variable nature of operator islands(more specifically,wh-
islands and topic islands). I show how the Intermediate StepCorollary of chapter
4 makes a maraudage approach to operator islands available,and I suggest various
possible extensions that the analysis permits (concerning, inter alia, argument/adjunct
asymmetries, movement type asymmetries, and clause-type asymmetries).

Finally, the last two chapters extend the approach developed in the preceding chap-
ters in two separate (but conceptually similar) ways, for two phenomena where CED-
type effects that one might initially expect fail to occur. First, in chapter 6 I argue that
this approach offers a simple account of a peculiar asymmetry with movement from
verb-second clauses in German: Verb-second clauses are islands for movement into
verb-final clauses, but there is a lack of CED effects with movement into verb-second
clauses again. Based on a reprojection approach to head movement where an in-situ
V itself bears the feature triggering verb-second movement(which keeps the V head
active at the relevant step of the derivation), this asymmetry will be analyzed in anal-
ogy to pseudo-melting effects. Second, chapter 7 shows thatstandard cases of island
repair by ellipsis in sluicing constructions follow without further ado, assuming that
deletion is successive-cyclic and brought about by a designated feature that, again,
keeps the phase head active at the decisive step of the derivation.
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Chapter 1

Locality Constraints

1. Introduction

The goal of the first chapter of this monograph is to set the stage for the remaining
chapters. I begin by introducing a taxonomy of constraints in general, and characteriz-
ing properties of a “good” constraint. Then I address a number of locality constraints
that have been proposed in the last couple of decades; broadly speaking, a locality
constraint is a constraint that restricts syntactic operations to certain domains. (I do
all of this in a somewhat anachronistic way, by introducing all constraints on the basis
of a current derivational model of syntax that conforms to minimalist assumptions.)
Research based on these constraints has culminated in the postulation of two highly
general, widely accepted constraints that are at the heart of the present study: the
(Generalized) Minimal Link Condition (G)MLC and the Condition on Extraction Do-
main (CED). To end the chapter, I address the issue as to whether these two locality
constraints are compatible with elementary minimalist assumptions. A closer look at
the relevant literature reveals that the (G)MLC is typically assumed to be compatible
with minimalist tenets whereas the CED is not. In line with this, the (G)MLC is typ-
ically adopted in current minimalist research, whereas numerous attempts have been
made to derive the CED.

2. Constraint Types

2.1 A Taxonomy of Constraint Types

Based on varying degrees of complexity, several types of constraints can be distin-
guished. The taxonomy in (1) is based on Müller & Sternefeld (2001). According to
(1), five core types of syntactic constrains can be recognized (there may well be more,
but the ones given here will suffice for present purposes).

(1) Constraint types:

a. A localderivationalconstraint applies to syntactic (Merge or Move) opera-
tions.
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b. A localrepresentationalconstraint applies to an output representation.
c. A globalconstraint applies to a whole derivation; it correlates non-adjacent

steps in the derivation.
d. A translocalconstraint applies to sets of output representations; it picks out

an optimal output representation among competing output representations.
e. A transderivationalconstraint applies to sets of derivations; it picks out an

optimal derivation among competing derivations.

2.2 Local Derivational Constraints

First, local constraints can be separated from non-local constraints. In derivational
grammars, there are two kinds of local constraints. Localderivationalconstraints
restrict the application of elementary syntactic operations (like Merge and Move); a
classical local derivational constraints is the Subjacency Condition that blocks move-
ment operations which cross two bounding nodes (DP and TP, orDP and CP, as op-
tions of parametrization); see Chomsky (1977; 1986a) and Rizzi (1982), among many
others. The Subjacency Condition is defined in (2).

(2) Subjacency Condition(Chomsky (1977)):
In a structureα ... [β ... [γ ... δ ... ] ... ] ..., movement ofδ to α cannot apply ifβ
andγ are bounding nodes.

The Subjacency Condition has been held responsible for the illformedness of sen-
tences like (3) in English (with DP and TP as bounding nodes),and for the contrast
between the well-formed example (4-a) and the ill-formed example (4-b) in Italian
(with DP and CP as bounding nodes); bounding nodes crossed bymovement opera-
tions are marked by underlining.

(3) *How1 does [TP3 she know [CP [DP2 which car ] [TP4
Mary fixed t2 t1 ]]] ?

(4) a. Tuo
your

fratello
brother

[CP3 [PP1 a
to

cui ]
whom

mi
myself

domando
I ask

[CP4 [DP2 che
which

storie ]
stories

abbiano
they have

raccontato
told

t2 t1 ]] era
was

molto
very

preoccupato
worried

b. *Francesca
Francesca

[CP3 [DP1 che ]
who

non
not

immagino
I imagine

[CP4 [DP2 quanta
how many

gente ]
people

t2

sappia
know

[CP5 [PP6 dove ]
where

hanno
they have

mandato
sent

t1 t6 ]]] ...

In (3) and in (4-ab),wh-movement crosses awh-phrase in a SpecC position (awh-
island effect, see below); but whereas this leads to a violation of the Subjacency Con-
dition in (3) (with two TP crossed) and (4-b) (with two CPs crossed), it does not in
(4-a) (where only one CP is crossed, and crossing of two TPs isirrelevant, by assump-
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tion).1

2.3 Local Representational Constraints

In contrast to derivational constraints like the Subjacency Condition, localrepresenta-
tional constraints restrict possible output representations (i.e., results of applications
of derivational operations). These latter constraints arealso often referred to asfilters

(see Chomsky & Lasnik (1977)). The Empty Category Principle(ECP; see Chomsky
(1981; 1986a), Lasnik & Saito (1984; 1992)) is a constraint of this type. It demands
that traces left by movement have to be marked [+γ]; a trace can be marked [+γ] only
if it is in a proper government relation (with either its antecedent or a lexical head:
proper government arises under antecedent-government or under lexical government).
A (still somewhat simplified) version of the ECP along these lines is given in (5).

(5) Empty Category Principle(ECP):
Every trace t is marked [+γ].
A trace t is marked [+γ] iff it is properly governed.
A trace t is properly governed iff (a) or (b) holds.

a. t is antecedent-governed.

1 That said, it is not really clear that a parametrization of bounding nodes as it is proposed in Rizzi (1982)
(more generally, leaving options in, by assumption, universal constraints that individual languages need to
fix in one way or another) is the correct approach. First, the Italian examples above involve relativization;
however, Italianwh-movement constructions that closely resemble constructions like those in (3) that are
typically chosen to illustrate Subjacency effects in English are also fairly ill formed. The pertinent examples
can already be found in Rizzi’s (1982) original work; see (i). Second, some kinds of English examples of
the general type in (3) (like, e.g., (ii-ab)) are often not judged to be that ill formed after all; see Grimshaw
(1986) and Chomsky (1986a).

(i) a. *[DP1
Chi ]
who

ti
yourself

domandi
you ask

[CP3
[DP2

chi ]
who

t2 ha
has

incontrato
met

t1 ] ?

b. ??[DP1
Chi ]
who

non
not

sai
you know

[CP3
[DP2

che cosa ]
what

t1 ha
has

fatto
done

t2 ] ?

(ii) a. ?*[DP1
Which book ] did the students forget [CP3

who2 t2 wrote t1 ] ?
b. ?[DP1

Which car ] did John tell you [CP3
how2 to fix t1 t2 ] ?

For reasons like these, the concept of parametrization of bounding nodes is often considered dubious nowa-
days, quite in contrast to the significant role it has played in the development ofGovernment and Binding
theory; see Chomsky (1981), and compare the following citation from Chomsky (1982a, 45):

Take Luigi Rizzi’s paper onwh-movement, there is a typical case. You consider thewh-island
constraint and you look at Italian and it just refutes it, period. It seemed to me that it refuted it, and
I was confused and surprised, but it just looked like a correct refutation. You could stop there, and
most people would have, but he did not. He showed that, if you modify a few things, not only did
Italian not refute the constraint and the proposed explanation for it in terms of subjacency, but in
fact it supported it.
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A trace is antecedent-governed iff there is no barrier separating it from its
immediate chain antecedent.

b. t is lexically governed.
A trace is lexically governed iff it is in the m-command domain of a lexical
category, and no barrier separates it from this lexical category.

Since this constraint is supposed to interact with abstractoperations like post-syntactic
complementizer deletion and post-syntactic deletion of intermediate traces, it is, in its
standard formulation, assumed to apply at the level of logical form (LF); assuming the
ECP to apply to every syntactic operation would give rise to wrong predictions. Thus,
the ECP rules out complementizer-trace configurations as in(6-a) but does not block
minimally different examples like (6-b) if it is assumed that (i) C cannot properly
(lexically) govern a subject trace, and (ii) a phonologically zero C does not block
antecedent government by an intermediate trace in SpecC whereas an overt C does.

(6) a. *Who1 do you think [CP t′1 [C′ [C that ] [TP t1 left ]]] ?
b. Who1 do you think [CP t′1 [C′ [C ] [ TP t1 left ]]] ?

Importantly, the complementizer-trace effect disappearsif the complementizer inter-
venes at a later stage of the derivation, and the original subject trace can be antecedent-
governed by an intermediate trace, as in (7-a); this latter intermediate trace cannot
be marked [+γ], but (unlike the original trace) it can be deleted before the ECP is
checked at LF. Similarly, assuming that adjunct traces can only be [γ]-marked at LF
(whereas argument traces are [γ]-marked as soon as they arise in the derivation), the
non-occurrence of a complementizer-trace effect in (7-b) can be accounted for by pos-
tulating complementizer deletion before LF.

(7) a. Who1 do you believe [CP that Mary thinks [CP t′1 [C′ [C ] [ TP t1 left ]]]] ?
b. Why1 do you think [CP t′1 [C′ [C that ] [TP Mary left t1 ]]] ?

Thus, assuming the ECP to be a derivational constraint wouldgive rise to wrong pre-
dictions ((7-ab) should be ill formed), and only a representational view (as an LF filter)
is compatible with the evidence.

The principles A, B, and C of the binding theory that regulatethe distribution
of anaphors(i.e., reflexive pronouns and reciprocal pronouns),pronouns(i.e., non-
anaphoric pronouns), andR-expressions(i.e., non-pronominal DPs) are also assumed
to be representational constraints in Chomsky (1981) and much subsequent work (but
see footnote 4 for a qualification).2

2 At this point, one may ask whether the Subjacency Condition mentioned in the previous section could also
be conceived of as a representational constraint. Chomsky (1981, 302f) (based on Howard Lasnik (p.c.))
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2.4 Global Constraints

Next,globalconstraints apply neither to single steps of derivations, nor to output rep-
resentations thus generated; rather, they apply to whole derivations of sentences where
they correlate non-adjacent steps. Global constraints areintroduced in Lakoff (1971);
Lakoff suggests that order preservation effects observable with quantifier lowering
(where the relative scope of quantified items corresponds totheir surface order) can
be accounted for by a “global rule” according to which the relative order of quantified
items that is present at the beginning of the derivation mustbe maintained throughout
later levels of the derivaton, even under quantifier movement.3

Another well-known global constraint is Chomsky’s (1981) Projection Principle
which states that lexically determined selection relations between two items must be
preserved throughout the derivation in the sense that they can be locally checked at
every level of representation (thereby forcing the presence of traces of movement,
among other things). Thus, to find out whether the ProjectionPrinciple is violated,
it does not suffice to simply look at a given output representation, or at a step in the
derivation; rather, one has to compare different output representations (e.g., one out-
put representation in which movement has applied must be compared with an earlier
output presentation in which the moved item is still in situ).4

argues that this is not the case. One argument is based on sentences like (i) (also see Sternefeld (1991a)).

(i) Who1 did [TP you believe [_CPt′1 C [TP Bill to have seen t1 ]]] ?

Assuming that AcI constructions like (i) must involve deletion of the CP layer (so-called ‘S-bar deletion’)
including the intermediate trace in the course of the derivation in order to make assignment of case from
the matrix verb (believe) to the embedded subject (Bill ) possible (‘exceptional case marking’), the output
representation (after CP deletion) will violate the Subjacency Condition (with t1 separated fromwho1
by two TP nodes). However, CP deletion is unproblematic if the Subjacency Condition is a derivational
constraint, with movement preceding CP deletion.

3 Similar proposals for relative quantifier scope in terms of aglobal constraint demanding order preserva-
tion can be found in other (including more recent) work; see,e.g., Kroch (1974), Reinhart (1983), Huang
(1982; 1995), Lasnik & Saito (1992), Müller (2001), Williams (2003), Bobaljik & Wurmbrand (2008), and
Wurmbrand (2008), among others. Most of the approaches justmentioned (but not all; see, e.g., Williams
(2003)) postulate that the relevant global order preservation constraint operates on the basis of the standard
T-model, where LF follows S-structure and the constraint inquestion is one on quantifierraising; this is in
contrast to the generative semantics model originally envisaged by Lakoff (1971), where surface structure
is derived from a prior (semantically disambiguated) D-structure, and the constraint accordingly is one on
quantifierlowering. This difference, though fundamental as such, does not affect the claim just made: In
both cases, we are dealing with a global constraint.

4 Interestingly, based on the wellformedness of sentences like (i-ab) (from Italian and German, respectively,
where the anaphor has undergone movement out of the c-command domain of its antecedent), (i-c) (where
the anaphor finds a binder only after movement of its antecedent), and (i-d) (where the anaphor can find a
new binder after an item that contains it moves; see Barss (1986)), it has been argued that principle A of the
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2.5 Transderivational Constraints

The remaining two constraint types to be discussed here aretransderivationaland
(what I will call, following Müller & Sternefeld (2001))translocalconstraints. These
constraint types cannot be checked locally or globally; they rely on the construction
of a reference set (or candidate set, as in optimality theory; see Prince & Smolensky
(2004)) from which they pick out the candidate that is characaterized as optimal ac-
cording to some appropriately defined evaluation metric. Transderivational constraints
are typical of some (mostly earlier) versions of the minimalist program.

2.5.1 Fewest Steps

One such constraint is the Fewest Steps condition, which picks the derivation from a
reference set that involves the smallest number of elementary operations; see Chomsky
(1991; 1993; 1995), Epstein (1992), Collins (1994), Kitahara (1997), and Bošković
(1997), among others. The Fewest Steps condition can be defined as in (8).

(8) Fewest Steps:
If two derivations D1 and D2 are in the same reference set and D1 involves fewer
operations than D2, then D1 is to be preferred over D2.

As an illustration, consider the account of the difference between French and English
with respect to V-to-T movement put forward in Chomsky (1991). A standard as-
sumption is that the data in (9) show that French has overt V-to-T movement of finite
verbs whereas English does not have such movement (except for auxiliaries).5

binding theory should be conceived of as an “anywhere” constraint, as in (ii) (see Belletti & Rizzi (1988),
Epstein et al. (1998), Sabel (2011) for proposals and discussion).

(i) a. [TP [DP1
Questi
these

pettegolezzi
gossips

su di sé2 ]
about himself

T [VP [V′ preoccupano
worry

t1 ] Gianni2
Gianni

più
more

di
than

ogni altra cosa ]]
anything else

b. [CP dass
that

[TP sich1
each other

gestern
yesterday

wieder
again

die
the

Kinder1
children

t1 geschlagen
hit

haben ]]
have

c. [CP [TP John1 [T′ T [VP [V’ seems [PP to himself1 ]] [ TP t′1 to be [AP t1 clever ]]]]]]
d. [DP3

Which portrait of himself1/2 ] does John2 believe that Bill1 criticized t3 ?

(ii) Principle A:
An anaphor is bound in its binding domain at some point of the derivation.

On this view, principle A is not a local constraint anymore: To find out whether (ii) is violated or not, the
whole derivation must be scanned, and if principle A is to be respected, there must be at least one step of
the derivation where the anaphor is bound within its bindingdomain. Hence, (ii) does in fact qualify as a
global constraint.

5 See Pollock (1989), based on earler work by Emonds (1978). Also see Iatridou (1990) for a thorough
critique of Pollock’s proposal. The obvious alternative isto approach the data in (9) in terms of variation
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(9) a. Jean embrasse1 souvent [VP t1 Marie ]
b. *Jean souvent [VP embrasse1 Marie ]
c. *John kisses1 often [VP t1 Mary ]
d. John often [VP kisses1 Mary ]

Given (9), two questions arise. First, why do French verbs have to move to T? And
second, why must English main verbs not move to T? Chomsky’s basic assumption
about the locus of parametrization concerns the notion of “strength” of T: French has
strong T, English has weak T. Next, there is a constraint sensitive to the strong/weak
distinction. This constraint can be formulated as in (10), and we may assume that
it qualifies as a local derivational constraint restrictingthe application of movement
operations.

(10) Strength of T:
Strong T tolerates adjunction of all Vs; weak T tolerates adjunction only of
“light” Vs (auxiliaries).

This excludes (9-c) in English: Overt V-to-T movement violates Strength of T. In
contrast, overt V-to-T movement in (9-a) in French does not violate this constraint.
Still, something extra needs to be said about (9-b) in French, which vacuously fulfills
Strength of T, just like (9-d) in English does. Thus, the question is: Why is overt
V-to-T raising obligatory if it is possible? Chomsky’s (1991) background assumption
is that inflection is base-generated in T. If V does not raise to T, T must be lowered to
V in overt syntax, so as to fulfill another local constraint, theStray Affix Filter, which
prohibits inflectional affixes that are not attached to a verbal host. The crucial idea now
is that overt T lowering creates an unbound trace that must beundone by LF, via covert
raising of the whole V-T complex to the position of the trace of T. The derivations
underlying (9-a) and (9-b) in French are given in (11) and (12), respectively.

(11) The V-to-T derivation in French:

a. Jean T2 souvent [VP embrasse1 Marie ] (overt raising)
b. Jean [T2 embrasse1-T ] souvent [VP t1 Marie ]

(12) The V-in situ derivation in French:

a. Jean T2 souvent [VP embrasse1 Marie ] (overt lowering)
b. Jean t2 souvent [VP [V1 embrasse1-T2 ] Marie ] (covert raising)
c. Jean [V1 embrasse1-T2 ] souvent [VP t1 Marie ]

in adverb placement. Still, at least for the sake of the argument, I will assume for now that the idea that
different verb movement options underlie the variation in (9) is correct.
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Thus, the second derivation (in (12)) has more movement steps than the first one (in
(11)), and it can therefore be filtered out as uneconomical bythe transderivational
economy constraintFewest Stepsin (8) – assuming, that is, that the two derivations are
part of the same reference set. Various definitions of the notion of reference set have
been proposed; a definition that works for the case at hand (but, it can be noted, not
for certain other applications of the Fewest Steps condition that have been suggested
in the literature) is given in (13).

(13) Reference Set:
Two derivations D1 and D2 are in the same reference set iff (a) and (b) hold:

a. D1 and D2 start with the same lexical array.
b. D1 and D2 do not violate local or global constraints.

As a consequence of (13-a), an ordinary declarative sentence like (14-b) cannot acci-
dentally block thewh-question in (14-a) even though it involves fewer syntacticoper-
ations. As a consequence of (13-b), an ill-formed version with wh-in situ as in (14-c)
cannot accidentally block (14-a) even though it involves fewer syntactic operations by
leaving thewh-phrase and the auxiliary in situ – (14-c) violates the (local) constraint
that triggerswh-movement in English (whatever that is assumed to be).

(14) a. What1 have2 you t2 seen t1 ?
b. You have seen a car
c. *You have2 seen what1 ?

Although historically it is the very first instantiation of an account relying on the
Fewest Steps condition, this particular application of a transderivational constraint
in the minimalist program does not seem to have ever been widely accepted, and it
certainly is not generally accepted anymore today. Still, it spawned a number of fur-
ther studies based on the Fewest Steps condition; and it can serve as an illustration
of certain recurring properties and problems of transderivational constraints, and of
competition-based approaches in general. A first problem noted by Chomsky (1991,
433) is that this system “tends to eliminate the possibilityof optionality in derivation.
Choice points will be allowable only if the resulting derivations are all minimal in
cost ... This may well be too strong a conclusion, raising a problem for the entire
approach.” The problem can be illustrated with optional topicalization in English; see
(15-a) vs. (15-b).

(15) a. Mary gave a book to John1

b. To John1 Mary gave a book t1

Several kinds of solutions can be proposed in view of the dilemma posed by (15-ab)
for the Fewest Steps condition. Chomsky (1991) suggests that certain movement op-
erations might be “assigned to some other component of the language system, perhaps
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a ‘stylistic’ component of the mapping ... to PF;” movement operations of this type
might then be exempt from the Fewest Steps constraint. A second possibility is to
revise the definition of reference set appropriately, such that the two derivations in
(15) do not compete anymore. For instance, one might add the requirement that com-
peting derivations must have identical LF representations, as in (16). Assuming that
sentences which differ only with respect to whether topicalization has applied must
have different LFs, this would yield the desired result.

(16) Reference Set(revised):
Two derivations D1 and D2 are in the same reference set iff (a) and (b) hold:

a. D1 and D2 start with the same lexical array and have the same LF repre-
sentation.

b. D1 and D2 do not violate local or global constraints.

Third, one might postulate that the PPs (i.e.,to John) in (15) are in fact not fully
identical. The idea would be that there is a [top] feature in the numeration (or lexical
array) in (15-b) but not in (15-a); and then there is a local constraint (similar to the
constraint triggeringwh-movement) that forces [top]-marked items to undergo topi-
calization in English. On this view, the derivation generating (15-a) and the derivation
generating (15-b) are not part of the same reference set, andeach emerges as best in
its own reference set. In particular, topicalization without a [top]-feature (which is
string-identical to (15-b)) is blocked by Fewest Steps in the reference set that contains
the derivation generating (15-a), and non-occurrence of topicalization in the presence
of a [top]-feature (which is string-identical to (15-a)) isblocked by the local constraint
triggering topicalization of [top]-marked items.

A second potential problem related to the Fewest Steps condition (at least at first
sight) arises with successive-cyclic movement: It is standardly assumed that long-
distancewh-movement must be successive-cyclic; otherwise, a locality requirement
will be violated. A constraint imposing a fairly strict locality requirement on move-
ment operations is the Phase Impenetrability Condition (PIC) introduced in Chomsky
(2000, 108) and Chomsky (2001b, 13), and adopted in much subsequent minimalist
work. The PIC will emerge as the core of the present monograph. A restrictive version
of the PIC is given in (17).

(17) Phase Impenetrability Condition(PIC):
The domain of a head X of a phase XP is not accessible to operations outside
XP; only X and its edge are accessible to such operations.

The notion of edge can be understood as in (18) (see Chomsky (2001b, 13)).

(18) Edge:
The edge of a head X is the residue outside of X′; it comprises specifiers of X
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(and adjuncts to XP).

Finally, it remains to clarify what a phase is. Chomsky (2000; 2001b; 2008) proposes
that phases are the “propositional categories” CP and vP.

(19) Phase:
The propositional categories CP and vP are phases; other XPs(except perhaps
for DP) are not.

Thus, it follows from the PIC that movement must apply successive-cyclically, via
the phase edges of CP (i.e., SpecC) and vP (i.e., Specv). A string like (20-a) must
therefore have the derivation in (20-c), and cannot have thederivation in (20-b), which
has one less application of movement and thus looks like it should, ceteris paribus, be
preferred by Fewest Steps.

(20) a. What do you want ?
b. [CP What1 do you [vP want t1 ]] ?
c. [CP What1 do you [vP t′1 want t1 ]] ?

Clearly, successive-cyclic movement then creates a potential problem for the Fewest
Steps condition: Successive-cyclic movement as in (20-c) should always be blocked
by one-step movement as in (20-b), which violates the PIC. Assuming the PIC,
we would then, it seems, incorrectly expect all long-distance dependencies to be ill
formed. However, closer inspection reveals that this is in fact not the case under un-
der the notion of reference set in (13) or (16): Only those derivations can compete
that respect all local constraints of grammar, i.e., that are otherwise well formed. The
derivation that generates the surface representation (20-b) violates the Phase Impene-
trability Condition; hence, it cannot compete with the derivation that generates (20-c),
and (20-c) is chosen by Fewest Steps because there is no competing derivation that
would be more economical. Thus, successive-cyclic movement forced by locality re-
quirements (like the PIC) can only pose a problem for the Fewest Steps condition if
one were to dispense with clause (b) in the definition of reference set in (16) (or, for
that matter, (13)), or if clause (b) were to be weakened in such a way that some deriva-
tions violating local constraints can compete after all. Asa matter of fact, it has been
argued (e.g., by Chomsky (1993; 1995) and Collins (1994)) that there is evidence for
this latter option, and that clause (b) of the definition of reference set (repeated here,
in adjusted form, in (21-a)) is indeed to be replaced with a weaker requirement that
permits some ungrammatical derivations to compete; see (21-b).

(21) a. Two derivations can only compete if they do not violate local or global
constraints.

b. Two derivations can only compete if they bothconverge.
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Here, convergenceis to be defined in such a way that a violation of some local
(or global) constraints leads to both ungrammaticality (orillformedness) and non-
convergence, whereas a violation of some other local (or global) constraints, while
producing ungrammaticality (or illformedness), still leads to convergence, and thus
does not remove the derivation from the reference set, so that it may still block other
derivations (despite not producing a good output itself).6 If “not violating a local
or global constraint” is replaced with the weaker requirement of “converging”, the
derivations generating (20-b) and (20-c) might compete after all (viz., if violation of
the PIC does not automatically lead to non-convergence), and the problem of account-
ing for successive-cyclic movement under Fewest Steps would become real. How can
successive-cyclic movement be reconciled with Fewest Steps under such an assump-
tion? An answer is already provided in Chomsky’s (1991) original analysis introduc-
ing Fewest Steps: The potential problem disappears if successive-cyclic movement is
reinterpreted as a single (albeit complex) operation Form Chain, as in (22):

(22) Form Chain:
Moveα to its target position and freely insert intermediate traces in appropriate
positions.

Assuming Form Chain, the derivations in (20-b) and (20-c) are equally costly from the
point of view of Fewest Steps, and (20-c) can be chosen.7 Still, the concept of Form
Chain is far from being conceptually unproblematic. For onething, it involves the
stipulation of a fairly complex syntactic operation of exactly the kind that basic mini-
malist tenets would seem to preclude. For another, it is at variance with an elementary
principle of derivational structure-building: the StrictCycle Condition (SCC). A ver-
sion of the SCC is given in (23) (see Chomsky (1973), Perlmutter & Soames (1979)).

(23) Strict Cycle Condition(SCC):
Within the current XPα, a syntactic operation may not target a position that is
included within another XPβ that is dominated byα.

Insertion of intermediate traces that follows (or accompanies) the movement operation
proper violates the Strict Cycle Condition because it qualifies as a syntactic operation
that targets a position which is part of an XP domain (the vP, in the case currently

6 To give a somewhat more concrete example: Collins (1994) argues that a derivation that violates the
Condition on Extraction Domain (see below) may still successfully block a less economical derivation that
does not, by Fewest Steps; thus, such a derivation, while yielding no good output, still converges.

7 Note that the French case of T-lowering at S-structure followed by V-raising at LF in (12) would still have
to involve two applications of Form Chain since Form Chain cannot span two levels of grammar (separated
by spell-out) as a single operation.
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under consideration) that is included in another (‘current’) XP domain (the root CP).8

2.5.2 Shortest Paths

Another transderivational constraint that has been proposed in various syntactic anal-
yses is theShortest Pathscondition (see Chomsky (1993; 1995), Kitahara (1993),
Collins (1994), Nakamura (1998)). The Shortest Paths condition can be defined as in
(24).

(24) Shortest Paths:
If two derivations D1 and D2 are in the same reference set and the movement
paths of D1 are shorter than the movement paths of D2, then D1 is to be preferred
over D2.

The following understanding of the concepts of movement path and path length is
informal but may suffice for present purposes.9

(25) Movment path(informal):

a. A movement path is the set of nodes that are crossed by a movement oper-
ation.

b. A movement pathα is shorter than a movement pathβ if α has fewer nodes
thanβ.

I will discuss two cases where the constraint has been put to use, viz., Collins (1994)
and Nakamura (1998).

Collins (1994) is concerned with excluding cases of so-called yo-yo movement.
Yo-yo movement characterizes a combination of lowering andraising operations af-
fecting a single item in the course of a derivation. Collins argues that the availability of
yo-yo movement would make a wrong prediction for the West African language Ewe,
and he attempts to derive a ban on yo-yo movement from the Shortest Paths condition.

8 In addition, adopting a Form Chain approach makes it necessary to view the PIC in (17) (more pre-
cisely, an appropriately modified version) as a representational constraint that can be violated throughout
the derivation and is only checked at the end of the derivation. Such a view would be incompatible with the
underlying rationale that has been advanced as an account ofwhy something like the PIC should exist in
the first place; see below.

9 A more precise definition is given in (i) (see Müller (1998, 130); also cf. Pesetsky (1982, 289), Collins
(1994, 56)).

(i) Movement path:
The path from X to Y is the set of categories Z such that (a) and (b) hold:

a. Z is reflexively dominated by the minimal XP that dominatesboth X and Y.
b. Z dominates X or Y.

The length of a path is determined by its cardinality.
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Ewe is among the languages that show reflexes of of successive-cyclic wh-movement
in the C domain. The reflex of successive cyclicity concerns the morphological form
of the 3. person singular subject pronoun in the canonical subject position. The regu-
lar form of the pronoun isé; cf. (26-a). The regular pronouné can be replaced bywo

in cases of long-distance extraction (focus movement, in the case at hand); cf. (26-b).

(26) a. Kofi
Kofi

gblO
said

[CP be
that

é/*wo
he

êo
hit

KOsi ]
KOsi

b. Kofi1

Kofi
E

Foc
me
I

gblO
said

[CP (t′1) be
that

é/wo
he

êo
hit

t1 ]

Two assumptions prove important for the account that Collins gives. First,é is re-
placed bywo iff the local SpecC position is filled. And second, long-distance move-
ment of argument DPs in Ewe may apply either successive-cyclically, via SpecC (in
which casewo is obligatory), or in one step (in which casewo is impossible).10

The basic observation that Collins wants to account for thenis that movement
that originates in the matrix CP, and that targets the SpecC position in the matrix
clause, may never trigger a reflex of successive-cyclicity in the embedded CP; i.e.,
a sentence like (27-a) cannot involve lowering of the moved item to the embedded
SpecC position, followed by raising to the ultimate SpecC landing site in the matrix
clause, as shown in (27-b).

(27) a. Kofi1
Kofi

E

Foc
me
I

gblO
said

na
to

t1 [CP be
that

é/*wo
he

êo
hit

KOsi ]
KOsi

b. (i) [VP said [PP to Kofi1 ] [ CP that [TP he hit KOsi ]]]
(ii) [ VP said [PP to t1 ] [ CP Kofi1 that [TP he hit KOsi ]]] ...
(iii) [ CP Kofi1 Foc [TP T [VP said [PP to t1 ] [ CP t′1 that [TP he hit KOsi ]]]]]

Collins (1994) observes that the derivation in (27) (call itD1) is blocked by another
derivation (call it D2) via Shortest Paths: As illustrated in (28), D2 proceeds without
intermediate lowering; therefore, its movement paths are shorter.11

10 For the sake of presenting this argument, I will leave open the question of how a fatal PIC violation can
be circumvented in the latter derivation.

11 Three remarks are in place here, two of them related. First, at least at first sight, it looks as though the
illformedness of the derivation in (27) already follows from the Strict Cycle Condition, with no reference
to a Shortest Paths constraint necessary: On this view, the lowering step would qualify as counter-cyclic.
Second, again at least at first sight, one might think that Fewest Steps would also suffice to block D1 in
favour of D2. However, neither the Strict Cycle Condition nor Fewest Steps can successfully rule out D1
if the concept of Form Chain is embraced (assuming, of course, that the very concept of Form Chain can
be reconciled with the Strict Cycle Condition in some way or other): If so, the two movement operations
in D1 can be reanalyzed as a single instance of Form Chain, and theydo not violate the SCC any more
than ordinary instances of successive-cyclic movement do.– In addition, note that this account potentially
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(28) a. [VP said [PP to Kofi1 ] [ CP that [TP he hit KOsi ]]]
b. [CP Kofi1 Foc [TP T [VP said [PP to t1 ] [ CP that [TP he hit KOsi ]]]]]

As a second illustration of how the Shortest Paths conditioncan be put to use, con-
sider the case ofwh-movement in Tagalog that is addressed in Nakamura (1998). The
relevant generalization is that (as in other Austronesian languages) only the highest A-
position of a given clause (the subject position SpecT) is accessible forwh-movement
in Tagalog. In constructions in which an agent DP occupies the highest A-position (the
so-calledAgent Topic(AT) constructions), this DP can bewh-moved; a DP bearing a
differentΘ-role that shows up in an object position cannot undergowh-movement.
This is shown in (29).

(29) a. [CP Sino1
who

ang
Ang

[TP t′1 b-um-ili
boughtAT

[VP t1 tV ng damit2 ]]]
dressinh

?

‘Who is the one that bought the dress?’
b. *[ CP Ano2

what
ang
Ang

[TP si Juan1
Juanabs

b-um-ili
boughtAT

[VP t1 tV t2 ]]] ?

‘What is the thing that Juan bought?’

A different marking on the verb signals the so-calledTheme Topic(TT) construc-
tion. Here, the theme DP occupies the structural subject position SpecT; and indeed,
only the theme DP can undergowh-movement, blocking movement of the agent DP;
compare the pattern in the TT construction in (30) with the reverse pattern in the AT
construction in (29).

(30) a. *[CP Sino1
who

ang
Ang

[TP ang damit2
dressabs

b-in-ili
boughtTT

[VP t1 tV t2 ]]] ?

‘Who is the one that bought the dress?’
b. [CP Ano2

what
ang
Ang

[TP t′2 b-in-ili
boughtTT

[VP ni Juan
Juanerg

tV t2 ]]] ?

‘What is the thing that Juan bought?’

Nakamura’s idea now is that the derivations generating (29-a) and (30-a) compete, as
do the derivations generating (29-b) and (30-b). The derivations underlying (29-a)
and (30-b) can then block their respective competitors as ungrammatical because of
the Shortest Paths constraint. Consider, e.g.,wh-movement of the theme DP in (29-b)
and (30-b). The movement path from the VP-internal object position to the SpecC

has non-trivial consequences for the definition of reference sets: The subject pronoun “he” shows up as
wo in D1 and asé in D2. Hence, this difference must not suffice to create differentreference sets. This
would follow either under the view that the difference is “minor” (in a sense to be made precise), and
minor differences in lexical arrays do not count; or under the assumption that morphological realization of
function words is brought about by a post-syntactic operation (‘late insertion’), with the two feature bundles
for the subject pronoun identical in syntax (see Halle & Marantz (1993; 1994), among others).
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target position in (29-b) is longer than the path from the subject position SpecT to
SpecC in (30-b).12

2.5.3 Merge Before Move

The Merge before Move constraint is introduced in Chomsky (1995), and maintained
in much subsequent minimalist work (e.g., Chomsky (2000; 2001b; 2005), Frampton
& Gutman (1999), Hornstein (2001; 2009)). The definition of the constraint given
in Frampton & Gutman (1999) suggests that it is a transderivational constraint; see
(31).13

(31) Merge before Move:
Suppose that two derivations D1 and D2 are in the same reference set and
respect all local constraints, and D1 = <Σ0, ..., Σn, Σn+1, ...Σk> and D2 =
<Σ0, ..., Σn, Σ′

n+1, ...Σ
′
k′>. Then D1 is to be preferred over D2 if Σn → Σn+1

is an instance of Merge andΣn → Σ′
n+1 is an instance of Move.

The data that originally motivated this constraint come from expletive constructions
in English; see (32).

(32) a. There1 seems [TP t1 to be [PP someone2 in the room ]]
b. *There1 seems [TP someone2 to be [PP t2 in the room ]]

Both derivations have an expletivetherein the original lexical array. In (32-a), the EPP
property of the infinitival TP is satisfied by merging the expletive there(and leaving

12 To fully make the analysis work, several additional assumptions must be made. For instance, it must
be ensured that two derivations can compete even though theydo not have identical lexical material: The
Agent Topic and the Theme Topic constructions differ in lexical make-up – with respect to both theform
of the verb and themorpho-syntactic featuresinvolved. In view of this, Nakamura suggests that “identical
lexical array” is to be replaced by “non-distinct lexical array” in the definition of reference sets, with the
latter defined in such a way that two lexical arrays that only differ with respect to functional features do not
count as distinct. (Assuming a late insertion analysis, as envisaged as a possibility for theé/wo alternation
in Ewe in footnote 11, would not help in the case at hand because the morpho-syntactic feature bundles
– which would act as items of the lexical array on this view – would still be different in Agent Topic and
Theme Topic constructions.)
Another question that arises with the reasoning just given in the main text concerns the relevance of the
initial movement steps that move agent and theme DPs to the SpecT positions in Agent Topic and Theme
Topic constructions, respectively. The derivation that generates (30-b) may minimize thewh-path in com-
parison with the derivation that generates (29-b), but it increases path lengths in the TP-domain. Thus, if
the Shortest Paths account ofwh-movement options is to be maintained, prior A-movement operations must
essentially be ignored for the purposes of this transderivational constraint. To achieve this goal, Nakamura
(1998) replaces the notion of “movement paths” in the definition of the Shortest Paths condition with the
more specific notion of “comparable chain links”.

13 That said, it should presumably be possible to maintain the gist of the constraint in a formulation that is
not transderivational in the strictest sense. Still, a comparison of alternatives is unavoidable.
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the DPsomeonein situ); the expletive is then moved to the matrix CP, satisfying the
EPP property of the matrix T node. In contrast, in (32-b), theEPP property of the
infinitival TP is satisfied by moving the DPsomeonefrom its in-situ position.14 After
that,thereis merged in the matrix SpecT position, thereby satisfying matrix T’s EPP
feature. Nothing seems to be wrong with either derivation asfar as local (and global)
constraints are concerned; however, Merge before Move successfully blocks (32-b) in
favour of (32-a): On the embedded TP level, Merge ofthere is preferred over Move
of someone.

2.5.4 Other Transderivational Constraints

Several other transderivational constraints have been suggested over the years. Among
them are theProcrastinateconstraint (see Chomsky (1993; 1995)) and thePreference

Principle for Reconstruction(see Chomsky (1993)).

2.6 Translocal Constraints

Finally, there are translocal constraints. Like a transderivational constraint, a translo-
cal constraint picks an optimal candidate from a reference set of competing candi-
dates (to use the terminology introduced in optimality theory, cf. Prince & Smolensky
(2004)). However, the status of the candidates is different: With translocal constraints,
candidates are output representations rather than full derivations (as is the case with
transderivational constraints).

A typical example of a translocal constraint is the Avoid Pronoun principle of
Chomsky (1981). Chomsky proposes the Avoid Pronoun principle as a genuinely
grammatical (i.e., non-pragmatic) constraint; and there seems to be no option to in-
terpret it in a local or global way (in other words, referenceto other sentences is
necessary in order to determine the grammaticality status of a given sentence). The
original empirical evidence comes from English gerunds. A background assumption
is that all entries in the argument structure (orΘ-grid) of a predicate must be rep-
resented as arguments in the syntax. In those cases where no external argument DP
is visible, there is a non-overt argument; and in the case of English gerunds, various
restrictions conspire so as to ensure that the only non-overt argument that is permitted
in the subject position here is the empty category PRO. With this in mind, consider
the pair of sentences in (33-ab).

14 This is an option that exists as such. Compare (i) (which is not generated by a derivation that is part of
the same reference set as the derivations generating the sentences in (32) because it lacks the expletivethere
in the initial lexical array).

(i) Someone2 seems [TP t′2 to be [PP t2 in the room ]]
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(33) a. John1 would much prefer [ PRO1 going to the movie ]
b. *John1 would much prefer [ PRO2/arb going to the movie ]

As shown by the illformedness of (33-b) and the wellformedness of (33-a), PRO must
be obligatorily controlled by a matrix argument if it shows up in the subject position
of a gerund in English. This can be taken to follow from a localconstraint like (34)
(see Manzini (1983)).15 (33-b) violates (34) because matrix subject and embedded
subject are contra-indexed; (33-a) does not because the twosubjects are co-indexed,
and control is effected.

(34) Constraint on Control:
If PRO is minimally dominated by a declarative clausal complementα, then it
must be controlled by an antecedent within the minimal CP that dominatesα.

Interestingly, the subject position of English gerunds canalternatively also be real-
ized by a genitive DP or possessive pronoun. However, in thiscase, co-indexing of
embedded and matrix subject is impossible; see (35-a) vs. (35-b).

(35) a. *John1 would much prefer [DP his1 going to the movie ]
b. John1 would much prefer [DP his2 going to the movie ]
c. John1 would much prefer [DP his1 book ]

It is a priori unclear why (35-a) is ungrammatical. In particular, note that constraints
of the binding theory (more precisely, principle B) cannot be involved. If the pronoun
his1 were too close to its antecedentJohn1 in (35-a), it would also be too close in
the regular (i.e., non-gerund) DP construction (35-c), where, however, co-indexing is
unproblematic. In view of this, Chomsky’s (1981) proposal is that (35-a) is blocked
by the translocal Avoid Pronoun principle. The original formulation is given in (36).

(36) Avoid Pronoun:
Lexical pronouns are blocked by empty pronouns if possible.

Here, the qualification “is possible” is to be interpreted as“if no local or global con-
straints are violated”, and the competition between “lexical pronouns” and “empty
pronouns” presupposes that a reference set has to be constructed for the purposes of

15 In the formulation given here, the constraint is representational, but a derivational version of the con-
straint does not seem impossible. It is also worth pointing out that the question of whether the constraint
in (34) should be taken to be primitive, or derivable from some more basic assumptions, is immaterial for
the issues to be discussed here (i.e., the working of the Avoid Pronoun principle). In Manzini’s approach,
(34) is in fact not primitive; it follows from a simpler but much more abstract requirement (viz., that PRO
is bound in its D-governed category). See Stechow & Sternefeld (1988, 314) for extensive discussion. Also
see Landau (2000), Hornstein (2001), and Boeckx et al. (2010) for some more recent attempts to derive
(something like) Manzini’s Constraint on Control.
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the translocal Avoid Pronoun Principle (just as was the casewith transderivational con-
straints), with the competition between sentences with overt pronouns and sentences
with non-overt pronouns resolved in favour of the latter as long as that candidate does
not violate other (local or global) constraints. Thus, a more precise definition of the
Avoid Pronoun principle might look as in (37).

(37) Avoid Pronoun(different formulation):
If two representations R1 and R2 are in the same reference set and R1 uses a
lexical pronoun where R2 uses an empty pronoun, then R2 is to be preferred
over R1.

The idea now is that (35-a) (with co-indexing of the two subjects and an overt pronoun
in the gerund) is blocked by (33-a) (with co-indexing of the two subjects and a non-
overt pronoun in the gerund), as a consequence of the Avoid Pronoun principle. As
before, questions arise with respect to the proper understanding of what reference sets
are. For the case at hand, it is clear that two candidates can only belong to the same
reference set if they have an identical semantic representation; in particular, different
indices lead to different reference sets (otherwise, (35-b), with an overt pronoun and
contra-indexing, would be expected to be blocked by (33-a),where the two subjects
are co-indexed and the gerund’s subject is a non-overt pronoun). Furthermore, it must
of course be ensured that the overt/non-overt distinction with pronouns cannot create
two different reference sets – otherwise, (33-a) could never block (35-a). A definition
of reference set as in (38) meets these requirements.16

(38) Reference Set(revised; for representations):
Two representations R1 and R2 are in the same reference set iff:

a. R1 and R2 have the same lexical categories and the same LF representation.
b. R1 and R2 do not violate local constraints.

A further application of the Avoid Pronoun principle is proposed by Haegeman (1995)
as an account of the strong tendency of subject pro-drop languages (where the subject
position of a finite clause may remain empty) to use a non-overt subject pronoun (for
which the empty categorypro has been suggested in Chomsky (1982b), and is still
widely adopted nowadays) instead of an overt subject pronoun “if possible”, i.e., un-
less the subject needs to be focussed (or be rendered prominent in some other way).17

16 As an alternative to the confinement tolexical (as opposed tofunctional) categories in the initial lexical
array, one might again adopt a late insertion approach according to which overt and non-overt pronouns
may be identical in the syntax (see above).

17 Also see Grimshaw & Samek-Lodovici (1998) for a somewhat more fine-grained optimality-theoretic
approach that nevertheless shares the same fundamental insight.
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The Avoid Pronoun principle is not the only translocal constraint that has been
proposed; another translocal constraint isEconomy of Representation, which is intro-
duced in Chomsky (1991). The constraint demands the minimalstructural represen-
tation (in a sense that needs to be made precise) that is “possible” (i.e., compatible
with local and global constraints).18 Closer scrutiny reveals that translocal constraints
can usually be reconstructed as transderivational constraints. Thus, the Avoid Pronoun
principle could in principle be rephrased as a transderivational constraint without too
much ado (by referring to two derivations that differ only with respect to the nature of
a subject), and the same goes for Economy of Representation (where the derivation is
chosen that generates the minimal representation that is possible).

2.7 Good Constraints

Having introduced the various constraint types that figure prominently in analyses
developed in syntactic theory, let me step back at this pointand ask a more general
question: What are the properties that a constraint must have so as to qualify as good
(where “good” in this context is to be understood as “more likely to be a closer ap-
proximation to reality than others”, or “more likely to permit a better modelling of
the faculty of language than others”)? A standard assumption is that if there are two
theories that account for the same set of data, the one is to bepreferred that is superior
with respect to simplicity, generality, and elegance. Against this background, the fol-
lowing meta-constraint on constraints can be formulated; agood constraint adheres to
the requirements embodied in (39).19

(39) Constraints should be as simple and general as possible.

Are the constraints mentioned so far simple and general? In at least some of the cases,
there is reason to doubt this. The ECP in (5), for instance, with its highly complex in-
ner structure and with its disjunction (by demanding antededent-government or lexical
government), certainly does not look simple and general. Similarly, the Constraint on
Control in (34) does not seem to be maximally simple and general. It mentions a spe-
cific category label (viz., C) and is highly construction-specific because it talks about
“declarative clausal complements” to ensure that the restriction on control does not
apply in questions or in non-complements (but cf. footnote 15 on the status of (34) as
primitive or derived).

18 Also see Haider (1993a; 2000a) for a similar concept.

19 I have omitted the requirement of elegance in (39) since, in contrast to simplicity and generality, elegance
is a property that only holds of theories, not of individual constraints; on the constraint level, the relevant
property would be something like “contributing to elegance”, which one may thus tacitly add in (39). Also
see Grimshaw (1997; 1998), who adopts (39) in the context of an optimality-theoretic approach but also
points out that it should be taken to hold independently of the choice of syntactic theory.
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What about the Subjacency Condition in (2)? Arguably, this constraint fails re-
quirement (39), too. Even disregarding the issue of parametrization of bounding
nodes, the Subjacency Condition (in the form that it takes ina single language) men-
tions specific category information (e.g., the category features D and T in English);
this invariably detracts from generality. Furthermore, the Subjacency Condition re-
quires keeping track of crossed bounding nodes and keeping them in storage – the
information that a first bounding node has been crossed must still be available when
a second bounding node is crossed (thus, counting must be involved). As pointed
out by Riemsdijk (1978) and Koster (1978), other things being equal, a single-node,
category-neutral constraint is inherently preferable to atwo-node, category-sensitive
constraint like the Subjacency Condition vis-à-vis the meta-requirement in (39).20

That said, the Subjacency Condition succeeds in giving a unified explanation for a
number of different phenomena that had so far been treated byseparate constraints
(see the next subsection for some of these constraints); so,while it may not be a
“good” constraint, it is not exactly a “bad” constraint either because it makes general
(and elegant) analyses possible.

Another property of “good” constraints suggests itself when the taxonomy of con-
straint types introduced above is considered. The constraint types can be ordered with
respect to increasing complexity as in (40).

(40) Complexity of constraint types:
derivational constraints, representational constraints< global constraints<
translocal constraints< transderivational constraints

20 Riemsdijk (1978) and Koster (1978) also argue that the one-node constraint that is to replace the Sub-
jacency Condition (the category-neutral, derivational Head Constraint and the category-neutral, represen-
tational Bounding Condition, respectively) is empirically superior. Here is just one well-known empirical
problem for the Subjacency Condition. As will be discussed in some detail below, there is an asymmetry
between extraction from subject and extraction from object: Whereas the former is typically impossible,
the latter is often permitted. However, the Subjacency Condition fails to distinguish between argument DPs
that are external arguments merged in specifier positions (subjects) and argument DPs that are merged in
complement positions (objects). Hence, it seems that the constraint is too strong; it rules out examples
like (i-ab). Still, it can be noted that it also rules out (i-cd), which as such is a welcome result – (i-c) has
another type of embedding predicate, and (i-d) has replacedthe indefinite determiner of (i-abc) with a more
specficic, definite determiner (a so-calledSpecificityeffect).

(i) a. [DP1
Which author ] did [TP3

you read [DP2
a book about t1 ]] ?

b. [DP1
Who1 ] did [TP3

you see [DP2
a picture of t1 ]] ?

c. *[DP1
Which author ] did [TP3

you destroy [DP2
a book about t1 ]] ?

d. ?*[DP1
Which author ] did [TP3

you read [DP2
the book about t1 ]] ?
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The notion of complexity used here is a purely linguistic one: A constraintα is more
complex than another constraintβ if the linguistic object thatα applies to is more
complex than the linguistic object thatβ applies to. According to this criterion, local
constraints (derivational and representational) qualifyas less complex than global con-
straints: Both the derivational step and the structural representation are less complex
objects than a full derivation (i.e., a succession of syntactic representations). Similarly,
global constraints emerge as less complex than translocal constraints and transderiva-
tional constraints because the latter two constraints require the creation of a reference
set of competing candidates, which is more complex than a single linguistic object
(even if it is a full derivation, as with global constraints). Finally, transderivational
constraints are predicted to be more complex than translocal constraints because the
candidates that are collected in the reference set are full derivations in the former case,
and simple representations in the latter. Taken together, this gives rise to the order de-
picted in (40).21 On this basis, (41) can be assumed as a second meta-constraint on
syntactic constraints.

(41) Constraints should not be complex.

Given (40), transderivational, translocal, and global constraints are excluded, leaving
only local (derivational or representational) constraints. This is in line with work car-
ried out in the minimalist program over the last decade or so,which has generally
strived to minimize the role of transderivational (and translocal) constraints – ideally,
to dispense with them altogether. (Similar conclusions hold for the role of global con-
straints in the minimalist program.) See, e.g., Müller & Sternefeld (1996), Collins
(1997), Epstein et al. (1998), Frampton & Gutman (1999), andChomsky (2000;
2001b; 2005; 2007; 2008). The underlying reasons for this are typically complexity-
related. However, it is worth pointing out that the complexity issue is not the only
problem incurred by transderivational (and translocal) constraints. Another recurring
problem is that it has proven to be extremely difficult to comeup with a uniform

21 Let me emphasize that no claims aboutcomputational complexityare involved in deriving (40), and I
do not think that this notion should be directly invoked in the present context since what is at issue in
the present context is the modelling of competence (the faculty of language), not of performance (parsing
techniques); also see Graf (2008b, 9), who points out that “allowing transderivational computations in a
grammar does not imply that any such computations are actually carried out during processing”. Still, it is
likely that the list in (40) can to a large extent be mirrored if a purely computational perspective is adopted.
Graf (2008a;b) investigates the various constraint classes in a model-theoretic approach to syntax, on the
basis of a more formal approach to the notion of complexity. (In doing so, he relies on Rogers’s (2003) ex-
tension of model-theoretic syntax which allows three-dimensional objects that can encode full derivations.)
This yields some refinements and potential qualifications with respect to (40), but the basic differences are
confirmed: Local derivational constraints are less complexthan global constraints, and transderivational
and translocal constraints are most complex.
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definition of reference set that works for different transderivational (or translocal)
constraints, and with different (as such well-motivated) applications of one and the
same transderivational (or translocal) constraint; see Sternefeld (1996a) and Johnson
& Lappin (1997).

Furthermore, non-trivial questions arise with respect to the interaction of different
transderivational (or translocal) constraints (see Johnson & Lappin (1997)). Let me
briefly dwell on this issue. The basic question is this: How does optimality evaluation
proceed in the presence of more than one transderivational constraint in the grammar?
In this case, conflicts may arise. As a simple, abstract example, suppose that there are
two transderivational constraints (T1 and T2), and only three derivations (D1, D2, and
D3) in the reference set. Suppose further that T1 prefers D1 over D2 and D3, and that
T2 prefers D2 over D1 and D3; there simply is no competing derivation D0 that would
be preferred by both T1 and T2 because such a derivation D0 necessarily violates a
local constraint (or, at least, fails to converge; see above). In such a situation, vari-
ous possibilities arise, which for present purposes may be labelled (i)tolerance, (ii)
ranking, and (iii) breakdown. According to (i)tolerance, it suffices for a derivation to
be selected by one transderivational constraint to be optimal; consequently, both D1
and D2 would be classified as optimal. According to (ii)ranking, the conflict among
transderivational constraints is resolved by a ranking, such that that derivation is op-
timal that is preferred by the higher-ranked constraint in the case of conflict.22 If T1

is ranked higher than T2, this would imply that only D1 is optimal. Finally, accord-
ing to (iii) breakdown, no derivation can emerge as optimal in the case of conflicting
instructions made by transderivational constraints. Thisissue seems to be rarely dis-
cussed in the literature, but where it is, it is option (iii) that is adopted: Either all
transderivational (and translocal) constraints convergeon a single optimal derivation,
or there is no well-formed output for a given reference set (see Collins (1994), Sterne-
feld (1996a), and Müller (2000)). On this view, grammaticality of a sentence can be
understood as follows:

22 This may look like an instance of optimality-theoretic grammar (see Prince & Smolensky (2004)), but
the correlation is not as direct as one might assume at first sight. The ranked constraints of optimality theory
are typically local in nature, not transderivational or translocal (as in the case currently under considera-
tion). In contrast, transderivational (translocal) constraints have a status similar to the central principle of
harmony evaluation (‘optimality’) in optimality-theoretic grammar, in the sense that both transderivational
(translocal) constraints and harmony evaluation select anoptimal candidate in a reference (or candidate)
set, with optimality defined in terms of (mostly) economy concepts like minimization of operations (Fewest
Steps) or minimization of path lengths (Shortest Paths) in the former case, and in terms of best constraint
profile in the latter. Thus, ranking of transderivational constraints cannot directly correspond to anything in
optimality theory since there is only one such constraint (the principle of optimality) here.
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(42) Grammaticality in a minimalist syntax with complex constraints:
A sentence is grammatical if the derivation Di that generates it respects the
requirements in (a) and (b):

a. Di does not violate a local constraint.
b. There is no derivation Dj in the same reference set that is preferred over Di

by a transderivational or translocal constraint.

To sum up, an interaction of transderivational constraints(with possibly conflicting
choices of derivations) may not pose an unsurmountable problem; but it will invariably
require extra assumptions, and it remains to be seen whetherthese assumptions may
then lead to inconsistencies (so far, this issue does not seem to have been tackled in
detail in the literature).

More generally, I will adopt the two meta-constraints on constraints in (39) and
(41) for the remainder of this monograph. Among other things, this implies that con-
straints like the Subjacency Condition, the ECP, the Projection Principle, the Fewest
Steps condition, and the Shortest Paths condition cannot bemaintained. Against this
background, I will now turn to the two locality constraints on movement that form
the central topic of the present study, viz., the (Generalized) Minimal Link Condition
((G)MLC) and the Condition on Extraction Domain (CED). I proceed by introducing
some predecessors and alternatives first.

3. Towards the (G)MLC and the CED

3.1 The A-over-A Principle

The first substantial locality constraint on movement (and other) operations that has
been proposed is the A-over-A Principle introduced in Chomsky (1964); see (43).

(43) A-over-A Principle:
In a structure ... [A ... [A ... ] ... ] ..., an operation can only affect the higher,
more inclusive category A.

Here, “A” is a variable over category features. The constraint states that movement
of some categoryα to some landing siteδ is impossible if there another categoryβ

with the same category feature that dominatesα (in this case,β is closer to δ than
α because the path fromβ to δ is necessarily shorter than the path fromα to δ; see
below). The A-over-A Principle is a local derivational constraint. To find out whether
a given derivation respects it or not, each (Move) operationmust be checked, by taking
into account the phrase marker constructed so far.

A first consequence of the A-over-A Principle is illustratedin (44) (with examples
from Riemsdijk & Williams (1986, 21)). (44-a) instantiatesa DP-over-DP structure.
As shown by the contrasts between (44-b) and (44-c) (forwh-movement), and between
(44-d) and (44-e) (for relativization), only the higher, “more inclusive” DP1 can un-
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dergo movement in this configuration; and this is exactly what the A-over-A Principle
predicts.

(44) a. [DP1 My letter to [DP2 a friend in Italy ]] got lost
b. *[ DP2 Who ] did [DP1 my letter to t2 ] get lost ?
c. [DP1 Which letter to [DP2 a friend in Italy ]] got lost?
d. *John is the friend [DP2 who ] C [DP1 my letter to t2 ] got lost
e. This is the letter [DP1 which ] t1 got lost

In the same way, the A-over-A principle accounts for the datain (45), where the
relation between the two DPs is not as local as in (44) becausethe lower DP is included
in a CP that is a complement of the head noun. The example pair in (45-bc) involves
wh-movement, the two sentences in (45-de) are instantiationsof relativization.23

(45) a. John heard [DP1 a rumour that you had read [DP2 this book ]]
b. *[ DP2 What ] did John hear [DP1 a rumour that you had read t2 ]] ?
c. [DP1 Which rumour that you had read [DP2 this book ]] did John hear ?
d. *This is a book [DP2 which ] John heard [DP1 a rumour that you had read t2 ]
e. This a rumour [DP1 which ] John heard t1

As pointed out in Ross (1967), in the formulation given in (43), the A-over-A Principle
is both too strong and too weak (the same goes for the representational version in (i)
in the last footnote). The second problem makes the A-over-APrinciple look less

23 In its standard formulation, the A-over-A Principle is a derivational constraint. However, it can straight-
forwardly be reformulated as a representational constraint on outputs; see (i).

(i) A-over-A Principle(representational version):
*... A2 ... [A1

... t2 ... ] ... ] ...

Crucially, this formulation relies on the existence of traces. Indeed, this is in fact one of the two main reasons
why one would want to postulate traces in the first place (the other main reason being that traces are relevant
for semantic interpretation): Traces are needed by representational locality constraints on movement so as
to encode earlier stages of the derivation whose propertieswould otherwise be lost. Thus, one should keep
in mind that if the role of representational constraints is reduced in a grammatical theory, so is the evidence
for traces as remnants of movement.
Another, extremely local, way of implementing the A-over-APrinciple is suggested in Gazdar (1981, 161)
and Gazdar (1982, 176-177). In this approach, displacementin syntax is not brought about by movement
operations, but by local passing on of SLASH features (/) (that encodes all relevant information about the
displaced item) from the base position (in which a trace shows up) to the antecedent, where the SLASH

feature is instantiated on a mother if it shows up on a daughter. The A-over-A Principle can then be
formulated as a ban on the instantiation of a SLASH feature with category label A on a node with the same
category label A, as in (ii).

(ii) *[ A/A ... ]
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plausible; the first problem is potentially severe. The examples in (46) (cf. Riemsdijk
& Williams (1986)) highlight a case where the A-over-A principle is too weak, in the
sense that it does not rule out an ill-formed example that it should arguably rule out
on a par with the ill-formed sentences in (45) and (44): In theDP-over-AP structure,
only the more inclusive DP can undergo movement, not the lower AP category. This
does not follow from the A-over-A principle because the two categories have different
category features (D vs. A).

(46) a. You have [DP1 a [AP2 very intelligent ] sister ]
b. [DP1 [AP2 How intelligent ] a t2 sister ] do you have ?
c. *[ AP2 How intelligent ] do you have [DP a t2 sister ] ?

Similarly, the ill-formed sentences in (47) are not blockedby the A-over-A principle
despite exhibiting the same kind of structural properties as the ungrammatical exam-
ples in (44) and (45) (see Riemsdijk & Williams (1986)). The sentences involve a
PP-over-DP structure in German, with movement of the lower DP category across
the intervening PP (an instance of preposition stranding) leading to ungrammaticality.
Again, since the labels of the categories are not identical (P vs. A), the A-over-A
principle has nothing to say about these data.

(47) a. Sie
she

spielt
plays

[PP1 mit
with

[DP2 dem
the

grünen
green

Auto ]]
car

b. [PP1 Mit
with

[DP2 welchem
which

Auto ]]
car

spielt
plays

sie
she

t1 ?

c. *[ DP2 Welchem
which

Auto ]
car

spielt
plays

sie
she

[PP1 mit
with

t2 ] ?

d. [PP1 Mit
with

[DP2 dem
the

grünen
green

Auto ]]
car

spielt
plays

sie
she

t1

e. *[DP2 Diesem
this

Auto ]
car

spielt
plays

sie
she

[PP1 mit
with

t2 ]

Failure to exclude the ungrammatical sentences in (46) and (47) may make the A-
over-A principle somewhat less convincing, but it is certainly not fatal: The examples
could well be excluded by some other constraint. The seemingly identical pattern
would then have to be viewed as a spurious generalization.24

24 Given that German has postposition stranding, as in (i-c) vs. (i-b), there might be independent evidence
for such a view.

(i) a. Sie
she

spielt
plays

[PP1 da2-mit]
there-with

b. [PP1 Wo2-mit
where-with

] spielt
plays

sie
she

t1 ?
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Cases where it looks as though the A-over-A Principle is too strong because it rules
out well-formed examples are potentially much more severe.In (48-ab), for instance,
the lower DP is moved out of a higher DP in a DP-over-DP structure, in clear violation
of the A-over-A Principle.

(48) a. [DP2 Who ] would you approve of [DP1 my seeing t2 ]] ?
b. [DP2 Which author ] did you read [DP1 a book about t2 ] ?

The same pattern can be seen in (49), where a lower CP is extracted from a more
inclusive CP in a CP-over-CP structure. This operation is legitimate in English (see
(49-ab)) as it is in German (see (49-cd)). Again, the wellformedness of (49-bd) is
unexpected, given the A-over-A Principle.

(49) a. John wouldn’t say [CP1 that Mary thinks [CP2 that Bill is nice ]]
b. [CP2 That Bill is nice ] John wouldn’t say [CP1 that Mary thinks t2 ]
c. Fritz

Fritznom

hat
has

behauptet
claimed

[CP1 Maria
Marianom

würde
would

denken
think

[CP2 dass
that

er
he

nett
nice

ist ]]
is

d. [CP2 Dass er nett ist ] hat Fritz behauptet [CP1 würde Maria denken t2 ]

Similarly, VP-over-VP strucures permit extraction of the lower VP in German, in
violation of the A-over-A Principle. This is shown in (50), which involves a restruc-
turing infinitive. Assuming restructuring infinitives to beVPs (see Stechow & Sterne-
feld (1988), Wurmbrand (2001)), (50-b) must involve VP topicalization from VP. (In
(50-c), the higher VP undergoes movement, which is also an option.)

(50) a. Fritz
Fritznom

hat
has

[VP1 [VP2 zu
to

arbeiten ]
work

versucht ]
tried

b. [VP2 Zu
to

arbeiten ]
work

hat
has

Fritz
Fritznom

[VP1 t2 versucht ]
tried

c. [VP1 [VP2 Zu
to

arbeiten ]
work

versucht ]
tried

hat
has

Fritz
Fritznom

t1

Interestingly, such a VP that is extracted from a VP can also undergo long-distance
topicalization in German. This implies that two (or more) higher VPs can be crossed;
violations of the A-over-A Principle can be iterated. Thus,in (51-b), there is in fact a
double violation of the A-over-A Principle (with VP2 moving across VP1 and VP0);

c. [DP2
Wo ]
where

spielt
plays

sie
she

[PP1 t2 mit ]
with

?
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in (51-c), there is a single violation (with VP1 only crossing VP0).25

(51) a. Ich
I

[V3 denke ]
think

nicht
not

[VP0 t3 [CP dass
that

er
he

[VP1 [VP2 zu
to

arbeiten ]
work

versucht ]
tried

hat ]]
has

b. [VP2 Zu
to

arbeiten ]
work

denke4
think

ich
I

nicht
now

[VP0 t4 [CP dass
that

er
he

[VP1 t2 versucht ]
tried

hat ]]
has

c. [VP1 [VP2 Zu
to

arbeiten ]
work

versucht ]
tried

denke4
think

ich
I

nicht
not

[VP0 t4 [CP dass
that

er
he

t1

hat ]]
has

In view of the evidence that the A-over-A Principle is too strong, there are only two
strategies that can be pursued. The first possibility is to give up the constraint, and
replace it with some other constraint(s). This is the position taken by Ross (1967). The
second possibility is to revise the constraint in such a way that the counter-examples
lose their force (while, ideally, supporting evidence can be maintained). A revision of
the A-over-A Principle is argued for by Bresnan (1976) (on the basis of earlier work
in Chomsky (1973); also see footnote 25).26

25 It should be pointed out that long-distance VP topicalization is not judged as fully felicitous by all
speakers of German; for many speakers, data of this kind sound clumsy. The remarks in the main text
are based on the varieties of German that permit this construction. Also note that (51-c) is a special case
in that the two items competing under the A-over-A Principleare initially very far apart. Still, under the
formulation of the A-over-A Principle in (43), this does notchange things because the distance of the two
A-categories is immaterial. What is more, (51-c) in fact continues to instantiate a violation of the A-over-A
Principle if it is assumed that the constraint holds only within certain (‘cyclic’) domains, as assumed in
Chomsky (1973, 235); this latter version of the A-over-A Principle is given in (i).

(i) A-over-A Principle(Chomsky’s (1973) version):
If a transformation applies to a structure of the form

[α ... [A ... ] ... ]

whereα is a cyclic node, then it must be so interpreted as to apply to the maximal phrase of the type
A.

Again, the initial distance between the two A-items is irrelevant.

26 Chomsky (1973, 235) remarks that the version of the A-over-APrinciple in (i) of footnote 25 “does
not establish an absolute prohibition against transformations that extract a phrase of type A from a more
inclusive phrase of type A. Rather, it states that if a transformational rule is nonspecific with respect to the
configuration defined, it will be interpreted in such a way as to satisfy the condition.” This understanding
of (i) of footnote 25 captures fundamental aspects of the revision to be discussed momentarily in the main
text. However, it does not necessarily follow from the formulation in (i), at least not as long as it is not



36 Chapter 1. Locality Constraints

Bresnan (1976) develops an elaborate theory of transformations; on this basis, she
suggests a revision of the A-over-A Principle that evades the counter-evidence given
above (but, as we will see, this comes at the price of losing some of the original
evidence in favour of the A-over-A Principle). The basic idea is that the A-over-A
Principle should not be sensitive to category information;rather, it is sensitive to the
nature of the transformation involved. The central claim isthat the item that can be
subjected to a given transformation should be as inclusive as possible, independently
of category labels (whereas an even more inclusive item thatcannot be subjected to the
same transformation because it does not fit its structural description can be ignored,
even if it shares the same category label). Consider the following revision of the A-
over-A Principle taken from Bresnan (1976, 14).27

(52) A-over-A Principle(Bresnan’s revision):
No transformation T can apply to a structureφ under a proper analysisπ unless
π is a maximal proper analysis ofφ for T.

This version of the principle relies on the notion of “maximal proper analysis”; it is
defined in (53).

(53) Maximal proper analysis:
π is a maximal proper analysis ofφ for T = <C,M> iff π assigns maximal
values to all target predicates inC.

Abstracting away from much of the technical machinery employed by Bresnan here
and in what follows, let me clarify the key notions involved here. A transformation T
is an ordered pair<C,M>, whereC is a structural condition consisting of a number of
terms, andM is a transformational mapping affecting these terms. Thewh-movement
transformation, e.g., can be encoded as the<C,M> pair in (54) (I tacitly adapt parts
of Bresnan’s original formulation to more current terminology).

(54) Wh-movement transformation:
[CP Q – W1 – [XP wh – W2 ] – W3 ]

1 2 3 4
︸ ︷︷ ︸

5 ⇒
︷︸︸︷

3 4 2 Ø 5

clarified what exactly it means for a transformation to “apply to a phrase of type A”. Indeed, as Chomsky
notes, “alternatively, one might interpret the A-over-A constraint as legislating against any rule that extracts
a phrase of type A from a more inclusive phrase A,” which is theunderstanding embodied in (43). He
concludes that “the former interpretation [...] is perhapsmore natural”, and therefore “tentatively” adopts it
in the remainder of the study.

27 Bresnan takes this to be essentially a more formal implementation of Chomsky’s (1973) basic idea; see
the last two footnotes.
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Here, Q represents the specifier of an interrogative CP. The transformation moves the
wh-phrase from its in situ position to Q, as an instance of substitution, and carries
out deletion in the base position of thewh-phrase. In (54), there are bothvariables

(W1–W3) and predicates; the former stand for any sequence of terms whereas the
latter encode restrictions for the transformation – they define the structural condition
C. We can distinguish between two types of predicates: First,target predicatesare the
items that the transformation applies to (the item that is moved, in the case at hand).
Second,context predicatesare the non-target predicates of a structural condition (i.e.,
items that must be present in a phrase structure for the transformation to be able to
apply, but which are not directly affected by the operation). Next, aproper analysisof
a syntactic structureφ for a transformation T =<C,M> is a factorization<φ1,...φn>

of φ (simplifying, a complete partition of the whole initial phrase marker into subtrees)
of whichC is true and upon whichM is defined. Finally, amaximal proper analysis

as in (53) is a proper analysis of a phrase marker that “assigns maximal values to all
target predicates inC”; and the value of a target predicate is maximal if it represents
the most inclusive category (i.e., the one that dominates all others) among those that
satisfy the requirements imposed byC on the transformation. This, then, is what the
revised A-over-A Principle in (52) amounts to: A transformation can only apply to
a given structure if the size of the target predicate is maximal vis-à-vis the demands
imposed by the structural conditionC of the transformation.

Before going through an example illustrating the working ofthis version of the A-
over-A Principle, it is worth emphasizing that there is a significant shift of perspective:
Category information is at the heart of the original A-over-A Principle, but it does not
play any role whatsoever here. Two (or more) categories compete for movement not
if they have identical labels, but if they both satisfy requirements imposed by the
structural condition of a transformation on the form of the target predicate. Bresnan
(1976, 21ff) highlights this new property of the A-over-A Principle by focussing on
“cross-categorial” transformations, i.e., transformations that are not category-specific
(like, arguably, movement to subject position in English is). Wh-movement as in (54)
is just such a transformation; see (55).

(55) a. What book did you read ?
b. How long is it ?
c. How quickly did you read it ?
d. How much did it cost ?

Consider now the data in (56) (from Bresnan (1976, 22), with (56-de) added), which
are structurally similar to the ones in (46), and which therefore pose a problem for the
original version of the A-over-A Principle (in that they show that the constraint is too



38 Chapter 1. Locality Constraints

weak).28

(56) a. How many feet tall does the girl stand ?
b. *How many feet does the girl stand tall ?
c. *How many does the girl stand feet tall ?
d. *How does the girl stand many feet tall ?
e. How many feet are in a yard ?

Bresnan assumes that the pre-movement structure ofhow many feet tallin (56-abc) is
roughly as in (57).

(57) Q the girl [VP stands [AP [NP [QP [DP how ] [Q many ]] [N feet ]] [A tall ]]]

The first thing to note is that a proper analysis of the structure in (57) for thewh-
movement transformation may involve a factorization in which the DPhow is the
moved item;29 or a factorization in which the QPhow manyis the moved item; or
a factorization in which the NPhow many feetis the moved item; or a factorization
in which the APhow many feet tallis the moved item. Under all these factoriza-
tions, the structural condition of (54) is met: The moved item is an XP with awh-item
at its left edge. At this point, the A-over-A Principle becomes relevant and blocks
(56-bcd), leaving (56-a) as the sole remaining option. While all the partitions un-
derlying (56-abcd) involve aproper analysisof the structure for thewh-movement
transformation, only (56-a) involves amaximal proper analysis; the reason is that
only in this latter case is the target predicate’s value maximized (i.e., the AP is the
most inclusive category that can be moved in accordance withthe structural condition
of (54)). An even more inclusive category would be the VP thatminimally dominates
AP in (57). However, movement of the VPstands how many feet talldoes not meet

28 Parallel examples from German show a slightly different pattern, with the construction that is analogous
to (56-b) emerging as the preferred option; see Heck (2008) and (i).

(i) a. Wieviele
how many

Zentimeter
centimeters

ist
is

sie
she

groß
tall

?

b. ?Wieviele
how many

Zentimeter
centimeters

groß
tall

ist
is

sie
she

?

I will have nothing insightful to say about this apparent instance of parametrization here; but the present
logic might lead one to hypothesize that in German, an analysis of the pre-movement string is available
according to whichwieviele Zentimeter(‘how many centimeters’) emerges as the most inclusive item.

29 Bresnan does not actually envisage this as a possibility because she assumeshow to be a non-maximal
D item in QP that therefore does not fit the structural condition (which demands an XP in whichwh is
initial). This issue is orthogonal to the current argument,though: On one view (the one pursued in the main
text), (56-d) is blocked by the revised A-over-A Principle;on the other view (Bresnan’s), (56-d) cannot be
generated because the structural condition is not respected.
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the requirements ofC of (54) according to which thewh-item must be leftmost in the
moved phrase. (In a nutshell, this derivation fails becausethe VP is not awh-phrase.)
As noted by Bresnan (1976), there is nothing inherently wrong with moving a cate-
gory like the NP in (57). If there is no more inclusive XP that could act as awh-phrase,
as is the case in (56-e), movement of such an NP is possible.

This general reasoning is quite independent of the exact structure attributed to
categories in the adjectival and nominal domain, and of the labelling of the categories
(although details of the analysis may differ under other assumptions). Suppose, e.g.,
that we were to assume (as one of several further options for analysis that have been
proposed) (58) instead of (57) as the structure that feedswh-movement.

(58) Q the girl [VP stands [AP [DP [DegP [Deg how ] [QP many ]] [D′ [D Ø ] [NP feet ]]]
[A tall ]]]

In this case, Bresnan’s A-over-A Principle in (52) would imply that AP movement is
possible whereas DP and DegP movement are not; movement ofhowalone would be
excluded by the requirement that it has to be an XP that undergoes the movement.

Exactly the same kind of analysis can be given for the examples in (46), repeated
here in (59) (without commitments to structural analysis).

(59) a. You have a very intelligent sister
b. How intelligent a sister do you have ?
c. *How intelligent do you have a sister ?

Whatever the internal structure of the nominal projection here is supposed to look
like, it is clear that movement of the more inclusivewh-category in (59-b) respects
Bresnan’s A-over-A Principle whereas movement of the less inclusivewh-category in
(59-c) violates it.

However, not all of the the evidence brought forward as part of the argument that
the original A-over-A Principle is too weak can be derived under Bresnan’s reformu-
lation. For instance, the ban on preposition stranding in German (see (47)) does not
follow from (52) either (at least not unless further assumptions are made).

What about the evidencein supportof the original A-over-A Principle (see (44),
(45))? The ill-formed examples here involve illicitwh-movement (or relativization)
of a wh-item (or a relative pronoun) where the more inclusive category has the same
category feature but, crucially, cannot act as awh-item (or relative item) itself. These
data can therefore not be derived from Bresnan’s A-over-A Principle.

Finally, what about the evidence that proved that the original A-over-A Principle
is too strong (see (48), (49), (50), and (51))? First, (48) (where movement of awh-DP
takes place from a more inclusive non-wh-DP, and the result is well formed) ceases
to be a problem for exactly the reason that (44), (45) cannot be derived anymore as
ungrammatical: Categorial information as such is irrelevant, and movement of a lower
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wh-item cannot be blocked by a higher non-wh-item. If one compares the ungrammat-
ical examples in, say, (44) with the grammatical examples in, e.g., (48), it is indeed
hard to see how any version of the A-over-A Principle could make the right distinc-
tions. The evident difference is one between ill-formed extraction from subject and
well-formed extraction from object, but this is a domain that the A-over-A Principle
has nothing to say about, in any version. Hence, in light of the wellformedness of data
like those in (48), the fact that the revised A-over-A Principle is not capable of exclud-
ing data like those in (44) should not be viewed as a shortcoming; the data suggest that
some other locality constraint that can distinguish between subjects and objects will
account for the difference.

Second, the data in (49) have CP topicalization from a CP. Assuming (as seems
natural) that the lower CP has an abstract feature [top] thatis required by the structural
descriptionC of an appropriately defined topicalization transformation, and that the
higher CP does not have such a feature, the two items do not interact, and Bresnan’s
A-over-A Principle makes the right predictions; again, categorial identity emerges as
irrelevant.

Third, more or less the same analysis can be given for the VP-over-VP contexts
that permit topicalization of the lower VP in (50) and (51): The lower VP that un-
dergoes the movement differs from the higher VP (or VPs) in that it bears the [top]
feature required by the structural condition of the topicalization transformation.

The version of the A-over-A Principle in (52) meets the demands of a good con-
straint (as does the original version in (43)): Abstractingaway from the technical
aspects of Bresnan’s analysis, it is simple and general, andit is not complex.30

3.2 The F-over-F Principle

From the perspective of current linguistic theory, Bresnan’s (1976) revision of the
original A-over-A Principle looks very modern. In a theory where movement trans-
formations involve designated features, her approach can straightforwardly be rein-

30 The formulation in (52) is not the definitive version that Bresnan (1976) ends up with. Rather, eventually
she suggests a “Relativized A-over-A Principle” in which the notion of a “maximal proper analysis” is re-
placed with the weaker notion of an “r-maximal proper analysis” (“weaker” in the sense that there are more
r-maximal proper analyses than there are maximal proper analyses). The basic idea is that the size of target
predicates is not maximized as such; target predicates are only maximized according to a given choice of
context predicates. The motivation for this change is basedon issues like the increased options of affecting
target predicates in deletion constructions (like VP ellipsis); I will abstract away from the modifications
of theoretical concepts that these kinds of construnctionsmay require in what follows, and consequently
ignore the minor revision of the A-over-A Principle in (52) that are motivated by it. – Incidentally, as ex-
plicitly noted by Bresnan (1976, 16), the version of the A-over-A Principle in (52) already is a “relativized”
constraint – relativized with respect to possible items that can be affected by transformations (rather than
being rigidly defined in terms of categorial labels).
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terpreted as requiring movement of the closest item that bears a feature matching the
attracting feature on the head of the landing site. From thisperspective, (52) amounts
to stating that if there is a head X with a movement-inducing featureF , of all the
items Y1,...,Yn that are in the c-command domain of X and bear a matching feature
F , only the most inclusive Yi (i.e., the Yi that dominates all other Yj ’s) can be moved
to the specifier of X. This reformulation of Bresnan’s (52) isa constraint that has
in fact more recently been proposed by a number of researchers, as an alternative to
the original A-over-A Principle (and, it may be noted, without reference to Bresnan
(1976) throughout). Thus, assuming that certain designated features are responsible
for triggering various movement operations ([•wh•] for wh-movement,[•top•] for top-
icalization, etc.), it is clear that these features are not (necessarily) categorial (they are
“cross-categorial”, in Bresnan’s terms).31 On this basis, it has been proposed that the
original A-over-A Principle should be revised as in (60); here and henceforth, I will
refer to this minimality-based revision as theF-over-F Principle. See Takano (1994),
Koizumi (1995), Fukui (1997), Kitahara (1997), Müller (1998), Sauerland (1999),
Fitzpatrick (2002), Vicente (2007), and Heck (2008), amongothers.

(60) F-over-F Principle:
In a structureα[•F•]... [β[F ]

... [γ[F ]
... ] ... ] ..., movement to[•F•] can only

affect the category bearing the [F] feature that is closer to[•F•].

(60) is very similar to (52). There is a difference with respect to the empirical domains
that are covered by the analyses employing these two kinds ofconstraints, though.
Bresnan only concerns herself with initial ambiguities in rule application that arise
from the fact that more than one category can in principle represent the moved item
for one and the same feature. Essentially, all her data center around the question of
whetherpied pipingis possible (and the formulation of (54) suggests that leftmost
items can pied-pipe other material whereas non-leftmost items cannot).32 In contrast,
in the approaches that rely on (some version of) (60), the empirical domain typically
does not involve pied piping but rather two separatewh-phrases, one of which domi-
nates the other in the pre-movement structure.

Empirical evidence in support of a constraint like the F-over-F Principle comes
from the consideration of a restriction on the movement of remnant categories (i.e.,
categories from which extraction has taken place). Among other things, the constraint
blocks certain illicit instances of remnant scrambling in languages like German and

31 For the moment, the• notation for features that trigger operations can be ignored. I will come back to
this in chapter 3.

32 See Heck (2004; 2008) and Cable (2007) (and references citedin these works) for recent approaches to
the phenomenon in general, and for the status of this generalization in particular.
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Japanese (see Takano (1994), Koizumi (1995), Kitahara (1997), Müller (1998), Sauer-
land (1999)). Consider first some data from German. (61-ab) show that a restructuring
infinitive from which scrambling has taken place (i.e., a remnant infinitive) can be top-
icalized.33

(61) a. [α t1 Zu
to

lesen
read

]
3

hat
has

[DP das
the

Buch
bookacc

]
1

keiner
no-onenom

t3 versucht
tried

b. [α t1 t2 Zu
to

reparieren
fix

]
3

hat
has

der
the

Frank
Franknom

dem
the

Matthias1
Matthiasdat

den
the

Drucker2
printeracc

t3 versprochen
promised

Next, (62-ab) illustrate that the same remnant infinitive from which scrambling has
taken place cannot undergo scrambling itself (scrambling of a non-remnant infinitive
is possible, though).

(62) a. *dass
that

[α t1 zu
to

lesen
read

]
3

[DP das
the

Buch
bookacc

]
1

keiner
no-onenom

t3 versucht
tried

hat
has

b. *dass
that

der
the

Frank
Franknom

[α t1 t2 zu
to

reparieren
fix

]
3

dem
the

Matthias1
Matthiasdat

den
the

Drucker2
printeracc

t3 versprochen
promised

hat
has

The same restriction is illustrated on the basis of data fromJapanese in (63). In (63-a),
a complement CP has undergone scrambling in front of the subject; (63-b) shows that
such scrambling is impossible if DP scrambling has taken place from the complement
CP prior to CP fronting.34

(63) a. [CP Mary-ga
Marynom

[DP sono
that

hon-o
bookacc

]
1

yonda-to
read-COMP

]
2

Bill-ga
Bill nom

[CP John-ga
Johnnom

t2

itta-to
said-COMP

] omotteiru
think

(koto)
fact

b. *[ CP Mary-ga
Marynom

t1 yonda-to
read-COMP

]
2

[DP sono
that

hon-o
bookacc

]
1

John-ga
Johnnom

t2 itta
said

(koto)
fact

This anti-identity restriction on remnant movement (whichis referred to as anUnam-

biguous Dominationrequirement in Müller (1998)) is not confined to scrambling.As

33 At this point, it does not really matter what categoryα is. For concreteness, one might assume (following
Stechow & Sternefeld (1988) and Wurmbrand (2001), among many others) that it is VP; but other category
labels would not affect the analysis.

34 Scrambling of an (object) DP from a CP as such is unproblematic.
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illustrated in (64), the same effect shows up withwh-movement in English: Extraction
of awh-phrase from awh-phrase makes subsequentwh-movement impossible; the ef-
fect is much stronger than one would expect if only a typicalwh-island violation with
wh-argument extraction were involved.

(64) a. *[DP Which book about t1 ]
2

don’t you know [CP who1 to read t2 ] ?
b. *[ DP Which picture of t1 ]

2
do you wonder [CP who1 she likes t2 ] ?

In (62), (63), and (64), there is a stage of the derivation where a movement-inducing
feature (like[•Σ•] for scrambling, and[•wh•] for wh-movement) on a target head
could in principle attract either the more inclusive category or another category domi-
nated by the latter (both bearing, by assumption, a matchingfeature [Σ] or [wh]). The
F-over-F Principle then demands movement of the higher category (β in (60)) first
(which is thus not yet a remnant category at this point because extraction from it has
not yet taken place), and subsequent movement of a category (α in (60)) from within
β to a lower position will invariably be blocked by the Strict Cycle Condition (see
(23)), which (among other things) excludes cases of lowering.35

I will return to the status of the F-over-F Principle below. For the time being, I will
leave it at that, and turn to other predecessors of current locality constraints, viz., the
island constraints proposed by Ross (1967), at least partlyin reaction to Chomsky’s
A-over-A Principle.

3.3 The Complex NP Constraint

Ross (1967) does not pursue the same kind of approach as Bresnan (1976) in view
of the counter-evidence against the original A-over-A Principle in (43); rather than
attempting to revise the original A-over-A Principle, he concludes that the constraint
should be abandoned, and replaced by a set of empirically more adequate constraints.
One constraint that he suggests as a partial replacement forthe A-over-A Principle is
the Complex NP Constraint (CNPC) in (65).36

(65) Complex NP Constraint(CNPC):
No element contained in a CP dominated by a DP may be moved out of that DP.

The Complex NP Constraint accounts for some of the data that motivated the A-over-
A Principle. Ungrammatical examples like those in (45), forinstance, now follow

35 Such a derivation will also violate the Condition on Extraction Domain discussed below.

36 It was a standard assumption until the late eighties that NP dominates DP, not DP NP, as assumed here
(and in most current work). Hence, the original Complex NP Constraint is a constraint on movement from
NP, not from DP. The constraint is still known under its original name, which is therefore also adopted here,
even though “Complex DP Constraint” might be more appropriate.
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from the CNPC; see, e.g., (66-ab), where a DP iswh-moved from a relative clause CP
that accompanies the noun of the next higher DP.

(66) a. *[DP1 Which book ] did John meet [DP2 a child [CP who read t1 ]] ?
b. *[ DP1 Who ] does Mary know [DP2 a girl [CP who is jealous of t1]] ?

Similarly, wh-extraction from a complement CP of a noun is impossible, andagain,
this follows from the CNPC. Incidentally, whereas the illformedness of (67-a) and
(67-c) could also be derived from the original A-over-A Principle (see (45-b)), (67-b)
would not follow under either the original version of the A-over-A Principle (unless
one assumeshow to be a DP; see (57) vs. (58) above) or Bresnan’s revision (there is
only onewh-phrase around in (67-b)).37,38

(67) a. *[DP1 Which book ] did John hear [DP2 a rumour [CP that you had read t1 ]] ?
b. *[ XP1 How ] did John hear [DP2 a rumour [CP that you had fixed the car t1 ]] ?
c. *The hat [DP1 which ] I believed [DP2 the claim [CP that Otto was wearing

t1 ]] is red

Is the CNPC a good constraint in the sense of (39) (simplicity, generality) and (41)
(non-complexity)? The answer has to be no. Just like the Subjacency Condition,
the CNPC is category-specific (since it mentions the labels Dand C); and just like
the Subjacency Condition, it is a two-node constraint that requires keeping track of a
node crossed earlier.39 What is more, the two-node property is also responsible for
the fact that the CNPC is faced with severe empirical counter-evidence. According
to (65), extraction from CP to a positionaboveDP is predicted to be impossible, but
extraction from CP to a positionbelowDP should be fine. This is not the case. To

37 Movement from argument clauses (i.e., subcategorized categories) in complex DPs typically yields better
results than movement from relative clauses (i.e., non-selected, modifier categories): Data of the type in (67)
are typically judged to be somewhat better than data of the type in (66). However, this does not hold for
movement of modifiers, which is completely impossible throughout; i.e., sentences like (67-a) are usually
perceived as being less ill formed than sentences of the typein (67-b)). For the time being, I will ignore
these differences; but I will come back to the question of howthey might be accounted for in chapter 5.

38 As it stands, the CNPC in (65) is a local derivational constraint on movement operations. It can also be
reinterpreted as a local representational constraint, as in (i).

(i) Complex NP Constraint(representational version):
*... α1 ... [DP ... [CP ... t1 ... ]] ...

As before, such a representational version must involve a concept like that of trace, which encodes the base
position from which movement takes place.

39 The convergence of the Subjacency Condition and the CNPC does not really come as a surprise in this
respect because the Subjacency Condition was developed as a(somewhat more general) replacement for
the CNPC.
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see this, we can consider constructions involving PP movement to specifiers of DP in
German. Relevant examples are given in (68).40

(68) a. [DP2 [PP1 Von
by/of

Peter ]
Peter

[D′ das
the

Gerücht
rumour

t1 ]] habe
have

ich
I

t2 gehört
heard

b. Fritz
Fritz

hat
has

[DP das
the

Gerücht
rumour

[CP dass
that

Maria
Maria

[PP1 von
by

Peter ]
Peter

gestern
yesterday

ein
a

Buch
book

gekriegt
given

hat ]
was

gehört
heard

c. *[ PP1 Von
by

Peter ]
Peter

hat
has

Fritz
Fritz

[DP das
the

Gerücht
rumour

[CP dass
that

Maria
Maria

t1 gestern
yesterday

ein
a

Buch
book

gekriegt
given

hat ]
was

gehört
heard

d. *Fritz
Fritz

hat
has

[DP [PP1 von
by

Peter ]
Peter

[D′ das
the

Gerücht
rumour

[CP dass
that

Maria
Maria

t1 gestern
yesterday

ein
a

Buch
book

gekriegt
given

hat ]]
was

gehört
heard

(68-a) exhibits the basic construction: A PP (von Peter, ‘by/of Peter’) can undergo
DP-internal movement to a position in front of the determiner (das(‘that’)). (The PP
may be interpreted as the source or, preferably, as the theme.) The available tests for
constituency show unequivocally that the fronted PP has notleft the DP.41 In (68-b),
the same kind of PPvon Peteris merged outside of a DP, as an optional argument
of a CP embedded in a DP. The CNPC now predicts that such a PP cannot undergo
movement to a position outside of the complex DP; this prediction is borne out (see
(68-c), which is ungrammatical under the relevant reading where PP1 originates in
the embedded clause). However, the CNPC does not rule out thepossibility that PP
movement in this context ends up in the specifier of the complex DP, as in (68-d).
Still, this sentence is ungrammatical: There is no way that the PPvon Petercan be
interpreted as belonging to the embedded CP (with an interpretation as the source of
the book).42 Given that the PPvon Peter, the determinerdas (‘das’) and the noun

40 See Lindauer (1995) for extensive discussion. The construction belongs to the realm of colloquial (in
fact, slightly substandard) speech, and it typically requires certain intonation patterns. As Lindauer shows,
its distribution is also restricted in a number of further ways. The grammaticality contrasts in (68) are
crystal-clear, though.

41 For instance, in (68-a), the stringvon Peter das Gerüchtoccupies the position in front of the finite verb in
a verb-second clause. With very few potential exceptions (that do not resemble the construction in (68-a)),
only one constituent can occupy this position. See Müller, St. (2005).

42 An interpretation as the source of the rumour (i.e., with base-generation of the PP outside of the CP) is
possible in principle (though the sentence sounds clumsy, presumably not least of all because an expected
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Gerücht(‘rumour’) can co-occur as such, and in this order (as shown by the well-
formedness of (68-a)), it seems clear that the illformedness of (68-d) is due to the fact
that illegitimate extraction from a CP has taken place: The correct generalization is
that extraction from CPs in DPs is blocked in general, even ifmovement does not go
beyond DP. Thus, some locality constraint on extraction from CP is evidently violated
in (68-d), and it cannot possibly be the CNPC. Clearly, the same constraint will also
suffice to cover the standard CNPC effects, as in (66) and (67). The existence of this
other constraint (whatever it ultimately amounts to; see below) invariably makes the
CNPC redundant.43

3.4 The Sentential Subject Constraint

Another constraint proposed by Ross (1967) is the Sentential Subject Constraint; see
(69).

(69) Sentential Subject Constraint:
No element dominated by a CP may be moved out of that CP if that CP is a
subject.

Data that motivate the constraint are given in (70). In (70-a), extraction takes place
from an object CP, and the result is well formed. In contrast,in (70-bc), extraction
takes place from a subject CP, and the results are ill formed.44

(70) a. [DP1 Who ] did the reporters expect [CP that the principal would fire t1 ] ?
b. *[ DP1 Who ] was [CP that the principal would fire t1 ] expected by the re-

porters ?
c. *[ DP1 Who ] did [CP that Mary was going out with t1 ] bother you ?

3.5 The Subject Condition

The Sentential Subject Constraint can be generalized: DP subjects are also islands,
even if they do not qualify as complex in the sense of the Complex NP Constraint.
This is illustrated by the data in (71).

argument in the embedded CP must then be absent, a garden patheffect).

43 Note that the illegitimacy of movement from a CP in a DP to a position outside CP, but inside DP, has
the same kind of (fatal) repercussions for the Subjacency Condition (Chomsky (1977); see above) as it has
for the CNPC.

44 The Sentential Subject Constraint in (69) is a derivationalconstraint, but it can be reformulated as a
representational constraint; see (i).

(i) Sentential Subject Constraint(representational version):
*... α1 ... [CP ... t1 ... ] ... if CP is a subject.
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(71) a. *[DP2 Who(m) ] has [DP1 a comment about t2 ] annoyed you ?
b. *[ PP3 About whom ] has [DP1 a comment t3 ] annoyed you ?

The more general version of the constraint that covers both Sentential Subject Condi-
tion effects as in (70) and the data in (71) has become known asthe Subject Condition
(see Chomsky (1973; 1986a), Huang (1982), and Freidin (1992), among many oth-
ers).45

(72) Subject Condition:
No element may be moved out of a subject.

At this point, recall that the original (rigid) A-over-A Principle could derive data like
those in (44) (which involve extraction from a subject, justlike (71) does), but only
at the price of wrongly also excluding examples like those in(48) (with extraction
from an object). Bresnan’s (1976) version of the A-over-A Principle and the F-over-F
Principle are both compatible with extraction from an object as in (48), but they fail
to exclude extraction from a subject as in (44). This gap can be closed by the Subject
Condition.

The Subject Condition (like the Sentential Subject Constraint in the formulation
in (69)) remains unspecific about exactly what property an item must have to count
as a “subject” in the sense of (72). Options include certain designated positions (e.g.,
being in Specv, or in SpecT), or certain argument-structural properties (e.g., being the
last-merged item of a subcategorization list, or being introduced into the structure by
v). I will not try to clarify the subtleties that arise here atthis point. However, it would
seem to be clear that the fact that the constraint mentions “subject” (in whatever form)
implies that it does not qualify as a good constraint (given (39)): It is construction-
specific, and thus not general enough.

3.6 The Wh-Island Condition

TheWh-Island Condition is a derivational constraint introducedin Chomsky (1973).
Simplifying a bit (and adapting it to current assumptions about clausal structure), it
can be formulated as in (73).46

45 The Subject Condition in (72) is a derivational constraint.An equivalent representational version is given
in (i).

(i) Subject Condition(representational version):
*... α1 ... [β ... t1 ... ] ... if β is a subject.

46 Here is a representational version:

(i) Wh-Island Condition:
*... α1 ... [CP β2 ... t1 ... ] ..., whereβ is awh-element in SpecC or C.
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(73) Wh-Island Condition:
Movement must not cross a CP with awh-element in SpecC or C.

A consequence of thewh-island condition is that movement from an embeddedwh-
clause results in ungrammaticality. It has often been observed that the interaction of
various factors determines the degree of illformedness. Extraction of a non-argument
XP from awh-island typically gives rise to strong deviance (see (74-a)vs. (74-b));
extraction of an argument (in particular: an object) XP froma wh-island often yields
somewhat better results (see (74-c) vs. (74-d), and contrast (74-b) with (74-d)).

(74) a. How1 do you think [CP that Mary solved the problem t1 ] ?
b. *How1 do you wonder [CP whether Mary solved the problem t1 ] ?
c. [DP1 Which book ] do you think [CP that John read t1 ] ?
d. ?*[DP1 Which book ] do you wonder [CP [PP2 to whom ] John gave t1 t2 ] ?

Furthermore,wh-island effects are generally ameliorated if thewh-clause is an infini-
tive and the moved item is a complement DP (see Chomsky (1986a) and Frampton
(1990), among others). Thus, compare (75) with (74-d).

(75) ??[DP1 Which book ] don’t you know [CP whether to read t1 ] ?

An effect that is similar to thewh-island effect arises with topicalization. A fronted
topic in an embedded clause blocks extraction from this clause (of any type, i.e., there
is no difference between, say, argument and adjunct extraction, or between topical-
ization andwh-movement from a clause in which topicalization has occurred). This
is shown by the data in (76), for topicalization in English and for wh-movement in
German.

(76) a. [DP1 This book ] Mary thinks that Bill gave t1 [PP2 to John ]
b. *[ DP1 This book ] Mary thinks that [PP2 to John ] Bill gave t1 t2
c.(?)[DP1 Wen ]

whom
denkst
think

du
you

[CP dass
that

Maria
Maria

t1 mag ] ?
likes

d. *[ DP1 Wen ]
whom

denkst
think

du
you

[CP Maria2

Maria
mag3
likes

t2 t1 t3 ] ?

There is some disagreement as to whether topicalization in languages like English
or German targets a specifier of C, or a specifier of some other functional category
(perhaps a functional catgory Top, as suggested in Müller & Sternefeld (1993), Rizzi
(1997), Bayer & Salzmann (2009), and much recent work), or, as has also been pro-
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posed, a specific adjunction position in the clausal domain.47 For concreteness, sup-
pose the first option is correct: Topicalization is movementto SpecC (in languages
like English, Danish, and Icelandic, embedded topicalization then will have to in-
volve CP recursion, given the presence of a complementizer above the topic). If so,
the topic islandeffect visible in (76-bd) can be given basically the same analysis as
thewh-island phenomenon. In line with this, aTopic Island Conditionhas variously
been suggested; and further generalization that subsumes theWh-Island Condition and
the Topic Island Condition under a single constraint seems possible. Such a general-
ized A-bar intervener (or “operator island”) constraint might then also contribute to
improving the constraint with respect to the requirement (39) – as they stand, both
Wh-Island Condition and the Topic Island Condition are construction-specific (hence,
they do not qualify as general constraints).

3.7 The Superiority Condition

The Superiority Condition has first been suggested in Chomsky (1973, 246). The
original formulation of this derivational constraint is asfollows.

(77) Superiority Condition:
No rule can involve, X, Y in the structure
... X ... [α ... Z ... -WYZ ... ] ...
where the rule applies ambiguously to Z and Y and Z is superiorto Y.

For present purposes, we can equate “α is superior toβ” with “ α asymmetrically
c-commandsβ.48 Focussing just on displacement, X stands for the landing site of
movement in (77); and Z and Y are two items that can in principle be affected by
the operation (since, by assumption, they satisfy the structural condition of the move-

47 Topicalization goes hand in hand with verb second movement in German, which would seem to exclude
the adjunction analysis for this language. See, however, Frey (2000; 2004a) for arguments that German
might also have a kind of embedded topicalization to a position following the complementizer, which does
not trigger verb second movement.

48 This is how the concept of superiority has come to be understood. Chomsky’s original notion of superi-
ority is in fact more general; see (i) from Chomsky (1973, 246):

(i) A catgory A is superior to a category B in the phrase markerif every major category dominating A
dominates B as well but not conversely.

Taken for itself, this would also subsume typical A-over-A configurations (in Bresnan’s sense, which, as
noted above, is already envisaged as a possibility in Chomsky (1973)), where a categoryα dominates a
categoryβ: In this case,α should be superior toβ, and this might then also be relevant for the Superiority
Condition. On this view, the Superiority Condition in (77) might in fact emerge as extremely modern,
and might very much look like the (G)MLC that will be addressed below. However, the specific structural
placement of Z and Y in (77) excludes such a view (Z and Y cannotstand in a domination relation here),
which justifies the interpretation of superiority adopted in the main text.
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ment transformation). In this case, (77) states that only the higher, asymmetrically
c-commanding item can undergo the operation.

Some consequences of the Superiority Condition are illustrated in (78). If there
are twowh-phraseswh1 andwh2, thewh-movement transformation “applies ambigu-
ously” to wh1 andwh2 (as long as no other constraints, like the A-over-A Principle,
are violated). In this case, the structurally higherwh-phrase (i.e., the one that asym-
metrically c-commands the other one) must undergo the movement. Thus, movement
must apply to thewh-subject rather than to thewh-object in (78-a) vs. (78-b), and in
(78-c) vs. (78-d).

(78) a. Who1 t1 saw what2 ?
b. *What2 did who1 see t2 ?
c. I wonder [CP who1 t1 bought what2 ]
d. *I wonder [CP what2 who1 bought t2 ]

Similarly, if two objects arewh-phrases, as in the three pairs of examples in (79)
(with a control infinitive, an exceptional case marking infinitive, and a ditransitive
construction), only the structurally higher object can undergo movement (see Pesetsky
(1982, 602ff) and references cited there).49

(79) a. Who2 did you [VP persuade t2 [CP PRO to read what1 ]] ?
b. ?*What1 did you [VP persuade who2 [CP t′1 PRO to read t1 ]] ?
c. Who2 did you [VP expect [IP t2 to buy what1 ]] ?
d. ?*What1 did you [VP expect [IP who2 to buy t1 ]] ?
e. I know what2 I should give t2 [PP to whom1 ]
f. ?*I know whom1 I should give what2 [PP to t1 ]

Like the A-over-A Principle (in its various versions), the Superiority Condition qual-
ifies as a good constraint in the sense of the requirements (39) and (41): It is simple
and general (i.e., not construction-specific – even though the only type of dependency
it has so far been exemplified by iswh-movement, it makes predictions for all trans-
formations); and it is not complex (i.e., it does not requirethe postulation of reference
sets, or correlating non-adjacent steps of derivations). What is more, the parallel be-
haviour of the A-over-A Principle and the Superiority Condition does not stop here.

49 The existence of superiority effects with two objects provides a good argument against dispensing with
the Superiority Condition in favour of the ECP (see (5)), as it had been suggested by Aoun, Hornstein &
Sportiche (1981), Chomsky (1981), Lasnik & Saito (1984), and many others: On this view, the ECP as an
LF filter can exclude sentences such as(78-b) and (78-d) because the traces of LF-moved subjectwh-phrases
emerge as not properly governed in the presence of anotherwh-phrase in SpecC. This does not help with
the ungrammatical examples in (79), where onlywh-objects are involved (whose traces are always properly
governed by virtue of being lexically governed).
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The Superiority Condition is also a constraint that looks quite modern and can thus
be straightforwardly rephrased in a more current framework, as requiring movement
of the closest item that bears a feature matching the attracting feature on the head of
the landing site (thus, a rule “applies ambiguously to Z and Y” iff both Z and Y could
satisfy the movement-inducing feature associated with thetarget head X); “closeness”
is understood in terms of minimal c-command. On this view, (77) demands that if
there is a head X with a movement-inducing featureF , of all the items Y1,...,Yn that
are in the c-command domain of X and bear a matching featureF , only the high-
est Yi (i.e., the Yi that c-commands all other Yj ’s) can be moved to the specifier
of X. Thus, just like the A-over-A Principle can be reformulated as a feature-based
constraint (the F-over-F Principle; see (60)), the Superiority Condition can be refor-
mulated as a feature-based constraint, as in (80). This faithful updating of (77) has
become known as the Minimal Link Condition (MLC); see Chomsky (1995; 2000;
2001b; 2008).50

(80) Minimal Link Condition(MLC):
In a structureα[•F•]... [ ... β[F ] ... [ ... γ[F ] ... ] ... ] ..., movement to[•F•] can
only affect the category bearing the [F] feature that is closer to[•F•].

The only difference to the (revised) A-over-A Principle (i.e., the F-over-F Principle)
is thatβ c-commandsγ in the Superiority Condition, whereasβ dominatesγ in the
F-over-F Principle; compare (80) with (81) (= the F-over-F Principle in (60)).

(81) F-over-F Principle:
In a structureα[•F•]... [β[F ]

... [γ[F ]
... ] ... ] ..., movement to[•F•] can only

affect the category bearing the [F] feature that is closer to[•F•].

3.8 The (Generalized) Minimal Link Condition

It seems obvious that further generalization is possible. The F-over-F Principle and
the MLC can be combined into a constraint that I will refer to in what follows as
the (Generalized) Minimal Link Condition(or (G)MLC); see Takano (1994), Kita-
hara (1997), Müller (1998), Fitzpatrick (2002), Rackowski& Richards (2005), and
Medeiros (2008), among many others. The (G)MLC is given in (82).

50 Basically the same constraint has been proposed by Fanselow(1990a; 1991) (under the label “Rela-
tivized Minimality Condition” – see below for the similarlynamed but different constraint in Rizzi (1990)),
and by Ferguson (1993) and Ferguson & Groat (1994). The constraint can be given a representational
reformulation; see (i).

(i) Minimal Link Condition(representational version):
*... γ[F ]... [ ... β[F ] ... [ ... tγ ... ] ... ] ... if the head of whichγ is the specifier bears a[•F•]
feature.
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(82) Generalized Minimal Link Condition:
In a structureα[•F•]... [ ... β[F ] ... γ[F ] ... ] ..., movement to[•F•] can only
affect the category bearing the [F] feature that is closer to[•F•].

The notion “closer” is simply understood in terms of path length (see (25) and (i) of
footnote 9). Thus,β is closer toα thanγ if β dominates or c-commandsγ – in both
cases, the path fromβ to α is shorter than the path fromγ to α.

3.9 The Clause Non-final Incomplete Constituent Constraint

The Clause Non-final Incomplete Constituent Constraint is proposed in Kuno (1973)
as a more general version of the Sentential Subject Constraint, which it is therefore
supposed to replace. It is given in (83).51

(83) Clause Non-final Incomplete Constituent Constraint:
It is not possible to move any element of a categoryα (α = DP or CP) in
a clause non-final position out ofα if what is left over inα constitutes an
incompleteα.

The notion of incompleteness can be understood as in (84).

(84) Incompleteness:
An XP α is incomplete if an obligatory element is missing.

An obligatory element may, as a first approximation, be understood as an element that
is obligatorily subcategorized. Thus, the complement of a preposition is obligatory
in this sense, and so is (typically, but perhaps not always) the object of a verb; in
contrast, the complement of a noun is not obligatory. Hence,if DP is missing in [PP

P – ], the PP is incomplete; if DP is missing in [VP V – ], the VP is incomplete; but
if PP is missing in [NP N – ], the NP is not incomplete. Of course, incompleteness
of a daughter is inherited by the mother. Thus, a DP is incomplete if it contains a PP
where the DP complement of P is missing (but not if it containsan NP where the PP
complement is missing); and so forth.

The Clause Non-final Incomplete Constituent Constraint indirectly distinguishes
between object DPs and subject DPs in English because the former are typically

51 The Clause Non-final Incomplete Constituent Constraint is alocal derivational constraint, but it can be
reformulated as a representational constraint on outputs.

(i) Clause Non-final Incomplete Constituent Constraint(representational version):
*... α1 ... [β ... t1 ... ] ... if (a)–(c) hold:

a. β = DP or CP.
b. β is in a clause non-final position.
c. β is incomplete.
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clause-final whereas the latter are typically not clause-final. Turning to objects first,
extraction from an object DP is predicted to be possible evenif what remains is an
incomplete DP as long as the object is clause-final, and predicted to be impossible if
an incomplete DP results in a position that is not clause-final (e.g., if extraction targets
the first object in a double object construction). These predictions are confirmed by
the data in (85).

(85) a. [DP1 Which man ] did you buy [DP a picture of t1 ] ?
b. [PP2 Of which man ] did John give [DP a picture t2 ] to Bill ?
c. ?*[DP1 Which man ] did John give [DP a picture of t1 ] to Bill ?

In (85-a), the DP is clause-final (also see (48-b)); in (85-b), the DP counts as com-
plete (recall that arguments of N are optional). Only in (85-c) are both requirements
violated: The DP from which movement takes place is in a non-final position, and if
movement occurs, it counts as incomplete.

Examples that Kuno offers to show the predictions for subject DPs are given in
(86). In (86-a), extraction takes place from an object DP, leaving an incomplete con-
stituent in clause-final position; in (86-b), passivization has taken place, and the same
DP as in (86-a) is now a subject. Still, this sentence is judged as grammatical by
Kuno, which is in accordance with his assumptions because the DP does not count as
incomplete.52 Finally, in (86-c) preposition stranding takes place, and the subject DP
is both non-final and incomplete, which results in ungrammaticality.53

(86) a. [DP1 Which cars ] did the explosion damage [DP the hoods of t1 ] ?
b. [PP2 Of which cars ] were [DP the hoods t2 ] damaged by the explosion ?
c. *[ DP1 Which cars ] were [DP the hoods of t1 ] damaged by the explosion ?

Furthermore, Kuno points out that the Clause Non-final Incomplete Constituent Con-
straint makes predictions for CPs that make it possible to dispense with the Sentential
Subject Condition (recall the data in (70)), and that actually turn out to be empirically
superior. Extraction from a CP that becomes incomplete as a result of the movement
operation (in the technical sense of (84)) is possible if CP is a clause-final object (see
(87-a)), and impossible if CP is a clause non-final subject (see (87-c)), but possible

52 Also see Chomsky (2008) and section 4 of chapter 4 below for these kinds of examples.

53 (86-b) is expected to be ungrammatical under the Subject Condition if the structure is as indicated. How-
ever, it has been suggested that these kinds of PPs (also cf. (85-b)) may in fact be base-generated outside
the subject DP (see Koster (1987, 196f.), Cinque (1990, 47),Sternefeld (1991b, 121), Müller (1995, 397f.),
Barbiers (2002, 54), and Gallego (2007, 349)), in which casethe Subject Condition would be compatible
with (86-b) (and the Clause Non-final Incomplete Constituent Constraint would be vacuously fulfilled here).
I will come back to this construction in chapter 4, in the context of discussing Chomsky’s (2008) approach
to extraction from subjects.
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again if CP is a clause-final subject, as in passive constructions (see (87-b)). This
latter prediction is not made by the Sentential Subject Constraint (or the Subject Con-
dition).

(87) a. [DP1 Who ] did the reporters expect [CP that the principal would fire t1 ] ?
b. [DP1 Who ] was it expected by the reporters [CP that the principal would

fire t1 ] ?
c. *[ DP1 Who ] was [CP that the principal would fire t1 ] expected by the

reporters ?

As a further example showing how the Clause Non-final Incomplete Constituent Con-
straint works, consider next a sentence like (88), where successive-cyclic movement
has taken place.

(88) [DP1 Who ] does John think [CP2 Mary has persuaded t1 [CP3 that Bill is a
spy ]] ?

At first sight, one might think that (88) violates the Clause Non-final Incomplete Con-
stituent Constraint because extraction takes place from the t1 position, which looks
like it is clause non-final. So, does the wellformedness of (88) pose a problem? Closer
inspection reveals that (88) does not violate the Clause Non-final Incomplete Con-
stituent Constraint after all because the only CP from whichmovement takes place is
CP2; and CP2 is incomplete after the movement operation, but it is in a clause-final
position.

The case is slightly more involved with the examples in (89-ab).

(89) a. [DP1 Which man ] did you buy [DP a picture of t1 ] from Mary ?
b. [DP1 Which tree ] did you see [DP the leaves of t1 ] in the yard ?

Kuno assumes that (89-ab) are well-formed, and he takes thisto follow from the
Clause Non-final Incomplete Constituent Constraint. The idea is that what is prob-
lematic about the starred data is “the fact that the incomplete ... phrases are followed
by nonoptional elements [...] In [(89-ab)], ... incomplete... phrases appear either
clause-finally or, if not, are followed only by optional elements in the sentences.”
However, it can easily be verified that, whatever the merits of this intuition may be,
the wellformedness of the data in (89-ab) does in fact not follow from the formulation
of the constraint in (83). Therefore, we can conclude that the sentences in (89) pose a
genuine problem for Clause Non-final Incomplete Constituent Constraint.

Considerations like these notwithstanding, we may ask, as before, whether the
Clause Non-final Incomplete Constituent Constraint qualifies as a good constraint in
the sense of (39), (41). This does not seem to be the case: The constraint is neither sim-
ple (since it juxtaposes a number of logically independent concepts, which becomes
particularly evident in the representational formulationof the constraint in footnote
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51) nor general (it mentions DPs and CPs, which makes it construction-specific); it is
local, though (hence, optimal from the point of view of complexity).

The Clause Non-final Incomplete Constituent Constraint hasbeen regularly dis-
cussed (and sometimes even adopted) in syntactic work of thelast two decades (see,
e.g., Lasnik & Saito (1992, 91 & 194), Kayne (1998, 179), Chomsky (2001b, 46), and
Nevins (2004, sect. 6)). This does not seem to hold for the Post-Sentential Subject
Extraction Constraint, a brief discussion of which may nevertheless be revealing.

3.10 The Post-Sentential Subject Extraction Constraint

Zaenen & Pinkham (1976) introduce the Post-Sentential Subject Extraction Constraint
in (90).

(90) Post-Sentential Subject Extraction Constraint:
It is impossible to move a DP across a sentential subject.

Unlike the Clause Non-final Incomplete Constituent Constraint, this constraint is sup-
posed to complement (rather than replace) the Sentential Subject Constraint. The
example pair in (91) highlights a consequence of (90) forwh-movement: A non-
sentential subject DP permitswh-movement across it; a sentential subject CP does
not.54

(91) a. [DP1 Who ] do you think [CP1 that [DP2 Bill’s resignation ] would surprise
t1 ] ?

b. *[ DP1 Who ] do you think [CP1 that [CP2 for Bill to resign ] would surprise
t1 ] ?

The same asymmetry is shown for topicalization across a sentential subject in (92).

(92) a. [DP1 John ] [DP2 Bill’s resignation ] would not surprise t1

b. *[ DP1 John ] [CP2 for Bill to resign ] would not surprise t1

As before, there is a representational alternative to the derivational formulation of the
constraint in (90).55

Since (90) is designed to complement the Sentential SubjectConstraint, one might
think that a more general constraint should be possible thatsubsumes the two individ-

54 An infinitival clause is chosen here because a finite non-extraposed subject clause is highly marked to
begin with.

55 Here is a representational version that employs the conceptof trace.

(i) Post-Sentential Subject Extraction Constraint(representational version):
*...α1 ... [ ... β ... [ ... t1 ... ] ... ] if β is a sentential subject c-commanding t1, andα is a DP.
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ual constraints. According to the Sentential Subject Constraint, all sentential subjects
are islands. According to the Post-Sentential Subject Extraction Constraint. the do-
main to the right of a sentential subject is an island. A more general constraint might
therefore state that all sentences with sentential subjects are islands, period. Unfortu-
nately, this is not possible, for a simple reason: Sentential subjects themselves can be
moved; see (93).

(93) That John would be late, Mary didn’t think was very likely.

Still, these considerations may at least suffice to show thatthe Post-Sentential Subject
Extraction Constraint is not as simple as it arguably shouldbe. Furthermore, it is
not maximally general because it imposes restrictions bothon the category label of
the moved item (DP) and on the grammatical function (or syntactic position) of the
island-inducing item (sentential subject).

The constraint that is discussed in the next subsection differs greatly from the one
just discussed, both with respect to its empirical scope andwith respect to its relevance
for further developments in syntactic theory.

3.11 The Condition on Extraction Domain

Phrases which do not enter a derivation as a result of being subcategorized by the item
that they merge with (modifiers, adjuncts) are always islands. This can be formulated
in a preliminary way as the Adjunct Condition in (94) (see Cattell (1976), Kayne
(1984), Longobardi (1985), and Chomsky (1986a), among others).56

(94) Adjunct Condition:
Movement must not take place from an XP that has been merged without sub-
categorization being involved.

The Adjunct Condition straightforwardly excludes ComplexNP Constraint construc-
tions in which a relative clause is crossed by movement (see (66)). Furthermore, the
sentences in (95) are correctly predicted to be ill formed.

56 There are some putative exceptions. Extraction from some kinds of infinitival adjunct clauses in German,
e.g., may yield half-way acceptable results. Consider (i) (from Müller (1995, 87)).

(i) ?Was1
what

bist
are

du
you

gekommen
come

[CP (?*um)
in order to

anzuschauen
watch

t1 ] ?

As a rule of the thumb, the fewer items the infinitival CP has, the more extraction is improved. Best results
are obtained when the CP which from extraction takes place consists of just a bare verb form; and this might
ultimately suggest a structural analysis in terms of complex verb formation (or a serial verb construction),
without a CP adjunct being present.
Putative exceptions to the Adjunct Condition in English arealso typically confined to infinitival contexts;
see Chomsky & Lasnik (1977) and Chomsky (1986a), among others. I presuppose that they can all be
accounted for systematically, without calling (94) into question.
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(95) a. *[DP1 Who ] did you get jealous [CP because I talked to t1 ] ?
b. *[ PP1 To whom ] did they leave [CP before speaking t1 ] ?
c. *[ DP1 Who ] did they leave [CP before speaking to t1 ] ?

The Subject Condition (cf. (72)) and the Adjunct Condition can be unified as the
Condition on Extraction Domain (CED). The original versionof the CED is due to
Huang (1982).57

(96) Condition on Extraction Domain(CED, Huang’s original version):
A phrase A may be extracted out of a domain B only if B is properly governed.

Based on Huang (1982) and Lasnik & Saito (1984), Chomsky (1986a) develops a com-
prehensive approach to CED effects; it centers around the notion of barrier. Cinque
(1990) and Manzini (1992) further extend this research; these studies have useful sim-
plifications and modifications. The following version of theCED freely draws on all
the concepts developed in these approaches. It maintains Huang’s original insight but
rephrases the constraint by invoking only simpler concepts– in particular, the com-
plex notion ofproper governmentis replaced with the primitive notion ofcomplement
(i.e., sister of a lexical head).58

(97) Condition on Extraction Domain(CED):

a. Movement must not cross a barrier.
b. An XP is a barrier iff it is not a complement.

Conceptually, the CED is a step in the right direction because we move from an in-
trinsic definition to a contextual definition of locality domains: Whether some XP is
a bounding node or not (in the sense of the Subjacency Condition) is simply listed;
however, whether some XP is a barrier or not can be determinedby looking at the
syntactic context in which it occurs.

A barriers-based approach to locality in terms of the Condition on Extraction Do-
main can account for Subject Condition and Adjunct Condition effects. It also derives
the relative clause case of the Complex NP Constraint. If argument clauses selected by
N are in fact not merged in complement position (as suggestedby Stowell (1981) and
Kiss (1986), among others), Complex NP Constraint phenomena can be explained
in toto. A further constraint that can (ideally; see below) be dispensed with if the

57 The basic insight was arguably first formulated by Cattell (1976), via his notion of a “syntactic config-
uration” (see Cattell (1976, 23 & 33)). Kayne (1984) and Longobardi (1985) employ a similar concept
(cf. the theory of “g-projections”), with many interestingextensions (“Connectedness effects”); also cf.
ściteKoster:87 concept of Global Harmony.

58 The notion ofbarrier in (97) shows up here only for reasons of perspicuity. The CEDmight just as well
state that movement must not take place from a non-complement.
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Condition on Extraction Domain is adopted is the Freezing Principle. The version
of the Freezing Principle in (98) combines aspects of Ross’s(1967) Frozen Structure
Constraint and Wexler & Culicover’s (1980) Freezing Principle.59

(98) Freezing Principle:
Movement cannot take place from a moved XP.

Some consequences of the Freezing Principle in (98) are illustrated in (99) with En-
glish and German data.

(99) a. *Who1 do you think [CP t′1 that [DP2 pictures of t1 ] John would like t2 ] ?
b. *Who1 do you think [CP [PP2 to t1 ] he will talk t2 ] ?
c. *John1, I know [CP [DP2 which picture of t1 ] Mary bought t2 ]
d. *[ PP1 Über

about
Fritz ]1
Fritz

glaube
believe

ich
I

[CP [DP2 ein
a

Buch
book

t1 ] hat
has

Maria
Maria

t2

geschrieben ]
written

e. *Who1 do you think [CP t′1 that [DP2 pictures of t1 ] were painted t2 ] ?

In (99-a),wh-extraction takes place from an object DP that has undergone(embedded)
topicalization, and the result is ill formed. Similarly, in(99-b), a PP has undergone
topicalization, and P-stranding viawh-movement in this context leads to ungrammat-
icality. In (99-c), an objectwh-phrase has undergone movement to the SpecC posi-
tion of an embedded question, and this makes extraction (topicalization, in the case
at hand) from the objectwh-phrase impossible. (99-d) shows the same effect with
topicalization to a SpecC position of an embedded verb-second clause in German:
Extraction from a topicalized item is prohibited. ((99-d) involves topicalization from
a topicalized object DP, but the freezing effect arises withall kinds of extraction from
a topicalized item, including, e.g.,wh-movement.) Finally, in (99-e), it is shown that
extraction from an A-moved subject DP in a passive clause gives rise to a freezing
effect, too.60

The Freezing Principle in (98) can be derived from the CED if the standard as-
sumption is made that all movement is to a non-complement position. If so, move-
ment will invariably turn an element (that may have been transparent in situ, in a

59 Note, however, that according to Wexler & Culicover’s (and also partially according to Ross’s) assump-
tions, there are more freezing contexts than just the ones identified by (98); I will stick to the more narrowly
defined notion of freezing in (98), though.

60 In English, where T has an EPP property, subject DPs that are base-generated in Specv (typically) end
up in SpecT. Thus, the opacity of subject DPs of this type follows from both the Subject Condition and the
Freezing Principle.
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complement position) into a barrier in the sense of (97).61

3.12 Relativized Minimality

Unlike most of the constraints that have been discussed in the above subsections, Rel-
ativized Minimality has been proposed as a representational constraint. It is intro-
duced in Rizzi (1990); (100) is the updated version of the constraint suggested in
Rizzi (2001).62

(100) Relativized Minimality:

a. Chain links require a Minimal Configuration (MC).
b. Y is in a Minimal Configuration (MC) with X iff there is no Z such that

(i) and (ii) hold.
(i) Z is of the same structural type as X.
(ii) Z intervenes between X and Y.

61 There is a proviso. As it stands, the Freezing Principle in (98) is a derivational constraint. To exclude the
examples in (99) by either (97) or (98), it must therefore be ensured that a derivation in which extraction of
some itemβ takes place from some itemα whenα is still in its base position is blocked. In such a derivation,
β is first moved out ofα, and only then doesα undergo movement itself. A derivation of this type can have
one of two possible forms (see Collins (1994) and Chomsky (1995), among others): First, movement ofα

may go to a lower position than the preceding movement ofβ; this would violate the Strict Cycle Condition.
Second, movement ofα may go to a higher position than the preceding movement ofβ, with β subsequently
moving acrossα again, as an instance what Collins calls “chain interleaving”. Collins (1994) argues that
chain interleaving is ruled out by the transderivational Fewest Steps Condition; alternatively, Müller &
Sternefeld (1996) propose that derivations of this type canbe excluded by an independently motivated
theory of improper movement (based on the Principle of Unambiguous Binding, PUB). I will come back to
this issue. For the time being, it may be noted that this kind of problem does not show up in an approach in
which the CED (or the Freezing Principle) is reformulated asa representational constraint; see Browning
(1991). Browning suggests to simply look at the S-structurerepresentation and determine whether or not a
category is a barrier in its S-structure position. Thus, on Browning’s view, in a representation like (i),β is
a barrier (because it is not a complement): Having undergonemovement,β can never be a complement to
some head (it has to be in a specifier position or in an adjoinedposition).

(i) *... α1 ... [β ... t1 ... ]2 ... t2

62 The original version from Rizzi (1990) is given in (i) (with aslight simplification concerning the require-
ment that movement chains demand antecedent-government).

(i) Relativized Minimality(original version):

a. (Certain) chain links require antecedent-government.
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Here, intervention is understood in terms of c-command: Z intervenes between X and
Y if X c-commands Z, Z c-commands Y, and Y does not c-command X.63

Relativized Minimality is similar, but far from identical to the Minimal Link Con-
dition (MLC) (hence, also from the (G)MLC; but I focus on the former to simplify
comparison). To see the similarities and differences, the MLC in (80) is repeated
here, in a form that is slightly revised so as to make a comparison with Relativized
Minimality easier, as (101); and the standard, representational Relativized Minimality
condition is transferred to a derivational constraint in (102). In the course of doing
so, a number of secondary issues are glossed over; the focus is just on the gist of the
constraint. (The minimal domain ofα comprises specifiers and head-adjunction sites
of α.)

(101) Minimal Link Condition(MLC):
In a structureα ... [ ... β ... [ ... γ ... ] ... ] ..., movement to a positionδ in the
minimal domain ofα cannot affectγ if β c-commandsγ andβ andγ bear
the same feature required byα.

(102) Relativized Minimality(derivational version):
In a structureα ... [ ... β ... [ ... γ ... ] ... ] ..., movement to a positionδ in the
minimal domain ofα cannot affectγ if β c-commandsγ andβ andδ are of
the same structural type.

Thus, according to the MLC, an intervener blocks movement ifit bears the same
featurethat is required by the movement-inducing head, as the item that is supposed to
undergo the movement; in contrast, according to Relativized Minimality, an intervener
blocks movement if it occupies the same kind ofpositionas the intended landing site
for the item that is supposed to undergo the movement. Therefore, the two constraints

b. X antecedent-governs Y only if there is no Z such that (i) and (ii) hold.
Z is a typical potential antecedent-governor for Y.
Z c-commands Y and does not c-command X.

The notion of “typical potential antecedent governor” is defined as follows.

(ii) Typical potential antecedent governor:

a. Z is a typical potential antecedent governor for Y, Y in an A-chain = Z is an A specifier c-
commanding Y.

b. Z is a typical potential antecedent governor for Y, Y in an A′-chain = Z is an A′ specifier
c-commanding Y.

c. Z is a typical potential antecedent governor for Y, Y in an X0-chain = Z is a head c-
commanding Y.

63 This last requirement may be obsolete assuming binary branching, a restrictive notion of c-command,
and an approach to phrase structure in which two sisters cannot possibly be of “the same structural type”.
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make different empirical predictions. For instance, Relativized Minimality cannot
derive superiority effects as in (78) and (79). On the other hand, the MLC does not
account for all the cases that motivate Relatived Minimality in Rizzi (1990). Let us go
through them one by one. First, Rizzi notes that Relatived Minimality excludes cases
of so-called “super-raising” as in (103). Here, A-movementto SpecT takes place
across a finite clause with a SpecT (i.e., A-) position filled by an expletiveit.

(103) *John1 seems thatit is likely [TP t1 to win ]

(103) can also be ruled out by the MLC, assuming that the feature that drives move-
ment to SpecT in the root clause is one that is borne by bothit andJohn.

Next, consider the sentences in (104). Relativized Minimality blocks (104-abcd),
assuming that all italicized items occupy A-bar positions.This seems uncontrover-
sial with thewh-island effect in (104-b) (= (74-d)), where both items occupy SpecC
positions; and also with (104-c), where topicalization hasapplied across awh-island.
To exclude (104-a), it must be assumed thatbeaucoupoccupies an A-bar position.
Similarly, some extra assumption is called for to derive thewh-island effect in (104-d)
(= (74-b)) from Relativized Minimality (at least at first sight, whetherlooks like a C
head, not like a specifier).

(104) a. *Combien1
how many

a-t-il
did he

beaucoup
a lot

consulté
consult

[ t1 de
of

livres ] ?
books

b. ?*[DP1 Which book] do you wonder [CP [PP2 to whom] John gave t1 t2 ] ?
c. ?*[DP1 This book] I wonder [CP [PP2 to whom] John gave t1 t2 ]
d. *How1 do you wonder [CP whetherMary solved the problem t1 ] ?

Does the MLC suffice to rule out the examples in (104)? This maybe so in the
case of (104-b) and (104-d), assuming that awh-movedwh-phrase still has a feature
like [wh] that is looked for by some higher C head, and assuming thatwhetheralso
qualifies as an item that has a [wh] feature accessible to a higher C head – however, this
assumption is by no means uncontroversial.64 (105-c) can be excluded by the MLC
only if it is assumed that topicalization andwh-movement in English are triggered
by the same kind of feature (see Chomsky (1977)); but given the different properties
of the two movement types, this assumption should not be viewed as uncontroversial
either (see Müller & Sternefeld (1993)). Finally, it is far from obvious how the MLC
could block (104-a) –beaucoupdoes not seem to be awh-item in any relevant sense,
and it certainly cannot be attracted to the specifier position of an interrogative C in
French.

64 Also see chapter 5 for a qualification.
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A third consquence of Relativized Minimality is that it accounts for effects that
had originally been assumed to require a separateHead Movement Constraint(HMC;
see Travis (1984), Baker (1988)). As shown in (105) (from Chomsky (1986a), Rizzi
(1990)), movement of a head across an intervening head is impossible.

(105) a. Could1 they t1 haveleft ?
b. *Have2 theycouldt2 left ?

The contrast between (105-a) and (105-b) can also be accounted for via the MLC if the
two verb forms competing for movement have the same kind of feature that is sought
for in the target position (an adjunction site of C, under standard assumptions about
head movement). That said, it is not clear that (105-b) needsto blocked by a locality
constraint on movement in the first place. Arguably, a non-finite verb form (likehave
in (105-ab)) cannot show up attached to the head of a finite clause in English, for
independent reasons. (Could in (105-ab) is finite since it is the highest head of an
extended verbal dependency in the pre-movement structure.)

Subsequent research on the Relativized Minimality constraint has focussed on the
possibility that a finer-grained differentiation among “structural types” of positions
(in the sense of (100), (102)) is called for – e.g., one that distinguishes between dif-
ferent types of head movement positions, or between different types of A-bar posi-
tions; see Roberts (1991; 2001) and Rizzi (2001; 2004). Irrespective of these further
developments, we may ask whether Relativized Minimality qualifies as a good con-
straint, one that respects the meta-requirements (39) and (41). This would seem to be
the case: The constraint is not complex; and it is simple and general (thus, it is not
construction-specific and does not mention particular categories).65 Still, in view of (i)
the redundancies that arise from the significant amount of overlap between Relativized
Minimality and MLC in excluding ill-formed sentences, and (ii) the conceptual sim-
ilarity of the two constraints, it seems uncontroversial that only one of them (if any;
see below) should be adopted in grammatical theory.

3.13 Conclusion

This concludes the overview of locality constraints as theyare relevant in the context
of the (G)MLC and the CED.66

65 This is particularly obvious if Rizzi’s (2001) later version in (100) or the derivational reconstruction in
(102) is adopted, perhaps less so under the original formulation in (i) of footnote 62.

66 Needless to say, many important locality constraints have been left out – for instance, theLeft Branch
Condition(LBC) and theCoordinate Structure Constraint(CSC), to name just two (see Ross (1967)). The
reason for this omission is that these constraints are not directly related to the (G)MLC and the CED, and
no attempt will be made in later parts at deriving their effects by invoking the PIC (even though both the
LBC and the CSC will show up again briefly in chapter 7 below). In addition, there are some influential
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From a more general point of view, we can further distinguishbetween two types
of (local derivational or local representational) locality constraints. On the one hand,
there arerigid locality constraints that define local domains for movementirrespec-
tive of what kind of position the moved item ends up in, and what kind of inherent
properties it has. On the other hand, there arerelativizedlocality constraints where
the nature of the ultimate landing site and/or properties ofthe moved item are relevant
to the question of whether a given syntactic configuration acts as local domain. Con-
sider the following two lists in (106-a) and (106-b) (with classic island constraints all
belonging to the first group).

(106) a. Rigid Locality:
(i) Complex NP Constraint
(ii) Sentential Subject Constraint
(iii) Subject Condition
(iv) Wh-Island Condition (and Topic Island Condition)
(v) Clause Non-final Incomplete Constituent Constraint
(vi) Post-Sentential Subject Extraction Constraint
(vii) Adjunct Condition
(viii) Condition on Extraction Domain

b. Relativized Locality:
(i) A-over-A Principle
(ii) F-over-F Principle
(iii) Superiority Condition
(iv) Minimal Link Condition
(v) Relativized Minimality

At least at first sight, it looks as though both types of constraints are needed, but it is
far from clear which phenomena should be accounted for by which constraint type.

Against this background, let me come back to the question of what a good locality
constraint in syntax is. As noted before, the requirement that constraints should not be
complex (see (41)) directly excludes global constraints like theProjection Principle,
translocal constraints likeAvoid Pronoun, and transderivational constraints likeFewest

Steps, Merge before Move, andShortest Paths.67

locality constraints that I more or less ignore in what follows even though theyare related to the (G)MLC
and/or the CED, among them the Path Containment Condition developed in Pesetsky (1982) and some
constraints mentioned in footnote 57 above, viz., the Connectedness condition introduced in Kayne (1984),
and developed further in Longobardi (1985), as well as Koster’s (1987) Global Harmony constraint. Here,
the reason for omission is that the constraints in question seem inherently tied to a representational approach,
and thus do not significantly interact with the enterprise tobe carried out in the present book.

67 As regardsShortest Paths(see (24)), it can be noted that it is similar in its effects toa combination
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Next, the requirement that good constraints are simple and general (and contribute
to overall elegance of the theory) excludes construction-specific constraints like the
Complex NP Constraint, theSentential Subject Constraint, theSubject Condition, the
Adjunct Condition, the Subject Condition, the Wh-Island Condition(as well as the
Topic Island Condition), the Clause Non-Final Incomplete Constituent Constraint,
and thePost-Sentential Subject Extraction Constraint.

Of the locality constraints that have been discussed in the present chapter, this
leaves the A-over-A Principle, the F-over-F Principle, theSuperiority Condition, the
MLC, the (G)MLC, Relativized Minimality, and the CED. The (original) A-over-A
Principle has been shown to be problematic; the A-over-A Principle revised accord-
ing to Bresnan (1976) and the closely related F-over-F Principle are now part of the
(G)MLC, as is the Superiority Condition/MLC. As noted above, maintaining both
Relativized Minimality and the (G)MLC leads to redundancies; since it also covers F-
over-F Principle effects, the latter constraint is arguably the more general one. Given
these considerations, one would expect two constraints to remain of all the constraints
that have been addressed so far: the (G)MLC and the CED. Indeed, these two local
constraints are widely adopted in contemporary investigations of movement.68

At this point, let me introduce a third requirement on what a good locality con-
straint looks like. This requirement is deeply rooted in recent minimalist work (see,
e.g., Chomsky (2005)), and it can be expressed as in (107).

(107) Constraints are of type (i) or (ii).

(i) principles of efficient computation
(ii) interface conditions

Principles of efficient computation in the sense of (107-i) are basically local deriva-
tional economy constraints. In contrast, interface conditions in the sense of (107-ii)
are representational constraints on outputs which are not motivated syntax-internally,
but result from demands imposed on syntactic representations by the phonological
and semantic interfaces. Thus, constraints that rely on concepts without independent
motivation in terms of either economy or interface conditions are excluded.

How do the (G)MLC and the CED fare with respect to the requirements in (107)?

of the F-over-F Principle (see (60) or (81)) and the MLC (see (80)). However, given that transderivational
constraints should ideally be dispensed with,Shortest Pathsdoes not qualify as a viable alternative to stating
the F-over-F Principle and the MLC separately; but see below.

68 That said, there are certain Relativized Minimality effects that do not follow straightforwardly from the
(G)MLC or the CED, or from the set of assumptions that I introduce in chapters 3 and 4 to derive versions
of the (G)MLC and the CED; in particular, this holds for certain kinds ofwh-islands and topic islands (and
legitimatewh-island violations), and for the HMC. I address the former issue in chapter 5, and I argue that
the HMC is not a valid generalization in chapter 6.
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The general consensus seems to be that the (G)MLC can be viewed as a principle of
efficient computation, whereas the CED cannot straightforwardly be construed in such
a way. Furthermore, neither constraint looks like an interface condition imposed by
properties of the phonological or semantic component of grammar. In view of this
state of affairs, the (G)MLC is typically adopted as a primitive in current miminalist
approaches whereas the CED is often abandoned, accompaniedby attempts to derive
it from more basic assumptions that adhere to (107). In chapter 2, I argue (i) that there
is good reason to give up the (G)MLC after all in a derivational approach to grammar
that embraces the assumptions in (107); and (ii) that none ofthe existing attempts at
deriving CED effects in accordance with (107) is successful. Given this outcome, the
task will be to derive (G)MLC and CED effects from more basic assumptions that are
compatible with (107); this is the subject of chapters 3 and 4.
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Chapter 2

(G)MLC and CED in Minimalist Syntax

1. Introduction

The goal of this chapter is to argue that both the (G)MLC and the CED are incompat-
ible with core minimalist principles in a strictly derivational approach to syntax, and
that, consequently, their main predictions should be derived from more basic assump-
tions. This conclusion would seem to be unusual for the (G)MLC; in line with this,
I am not aware of minimalist reconstructions of (G)MLC effects in the literature. In
contrast, it seems to be a standard assumption that the CED isincompatible with min-
imalist core tenets; accordingly, several attempts have been made to derive its effects.
However, I show that existing proposals of how to derive CED effects turn out to be
either incompatible with minimalist principles upon closer inspection or problematic
for other reasons (or both). The conclusion will be that, to the extent that the predic-
tions of the (G)MLC and the CED are empirically correct, these locality constraints
should be derived from independently motivated assumptions that are compatible with
basic minimalist principles.

2. The (Generalized) Minimal Link Condition: State of the Ar t

2.1 Overview

The (G)MLC is repeated in (1).

(1) Generalized Minimal Link Condition:
In a structureα[•F•]... [ ... β[F ] ... γ[F ] ... ] ..., movement to[•F•] can only
affect the category bearing the [F] feature that is closer to[•F•].

The (G)MLC in (1) arguably qualifies as an economy constraintthat contributes to ef-
ficient computation.1 However, I would like to contend that something is wrong with

1 Gärtner & Michaelis (2007, 175) show for a certain type of minimalist grammar (as developed by Stabler
(1996; 1998)) that, other things being equal, adding (a version of) the (G)MLC reduces generative capacity.
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the (G)MLC in a derivational grammar. Brody (2002) argues that a derivational ap-
proach to syntax should minimize search space, its representational residue; thus, the
amount of structure that is visible and accessible to syntactic operations at any given
step should be as small as possible. Given this tenet, it follows that constraints that
minimize search space should be strengthened in a derivational grammar; in contrast,
constraints that presuppose search space should be abandoned. A constraint that min-
imizes search space is the Phase Impenetrability Condition(PIC; see Chomsky (2000;
2001b)); in contrast, the (G)MLC is a constraint that presupposes search space. Fur-
thermore, redundancies can be shown to arise if both the PIC and the (G)MLC are
adopted. In addition to conceptual problems with the (G)MLC, I will also argue that
empirical problems arise because the (G)MLC is both too strong and too weak: It
is too strong because it excludes certain argument crossings as they arise with A-
movement operations; and it is too weak because it only captures a subclass of the
intervention effects that it arguably should derive: It fails to account for intervention
effects that involve neither c-command nor dominance.

I will proceed as follows. Subsection 2.2 discusses problematic (but ubiquitous)
instances of argument crossing and presents a superiority-like intervention effect that
is unexpected under the (G)MLC, and that can be taken to suggest that some other,
more general constraint (or system of constraints) might underlie intervention effects
in general. Subsection 2.3 provides some background assumptions and lays out con-
ceptual arguments against the MLC.

2.2 Empirical Arguments against the (G)MLC

2.2.1 Argument Crossing

There are a number of well-known problems with a simple version of the (G)MLC.
An obvious problem is that subject raising from a vP-internal position to SpecT is
wrongly expected to be blocked by the (G)MLC if object movement to Specv has
occurred.2 Consider, for instance, the derivation in (2), where awh-object undergoes
movement across the non-wh-subject, which in turn has to end up in SpecT.

(2) (I wonder) what John read

a. [VP read3 what1 ]
b. [vP what1 John2 read3 [VP t3 t1 ]]

Interestingly, they also show that a grammar that incorporates (a version of) the CED without simultane-
ously adopting the (G)MLC is less computationally efficientthan a grammar that lacks both the CED and
the (G)MLC; the most restrictive grammar results if both (G)MLC and CED are adopted.

2 At least, this holds as long as we assume that object movementmust end up in a position in vP that is
higher than the base position of the subject; but see Richards (2001) for a different option (cf. the counter-
cyclic operation of ‘tucking-in’).
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c. [TP T [ vP what1 [V′ John2 read3 [VP t3 t1 ]]]]
d. [TP John2 T [ vP what1 t2 read3 [VP t3 t1 ]]]
e. [CP C [TP John2 T [ vP what1 t2 read [VP t3 t1 ]]]]
f. [ CP what1 C [TP John2 T [ vP t′1 t2 read [VP t3 t1 ]]]]

The problem is thatwhat1 is closer to T in (2-c) thanJohn2, and should therefore
preclude movement ofJohn2 to SpecT in (2-d).

Note that the problem at hand is not confined to subject/object interaction. It also
shows up with local object movements (object shift, scrambling) in double object
constructions; see Bobaljik (1995) and Collins & Thráinsson (1996), among others –
at least, this holds as long as it looks as though both objectsare equipped with the
same kinds of features that are involved in the movement, andthat the (G)MLC is
sensitive to. As a case in point, consider multiple object shift of pronouns in Danish
and multiple object shift of non-pronominal DPs in Icelandic, as discussed by Vikner
(1990) and Collins & Thráinsson (1996), respectively; see (i-a) (Danish) and (i-b)
(Icelandic).

(3) a. Peter
Peter

viste
showed

hende1
her

den2
it

jo
indeed

t1 t2

b. Ég
I

lána
lend

Maríu1

Maria
bækurnar2
the books

ekki
not

t1 t2

Here, it seems that there has to be a derivational step where the direct object (DP2)
first undergoes movement across the adverbial (jo, ekki), thereby crossing the indirect
object (DP1) in violation of the (G)MLC; crucially, the indirect objecthas the same
kind of feature that motivates the movement since it subsequently moves to a position
in front of the direct object.3 Several solutions to this problem have been proposed.
A radical solution would be to assume that the landing site ofthe moved item is in
fact a a specifier position in a phrasal domain that is lower than the phrasal domain in
which the other item is base-merged (see, e.g., Bobaljik’s (1995) discussion of “leap-
frogging” vs. “stacking”); but this option is not availablewith PIC-driven movement
as in (2).

3 The problem is made worse by the fact that in those cases wherethe intervening item does not bear the
relevant feature, and consequently stays in situ throughout the derivation, ungrammaticality results even
though there should not be any (G)MLC violation involved; see (ii-a) (Danish) and (ii-b) (Icelandic).

(i) a. *Peter
Peter

viste
showed

den2
it

jo
indeed

Marie1
Marie

t2

b. *Ég
I

lána
lend

bækurnar2
the books

ekki
not

Maríu1
Maria

t2
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Thus, it seems that there are contexts in which the (G)MLC canbe freely violated
by derivational steps. Chomsky (1995) envisages a way out interms of the concept of
equidistance, which is assumed to play a role in the formulation of the (G)MLC. On
this view, there is no (G)MLC-based intervention if two items are sufficiently close to
one another (e.g., if they are both specifiers of the same head).

The equidistance approach is abandoned in Chomsky (2000; 2001b) in favour of
the stricter formulation of the (G)MLC in (1). The problem that the (G)MLC poses
for subject raising in (2) is then addressed by observing that after wh-movement of
what1 to SpecC, the subject DP is the closest goal for T after all (the intervening
object having left its position). At first sight, it seems that an execution of this idea
implies giving up the Strict Cycle Condition (SCC): Movement in TP would have to
follow movement in CP, in violation of strict cyclicity. Still, Chomsky suggests that
there is a way out of this dilemma that respects both the SCC and the (G)MLC in strict
versions: The idea is that the (G)MLC is not evaluated at eachstep of the derivation;
rather, it is only evaluated at the phase level. Thus, subject raising in (2-d) would
indeed violate the (G)MLC; but TPs are not phases, and the (G)MLC is therefore
not operative at this stage. The (G)MLC (more specifically, an appropriately revised
representational version of the constraint) does apply to the output in (2-f) because
CP is a phase. However, at this point, there is no overt DP in Specv left that would
separate the subject trace and T, and, given some obvious adjustments, it follows that
the (G)MLC is respected. Assuming vP to be the relevant phasefor (G)MLC checking
with object movement across another object, a similar analysis can be given for the
cases in (3).

Of course, there is now a change of perspective that is non-trivial: The (G)MLC
cannot be conceived of as a derivational constraint on operations anymore; it acts as
a representational constraint on certain kinds of structures (viz., trees with phases at
the root). I will argue below that this amplifies a conceptualproblem incurred by the
(G)MLC.

For the time being, it can be concluded that the (G)MLC in (1) is too strong as
it stands; this undergeneration problem can only be solved at the cost of introducing
additional assumptions – about the base positions of arguments, about the notion of
“closeness” (defined in terms of equidistance), or about thenature of the (G)MLC
itself (a reinterpretation as a representational constraint). The next subsection will
reveal that the (G)MLC is also too weak.

2.2.2 Intervention without C-Command or Dominance

The (G)MLC excludes derivations where an item is moved across a c-commanding or
dominating intervener that would also qualify as an item that can be affected by the
movement operation (because it has the same kind of movement-inducing feature).
This way, superiority effects as in (4-a) in English (where the intervener c-commands
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the trace of the moved item; recall (78) of chapter 1) and F-over-F effects as in (4-b)
in German (where the intervener dominates the trace of the moved item; recall (62) of
chapter 1) can be derived.

(4) a. *I wonder [CP what2 who1 bought t2 ]
b. *dass

that
[α t1 zu

to
lesen
read

]
3

[DP das
the

Buch
bookacc

]
1

keiner
no-one

t3 versucht
tried

hat
has

With this in mind, consider the German data in (5) (see Heck & Müller (2000)). In
all three cases, we are dealing with a multiplewh-question where the moved item
is a wh-object, and anotherwh-object is included in an adverbial clause. In (5-a),
wh-movement is local (it does not cross a clause boundary) and unproblematic. The
sentence may sound slightly clumsy, and it may perhaps be somewhat difficult to
parse, but it is certainly well formed. In (5-c), thewh-item included in the adverbial
clause has undergone movement. This results in ungrammaticality, which does not
come as a surprise given the Adjunct Condition (or the CED, orwhatever derives the
adjunct island effect).

(5) a. Wen1
whom

hat
has

Fritz
Fritz

[CP nachdem
after

er
he

was2
what

gemacht
done

hat ]
has

t1 getroffen ?
met

b. *Wen1

whom
hat
has

Fritz
Fritz

[CP nachdem
after

er
he

was2
what

gemacht
done

hat ]
has

gesagt
said

[CP dass
that

Maria
Maria

t1 liebt ] ?
loves

c. *Was2
what

hat
has

Fritz
Fritz

[CP nachdem
after

er
he

t2 gemacht
done

hat ]
has

gesagt
said

[CP dass
that

Maria
Maria

wen1
whom

liebt ] ?
loves

The interesting piece of data is (5-b). Here, awh-object undergoes long-distance
movement from a declarative clause embedded by a bridge verb, and the result is un-
grammatical. The source of the ungrammaticality must be in the adverbial clause; as
shown in (6), a minimally different example in which it does not show up is grammat-
ical.4

(6) Wen1
whom

hat
has

Fritz
Fritz

gesagt
said

[CP dass
that

Maria
Maria

t1 liebt ] ?
loves

Furthermore, it cannot be the adverbial clause as such that produces ungrammaticality
in (5-b). If thewh-item in the adverbial clause is replaced with a non-wh-item, wh-

4 At least, this holds for those speakers of German who tolerate wh-movement fromdass-clauses to begin
with; there are other speakers for whom onlywh-scope marking and extraction from verb-second clauses
result in well-formed long-distancewh-dependencies.
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extraction becomes possible again; see (7), which suffers from clumsiness and parsing
difficulties but is a vast improvement over (5-b).

(7) Wen1
whom

hat
has

Fritz
Fritz

[CP nachdem
after

er
he

das2
that

gemacht
done

hat ]
has

gesagt
said

[CP dass
that

Maria
Maria

t1

liebt ] ?
loves

Thus, the obvious conclusion has to be that (5-b) instantiates yet another interven-
tion effect: The presence of thewh-item in the adverbial clause blocks long-distance
movement of the otherwh-item. However, sincewas2 in the adverbial clause neither
c-commands nor dominates the base position ofwen1 in (5-b), the (G)MLC has noth-
ing to say about the illformedness of the example. Unless it can be shown that the
intervention effect in (5-b) is of a significantly differentnature than the intervention
effect in (4-a) (and I will argue in chapter 3 that there is no reason for such an assump-
tion, with (5-b) and (4-a) amenable to exactly the same analysis that also predicts (5-a)
to be well formed), we may therefore conclude that the (G)MLCis not only too strong;
it is also too weak.

2.3 Conceptual Arguments against the (G)MLC

2.3.1 The Standard Approach

In an incremental-derivational approach to movement as developed in Chomsky
(2000; 2001b; 2005; 2008), two constraints prove particularly relevant; they reduce
derivational search space by imposing strong restrictionson what counts as an active,
accessible part of the derivation. First, the Strict Cycle Condition (SCC), arguably in-
dispensable in any derivational approach to syntax, restricts possible positions for the
operation-inducing head (for instance, for a head that triggers Agree via a probe fea-
ture, or a head that drives movement operations and creates the target for movement).
Second, the PIC significantly reduces the positions in whichthe derivation can look
for an item that is affected by an operation (for instance, anitem that is to be moved,
or a goal of an Agree operation). For present purposes, the SCC can be formulated in
a classical way, as in (8) (see Chomsky (1973), Perlmutter & Soames (1979), and (23)
in chapter 1).5

5 Things may be slightly different if we adopt the concept of cyclic spell-out, according to which domains
that have been rendered inaccessible via the PIC are immediately sent off to the phonological and semantic
interfaces; see Chomsky (2001a, 4). Under the assumption that the domain of a phase head undergoes cyclic
spell-out (in a true, non-metaphorical sense, i.e., via literal pruning of the tree created so far) after the phase
is complete, a somewhat weaker version of the SCC can be derived without postulating a separate constraint
(the version is weaker given that whereas the SCC is about allphrases, cyclic spell-out only affects the c-
command domains of phases). However, throughout this book (with the possible exception of chapter 7), I
will leave open the issue of whether the idea of cyclic spell-out is to be taken literally; consequently, I stick
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(8) Strict Cycle Condition(SCC):
Within the current XPα, a syntactic operation may not target a position that is
included within another XPβ that is dominated byα.

A version of the PIC is given in (9) (see Chomsky (2000, 108), Chomsky (2001b, 13));
(9) is identical to (17) of chapter 1.

(9) Phase Impenetrability Condition(PIC):
The domain of a head X of a phase XP is not accessible to operations outside
XP; only X and its edge are accessible to such operations.

The notions of (i) “edge” and (ii) “phase” have been clarifiedin chapter 1. Essentially,
(i) the edge of a head X is the left-peripheral minimal residue outside of X′; it includes
specifiers of X, of which there can in principle be arbitrarily many (irrelevantly for the
purposes of this chapter, it also comprises adjuncts to XP);see Chomsky (2001b, 13).
(ii) The propositional categories CP and vP are phases; other XPs (except perhaps
for DP) are not. With this in mind, let us look abstractly at syntactic derivations,
and determine the search space available to the derivation at any given point. Thus,
suppose that ZP, XP and UP are phases in (10) (this is illustrated by underlining).
Then, in (10-a), an operation can have a probe (more generally, an operation-inducing
feature) only in YP (because of the SCC), and an operation canlook for a goal only in
YP or in the residue or head of XP (because of the PIC). In the subsequent step (10-b),
the probe must be in ZP, and the search space for a goal grows asindicated.

(10) Search space under PIC:

a.

SCC
︷ ︸︸ ︷

[YP...Y [XP...[X′X
︸ ︷︷ ︸

PIC

[WP...W [UP...U... ]]]]]

b.

SCC
︷ ︸︸ ︷

[ZP...Z [YP...Y [XP...[X′X
︸ ︷︷ ︸

PIC

[WP...W [UP...U... ]]]]]

Crucially, the PIC does not allow an operation involving Y and an item in WP.6

to the SCC as a separate constraint throughout.

6 Chomsky (2001b) argues that such operations are in fact attested, and he gives the following example:
Suppose that YP = TP, XP = vP, and WP = VP. The PIC then precludesan operation involving T and DP
in VP; but such an operation must arguably be legitimate for instances of long-distance agreement with
VP-internal nominative DPs, attested in a number of languages. Chomsky’s solution is to weaken the phase
impenetrability requirement in such a way that a phase is evaluated with respect to the PIC at the next phase
level (see Chomsky (2001b, 14)). For the moment, I abstract away from these complications; I will come
back to this issue in chapter 3.
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It is an attractive feature of incremental-derivational approaches to syntax that
complexity can be reduced, compared to representational approaches. Such a reduc-
tion of complexity becomes manifest in three different domains. First, the system does
not permit look-ahead: At any given stage of the derivation,operations in later cycles
and their effects cannot be considered. Second, the system relies on cyclicity: At any
given stage of the derivation, the SCC makes it impossible totarget a position by a
syntactic operation that is not in the minimal domain of the current XP. And third,
the system incorporates a phase impenetrability requirement (PIC) that significantly
reduces the search space for the goal of an operation. In effect, all syntactic material
in the domain that the PIC renders opaque can (and must) be ignored for the remain-
der of the derivation. So far, so good. However, closer inspection reveals conceptual
problems with assuming both the (G)MLC and the PIC, as it is standardly done in
minimalist syntax: The (G)MLC inherently depends on a certain amount of search
space to work on, but the PIC reduces search space.7

2.3.2 Weak and Strong Representationality

In his comparison of derivational and representational approaches to syntax, Brody
(2002) observes that a representational approach can be strictly non-derivational. In
contrast, a derivational approach is usually representational to some extent, by adher-
ing to the very concept of syntactic structure. Brody calls aderivational approach
weakly representationalif “derivational stages are transparent (i.e., representations),
in the sense that material already assembled can be accessed;” and he calls itstrongly

representationalif it “is weakly representational and there are constraintson the repre-
sentations.” On this view, the approach sketched in the previous subsection is strongly
representational: This is not the fault of the SCC or the PIC;these are derivational
constraints on operations. In the formulation given in (1),the (G)MLC is also a deriva-
tional constraint; however, this is not the case anymore if we re-interpret the (G)MLC
in the way suggested at the end of the previous section to account for the existence of
subject raising in examples like (2). Here, the (G)MLC is a representational constraint
that is evaluated at the phase level; it checks the legitimacy of structures rather than
operations. Brody concludes from this (and from related observations) that a repre-
sentational approach has an inherent advantage over a derivational approach in this
domain. Let us assume that the argument is correct. Then, given a derivational ap-
proach, the task will be to reduce its representational residue – ideally, a derivational
theory should not even be weakly representational. This implies abandoning all con-
straints that presuppose too much structure (in a sense to bemade precise); a good

7 In fact, one might argue that the PIC could reduce search space even more, by relying on phrases rather
than phases as the relevant locality unit. See chapter 3.
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candidate for exclusion then is the (G)MLC.8

2.3.3 A Redundancy

Interestingly, a simultaneous adoption of the (G)MLC and the PIC leads to redun-
dancies: As noted by Chomsky (2001b, 47, fn. 52), “the effecton the MLC is limited
under the PIC, which bars ‘deep search’ by the probe.” Thus, the (G)MLC can only be-
come relevant in the relatively small portions of structurepermitted by the PIC; it thus
loses much of its original empirical coverage. Against the background of Brody’s ar-
gument involving (weak or strong) representationality of derivational approaches, this
can be viewed as further evidence that derivational approaches should dispense with
the (G)MLC in toto. I would like to contend that, in a derivational approach, minimal-
ity effects should not be covered by a constraint that accesses a significant amount of
syntactic structure, i.e., a representation, and then chooses between two items that may
in principle participate in a given operation (as it is done by the (G)MLC). Rather, min-
imality effects should emerge as epiphenomena of constraints that reduce the space in
which the derivation can look for items that may participatein an operation (as it is
done by the PIC); ideally, all competition among items (thata priori qualify for some
operation) that must be resolved is in fact independently resolved if the search space
is sufficiently small.

Summing up so far, the (G)MLC turns out to be both empiricallyand conceptually
problematic. It gives rise to empirical problems because itis both too strong (wrongly
excluding certain legitimate cases of argument crossing) and too weak (wrongly per-
mitting certain illegitimate cases of intervention effects). And it gives rise to con-
ceptual problems in a derivational approach based on the PICbecause it requires a
substantial amount of search space (depending on rich representations), and creates
redundancies (ruling out sentences that are also ruled out by the PIC). These concep-
tual considerations can now in fact be added to the list of meta-requirements on good
constraints of chapter 1 as in (11-de) ((11-abc) are repeated from (39), (41), and (107)
in chapter 1).

(11) a. Constraints should be as simple and general as possible.
b. Constraints should not be complex.
c. Constraints are of type (i) or (ii).

(i) principles of efficient computation

8 Note that this problem with the (G)MLC persists even if one assumes a reinterpretation of this constraint
suggested by an anonymous reviewer: “Once a probe [or a structure-building feature in the case at hand;
GM] encounters a feature of a certain structural type, it cannot look further for another feature of the same
structural type.” Nowγ[F ] in (1) can be ignored for the evaluation of the (G)MLC (thereby dispensing
with the original conceptual motivation for the (G)MLC); but search forβ[F ] by α[•F•] is still in principle
unbounded, and inherently dependent on massive search space.
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(ii) interface conditions
d. Constraints do not require massive search space.
e. Constraints do not give rise to redundancies.

The (G)MLC satisfies (11-abc) but fails (11-de). In view of this, I would like to
conclude that the (G)MLC should be discarded, and its effects derived from more
basic assumptions that do not create conceptual problems like the ones just discussed.
I will argue in chapter 3 that its effects can indeed be derived from a strengthened
version of the PIC, which satisfies all of (11-a-e) (at least,it does so in the version that
I will eventually adopt in chapter 3). For now, I will leave itat that, and turn to the
fate of the CED in minimalist syntax.

3. The Condition on Extraction Domain: State of the Art

3.1 Overview

The version of the CED assumed so far is repeated in (12) (see (97) of chapter 1).

(12) Condition on Extraction Domain(CED):

a. Movement must not cross a barrier.
b. An XP is a barrier iff it is not a complement.

There is a general consensus that the CED cannot be maintained as such in minimalist
syntax; in subsection 3.2, I argue that it is not compatible with the meta-requirements
on good constraints listed in (11). After that, I discuss three kinds of minimalist (in
an extended sense) approaches that strive to derive CED effects from independently
motivated assumptions (subsections 3.3–3.5); all of theseanalyses can be shown to be
problematic (from the current perspective at least). The end result will then be that the
situation with the CED is exactly the same as with the (G)MLC:A proper minimalist
reduction is still outstanding.

3.2 Problems with the CED

The CED is a simple, general constraint, and it is local, i.e., not complex (in the
sense of (11-a), (11-b)). However, the CED does not seem to qualify as a principle of
efficient computation, and it does not seem to be interpretable as an interface condition
in any obvious way. Thus, it is not compatible with requirement (11-c). Furthermore,
in the formulation in (12), it looks as though the CED relies on concepts that lack
independent motivation, viz., the notion of barrier. However, as noted above, closer
scrutiny of (12) reveals that this is not actually the case: The notion of barrier here
is just another word for the notion of non-complement XP, which is fairly basic (if
not completely primitive). Finally, as far as (11-d) and (11-e) are concerned, we can
note that the CED does not presuppose massive search space, and that it does not
automatically lead to redundancies with any other well-established constraint.
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Still, in view of the incompatibility of the CED with basic minimalist tenets, at-
tempts have been made to derive (some version of) this constraint (or its effects). For
concreteness, three kinds of analyses can be distinguished. In a first type of approach,
CED effects are derived by invoking assumptions aboutelementary operations like

Merge and Agree. Analyses of this kind are Sabel (2002) and Rackowski & Richards
(2005). In a second type of approach, specific assumptions about cyclic spell-out

are invoked; see Uriagereka (1999), Nunes & Uriagereka (2000), and Nunes (2004)
for one basic line of research, and Johnson (2003) for another one. A third type
of approach strives to derive CED effects as instances of freezing effects; see Kita-
hara (1994), Takahashi (1994), Boeckx (2003), Gallego & Uriagereka (2006), and
Stepanov (2007) (and Rizzi (2006; 2007) for a somewhat narrower concept of freez-
ing that does not derive CED effects). I will argue that the first kind of analysis relies
on special assumptions that mimic assumptions in Chomsky’s(1986a) theory of barri-
ers; that the second kind of analysis is incompatible with the assumption that only the
complement of a phase head is affected by spell-out, whereasthe specifier domain and
the head itself remain available for further operations on subsequent cycles; and that
the third kind of analysis is incompatible with the existence of CED effects where an
XP is a barrier in its in situ position. Perhaps most importantly, all these approaches
have nothing to say aboutmeltingeffects, a class of data that I will introduce in sub-
section 3.6, and that I will argue to corroborate the analysis to be developed in chapter
4.

I will now address the three kinds of analyses in turn, beginning with those that
rely on special assumptions about elementary operations.

3.3 Elementary Operations

3.3.1 Merge in Sabel (2002)

In Sabel’s (2002) approach, extraction from subjects and adjuncts is argued to be
impossible because these items are not merged with a lexicalhead, and a required
S-projection cannot be formed. Sabel starts out with the version of the CED in (13)
(which he refers to as “Barrier”, and which is for all intentsand purposes identical to
the CED adopted here so far). (13) is assumed to follow as theorem: “I will argue [...]
that [(13)] is motivated byθ-theoretic considerations” (Sabel (2002, 292)).

(13) Condition on Extraction Domain(CED; Sabel’s version):
A category A may not be extracted from a subtree T2 (Xmax) of T1 if T2 was
merged at some stage of the derivation with a complex category (i.e., with a
non-head).

He states (p. 295): “I assume that transparency and barrierhood in the case of CED-
islands is a consequence ofθ- (or [...] ‘selection’-) theory.” The crucial assumptions
about the elementary operation Merge that prove necessary are given in (14).
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(14) a. Head/complement Merge results in co-indexing; it establishes a selec-
tional (superscript) index on a head and its complement (head/specifier
Merge does not, and adjunction does not create co-indexing either).

b. Selectional indices are projected from a head to its XP.

Thus, a complement shares a superscript with the minimal XP dominating it; a spec-
ifier (or adjunct) does not. This becomes relevant for the definition of an additional
concept calledS(election)-projection; see (15).9

(15) Selection-Projection:
X heads the smallest projection containingαn. Then Y is an S-projection of
X iff

a. Y is a projection of X, or
b. Y is a projection of Z, where Z bears the same index as X.

It follows from (15) that S-projections stop at specifiers (and adjuncts) but continue
from complements upwards (since the complement bears the same index as the head
that it is a complement of). The representational locality constraintUniform Domain
that replaces the CED capitalizes on this difference; see (16).

(16) Uniform Domain(UD):
Given a nontrivial chain CH =<αi,...,αn> with n>1, there must be an X such
that everyα is included in an S(election)-projection of X.

Since UD is representational, it cannot be a constraint on movement as such; it must
be a constraint on the resulting movement chain. Consider the effects of UD on such
a movement chain. First, as soon as the path from a base position to a (final) landing
site of movement includes a specifier or adjunct, propagation of the original selec-
tional index stops. Second, if selectional index transmission stops, the S-projection
ends, because of (15-b). Third, in such a case, there can therefore not be some node X
anymore such that every member of the movement chain is included in an S-projection
of X. Members of the movement chain will invariably belong tothe dominance do-
mains of more than one S-projection. Fourth, UD is thus violated, and CED effects
are derived for all kinds of non-complements.

Consider now how this approach fares with respect to basic minimalist principles,
and against the background of the meta-requirements listedin (11). The first thing to
note is that Uniform Domain does not seem to qualify as eitheran economy constraint
(it does not per se contribute to efficient computation any more than the original CED
does; see Gärtner & Michaelis (2007)) or an interface condition (there is no theory

9 S-projections bear some resemblance tog-projectionsas defined in Kayne (1984, 167); cf. footnote 57 of
chapter 1.
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of semantic interpretation that requires all members of a complex chain to show up
in a single S-projection). Secondly, the analysis is incompatible with the concept of
a phase (Chomsky (2000; 2001b; 2008)) because checking whether UD is violated or
not requires scanning portions of syntactic structure thatare much larger than what
is permitted under the PIC. Third, the analysis requires special concepts that do not
seem to be needed otherwise (S-projection, selectional indices), and that are explic-
itly prohibited as violations of the Inclusiveness Condition in recent minimalist work
(see, e.g., Chomsky (2001b; 2005; 2008)). Finally, it is worth noting that the whole
analysis ultimately rests on one central assumption, viz.,(14-a), which is not inde-
pendently motivated. (14-a) introduces a difference between head/complement and
head/specifier (or head/adjunct) relations. Thereby, it basically mimicks the concept
of L-marking, which is used to define barriers in Chomsky (1986a) (the analogon of
clause (b) of (12)).10

We may thus conclude that there is good reason to abandon Sabel’s (2002) analysis
from the perspective of a minimalist, phase-based approachthat embraces the meta-
requirements on constraints in (11).

3.3.2 Agree in Rackowski & Richards (2005)

Whereas Sabel’s analysis relies on specific assumptions about the elementary opera-
tion Merge, Rackowski & Richards (2005) derive (a version of) the CED by invoking
special assumptions about Agree. Taking the framework of Chomsky (2000; 2001b)
as a point of departure, Rackowski & Richards (2005) make thefollowing asumptions
about movement.

(17) a. A probe must Agree with the closest goal that can move.
b. A goalα can move if it is a phase (CP, vP, and DP are phases).
c. A goalα is the closest one to a probe if there is no distinct goalβ such

that for some X (X a head or a maximal projection11), X c-commandsα
but notβ.

d. Once a probe P is related by Agree with a goal G, P can ignore Gfor the
rest of the derivation.

e. v has a Case feature that is checked via Agree. It can also bear EPP-

10 In Chomsky (1986a, 24), L-marking is defined as follows:

(i) L-marking:
Whereα is a lexical category,α L-marksβ iff β agrees with the head ofγ that isθ-governed byα.

Simplifying a bit, non-L-marked XPs count as blocking categories, and most blocking categories then also
qualify as barriers.

11 Note that X′ categories must not count.
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features that move active phrases to its edge.
f. [+wh] C has a [+wh] feature that is checked via Agree (and sometimes

Move).

The version of the CED that can be derived under these assumptions is given in (18).

(18) Condition on Extraction Doman(CED; Rackowski & Richards’ version):
Only those CPs and DPs that Agree with a phase head on independent grounds
(e.g., direct objects and complement clauses) are transparent forwh-extraction.

To see how the system based on (17) works (and, more specifically, how (18) is
accounted for), consider the simple instance of successive-cyclic long-distancewh-
movement from an object CP in (19).

(19) [CP Who do you [vP think [CP that we should [vP hire – ]]]] ?

Given the assumptions in (17), the derivation of (19) must proceed as sketched in
(20).12

(20) a. [C[+wh] [v [C [v who ]]]]
b. [C[+wh] [v [C [vy whoy ]]]] (Agree v-DP)
c. [C[+wh] [v [C [whoy vy whoy ]]]] (Move DP)
d. [C[+wh] [v [C [whov who]]]] (Forget Agree)
e. [C[+wh] [vz [Cz [whov who]]]] (Agree matrix v-CP)
f. [C[+wh] [v [C [whov who]]]] (Forget Agree)
g. [C[+wh] [vx [C [whox v who]]]] (Agree matrix v-DP)
h. [C[+wh] [whox vx [C [whox v who]]]] (Move DP)
i. [C[+wh] [whov [C [whov who]]]] (Forget Agree)
j. [C[+wh]w [whow v [C [whov who]]]] (Agree C-DP)
k. [whow C[+wh]w [whow v [C [whov who]]]] (Move DP)
l. [whoC[+wh] [whov [C [whov who]]]] (Forget Agree)

The first (relevant) operation (in (20-b)) is Agree of v and DPin (what will become)
the embedded clause; the Agree operation is indicated here by co-indexing (a mere
mnemotechnical device without theoretical significance).Based on this Agree rela-
tion, DP can next move to a specifier of v (see (20-c)). After this, the Agree relation
is forgotten about, in accordance with (17-d) (see (20-d)).Subsequently, in (20-e),
matrix v undergoes Agree with the head of the embedded CP. This is the crucial step,

12 Two remarks. First, Rackowski & Richards (2005, 283) “sketch the derivation as though movement
begins once the tree has been completed”, and I follow them here. Second, whereas (20) is basically copied
from Rackowski & Richards (2005), I have inserted ‘Forget’ operations (cf. (17-d)) that are not explicitly
marked in the original paper but may serve to simplify exposition.
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and it warrants a bit of further discussion.
For one thing, it is clear that given the minimality requirement in (17-c) (a version

of the (G)MLC, including specifically its F-over-F part), thewh-phrase can only leave
its CP and move on, to a specifier of v in the matrix clause, if v has first undergone
Agree with this CP: Otherwise CP would qualify as an illegitimate intervener. For
another, given the precise formulation of (17-c), vP does not count as intervener for
movement of thewh-phrase even though it dominates it in the pre-movement structure.
The reason for this is that there is no X0 or XP category that c-commands thewh-
phrase in (20-e) but fails to c-command vP: The only item thatdoes c-command the
wh-phrase without c-commanding vP is v′, which is neither an X0 nor an XP category.
Thus, we can conclude that extraction from a CP is possible only if matrix v can
independently undergo Agree with C (Rackowski and Richardsargue that this can
be motivated by the assumption that clauses generally need case); in contrast, there
does not have to be an Agree relation involving the embedded vP to make extraction
possible. (As we will see momentarily, the analysis ultimately depends on a stronger
assumption: There must not be an Agree relation involving the embedded vP.)

As shown in (20-f), Agree between matrix v and C can then be forgotten about;
after that, matrix v can undergo Agree with thewh-phrase in the embedded Specv,
and attracts it to its specifier, following which Agree is again forgotten (see (20-ghi)).
Now Agree of matrix C[+wh] is possible with matrix vP, or withwho (again, by stip-
ulation – see (17-c) –, v′ does not count, and vP thus does not intervene). Choosing
the latter option (see (20-j)), C[+wh] attracts thewh-phrase, creating SpecC, and the
Agree relation can be ignored again (see (20-kl)). Note thatthe analysis assumes (con-
trary to most work on successive-cyclic movement) thatwh-movement does not use
the specifier of an embedded C[−wh] as an escape hatch; only the final C[+wh] head
triggers movement of thewh-phrase to its specifier. Thus, on this approach there are
no intermediate traces in SpecC positions.

Given this account of how movement from object CPs can apply in accordance
with all constraints of grammar, the question arises of whatgoes wrong with subject
CPs (or adjunct CPs), i.e, how CED effects are derived. The answer given by Rack-
owski & Richards is this: Subjects, like adjuncts, do not enter into an Agree relation
with v: v cannot probe into its own specifier, given the c-command requirement on
Agree. (Of course, to derive the Adjunct Island effect, it must then be assumed that
adjuncts are located in positions outside the c-command domain of v, too.) Thus, if
the (embedded) CP in (20-e) occupies a specifier (rather thancomplement) position
of v, Agree(v-CP) will not be an option, and the CP will continue to block any Agree
(and, therefore, Move) relation involving thewh-phrase throughout the remainder of
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the derivation, because of the minimality requirement in (17-c).13

This concludes the sketch of Rackowski & Richards’s (2005) approach to CED
effects.14 There are various potential problems with this analysis, both empirical and
conceptual. An empirical problem is that the analysis does not permit successive-
cyclic movement to take place via embedded SpecC positions.The counter-evidence
from partialwh-movement in languages like German (see (21-a)) may be explained
away by assuming an indirect dependency approach (cf. Dayal(1994)) according to
which there is no movement(-like) relation between the properwh-phrase and a scope
marker in a higher SpecC position. However, such a way out is not available for the
closely relatedwh-copy construction (see (21-b)), which is substandard but possible
for a number of German speakers. Here it seems difficult to deny that there is a move-
ment relation involved; and the lower copy most clearly shows up in a position where
Rackowski & Richards’ analysis does not permit it to show up,viz., the embedded
SpecC position.

(21) a. Was
what

meinst
think

du
you

[CP wen1
whom

wir
we

t1 einladen
invite

sollen ] ?
should

b. Wen1
whom

meinst
think

du
you

[CP wen1
whom

wir
we

t1 einladen
invite

sollen ] ?
should

One might think that this problem can simply be solved in Rackowski & Richards’
approach by assuming intermediate steps to an embedded SpecC position to be an
option in the course of long-distance movement. However, ifthis were possible, the
account of CED effects with subject CPs would be undermined.This is shown in the
abstract derivation in (22). Here, the embedded CP is base-merged in a specifier of the
matrix v. In the embedded vP, things are exactly as before; see (22-abcd). However,
in the next steps (see (22-ef)), declarative C undergoes Agree with thewh-phrase and
attracts it to its specifier position (exactly as it is standardly assumed). Given (17-c),
this implies that CP does not count as an intervener anymore,even if there is no Agree
relation targetting it; thus, there is nothing that could stop further movement of the
wh-phrase from the subject clause to the matrix SpecC positionin (22).

(22) a. [C[+wh] [[C [v who]] v ]]

13 Rackowski & Richards (2005, 585) contemplate the possibility that, whereas Agree is standardly as-
sumed to be confined to c-command contexts (see Chomsky (2001b; 2005; 2008)), some languages might
permit Agree underm-command(i.e., including the option of affecting a specifier and its head) after all. If
so, subjects are predicted to be transparent for extraction, an option that according to Rackowski & Richards
might account for the empirical evidence in Japanese. I willreturn to this issue of (seemingly) legitimate
violations of the Subject Condition in various languages below, and in chapter 4.

14 The reasoning has been carried out on the basis of extractionfrom CP, but the analysis immediately
carries over to DPs.
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b. [C[+wh] [[C [vy whoy ]] v ]] (Agree v-DP)
c. [C[+wh] [[C [whoy vy whoy ]] v ]] (Move DP)
d. [C[+wh] [[C [whov who ]] v ]] (Forget Agree)
e. [C[+wh] [[Cz [whoz v who]] v ]] (Agree C-DP)
f. [C[+wh] [[whoz Cz [whoz v who]] v ]] (Move DP)
g. ...

Thus, it can be concluded that the stipulation that an intermediate C does not undergo
Agree with (and therefore cannot attract via an EPP-feature) awh-phrase is indispens-
able in Rackowski & Richards (2005) analysis.

Incidentally, there is another potential loophole that must also be closed, and that
can only be closed in a stipulative way: Given the c-command requirement on Agree,
v cannot undergo Agree with a CP that is its specifier. However, what about other
functional categories of the matrix clause, like C or T? Suppose that C (or T) would
be able to undergo Agree with an embedded subject CP. C (or T) would then first
carry out Agree with a subject CP; this would not violate the minimality requirement
in (17-c) because vP could not act as an intervener (CP is in v’s specifier). After this,
an item in the subject CP could undergo Agree with matrix C (orT). Then, extraction
from a subject would be possible after all even without priormovement of thewh-
phrase to the embedded SpecC position: The barrier/intervention status of the subject
CP has now been removed by an Agree relation with the same itemthat attracts thewh-
phrase. To close this second loophole, again, an additionalstipulation seems necessary
that explicitly excludes Agree relations between C or T and asubject CP.15

From a more general point of view, I take these considerations to indicate a general
shortcoming of the approach: The most important assumptionneeded to derive CED
effects is that extraction from XP requires an Agree operation involving v and XP:
Since v can Agree with (something in) its complement but not with its specifier or an
adjunct, the latter two types of categories are derived as barriers. However, it seems
clear that the explicit “c-command by v”requirementdoes little more than mimick-
ing the L-marking requirement of Chomsky (1986a). In addition, the restriction to v
(vs. T, C) as a possible probe for Agree relations with CP is also very similar to the
restriction to lexical categories that is part of the definition of L-marking. Finally, it
can be observed that the approach currently under consideration gives rise to a curious
asymmetry: For the purposes of minimality, the vP-v′ distinction must be ignored;

15 This restriction is all the more peculiar since Tdoesregularly undergo Agree with subjects. Exempting
subject clauses from Agree with T (in favor of default agreement) seems a priori superfluous and stipulative.
– That said, the mechanism in (17) may plausibly be interpreted in such a way that it is not an Agree relation
per se that makes an XP transparent; rather, Agree of XP with Ymakes items in an XP accessible for Agree
with Y. On this interpretation, only Agree of C and CP must be excluded.
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however, for the purposes of deriving the CED, this distinction must be maintained.
To sum up so far, I have argued that Sabel’s (2002) and Rackowski & Richards’s

(2005) approaches to CED effects in terms of specific assumptions about elementary
operations (Merge, Agree) are both problematic, each in a number of ways. Arguably,
though, there is a single most pressing conceptual problem for both analyses that
arises under the present perspective, and that is the fact that it is unclear in what sense
one can say that the central assumptions of the two approaches go beyond what is
encoded in Chomsky’s (1986a) concept of L-marking, which does not meet minimalist
requirements. This objection does not apply to approaches to the CED that rely on
special assumptions about the nature of spell-out. I turn tothese approaches in the
next subsection.

3.4 Spell-Out

Uriagereka (1999), Nunes & Uriagereka (2000), Nunes (2004), Johnson (2003), and,
to some extent, Stepanov (2007) all present accounts of CED effects that rely on the
idea that the classification of an XP as opaque or transparentfor extraction can be
correlated with an independently assumed difference with respect to spell-out. What
is more, the assumption is that spell-out properties associated with certain XP types
directly account for the barrier status of the XP in question. Apart from that, the three
kinds of approach that can be distinguished in this general group can be shown to differ
substantially. I begin with the cyclic spell-out analysis developed by Uriagereka and
Nunes, turn to Johnson’s theory after that, and finally address Stepanov’s approach.

3.4.1 Cyclic Spell-Out: Uriagereka (1999), Nunes & Uriagereka (2000), Nunes

(2004)

In a number of articles, Juan Uriagereka and Jairo Nunes havedeveloped the hypoth-
esis that (some version of) the CED can be derived by invokingspecific (though inde-
pendently motivated) assumptions about cyclic spell-out.Throughout this subsection,
I focus on the original version of the approach laid out in Uriagereka (1999).

Uriagereka’s central goal is to derive a version of Kayne’s (1994) Linear Cor-
respondence Axiom (LCA) from minimalist assumptions; and the main theoretical
innovation that he argues for in the course of this attempt isthe concept of multiple
(i.e., cyclic) spell-out in a derivation, which has since (in a slightly different form; see
below) become standard in minimalist approaches. The original LCA given in Kayne
(1994) has the following consequences for the positioning of heads and specifiers (as
well as for the nature of specifiers):16

16 The original LCA from which (23) follows reads as follows.

(i) Linear Correspondence Axiom(LCA; Kayne (1994)):
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(23) Consequences of the LCA:

a. A head precedes its complement (β).
b. A specifier (α) must formally qualify as an adjunct. It is unique and

precedes its head.

As a result, all phrases must take the form depicted in (24) under the LCA.

(24) [XP α [XP X β ]]

Whereas Kayne’s (1994) LCA restricts possible phrase markers, the reconstruction
of the LCA in Chomsky (1995) restricts possible linearizations of a priori unordered
phrase markers at PF; these phrase markers consist of heads,complements, and any
number of (genuine, i.e., non-adjunct) specifiers of a givenhead (plus, irrelevantly for
present purposes, adjuncts). Thus, on Chomsky’s view, the LCA ensures linearization
of trees in a bare phrase structure model. Chomsky’s (1995) version of the LCA looks
as in (25); it is a recursive definition composed of a base stepand an induction step.

(25) a. Base step: Ifα c-commandsβ, thenα precedesβ.
b. Induction step: Ifγ precedesβ andγ dominatesα, thenα precedesβ.

It can be noted that (25-b) is essentially the Nontangling Condition (see Partee et al.
(1993, 437)); a standard version of this condition is given in (26).

(26) Nontangling Condition:
In any well-formed constituent structure tree, for any nodes x and y, if x pre-

d(A) is a linear ordering of T.

A linear ordering of terminal symbols is defined as in (ii); d(X) (the image of X under d) is understood as
in (iii); and the set A of pairs of nodes for which asymmetric c-command holds is defined as in (iv).

(ii) Linear ordering of terminal symbols (L):

a. transitive:∀x,y: <x,y> ∈ L ∧ <y,z> ∈ L → <x,z> ∈ L
b. total:∀x,y: <x,y> ∈ L ∨ <y,x> ∈ L
c. antisymmetric:∀x,y: ¬(<x,y> ∈ L ∧ <y,x> ∈ L)

(iii) a. D = dominance relation between non-terminal symbols
b. d = dominance relation between non-terminal and terminalsymbols
c. d(X) = set of terminal symbols that are dominated by a non-terminal X (the ‘image’ of X under

d)
d. d<X,Y> (image of non-terminal<X,Y> under d) =

{<a,b>}: a∈ d(X) ∧ b ∈ d(Y)
e. Let S be a set of ordered pairs<Xi,Yi> (0<i<n). Then:

d(S) =
S

for all i (0<i<n) of d(<Xi,Yi>)

(iv) a. A = {<Xj ,Yj>}, such that for each j: Xj c-commands Yj asymmetrically
b. T = set of terminal symbols of a phrase structure tree P
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cedes y, then all nodes dominated by x precede all nodes dominated by y.

Adopting Chomsky’s (rather than Kayne’s) perspective on the LCA, Uriagereka
(1999) sets out to derive both the base step and the inductionstep in (25) – i.e., the
LCA in toto.

Deducing the Base Step of the LCAAssuming a partition of phrases into head, com-
plement, and specifier, there are a priorin! ways to “lay the mobile on the ground” (as
Uriagereka puts it). The question then is why, out of the six possible orders that result
if there is a unique specifier, it is the Spec–Head–Comp orderthat is chosen (assum-
ing the validity of the LCA). Two orders are immediately excluded: If the specifier
intervenes between head and complement, as in (27-ef), the Nontangling Condition
(or whatever derives it) is violated. But what about the remaining orders in (27-abcd),
out of which only (27-d) can, by assumption, be chosen?

(27) a. Comp Head Spec
b. Head Comp Spec
c. Spec Comp Head
d. Spec Head Comp (optimal order, given LCA)
e. Comp Spec Head (*Nontangling)
f. Head Spec Comp (*Nontangling)

Uriagereka ventures the hypothesis that there is an order ofMerge operations (a
“Merge-wave of terminals”), and that the most economical way to map phrase struc-
ture onto linear order is to “harmonize (in the same local direction) the various wave
states, thus essentially mapping the merge order into the PFlinear order in a homo-
morphic way.” The claim is that it follows from these assumptions that the orders in
(27-b) and (27-c) are excluded. This reasoning may or may notbe viewed as con-
vincing (Uriagereka acknowledges that the approach relieson “hand-waving until one
establishes what such a Merge-wave is”, which he does not setout to do), but let us
assume for the sake of the argument that it is. Then, the question remains why the
command relation collapses into precedence, and not the opposite ((27-d) vs. (27-a)).
The answer that Uriagereka gives is that this may not really be a problem on closer
inspection because what is needed is justsomeoptimal solution; there may not bethe

optimal solution. Against this background, let us now consider how the induction step
of the LCA in (25) can be derived.

Deducing the Induction Step of the LCAThe central innovation that Uriagereka
(1999) proposes is the concept of a command unit (CU), which can be defined as
in (28).

(28) Command Unit(CU):
A command unit emerges in a derivation through the continuous application
of Merge to the same object.
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A command unit arises if one of the two elements involved in a Merge operation is a
lexical item taken directly from the numeration; as soon as both elements are not lex-
ical items (but have internal structure resulting from previous applications of Merge),
there is no way to assume the whole structure to go back to a contiuous application
of Merge to one and the same object. This distinguishes between complements (i.e.,
first-merged items) and specifiers (i.e., non-first merged items). A complement YP
of some head X may in principle have rich internal structure arising from successive
application of Merge (as long as it does not have a complex internal specifier at any
point), and Merge applying to X and YP then enlarges the command unit but does not
have to create a new one. In contrast, if some item ZP becomes aspecifier of some
head X after Merge of X and ZP, then the two items involved willinvariably be two
separate command units as long as the specifier has (a non-trivial) internal structure.

On this basis, Uriagereka (1999) sets out to derive the Nontangling Condition.
Assuming that the induction step of the LCA in (25) is not explicitly stipulated, the
question arises of how linearization works in derivations with more than one command
unit (i.e., derivations with complex specifiers). Uriagereka’s answer is that there are
various steps of linearization, each of which involves onlycommand units; this is the
idea of multiple spell-out. To implement the idea, he devises two approaches, which
can be dubbed the “conservative approach” and the “radical approach”. According to
the conservative approach, a collapsed Merge structure is no longer phrasal after spell-
out; it is more like a giant lexical compound, or a word. According to the more radical
approach, a spelled-out command unit does not merge with therest of the structure;
interphrasal association is accomplished in the performative components. In what fol-
lows I concentrate on the conservative account so as to simplify matters and keep the
focus on what we are really concerned with in the present context (viz., CED effects).
Thus, the core idea is that spell-out must apply as soon as a maximal command unit is
reached. What spell-out does is flatten the hierarchical structure of a phrase structure
tree created by previous Merge operations. As a result of this, the command unit is not
a syntactic object (in the technical sense made precise in Chomsky (1995)) anymore.
Its internal structure cannot be affected by syntactic operations anymore because, after
spell-out, thereis no internal structure left.

CED Effects It should be obvious how this set of assumptions accounts forthe barrier
status of specifiers, and thus for (the main bulk of) CED effects. Suppose that we
want to derive the version of the CED in (12): Movement must not take place from
an XP that is not a complement. As noted by Uriagereka (1999),the multiple spell-
out model based on command units predicts that “if a non-complement is spelled
out independently from its head, any extraction from a non-complement will involve
material from something that is not even a syntactic object;thus, it should be as hard
as extracting part of a compound.” Given that complements are not separate spell-out
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domains, such a restriction is not active: At the point wheremovement takes place, the
internal structure of the complement is still acessible because spell-out did not have
to apply earlier. Note that this account leaves one case of specifiers that are predicted
not to create separate command units (hence, no separate spell-out domains): If the
specifier is a single lexical item (e.g., a D pronoun likeshe), it should simply extend
the command unit generated thus far. However, since there isno extraction from a
non-complex specifier almost by definition, this consequence is unproblematic.

As observed by Uriagereka (1999), a potential problem does arise in the form of
sentences involving subject extraction, as in (29).

(29) Which woman1 did you say [ t1 left ] ?

Here it looks as though at least the relevant feature information of thewh-subject that
makes it visible to the operation ofwh-movement must still be accessible after spell-
out; Uriagereka confines himself to stating that “the answerto this puzzle relates to
the pending question ofwh-feature accessibility in spelled-out phrases.”17

This may suffice as a sketch of how CED effects are derived fromassumptions
about cyclic spell-out in Uriagereka (1999).18 The analysis is elegant, but there are
problems. Most importantly, it can be noted that Uriagereka’s (& Nunes’) approach
is fundamentally incompatible with the notion of aphaseas the relevant domain for
cyclic spell-out (Chomsky (2000; 2001b; 2008)). Spell-outdomains that correspond
to command units in the sense of (28) are variable in size. Onethe one hand, they may
be larger than the spell-out domain of a phase – in fact, extremely large (possibly, they
may span a whole sentence): As long as no complex specifier is merged (either no
specifier, or specifiers consisting only of lexical items), anew spell-out domain will
not be created. On the other hand, spell-out domains can be smaller than the spell-out
domain of a phase: E.g., a complex specifier (belonging to anycategory) is always a
spell-out domain. Given that phases are mainly motivated byeconomy considerations
in Chomsky (2000; 2001b; 2008), as derivational units that serve to minimize search
space, such an enormous variability in the definition of spell-out domains makes the
approach currently under consideration radically incompatible with the phase model
that I adopt throughout. What is more, Uriagereka’s and Nunes’ model is incompat-
ible with yet another basic tenet of the phase-based approach to syntax developed in

17 Interestingly, a similar problem shows up in the approach todisplacement developed in Gazdar et al.
(1985); see subsection 4.2.1 below for remarks on this approach.

18 The analyses of CED effects in Nunes & Uriagereka (2000) and Nunes (2004) differ in minor respects
and may have slightly different foci (e.g., in Nunes & Uriagereka (2000) the analysis is extended to parasitic
gaps and their ability to circumvent CED violations, by adopting a sideward movement approach). However,
they share the same basic logic.
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Chomsky (2000; 2001b; 2008): Only the complement of a phase head is affected by
spell-out whereas the specifier domain and the head itself remain available for fur-
ther operations on subsequent cycles; the general flattening of command units in the
Uriagereka/Nunes model makes it impossible to maintain such an option (hence, ulti-
mately, the PIC).19

3.4.2 Renumeration: Johnson (2003)

An approach to CED effects that is in some respects similar tothe one developed in
Uriagereka (1999) in that it relies on assumptions about cyclic spell-out (but that dif-
fers in others, as we will see) is developed in Johnson (2003). The first important
assumption that Johnson makes is that subjects must be adjuncts, exactly as in Kayne
(1994) (i.e., there are no specifiers; see the previous subsection).20 The second as-
sumption that plays a fundamental role is that incremental phrase structure generation
via Merge proceeds somewhat differently than standardly envisaged: Rather than be-
ing able to take two items from the numeration, Merge can onlytake one item from
the numeration at a time (the “host”), and attaches this itemto the tree created so far
(if any), with the host projecting. The third important assumption is that there is an
additional operation, called “Renumerate”, which places atree constructed by Merge
back into the numeration. Why should such an operation be necessary? The answer
is that there is an additional constraint (“If an X0 merges with a YP, then YP must
be its argument”) that makes it impossible to combine, via Merge, a verb taken from
the numeration directly with a complex adjunct created so far. Thus, the following
representation cannot be generated by taking V from the numeration and attaching it,
as a host, to the adjunct PP.

(30) *[VP [V left ] [ PP after this talk ]]

The only legitimate derivation is one where an adjunct PP like after this talk, after
having been created by successive applications of Merge, undergoes the operation
Renumerate, which transfers it back to the numeration. V (left, in the case at hand),
may then be targetted by Merge with v, with v (as the host) projecting a vP, and
Merge finally applying again to [PP after this talk], taking it from the numeration and
attaching it to vP, yielding (31). In this derivation, the constraint that a minimal, bare

19 For other potential problems with the approach, see Johnson(2003, 190).

20 Accordingly, the version of the CED that Johnson sets out to derive is called the Adjunct Condition. His
version of this constraint is given in (i); also compare (94)in chapter 1.

(i) Adjunct Condition(Johnson’s (2003) version):
When a phrase’s underlying position in a phrase marker is such that it is a sister to another phrase
but doesn’t project, it is an island for extraction.
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X0 category cannot be combined with an adjunct is respected.

(31) [vP v [VP left ]] [ PP after this talk ]]

More generally, it follows from Johnson’s assumptions thatall adjuncts (which, as
noted, includes subjects) must be renumerated before they are merged. Evidently, this
restriction does not hold for complements. It is this difference between adjuncts and
complements that Johnson (2003) then exploits in his account of CED effects: Phrases
that must renumerate are barriers. There is one final assumption that is needed to de-
rive CED effects on the basis of the difference between complements and adjuncts
with respect to renumeration. Johnson (p. 204) calls this assumption “Numerphol-
ogy”, and it reads: “Elements in the numeration get their syntax to phonology map-
ping values fixed.”21 This, then, accounts for the barrier status of adjuncts: Once an
adjunct has undergone Renumerate, “Numerphology will force all of the terms within
that adjunct to have their linear position fixed. As a consequence, every term within
that adjunct must surface adjacent to some other term withinthat adjunct. Under the
reasonable assumption that movement out of the adjunct would require the moved
term to no longer be adjacent to material within the adjunct,this will preclude move-
ment from the adjunct,” as Johnson (2003, 209) puts it.

The first thing to note is that the basic idea is quite similar to that of Uriagereka
(1999): Some XP is a barrier because independently assumed constraints force it to
undergo some procedure (Renumerate in one case, establishing a complete command
unit in the other), which then applies spell-out of the XP. A spelled-out XP is assumed
to resist internal modification, which implies that movement operations cannot affect
parts of it. However, a crucial difference between the two analyses is that in Johnson’s
case, it is the constraint against adjuncts as sisters of lexical items that is ultimately
responsible for early (in fact, premature) spell-out, whereas in Uriagereka’s case, it is
the very existence of a complex non-complement.

Like Uriagereka’s (1999) analysis, Johnson’s (2003) proposal seems hardly com-
patible with a phase-based approach to locality along the lines of Chomsky (2000;
2001b; 2008). The postulation of an operation “Renumerate”is perhaps not an opti-
mal concept from a conceptual point of view; it qualifies as inherently counter-cyclic.
Furthermore, it is unclear whether the enormous amount of technical machinery that is
needed to derive CED effects in this approach can be said to bejustified, and compati-
ble with minimalist principles as they were laid out above. Irrespective of this, the core
assumption that only arguments can merge with a lexical itemlooks empirically prob-
lematic in view of languages like German, where certain kinds of undisputable non-

21 Based on this set of assumptions, Numerphology can arguablybe supported by evidence from focus
projection (see Johnson (2003, sect. 3)). For reasons of space and coherence, I will not go into this here.
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arguments regularly show up between arguments and the verb,and a base-generation
of these items as sisters of the verb has often been proposed as by far the simplest solu-
tion (see, e.g., Frey & Tappe (1991); and also Larson (1988) for relevant discussion of
non-arguments in English double object constructions). Similarly, the assumption that
there is no phrase-structural difference between specifiers and adjuncts seems dubious
(however, that said, the gist of Johnson’s analysis could presumably be transferred
without much ado to a framework in which specifiers and adjuncts are different kinds
of items).

A further potential problem is that Johnson’s (2003) analysis (in contrast to
Uriagereka’s analysis) actually permits a loophole for extraction from adjuncts: Since
it only requires that items in an adjunct have their linear position with respect to each
other fixed, by showing up “adjacent to some other term withinthat adjunct”, the pre-
diction is made that string-vacuous extraction of the left-most item from an adjunct
should be unproblematic. Thus, for instance, string-vacuous wh-extraction from a
subject in German in (32) should be an option; compare (32-a)(string-vacuouswh-
movement to SpecC viawas für-split from a subject in an embedded question) with
(32-b) (non-string vacuous movement of the same type, this time from a subject in a
matrix clause with a C that is overtly filled by verb-second movement). It is difficult
to test whether the prediction that string-vacuous extraction from an adjunct (in John-
son’s terminology) should be fine is empirically corroborated or not because examples
of the type in (32-a) can always have an alternative representation with thewh-item
in situ, within a pied-piped subject DP, due to the very fact that string-vacuous move-
ment is involved. However, it seems fair to conclude that such an amelioration effect
would be a priori unexpected: If it could be shown to exist, this would be a spectacular
finding.22

(32) a. (*)(Ich
I

weiß
know

nicht)
not

[CP was1
what

[C Ø ] [DP t1 für
for

Leute ]
people

dem
the

Peter
Peter

Bücher
books

schenkten
gave

22 Note however that Heck (2008, 116 & 242) suggests that such aneffect might indeed obtain with cer-
tain pied piping constructions. – One might hope that choiceof different phonological (e.g., intonational)
patterns might distinguish thewas-in-situ/full DP movement version of (32-a) from the one employing
string-vacuous movement ofwas, which would make it possible to test the different predictions after all.
However, it is not clear that there is a phonological patternthat might signal that extraction has taken place
(among other things, pauses are of course also compatible with a non-movement derivation). Furthermore,
from Johnson’s point of view, one might argue that intonational changes would fatally disrupt the integrity
of the renumerated subject in much the same sense that lack ofadjacency does.
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b. *[ CP Was1
what

[C schenkten2
gave

[C Ø ]] [ DP t1 für
for

Leute ]
people

dem
the

Peter
Peter

Bücher
books

t2 ] ?

Similarly, it seems that empty operator movement from subjects (and adjuncts) is
predicted to be unproblematic (since it cannot alter adjacency relations among items
reducible to spell-out), contrary to fact (cf. Chomsky (1977), Browning (1987)); see,
e.g., the minimal pairs in (33).23

(33) a. This is a man [CP Op1 I saw [DP a picture of t1] ]
b. *This is a man [CP Op1 [DP a picture of t1 ] was published ]
c. John is easy for us [CP Op1 to convince Bill to do business with t1 ]
d. *John is easy for us [CP Op1 to convince Bill to leave [ when he meets t1 ]]

To sum up so far, Johnson’s (2003) analysis, like Uriagereka’s (1999), is sufficiently
problematic (at least under the basic set of assumptions that I adopt in this monograph)
to look for an alternative account of CED effects.

3.4.3 Late Adjunct Insertion: Stepanov (2007)

Stepanov (2007) argues for a heterogeneous approach to CED effects that distin-
guishes between the Subject Condition and the Adjunct Condition (also see Frank
(2002)). For the former, he adopts a version of the freezing approach; I will address
freezing approaches in some detail below. For the latter, hesuggests thatlate, counter-
cyclic insertionof adjuncts (as it has sometimes been proposed to derive certain anti-
reconstruction effects with principle C; see Lebeaux (1988), Freidin (1994), Chomsky
(1995), Epstein et al. (1998), Fox (2000)) ultimately provides an explanation: At the
point where extraction takes place, the adjunct is not yet part of the structure. The
effect is similar to the one occurring with subjects and adjuncts in Uriagereka’s and
Johnson’s approaches: XPs are islands because they are not present as transparent,
modifiable syntactic objects at the relevant stage of the derivation where movement
takes place. The only difference is that they are not accessible anymorewhen move-
ment applies in the first kind of analysis, and not accessibleyetwhen movement ap-
plies in the second kind of analysis. Evidently, this approach to the Adjunct Condition
depends on adopting the late insertion hypothesis for adjuncts. Given that there is
both strong empirical and conceptual evidence against lateinsertion of adjuncts, and
given that alternative theories that account for the core data are readily available (see
Chomsky (2001a), Fischer (2004, ch. 3 & 5), and references cited in the latter), I think

23 Also compare Heck (2008, 70) (and Heck (2009, 99)) on the consequences that allowing phonologi-
cally empty items to violate island constraints would have for analyses of pied piping that rely on feature
percolation.
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that such a radically acyclic operation should be dispensedwith. If so, the Adjunct
Condition part of the CED cannot be derived in this way.

3.5 Freezing

Freezing approaches have been developed by Kitahara (1994), Takahashi (1994),
Boeckx (2003), and Stepanov (2007). All these analyses presuppose that (relevant
subcases of) CED effects can be traced back to freezing effects; i.e., an item becomes
a barrier after movement has taken place. They differ in whatis taken to be respon-
sible for the occurrence of freezing. I will now go through these approaches one by
one, beginning with Kitahara (1994).

3.5.1 Freezing and Head Movement: Kitahara (1994)

The first freezing approach to be discussed here is actually not typical: The freezing
effect does not arise from movement of the XP from which extraction is to take place
(as in the analyses to be discussed below), but rather from movement of a head to the
domain in which XP is located.24

Kitahara’s (1994) goal is fairly modest: He strives to provide a minimalistrefor-

mulationof the CED that makes the following predictions: First, a complement is
never a barrier. Second, an adjunct is always a barrier. And third, a specifier is a
barrier only if its head has been the target of head movement.To this end, the CED is
replaced with the Inner Minimal Domain Requirement (IMDR) in (34).

(34) Inner Minimal Domain Requirement(IMDR):
Extraction out of a category K is possible only if for every X0-chain H such
that K∈ the minimal domain of H, K∈ the inner minimal domain of H.

The concept of minimal domain that is relevant in (34) is understood as in Chomsky
(1993), on the basis of the concept of domain; see (35-ab). Essentially, a minimal
domain is a flat version of the richer notion of a domain; the central requirement
ensuring this is the reflexive domination condition in (35-b).

(35) Domain, minimal domain:
For any X0-chain CH<α1,...,αn>:

a. the domain of CH = the set of nodes (i.e., categories) contained in the least
full-category maximal projection dominatingα1 that are distinct from and
do not contain anyαi.

b. the minimal domain of CH = the smallest subset K of the domain of CH
such that for anyΓ ∈ the domain of CH, someβ ∈ K reflexively domi-

24 This is in fact a bit more in the spirit of the proposal in Wexler & Culicover (1980); recall footnote 59 in
chapter 1.
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natesΓ.

The sensitivity to head movement that is part of the intendedconsequences of the
IMDR is captured by the definition of inner minimal domains in(36).

(36) Inner minimal domain:
For any X0-chain CH<α1,...,αn>:
the inner minimal domain of CH = the (maximal) subset S of the minimal
domain of CH such that each member of S is dominated by every maximal
projection dominatingαi.

Let us see what predictions the IMDR in (34) makes for adjuncts, complements, and
subjects. Consider the abstract configuration in (37) first.

(37) [XP [XP Spec [X′ X Comp ]] Adj ]

Aduncts (Adj) are derived as barriers as follows: Given that(a possibly multi-
segmental category) AdominatesB if every segment of A dominates B whereas (a
possibly multi-segmental category) AcontainsB if some segment of A dominates
B (see Chomsky (1986a)), and given that minimal domains are defined in terms of
containment whereas inner minimal domains are defined in terms of dominance, the
adjunct in (37) is in the minimal domain of the (trivial) headchain X but not in the
inner minimal domain of X; therefore, extraction from an adjunct is blocked by the
IMDR. Complements (Comp) are different: The complement of Xin (37) is both part
of the minimal domain of X and of the inner minimal domain of X.The same goes
for the specifier (Spec) in (37): Spec is part of the minimal domain of X since it is
contained in XP; and since Spec is also dominated by XP, it is also part of the inner
minimal domain of X. Hence, extraction from both complements and specifiers in (37)
is predicted to be possible.

Consider next the abstract configuration in (38), where headmovement has ap-
plied.

(38) [HP Spec1 [H′ [H Xi ] [ XP Spec2 [X′ ti Comp ]]]]

The minimal domain of the non-trivial head chain<Xi,ti> includes Spec1, Spec2,
and Comp (because all these items are contained in HP, the next full-category maxi-
mal projection that dominates Xi). Spec2 and Comp are also part of this head chain’s
inner minimal domain but Spec1 is not because Spec1 is not dominated by every max-
imal projection dominating some member of the head chain: XPdominates the final
member of the head chain but not Spec1. More generally, it follows from (34) that a
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specifier becomes opaque if head movement takes place to its head.25

The predictions that the analysis makes are thus clear enough; however, the em-
pirical evidence brought forward by Kitahara (1994) in support of it is arguably not
quite as straightforward. Kitahara postulates that extraction from subjects in English
gives rise to results that are much less acceptable than comparable cases of extraction
from subjects in Icelandic; see (39-a) vs. (39-b).

(39) a. *Who1 do you think [CP that [DP pictures of t1 ] are on sale ] ?
b. ?Hverjum1

who
heldur
think

þú
you

[CP að
that

[DP myndir
pictures

af
of

t1 ] séu
are

til
on

sölu ] ?
sale

The logic of the IMDR-based account would then lead us to conclude that a subject in
English acts as a specifier that is targetted by head movementbefore extraction out of
the subject can take place, wheras a subject in Icelandic permits extraction because its
head is not targetted by head movement (at the relevant step of the derivation where
extraction takes place). As a matter of fact, Kitahara (1994) assumes that in both
cases, the subject DP moves to SpecAgr/S, which he takes to dominate TP (following
Chomsky (1993) and much related work).26 By assumption, in English, subject raising
mustfollow T-to-Agr/S movement (for reasons having to do with case-checking). In
contrast, in Icelandic, subject raising canprecedeT-to-Agr/S movement, and there is
thus a legitimate order that respects the IMDR in Icelandic:First, subject raising to
SpecAgr/S takes place; second, extraction from subject occurs; and third, T-to-Agr/S
head movement applies, which turns the subject into a barrier by removing it from the
inner minimal domain of the T chain. However, this final step comes too late in the
derivation to block extraction, which has already taken place, legitimately.

This analysis may account for the difference in (39), but theassumptions about
head movement that are required do not appear totally convincing. By standard as-
sumption, English is a language without syntactic verb movement to T, whereas Ice-
landic has verb movement to T (or Agr); see Vikner (1995), among many others. This
is (close to) the opposite of what is claimed by Kitahara (it is not a full contradic-
tion since Kitahara talks about T movement, not V movement).Still, it is unclear
whether strong independent evidence in favour of the postulated asymmetry in T-to-
Agr/S movement can be brought forward.

25 Note in passing that this is not per se incompatible with the view that head movement may in factremove
barriers (rather than just create them). The evidence that head movement opens up barriers is originally only
concerned withcomplements(see Baker (1988), Sternefeld (1991b), Müller & Sternefeld(1993), Müller
(1995); also see Bobaljik & Wurmbrand (2003), Gallego & Uriagereka (2006), and den Dikken (2007;
2008) for recent discussion, and below).

26 Note that this movement step, by itself, does not create a barrier, under Kitahara’s assumptions. It is
irrelevant for determining barrier status.
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Independently of this problem, as well as of various potential empirical problems,
it can be noted that Kitahara’s (1994) analysis does not seemto meet minimalist re-
quirements: The IMDR neither contributes to efficient computation in an obvious
sense, nor is it an interface requirement; it is no more and noless than an elegant re-
formulation of the CED, as Kitahara acknowledges. In addition, it employs concepts
that do not seem independently motivated (dominance vs. containment, minimal do-
main, inner minimal domain, etc.).

Interesting and highly original though it is, Kitahara’s approach does not seem
to have been widely adopted. The case is different with the freezing approach that is
developed by Takahashi (1994), and that is also argued for byStepanov (2007).27 This
approach centers around the notion of chain uniformity.

3.5.2 Freezing and Chain Uniformity: Takahashi (1994), Stepanov (2007)

The central principle underlying Takahashi’s (1994) account of CED effects is Chain
Uniformity.

(40) Chain Uniformity:
Chains must be uniform.

For present purposes, we need not worry what exactly it meansfor a chain to be
“uniform” in the sense of (40). The only thing that is important at this point is that the
Uniformity Corollary on Adjunction (UCA) in (41) is supposed to be a by-product of
(40) (see Takahashi (1994, 25)).

(41) Uniformity Corollary on Adjunction(UCA):
Adjunction is impossible to a proper subpart of a uniform group, where a
uniform group is a non-trivial chain or a coordination.

Focussing on the chain part of (41) for now, Takahashi assumes that chain members
are full copies. Therefore, after movement of some XP, no adjunction to either XP
copy created by movement is permitted.

Another assumption made by Takahashi (1994) is that some version of the trans-
derivational Shortest Paths condition (see (24) from chapter 1) holds; the constraint is
informally stated by Takahashi as in (42).

(42) Shortest Move:
Make the shortest move.

27 The exposition here follows Takahashi (1994); Stepanov (2007) adopts a version of Takahashi’s ap-
proach, but only for the Subject Condition part of the CED (asnoted above, the Adjunct Condition part is
treated differently).
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By assumption, every possible intermediate landing site (for a given movement type:
A, A-bar, head) must be used in the course of movement, by adjunction to XP.28

Takahashi’s observation then is that assuming both the UCA and Shortest Move
will produce a dilemma in cases of extraction from a subject that has undergone move-
ment from Specv to SpecT: It is impossible to satisfy both theUCA and Shortest Move
simultaneously in this context. Either one of the two copiesmust be targetted by ad-
junction, in violation of the UCA (as in (43-a)), or a non-local movement step must be
carried out, in violation of Shortest Move (skipping the DP adjunction site and moving
to TP-Adj directly, as in (43-b)).

(43) a. *Who1 has [TP [DP2 who1 [DP a comment about who1 ]] T [ vP [DP2 a com-
ment about who1 ] [ v′ v-annoyed [VP tV you ]]]] ?

b. *Who1 has [TP who1 [DP2 a comment about who1 ] T [ vP [DP2 a comment
about who1 ] [ v′ v-annoyed [VP tV you ]]]] ?

The prediction then is that CED effects with subjects only show up if the subject
is moved from its base position. External arguments in situ (in Specv) and derived
subjects (as in passive clauses) should be transparent as long as they can stay in situ
(which they can in various languages).29

As for the Adjunct Condition part of the CED, Takahashi assumes that clauses with
adjuncts are coordination-like structures; hence, adjunction to adjuncts is blocked by
the UCA in (41), and the Shortest Move condition rules out anyinstance of movement
out of an adjunct. This part of the analysis raises various questions which I will not
address here; see Stepanov (2007, 99-100) for critical discussion.

In my view, the hypothesis that an appropriate theory of freezing can derive all
CED effects is empirically problematic. However, I will defer discussion of poten-
tial empirical counter-evidence to the end of subsection 3.5. For the moment, I will
confine myself to pointing out that some of the assumptions that the analysis relies on

28 In a phase-based approach that incorporates the PIC (see (9)), this requirement would be very similar
to assuming that every phrase is a phase, with “adjunction toXP” replaced with “movement to the edge
domain (a specifier) of X”. I will come back to this issue in chapter 3.

29 As noted by Takahashi (1994, 31-32), there are actually a fewmore loopholes that need to be closed
in order to successfully account for CED effects as freezingeffects derivable from the UCA and Shortest
Move. Perhaps most importantly, a derivation needs to be excluded in which adjunction to DP applies
when DP is still in situ (this is not prohibited by the UCA because, at this point, the subject DP is still
a trivial chain); next, DP (with thewh-item adjoined to it) undergoes movement to SpecT; finally,wh-
extraction takes place from the DP in SpecT. Such a derivation violates neither the UCA nor Shortest Move.
Takahashi suggests that it is excluded by the Fewest Steps condition discussed in chapter 1, as an instance of
illict chain interleaving (see Collins (1994)). Another derivation that needs to be excluded is one in which
wh-movement to SpecC precedes subject raising from Specv to SpecT; such a derivation violates the Strict
Cycle Condition.
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are conceptually problematic (at least from the point of view adopted in this mono-
graph). First, in the guise of Shortest Move, the analysis involves a trans-derivational
constraint. This is incompatible with the meta-requirement formulated in (11-b) (and
adopted in much recent minimalist work) according to which constraints should not
be complex. As noted above, in some cases it is straightforwardly possible to transfer
an account in terms of the transderivational Shortest Pathscondition (which, under at
least some reading of (42), may be viewed as a no more than a somewhat more explicit
version of Takahashi’s Shortest Move) to an account in termsof the local derivational
(G)MLC (e.g., in the case of superiority effects).30

The problem is that it is by no means clear whether a version ofthe (G)MLC
could take over the role of Shortest Move in Takahashi’s account of CED effects. In
the form that it takes in (1) at least (as well as in most recentminimalist work), this
is certainly not the case. The main difference is that the (G)MLC, in all its versions,
is a constraint minimizing the distance between the attracting head that provides the
landing site for movement and some item that can undergo the movement. In contrast,
Shortest Move does not care about the (head providing the) landing site as such; it is
a minimality requirement imposed on the moved item. This reflects the fundamental
difference between “attract”-type theories of minimalityand “greed”-type theories of
minimality; and only the latter is of use in Takahashi’s approach to CED effects. A
similar problem arises with the (apparaent) necessity to invoke the transderivational
constraint Fewest Steps in order to rule out derivations of ungrammatical exmaples
involving freezing that would respect both the UCA and Shortest Move (see footnote
29).

A second type of conceptual problem concerns the Chain Uniformity constraint. It
is doubtful whether this constraint could be motivated either as a constraint imposed by
requirements of the interfaces or as an economy condition (as would be demanded by
(11-c)).31 Furthermore, this requirement makes it necessary to scan large domains of
syntactic structure; at least in the form that it takes in (40), it does not seem compatible
with a phase-based approach, where the active part of the derivation is very small at

30 For the sake of the argument, I abstract away for now from the result of the previous section – viz.,
that the (G)MLC should itself be abandoned since it fails themeta-requirements (11-d) (no massive search
space) and (11-e) (no redundancies).

31 This would seem to be obvious for the economy part. As for the potential status of Chain Uniformity as
an interface constraint, is is unclear why the semantic interface should worry about what basically amounts
to an identity requirement of chain members when principlesof semantic interpretation usually require
chain-members to benon-identical(see, e.g., Heim & Kratzer (1998)).
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any given stage.32 Finally, it is worth pointing out that the analysis crucially relies
on the copy theory of movement. If one abandons the copy theory of movement (in
favour of either trace theory, remerger/multidominance theory, or the hypothesis that
movement is proper displacement that leaves no reflex in the original position; see
chapter 3), the analysis cannot be maintained.

3.5.3 Phi-Completeness: Boeckx (2003)

Another freezing approach to CED effects is developed by Boeckx (2003). Boeckx
(2003) (like Stepanov (2007)) postulates that the CED is nothomogeneous, and that
the Adjunct Condition and the Subject Condition are to be treated differently. As for
the Adjunct Condition, Boeckx pursues an approach that relies on the concept ofΦ-
inertness: First, the empirical evidence tells us that probes cannot undergo Agree with
anything inside an adjunct. Second, suppose that Move always involves Agree. It
follows from these two assumptions that the barrier status of adjuncts is predicted.

As for the Subject Condition, Boeckx (2003) suggests that freezing is involved.
In fact, the approach is designed to be a minimal variation ofTakahashi’s (1994) ap-
proach that captures his basic insight that “the ban on extraction out of displaced con-
stituents results from what one might call achain conflict” (see Boeckx (2003, 104)).
Takahashi’s combination of UCA and Shortest Move is replaced with the constraint in
(44): a version of theFreezing Principlethat I callConstraint onΦ-complete Domains

(Boeckx does not give it a name).

(44) Constraint onΦ-complete Domains:
Agree cannot penetrate a domain that is alreadyΦ-complete.

On this basis, the analysis works as follows. When an XP has undergone movement
and reached its final landing site, it freezes – it isΦ-complete. Next, movement out
of XP requires an Agree relation into XP. Therefore, moved (Φ-complete) XPs are
barriers.

This approach to CED effects raises several questions. The first concerns the sta-
tus of the constraint in (44). Given the Phase Impenetrability Condition (Chomsky
(2000; 2001b; 2008), (44) is a second constraint that imposes a locality requirement
on syntactic operations. Neither constraint is reducible to the other one (not all phases
areΦ-complete, not allΦ-complete items are phases, and phases provide a domain
that is accessible from outside, which (44) must not do), butmany redundancies arise.
Furthermore, the Constraint onΦ-complete Domains does not seem to qualify as ei-
ther a requirement imposed by the phonological or semantic interface, or an economy

32 There might be a more local way of construing Chain Uniformity, though, where chains do not have to
be scanned for their properties as a whole, but only highly local chain links are considered, in line with the
PIC.
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constraint; it is therefore excluded by the meta-requirement on constraints in (11-c).
A second problem concerns the derivation of the Adjunct Condition. It does not

suffice to state the empirical observation that there is no Agree into adjuncts (as it is
done by Boeckx (2003)); this must eventually be made to follow from some theoretical
assumption(s). The problem now is that the stipulation thatseems to be needed would
be something like (45), which parallels (44).

(45) Constraint on Adjuncts:
Agree cannot penetrate an adjunct.

(45) is subject to the same criticism as (44), given the meta-requirement in (11-c).
Both constraints look a lot like CED-type constraints, withMove replaced with Agree.
However, by reducing the Adjunct Condition for Move to an Adjunct Condition for
Agree, and (a more liberal version of) the Subject Conditionfor Move to a Constraint
on Φ-complete Domains for Agree, the problem of deriving these constraints is not
actually solved; it is merely transferred to some other domain.33

Third, there are questions concerning the scope of the account. Given the Con-
straint onΦ-complete Domains and the assumption that Move presupposesAgree, it
must be ensured that extraction from (what looks like a)Φ-complement object DP or
CP in complement position does not violate the constraint; thus, there is a danger that
the approach is too strong. On the other hand, it may also be that the approach is too
weak. Irrespective of the issue of whether there are CED effects with subjects that are
not confined to freezing (see below), it can be noted that the approach is supposed to
coverall kinds of freezing effects, i.e., not only those that arise with subject raising to
SpecT. However, there are freezing effects with categorieswhere it does not seem to
make sense to attribute them the property of being or not being Φ-complete; cf. the
examples with illicit extraction from a topicalized VP in German in (46) and from a
topicalized PP in English in (47) (also see (99) in chapter 1).

(46) a. Ich
I

denke
think

[CP [VP das
the

Buch
book

gelesen
read

]
2

hat
has

keiner
no-one

t2 ]

b. [DP Was
what

]
1

denkst
think

du
you

[CP t′1 hat
has

keiner
no-one

[VP t1 gelesen
read

]
2

] ?

c. *[ DP Was
what

]
1

denkst
think

du
you

[CP [VP t1 gelesen
gelesen

]
2

hat
has

keiner
no-one

t2 ] ?

(47) a. Who1 do you think that he will talk [PP2 to t1 ] ?
b. *Who1 do you think that [PP2 to t1 ] he will talk t2 ?

33 Incidentally, the strategy that can be observed here is reminiscent of the attempt in Chomsky (1986a) to
unify locality domains for government and for movement by postulating a common concept of barrier.
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Thus, I take it that the approach in Boeckx (2003) is not yet the last word on the issue
of deriving CED effects.34

3.5.4 Criterial Freezing: Rizzi (2006; 2007)

The discussion in the present subsection of the approach in terms of Criterial Freez-
ing developed by Rizzi (2006; 2007) functions more like an interlude than a proper
continuation of the topic of deriving CED effects: The approach developed in Rizzi
(2006; 2007) and related work is not primarily concerned with CED effects, but it is
based on a principle that is very similar to a number of freezing constraints that yield
CED effects as a consequence, and this is why I mention it here. Rizzi understands
the constraint of Criterial Freezing as in (48); at least at first sight, there are strong
similarities with Boeckx’s (2003) constraint in (44).

(48) Criterial Freezing:
In a criterial configuration, the criterial goal is frozen inplace.

However, Rizzi does not propose that (48) can derive CED effects. Quite on the con-
trary: To account for the contrast between (49-a) and (49-b)in French, Rizzi (2007)
actually assumes that a criterially frozen subject isnot a barrier for extraction. On
Rizzi’s view, the construction in (49-b) is legitimatebecausethe subject DP is en-
dowed with “nominal andΦ-features”, and these are maintained in the criterial subject
position if onlycombienis extracted (in contrast to (49-a), where Criterial Freezing is
assumed to be violated).35

(49) a. *[DP2 Combien1
how many

de
of

personnes ]
people

veux-tu
do you want

[CP que
that

[TP t2 viennent
come

à
to

ton
your

anniversaire ]] ?
birthday

b. ?Combien1
how many

veux-tu
do you want

[CP que
that

[TP [DP2 t1 de
of

personnes ]
people

viennent
come

à
to

ton
your

anniversaire ]] ?
birthday

Having clarified that Criterial Freezing does not provide anaccount of CED effects,
let me now return to approaches that do. Gallego & Uriagereka’s (2006) theory of
phase sliding is a case in point.

34 Note in passing that there is an interesting potential tension between Boeckx’s (2003) approach on the
one hand, and Rackowski & Richards’s (2005) on the other: In the latter approach, Agree with XP makes
XP transparent for extraction out of it, in the former, Agreewith XP (producingΦ-completeness) renders
XP opaque.

35 The slight deviance of (49-b) is attributed to a Left Branch Condition violation, and thus independent of
the CED, on Rizzi’s view.
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3.5.5 Phase Sliding: Gallego & Uriagereka (2006)

The basic assumption here is that there is a specific freezingconstraint; the con-
straint is similar to Boeckx’s Constraint onΦ-complete Domains and Rizzi’s Crite-
rial Freezing; but it also incorporates Uriagereka’s idea of ‘flattening’ complex (non-
complement) constituents (and also, to some extent, Johnson’s concept of renumera-
tion). The constraint in question is called Edge Condition;see (50).

(50) Edge Condition:
Syntactic objects in phase edges become internally frozen.

(50) does not impose a ban on extraction from moved items per se; it only blocks
extraction from items that have undergone movement to phaseedges. (Of course, the
two options may be identical, if all movement is movement to phase edge positions.)

As for the basic idea, (50) is not radically different from what can be found in other
approaches. Gallego & Uriagereka’s (2006) main new contribution is that they assume
that v-to-T movement may result in TP (rather than vP) becoming the relevant phase;
i.e., movement of v carries the phase property along. This accounts for a curious
asymmetry with extraction from subjects in Spanish: Preverbal subjects are barriers,
postverbal subjects are not; cf. (51-a) vs. (51-b).

(51) a. De
of

qué
what

conferenciantes1
speakers

te
to you

parece
seem-3.SG

que
that

me
to me

van a impresionar
go-3.SG to impress

[DP las
the

propuestas
proposals

t1 ]

b. *De
of

qué
what

conferenciantes1
speakers

te
to you

parece
seem-3.SG

que
that

[DP las
the

propuestas
proposals

t1 ]

me
to me

van a impresionar
go-3.SG to impress

‘Which speakers does it seem to you that the proposals by – will impress
me?’

In (51-a), the subject DP has remained in its in situ positionSpecv; v-(+V)-to-T move-
ment makes the subject DP postverbal, removes phase status from vP and imposes it
on TP; Specv is thus not in a phase edge position anymore whenwh-extraction from
DP applies; and consequently, there is no CED effect, given the Edge Condition in
(50): The subject DP is transparent. In contrast, in (51-b),the subject has undergone
movement to SpecT; v-(+V)-to-T movement targets a lower position to the right, mak-
ing the subject DP preverbal. Again, head movement turns TP into a phase; since the
subject DP is now in the edge domain of a phase, it becomes internally frozen, and
wh-extraction from DP becomes illegitimate. As in other derivational approaches to
freezing, it must additionally be ensured that a derivationthat employs a reverse or-
der of operations –wh-extraction following head movement (so that Specv is not a
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barrier anymore), but preceding subject raising to DP – is excluded (the Strict Cycle
Condition being an obvious candidate).

Gallego & Uriagereka’s (2006) proposal has a number of far-reaching empirical
consequences, not all of which seem to be confirmed. Considerverb-second structures
in German or Dutch as a case in point. Assuming (as is standard) that verb-second in
these languages is derived via V-to-v-to-T-to-C movement,we should expect that all
specifiers (of the main projection line, i.e., the clausal spine; see Sells (2001)) in a
verb-second clause except for SpecC are transparent for extraction. This is certainly
not the case, as is shown by an example such as (32-b) that was discussed above: A
postverbal subject in verb-second clauses is still a barrier for extraction in German, as
predicted under the standard CED. On the other hand, SpecV isa barrier for extraction
in German even though it is not a phase edge. As shown in (52), dative DPs in German
are islands for extraction in German (see Müller (1995) and Fanselow (2001a), among
others).

(52) *[PP1 Über
about

wen ]
whom

hat
has

der
the

Verleger
publishernom

[DP einem
a

Buch
bookdat

t1 ] keine
no

Chance
chanceacc

gegeben
given

?

Assuming dative objects to occupy a specifier of V in German (with the accusative
object merged as a complement of V), this state of affairs follows directly from the
classical CED but must remain a mystery under Gallego & Uriagereka’s reconstruc-
tion in terms of the Edge Condition.

A second problem with the approach is conceptual in nature. As noted before
(in the context of the discussion of Uriagereka (1999)), phases are first and foremost
motivated by complexity considerations in Chomsky (2001b;2008) and related work;
allowing phases to have flexible size is not compatible with this view. This funda-
mental incompatibility also arises, to different degrees,in Grohmann (2000), Marušič
(2005), den Dikken (2007), and Gallego (2007). The problem is particularly worri-
some in Gallego & Uriagereka’s (2006) approach because it would seem that iterated
instances of head movement can postpone the creation of a phase again and again – in
the extreme case, if all heads of a clause are related to one another by head movement,
there is only one phase left.36

36 A side remark may be due on the role of head movement in Gallego& Uriagereka’s (2006) approach in
comparison with Kitahara’s (1994) approach discussed earlier. One might think at first sight that Gallego
& Uriagereka’s (2006) approach predicts the opposite of Kitahara’s (1994) approach discussed above –
in one approach, head movement creates transparency of a specifier (Gallego & Uriagereka); in the other
approach, head movement creates opacity of a specifier (Kitahara). However, this is not the case. In both
approaches, head movement turns a specifier of the landing site into a barrier; and in both approaches, a
specifier associated with the head in situ is predicted to be transparent for extraction.
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3.5.6 Freezing Analyses: Conclusion

To sum up the discussion of freezing, I would like to contend that, independently of in-
dividual questions raised by the analyses, two general problems with freezing accounts
of the CED can be identified that show up in all analyses. First, on the conceptual side,
it turns out that all freezing analyses rely on additional, otherwise unmotivated con-
straints – Chain Uniformity (and the UCA) in Takahashi (1994), the Constraint on
Φ-Complete Domains (and a separate Constraint on Adjuncts) in Boeckx (2003), and
the Edge Condition in Gallego & Uriagereka (2006). It is far from clear whether these
constraints can be taken to comply with basic minimalist tenets, as formulated above
(see (11-c)). Second, on the empirical side, freezing analyses have nothing to say
about CED effects that arise in contexts where the barrier has not undergone move-
ment. Here is an example: Assuming that particles likedenn, wohl, ja demarcate the
vP edge in German, it seems clear that the subject DP (DP3) is in situ in the Ger-
man examples in (53). Nevertheless, a CED effect occurs withextraction out of the
subject.37

(53) a. *Was1
what

haben
have

denn
PRT

[DP3 t1 für
for

Bücher ]
booksnom

[DP2 den
the

Fritz ]
Fritzacc

beeindruckt
impressed

?

b. *[ PP1 Über
about

wen ]
whom

hat
has

wohl
PRT

[DP3 ein
a

Buch t1 ]
booknom

[DP2 den
the

Fritz ]
Fritzacc

beeindruckt
impressed

?

37 A few remarks are in order here. Subject raising to SpecT is optional in German; see, e.g., Grewendorf
(1989). If the subject DP3 in (53) shows up to the left of the particle, this arguably implies that it has under-
gone movement to SpecT. The resulting sentences are also ungrammatical; but this fact would be expected
under a freezing approach. In this context, it might also be worth pointing out that the experimental study
conducted by Jurka (2008; 2010) (on the basis of questionnaires handed out to non-linguist native speakers)
suggests that, indeed, extraction from in-situ subjects inGerman is significantly degraded compared with
extraction from objects; this can be interpreted to mean that there are CED effects with in situ subjects in
Specv in German. (However, in my view, one should be very careful in attributing experimental studies of
this type too much importance, for the simple reason that there are always very many confounding factors
which cannot possibly be controled for, and which might influence the subjects’ judgements; in my view,
this problem is particularly severe (pace Jurka (2010, 25-26)) if the subjects are non-linguists rather than
linguists because only the latter are trained in abstracting away from intervening factors.) Finally, some ap-
parent counter-examples to the generalization that in-situ subjects are barriers in German have been brought
forward in the literature (e.g., by Haider (1983; 1993a) andDiesing (1992)). I address these examples in
chapter 4 (and argue that closer inspection reveals that they are not counter-examples at all, with some
core cases instantiating themeltingeffect addressed in the next subsection, others involing unaccusative
constructions, yet others non-movement phenomena, and so on).
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3.6 General Remarks

More generally, from the discussion of existing attempts toderive the CED from more
basic assumptions in a minimalist setting, the following conclusions emerge. First,
analyses that are centered around the working of elementaryoperations like Move
or Agree rely on special assumptions that mimic assumptionsin Chomsky’s (1986a)
theory of barriers. Second, analyses that are based on specific concepts of cyclic
spell-out are incompatible with basic assumptions about the timing of spell-out and
the size of spell-out domains in standard phase theory, and ultimately with the notion
of phase in general. Third, analyses that rely on freezing are all incompatible with the
existence of CED effects where an XP is a barrier in its in situposition. Furthermore, it
has turned out that all of the approaches discussed so far make it necessary to stipulate
separate constraints and/or concepts that are not independently motivated, and that
may not always fall under either economy or interface requirements.

Finally, and perhaps most interestingly, all these analyses have nothing to say
about what I callmelting effects, a class of data that I will discuss in some detail
in chapter 4. In melting constructions, it looks as though anXP may qualify as a
barrier in one case and as transparent in another even thoughit has exactly the same
structural relationship with the surrounding heads in the two contexts. A melting
effect with local scrambling of an object DP2 in front of the subject DP3 in German
is illustrated in (54). (54-a) is ungrammatical, as expected under many theories (and
under the classical CED). However, (54-b) is drastically improved and, in fact, far
from ungrammatical, even though the subject DP3 has not changed position (only
the object DP2 has – it has undergone local scrambling to a position in frontof the
subject). This is unexpected under the CED and under all the approaches discussed in
this subsection that attempt to derive it.

(54) a. *Was1
what

haben
have

[DP3 t1 für
for

Bücher ]
booksnom

[DP2 den
the

Fritz ]
Fritzacc

beeindruckt
impressed

?

b. Was1
what

haben
have

[DP2 den
the

Fritz ]
Fritzacc

[DP3 t1 für
for

Bücher ]
booksnom

t2 beeindruckt
impressed

?

The phenomenon is not confined to German. As shown in (55), virtually the same
melting effect shows up with local object scrambling in front of an in-situ subject in
Czech.

(55) a. *[DP1 Holka ]
girlnom

neuděrila
hit

[DP3 žádná
nonom

t1 ] Petra2
Petracc

‘No girl hit Petr.’
b. [DP1 Holka ]

girlnom

neuděrila
hit

Petra2
Petracc

[DP3 žádná
nonom

t1 ] t2

‘No girl hit Petr.’
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4. Locality Constraints: State of the Art

4.1 Conclusion

Let me sum up the findings of this chapter. I have argued that neither the (G)MLC nor
the CED qualify as legitimate constraints in a strictly derivational, phase-based ap-
proach to syntax that meets minimalist demands. As far as the(G)MLC is concerned,
there seem to be few (if any) serious competitors in recent minimalist work. As for
the CED, I went through a number of proposals for deriving itseffects, concluding
that none of the existing attemps can be regarded as fully successful (from the present
perspective of a phase-based approach that adopts the meta-requirements in (11) at
least). This leaves us with the situation that a principled,minimalist account of both
the (G)MLC and the CED is still outstanding.

One option that one might pursue at this point is to assume that (at least certain)
restrictions on movement might in fact not reveal the influence of principles of gram-
mar, but might be due to parsing difficulties. On this view, grammar would freely
permit sentences with extraction from, say, subject DPs or adjunct CPs, and it would
freely permit cases where a lowerwh-phrase is moved across a higherwh-phase. The
only problem with these sentences would be that they are moredifficult to process for
the human brain. In a nutshell: Island effects would belong to the domain ofperfo-
mance, not to the domain ofcompetence. Such a view has been entertained by various
scholars over the last decades, with varying degrees of formal explicitness and vary-
ing degrees of experimental backing by behavioural and neurophysiological studies;
see, e.g., Hawkins (1999), Kluender (2004), and Culicover (2008) (and literature cited
there). Interestingly, it seems that within the framework of Head-Driven Phrase Struc-
ture Grammar (HPSG; see Pollard & Sag (1994)), performance-based accounts have
more and more come to replace competence-based accounts of island effects. Since
I take it to be instructive to consider this drastic step in theory construction, I now
address the issue in some more detail in an excursus.

4.2 Interlude: Islands in HPSG

4.2.1 Slash Features in GPSG

In Generalized Phrase Structure Grammar (GPSG; see Gazdar (1981; 1982), Mal-
ing & Zaenen (1982), and Gazdar, Klein, Pullum & Sag (1985)),the displacement
property of natural languages is not modelled by movement transformations. Rather,
displacement is accounted for by postulating SLASH features – category-valued fea-
tures that encode the properties of the displaced item. SLASH features are passed on
from daughter to mother (or vice versa, given that the approach is inherently non-
derivational), thereby connecting the original base-position of the displaced item with
the position in which it eventually shows up (its ultimate “landing site”). Any theory
of SLASH feature percolation consists of three parts: bottom, middle, and top. First,
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the SLASH feature is introduced in (or close to) the base position (bottom); second,
the SLASH feature is passed on in syntactic trees (middle); and third,SLASH feature
percolation terminates once the filler (the displaced item)is reached (top); see (56).

(56) [What...
︸ ︷︷ ︸

top

[do you think that Mary bought
︸ ︷︷ ︸

middle

[t]]]
︸︷︷︸

bottom

For each part, a certain rule or principle is required. For instance, in Gazdar et al.
(1985), the bottom of displacement constructions is handled by a SLASH Termination
Metarule (see (57)) which simply states that for every context-free phrase structure
rule that introduces a lexical item and an XP as its sister, the XP can be null – i.e., a
trace.38

(57) SLASH Termination Metarule:
X → W, XP⇒ X → W, XP[+NULL ]

Many cases of overgeneration that would be induced by (57) can be avoided by as-
suming aFeature Specification Default(FSD) (viz., FSD no. 3) according to which
[NULL ] can be instantiated on a given category only if this is forced by some rule (like
(57)). Crucially, Gazdar et al. (1985) then also postulate aFeature Co-occurrence

Restriction(FCR) (FCR no. 19, to be precise) according to which the presence of
[+NULL ] implies the simultaneous presence of [SLASH] on a category, and this is the
starting point of SLASH feature percolation.

Turning next to Gazdar et al.’s (1985) treatment of the middle of displacement
constructions, it suffices to assume that [SLASH] is (both a head and) a foot feature,
which implies that it is shared between daughter and mother not only along the pro-
jection line of the head, but also between a non-head daughter and its mother. This is
ensured by an indendently motivated constraint, the so-calledFoot Feature Principle.

Finally, as concerns the top part of displacement constructions, Gazdar et al.
(1985) simply assume that there are phrase structure rules (more precisely, imme-
diate dominance rules; see the last footnote) that expand a clausal category (like S)
by introducing the displaced item and its sister: the head ofthe clausal category that
bears the SLASH feature corresponding to the displaced item; see (58) (where S could
just as well be conceived of as standing for CP, and H, for C′).

38 A few remarks. First, Gazdar et al. (1985) assume that the structure-building rules of grammar do not
yet encode linearization; they are pure immediate dominance rules (hence the comma notation). Second,
as it stands, (57) only permits traces as sisters of lexical heads. This implies that specifiers either cannot
move, or move by virtue of some other rule; arguing for the second possibility, Gazdar et al. (1985) take
this to be a welcome result. – Note (again) that the theory-internal problem generated by (what looks like)
specifier movement that shows up here parallels the problem that Uriagereka (1999) encounters with this
construction; see the discussion of (29) above.



108 Chapter 2. (G)MLC and CED in Minimalist Syntax

(58) S→ XP, H/XP

4.2.2 Displacement in HPSG

Work on displacement in Head-Driven Phrase Structure Grammar (HPSG) heavily
relies on the SLASH theory of movement developed in GPSG (see Pollard & Sag
(1994), Sag & Wasow (1999)). There are a few changes, though.First, the feature
SLASH does not simply take a category as its value anymore, but rather a list of cat-
egories. This makes it possible to assume that there can be more than one locally
unbound trace in a given category – an option that would in anyevent be required
in a minimalist (more generally, Principles and Parameters) approach that permits a
combination of, e.g., (i) A-movement of a subject from Specvto SpecT; (ii) A-bar
movement of awh-object from CompV to SpecC; and (iii) v(+V)-to-T movement.In
such a case, the SLASH feature on, say, vP would have to encode three missing con-
stituents. Less theory-dependent arguments for abandoning the one-hole property of
displacement as it follows under Gazdar et al.’s (1985) conception of SLASH features
are already provided in Maling & Zaenen (1982) on the basis ofEnglish movement
constructions instantiating double extraction (also see Pesetsky (1982) for extensive
discussion), and Scandinavian movement constructions like those instantiating triple
extraction in Swedish; cf. (59-ab). To account for the data,Maling & Zaenen (1982)
essentially anticipate Pollard & Sag’s (1994) move to listsof categories as feature
values for SLASH.

(59) a. Problems this involved1 my friends on the East Coast2 are difficult to talk
to t2 about t1

b. [ Sadana här känsliga
such touchy

politiska
political

fragor ]1
questions

har
have

ja
I

flera
many

studenter
students

som2

that
det
there

inte
not

finns
is-found

nagon
anyone

som3

that
jag
I

tror
believe

[ t2 skulle
should

vaga
dare

prata
talk

med
with

t3 om
about

t1 ]

The second major change from the treatment of displacement in GPSG to the treatment
of displacement in HPSG concerns the role of traces. In HPSG,it is sometimes argued
that traces can (and should) be dispensed with: The information about what is missing
does not have to be encoded by the trace because it is already present on the lexical
item that the trace is an argument of. However, it is not the case that all HPSG-based
approaches to movement do without traces; Sag & Wasow (1999)abandon the concept
of a trace, but Pollard & Sag (1994), Müller, St. (2007), and Levine & Sag (2003) do
not.

Abstracting away from the value of SLASH features and from the possibility to
dispense with traces, the displacement theories of HPSG andGPSG are very similar.
Taking, e.g., the (trace-less) version of HPSG in Sag & Wasow(1999) as a point of
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departure, the bottom, middle, and top are handled as follows.

Bottom Simplifying a bit, lexical items are associated with hierarchically ordered
lists of subcategorization features (that have to be discharged from the head in syntac-
tic trees by merging with arguments – I will come back to this in chapter 3), and with
an argument structure list that corresponds to it. There is afeature SLASH (or GAP)
that, if present on a lexical item, signals that something that shows up on the argu-
ment structure list does not have a correspondent in the subcategorization feature list:
Something that is not on the subcategorization feature listeven though it is part of the
argument structure list will have to be in the SLASH feature list. Technically, this is
accomplished by postulating a subtraction operation for lists: If A and B are lists, then
A ⊖ B is a list that results from removing the items of B from A. A SLASH feature is
optionally introduced on lexical items for one of its arguments: If SLASH shows up, a
modification of the Argument Realization Principle that accounts for standard linking
effects ensures that each argument that might show up on the subcategorization list of
a lexical item may alternatively show up on the SLASH list. This derives the effects
of the SLASH Termination Metarule.39 Here is an example for optional localization
of some subcategorization feature value (which would normally belong inCOMPS) in
the SLASH feature list.40

39 Of course, the prediction then is that only subcategorized items can undergo movement. Assuming that
languages may decide whether subjects are subcategorized or not, differences with respect to the mobility of
subjects across languages can be accounted for. As for adjunct movement, extra assumptions are required.
For instance, it has been suggested that adjuncts may also enter a (generalized version of) subcategorization
lists. Thus, Bouma, Malouf & Sag (2001) propose that, in addition to the standard argument structure list,
there is a more comprehensiveDEPS list that makes adjuncts subcategorizable that do not belong to the
argument structure of a lexical item. On the basis of an entryin the DEPSlist, a subcategorization feature
can be generated for an adjunct, which can then either be locally discharged (via the subcategorization list),
or transferred (via the SLASH list); in the latter case, adjunct movement takes place.

40 The notation is taken directly from Sag & Wasow (1999), who differentiate the subcategorization list
further into a specifier list and a complements list. In addition, they notate the SLASH feature as GAP; I
have taken the liberty to replace theirGAP feature with a SLASH feature here. All the other abbreviations
(e.g.,SEM) should be self-explanatory.
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(60) The lexical item ‘loves’ with aSLASH feature:

































SYN












HEAD
[

verb
]

SPR
〈

3

〉

COMPS

〈 〉

SLASH
〈

4

〉












ARG-ST

〈

3
NPi[

AGR 3sing
], 4 NPj

〉

SEM













MODE prop

INDEX s

RESTR

〈







RELN love

LOVER i

LOVED j







〉














































loves

Middle Turning next to the middle, the role of the Foot Feature Principle in GPSG
is taken over by theGap Principlein Sag & Wasow (1999), see (61).

(61) Gap Principle:
A well-formed phrase structure licensed by a head rule (except the head-filler
rule; see below) must satisfy the following structural description:

[

SLASH 1 ⊕...⊕ n

]

[

SLASH 1

] ... [

SLASH n

]

Here is an example of how the Gap Principle works.
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(62) S
»

SLASH
D

NP
E–

NP
VP

»

SLASH
D

NP
E–

we V
S

»

SLASH
D

NP
E–

know NP
VP

»

SLASH
D

NP
E–

Dana
V

»

SLASH
D

NP
E–

loves

Top As in GPSG, there is a rule that expands a clausal category to afiller and a
slashed head daughter. Sag & Wasow (1999) assume the Head Filler Rule in (63).

(63) Head Filler Rule:



phrase

SLASH
〈 〉



→ 1




phrase

SLASH
〈 〉



 H











phrase

FORM fin

SPR

〈 〉

SLASH
〈

1

〉











The Head Filler Rule has to be exempted from the Gap Principleby stipulation (the
rule introduces a head and would violate the Gap Principle ifit held for it). An example
illustrating the working of the Head Filler Rule is given in (64).
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(64)

S
»

SLASH
D E–

NP
S

»

SLASH
D

NP
E–

John NP
VP

»

SLASH
D

NP
E–

we V
S

»

SLASH
D

NP
E–

know NP
VP

»

SLASH
D

NP
E–

Dana
V

»

SLASH
D

NP
E–

loves
Thus, it seems clear that, technicalities aside, the approach to displacement construc-
tions in HPSG works more or less in the same way as it does in GPSG. Work in GPSG
has also addressed in some detail the role of islands for syntactic displacement (see in
particular Gazdar (1981) and Maling & Zaenen (1982)). However, it seems that the
constraints that are the main focus of this monograph have not extensively been cov-
ered (e.g., GPSG does not seem to have generated a principledapproach to CED-type
islands). The case is different with HPSG, in which the Subject Condition has been
tackled.

4.2.3 Islands in HPSG

A simple way to state island constraints in GPSG/HPSG is to formulate them as con-
straints on instantiating SLASH features. Thus, in Pollard & Sag (1994), the Subject
Condition takes essentially the following form.41

41 This is a slight simplification. In the original version, theconstraint is formulated in such a way that the
the first element of a subcategorization list of a lexical item cannot bear a SLASH featureunless another
element of the same subcategorization list also bears aSLASH feature. This complication is brought about
by the desire to treat parasitic gaps (which may show up in subject islands) in the same way as regular gaps.
I ignore this complication here because I will remain silenton the treatment of parasitic gaps throughout
this monograph (but, again, see Assmann (2010) for an extension of the approach to CED effects developed
in chapter 4 below to parasitic gaps.
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(65) Subject Condition(HPSG):
The first element of a subcategorization list of a lexical item cannot bear a
SLASH feature.

The first argument of a subcategorization list is the subject, i.e., the argument of a
predicate that is discharged last. Given (65), a SLASH feature cannot be instantiated
on this kind of argument. Consequently, the propagation of aSLASH feature above
and below a subject argument will be interrupted, and (a constraint like) the GAP

PRINCIPLE will invariably be violated in cases of extraction from a subject.
Interestingly, Pollard & Sag (1994) also implement Kuno’s (1973) Clause Non-

final Incomplete Constitutent Constraint (see (83) of chapter 1). Their version is given
in (66) (in a slightly simplified form).

(66) Incomplete Constituent Constraint(HPSG version):[

INHER | SLASH empty-set
]

<
[

INHER | SLASH nonempty-set
]

Like Kuno’s original constraint, this accounts for the contrast in (67) in English.

(67) a. [DP1 Which man ] did you buy [DP a picture of t1 ] ?
b. ?*[DP1 Which man ] did John give [DP a picture of t1 ] to Bill ?

4.2.4 Recent Developments: Competence vs. Performance

More recently, much work within HPSG has moved from a competence-based ap-
proach to locality constraints on displacement to a performance-based approach,
grounded in the hypothesis that restrictions on the human sentence processor can de-
rive island constraints. Levine & Sag (2003, 6) are quite explicit about this radical
change of perspective:

From Chomsky 1964 on, considerable effort and ingenuity hasbeen devoted to
deriving these [island] effects from a small set of increasingly abstract syntactic
participles. Nonetheless, there is now increasing evidence that a good number
of these phenomena are due not to constraints of grammar, butrather to pro-
cessing, pragmatic, and discourse effects that can be manipulated in such a
way as to ameliorate the severe unacceptability exhibited by [examples involv-
ing violations of island constraints]. [...] The full rangeof island phenomena
and the relative weighting of given effects will ultimatelybe explained by some
combination of grammar-internal and extragrammatical factors whose precise
delineation is yet to be determined.

As a case study showing how this programme is pursued in recent HPSG-based
work, consider the approach to CNPC effects in Sag, Hofmeister & Snider (2008),
which is relevant to the discussion in this chapter given that at least some CNPC
effects (viz., those involving relative clauses), perhapseven all CNPC effects (if ar-
gument clauses of N are not merged in complement position, see subsection 3.11 of
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chapter 1) can be derived from the CED.42 The general line of reasoning is as follows.
First, if a sentence is not (or not fully) acceptable, it is a priori unclear whether this
is due to a competence or a performance factor. Next, it is known that certain factors
determine the processing of sentences. Third, on the basis of a self-paced reading
experiment, such factors can be shown to be relevant for the processing of sentences
with CNPC violations. An acceptability study that accompanies the self-paced read-
ing experiments confirms these findings (at least as a tendency). There is thus good
evidence that processing and grammatical theory are correlated: Either differences in
grammar are responsible for differences in processing, or differences in processing are
responsible for differences in grammar. Since there is independent evidence for the
processing factors, or so the argument goes, the latter account is to be preferred.

More specifically, Sag, Hofmeister & Snider (2008) identifythe following factors
as determining processing difficulty in displacement constructions: distance (should
be as small as possible), semantic complexity (should be minimized), informativity
(should be maximized), frequency (should be high), similarity (of items should be
avoided), finiteness (gives results that are worse than non-finiteness), contextualiza-
tion (should be easy), and collocational frequency (of items simplifies processing).
Thus, in the CNPC construction in (68-a), many such factors that disfavour processing
are active; in contrast, in (68-b), several factors are involved that facilitate the process-
ing of displacement (the judgements indicated here are Sag,Hofmeister & Snider’s
(2008)).

(68) a. *This was a puzzle that we met the man who solved t
b. This was the only crossword puzzle that we’ve ever found anyone who

could solve t

The self-paced reading experiment carried out by Sag, Hofmeister & Snider (2008)
then focusses on just two parameters: Thewh-phrase can be primitive or complex
(who vs. which N′), and the complex noun phrase type can be definite singular, in-
definite plural, or indefinite singular (thevs. Ø vs. a). There were seven conditions:
six that result from a cross-classification of the two parameters, plus one control con-
dition. For instance,I saw who Emma doubted the report that we had captured t in

the nationwide FBI manhuntinstantiates the first condition (primitive, definite sin-
gular); I saw who Emma doubted reports that we had captured t in the nationwide
FBI manhuntthe second (primitive, indefinite plural); andI saw which convict Emma

doubted that we had captured in the nationwide FBI manhuntthe seventh (control).
The results of the experiment were as follows. Complex fillers/displaced items (of the
typewhich N′) are easier to parse than primitive fillers (of the typewho); and different

42 Also compare the approach to superiority effects in Sag, Hofmeister, Arnon, Snider & Jaeger (2008).
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complex noun phrase types do not behave differently in interesting ways. The accept-
ability study that was designed as a control experiment involved gradient acceptability
judgements by subjects of the same sentences. The results are the following. First, the
control sentences (without CNPC configurations) are judgedbest. Second, sentences
with a complex filler are judged as better than sentences witha primitive filler, but
they still emerge as significantly degraded compared to the control condition; this lat-
ter fact implies that the result is different to what emergedfrom the self-paced reading
experiment. Third, sentences with the indefinite, plural condition are judged as bet-
ter than sentences with the indefinite, singular condition or with the definite, singular
condition; this is a second difference to the first experiment.

Thus, there are massive differences between the results of the two experiments.
Nonetheless, Sag, Hofmeister & Snider (2008) conclude thatthe two experiments have
essentially the same outcome; that this cannot be accidental; that, therefore, either
reduced grammaticality must be responsible for processingdifficulties, or vice versa;
and, finally, that since processing difficulties are independently motivated, they should
be taken to be responsible for reduced grammaticality. The more general conclusion
then is that the CNPC (or a set of more basic assumptions of grammatical theory from
which the CNPC follows) can be dispensed with in the theory ofgrammar.

I take issue with these conclusions. As far as I can see, the experimental studies
do not support the far-reaching claim that Sag, Hofmeister &Snider (2008) make.
The acceptability study shows that complex noun phrases areislands. However, nei-
ther the acceptability study nor the self-paced reading experiment contributes anything
to answering the question of why that should be the case. Indeed, the latter experi-
ment seems to suggest that different complex noun phrase types do not play any role
whatsoever. As a matter of fact, the only thing that the self-paced reading experiment
shows is thatwho-phrases behave differently fromwhich-phrases in cases of extraction
from islands. This has been known for quite a while, and thereare various analyses
around in grammatical theory that can derive the asymmetry;see, e.g., Pesetsky’s
(1987), Cinque’s (1990), and Rizzi’s (1990) accounts in terms of D-linking or Horn-
stein & Weinberg’s (1990) approach that directly relies on the structural complexity
of moved items. All the evidence is therefore compatible with rules of grammar giv-
ing rise to CNPC islands (and predicting a variable behaviour for which-phrases and
who-phrases), and processing and acceptability judgments reflecting this. In contrast,
processing difficulties as such do not tell us anything aboutthe nature of the island
constraint.
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I take this result to be typical of processing accounts of island phenomena.43 For
this reason (and this leads us back to the original question that motivated the present
excursus), I do not think that it is a promising strategy to look for parsing difficulties
when one is confronted with the task of deriving (G)MLC and CED effects from more
basic principles; a grammar-internal account should be sought.44

4.3 Outlook

In the following two chapters (3 & 4), I will argue that both (G)MLC and CED effects
follow from thePhase Impenetrability Condition(PIC), in interaction with indepen-
dently motivated assumptions about movement and structure-building in general – in
particular, about the conditions under which edge features(that drive intermediate
movement steps) can be inserted on phase heads in derivations. In chapter 5, I ad-
dress a residual island effect that follows from Relativized Minimality but not from
the (G)MLC and the CED (or from what I argue derives (G)MLC andCED effects in
chapters 3, 4), viz., what one may call an operator island effect (includingwh-island
and topic island effects; cf. subsection 3.6 of chapter 1). Iargue that this residual
island effect can also be derived without invoking a separate constraint. More specifi-
cally, operator island effects are shown to be derivable by invoking the independently

43 In a similar vein, Kluender & Kutas (1993) argue that Subjacency effects should be reanalyzed as a mere
processing phenomenon; their proposal relies on two behavioural studies and one EEG study measuring
event-related brain potentials (ERPs). However, as far as Ican see, the scope of their investigation is ac-
tually much more limited: Focussing on the (somewhat more informative) ERP study only, what Kluender
and Kutas show is that (i) displacement in general involves aprocessing cost (detectable in the form of a
left-anterior negativity, LAN); (ii) awh-word what or who at the left edge of an embedded clause gives
rise to a stronger N400 effect thanif, which in turn creates a more negative ERP thanthat at the left edge
of an embedded clause; and (iii) that the two effects may cometogether in the case of long-distancewh-
movement from an embedded clause, ultimately inducing the strongest combined effect inwh-island con-
texts. Notwithstanding some potential problems in experimental design (concerning, e.g., the source of the
different behaviour ofwhat/whovs. if vs. that, with phonological differences a possible confounding factor,
and differences with respect to displacementwithin the embedded clause another one), the only thing that
Kluender and Kutas show is that there is a certain processingcost with extractions fromwh-islands. This
result is not extendable to other contexts where the Subjacency Condition has been invoked. Furthermore,
it remains completely unclear why this processing cost should suffice to push thewh-island construction
over the edge, resulting in ungrammaticality. Finally, Kluender & Kutas (1993, 578) explicitly assimilate
the deviance of extractions fromwh-islands to the deviance of cases of recursive center-embedding, which
are well known to pose parsing problems; but they ignore thatthere is an important difference between
the variable, and gradient, nature of the latter (which can in addition actively be influenced by factors like
enhanced concentration, prosodic means, etc.), and the strict, and categorical, nature of the former.

44 Yet another strategy that has been pursued is to derive (certain) island constraints from semantic or prag-
matic requirements. See, e.g., Szabolcsi & Zwarts (1993) and Szabolcsi & den Dikken (2003) on certain
kinds of weak (operator-induced) islands, Beck (1997) and Kim (2002) on intervention effects induced by
quantifiers or focussed items, and Truswell (2007) on exceptions to the Adjunct Condition that seem to
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motivated concept of featuremaraudage, given that successive-cyclic movement pro-
ceeds in just the way argued for in chapters 3 and 4.

Anticipating the results of chapters 3 and 4, the main claimswill be these: (i) Edge
features that trigger intermediate movement steps to phaseedges can only be inserted
when they have an “effect on outcome”, in Chomsky’s (2001b) terms. A simple way
of making precise what this means implies that (G)MLC effects follow from the PIC
(chapter 3). (ii) Edge features that trigger intermediate movement steps to phase edges
can only be inserted “after the phase is otherwise complete”, in Chomsky’s (2001b)
terms. There is good theory-internal evidence for replacing “after” with “before”; this
move implies that CED effects follow from the PIC (chapter 4).

be semantically conditioned (more precisely, accountablefor in terms of event-structural notions). I have
nothing to say about these approaches in what follows, except for noting that it seems highly unlikely that
they can be generalized so as to cover all the core cases subsumed under the (G)MLC and the CED. Of
course, this does not rule out the possibility that they account for some of the data.



118 Chapter 2. (G)MLC and CED in Minimalist Syntax



Chapter 3

On Deriving (G)MLC Effects from the PIC

1. Introduction

Given the arguments against the (G)MLC as a primitive of grammar laid out in chapter
2, effects that are standardly attributed to this constraint need to be accounted for
differently. In this chapter, I argue that they follow from the Phase Impenetrability
Condition (PIC), given some independently motivated assumptions about the nature
of successive-cyclic movement in a phase-based approach tosyntax.1 I proceed as
follows. Section 2 introduces and justifies the necessary background assumptions; in
particular, those that concern (i) the hypothesis that all syntactic operations are driven
by features on lexical items (subsection 2.2); (ii) the hypothesis that phases are smaller
than is standardly assumed (subsection 2.3); and, most importantly, (iii) the nature of
the mechanism of edge feature insertion on phase heads, which is argued to rely on
a concept ofphase balance, as it was first suggested in Heck & Müller (2000; 2003)
(subsection 2.4). In section 3, then, I show that the system automatically derives
wh-intervention effects that involve c-command (i.e., superiority effects), and also
accounts for the variable occurrence of these effects in languages like German, which
have scrambling. In section 4 it is shown, based on Heck & Müller (2000; 2003),
that there arewh-intervention effects that do not involve c-command (or dominance),
and that therefore must remain a mystery under a standard (G)MLC-based approach;
in contrast, the approach adopted here is shown to directly account for the effect.
Section 5 presents some refinements. Section 6 investigatesthe scope of the general
result reported in this chapter (i.e., it answers the question to what extent the (G)MLC
can be viewed as derived, tackling F-over-F configurations in the course of doing so).
Finally, section 7 draws a conclusion.

1 Sections 1–5 of the present chapter are essentially based onMüller (2004a). However, various extensions
have been made, and various changes have been carried out, among them one that is quite drastic since
it effects the overall architecture of grammar (centered around the core issue of whether all movement is
feature-driven or not).



120 Chapter 3. On Deriving (G)MLC Effects from the PIC

2. Assumptions

2.1 Basic Assumptions

I presuppose that syntax is strictly derivational, generating sentences by bottom-up
application of elementary operations like Merge and Agree,as in in Chomsky (2000;
2001b) and subsequent related work. Two fundamental principles ensuring that the
part of a derivation that is accessible at any given stage is small are the Strict Cycle
Condition and the Phase Impenetrability Condition, both ofwhich have already fig-
ured in the preceding chapters. The Strict Cycle Condition can be defined as in (1),
based on Chomsky (1973) and Perlmutter & Soames (1979).2

(1) Strict Cycle Condition(SCC):
Within the current XPα, a syntactic operation may not target a position that is
included within another XPβ that is dominated byα.

The version of the Phase Impenetrability Condition (PIC) that I will adopt through-
out this study is given in (2) (see Chomsky (2000, 108), Chomsky (2001b, 13), and
Chomsky (2008); also recall (17) and (9) of chapters 1 and 2, respectively).

(2) Phase Impenetrability Condition(PIC):
The domain of a head X of a phase XP is not accessible to operations outside
XP; only X and its edge are accessible to such operations.

As for the notion of edge, I will assume (deviating minimallyfrom the definition in
(18) of chapter 1 for reasons that will become clear below, insubsection 3.1.2) that it
is defined as in (3), as theleft-peripheralminimal residue of specifiers (and adjuncts)
outside of X′.

(3) Edge:
The edge of a head X is the left-peripheral residue outside ofX′.

As remarked in chapter 2, the SCC restricts possible positions for the operation-
inducing head (e.g., the probe of an Agree operation); and the PIC restricts possible
positions in which the derivation can find an item that is affected by an operation (e.g.,
the goal of an Agree operation). As also noted in chapter 2, the SCC and the PIC im-
pose strong restrictions onactive partsof derivations. I take both the SCC and the PIC
to be first and foremost motivated as constraints that reducecomputational complexity
by minimizing search space in derivations. The reduction ofsearch space throughout
the derivation under (1) and (2) can schematically be illustrated as in (4), where the

2 For somewhat more recent versions of the SCC, see Chomsky (1995; 2001b), Collins (1997), Kitahara
(1997), Boškovíc & Lasnik (1999), and Freidin (1999), among others. For the option of dispensing with
the SCC under a certain concept of cyclic spell-out of phase domains, see footnote 5 of chapter 2.
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underlined categories are phases and︷︸︸︷ and
︸︷︷︸

indicate the parts of the derivation

that are accessible at a given step ((4) = (10) of chapter 2).3

(4) Search space under PIC:

a.

SCC
︷ ︸︸ ︷

[YP...Y [XP...[X′X
︸ ︷︷ ︸

PIC

[WP...W [UP...U... ]]]]]

b.

SCC
︷ ︸︸ ︷

[ZP...Z [YP...Y [XP...[X′X
︸ ︷︷ ︸

PIC

[WP...W [UP...U... ]]]]]

Adopting (versions of) the SCC and the PIC can be taken to be fairly uncontroversial
against the background of recent work in derivational minimalism. Things are slightly
different with three further assumptions that will be relevant, which I turn to now. The
first important assumption is that all syntactic operation are driven by features.

2.2 All Syntactic Operations are Feature-Driven

It is often assumed that the operations Agree and internal Merge (i.e., movement) are
feature-driven. In addition, I presuppose that external Merge (i.e., Merge applying
to items from the numeration, or from the workspace of the derivation, which com-
prises the numeration and material in trees that have been created earlier) also does

3 The version of the PIC that is assumed here and in what followsis one of the two versions envisaged in
Chomsky (2001b) (the stricter one, at least at first sight; but see Richards (2004; 2011a) for extensive dis-
cussion). To accomodate certain cases of non-local Agree relations, Chomsky (2001b, 14) also introduces
another version of the PIC, which is given in (i).

(i) Phase Impenetrability Condition(PIC; alternative version):
The domain of a head X of a phase XP is not accessible to operations at ZP (the next phase); only X
and its edge are accessible to such operations.

As a consequence of (i), the search space is enlarged: Operations in YP can now look for a goal in YP, in
XP, in WP, or in the residue or head of UP.

(ii) Search space under alternative PIC:

a.

SCC
z }| {

[YP...Y [XP...[X′X [WP...W [UP...U
| {z }

PIC

... ]]]]]

b.

SCC
z }| {

[ZP...Z [YP...Y [XP...[X′X
| {z }

PIC

[WP...W [UP...U... ]]]]]

Given that the PIC’s motivation is primarily tied to its reduction of search space, (i) is inferior to (2), and
I will disregard it in what follows. As for the problem created by non-local Agree relations, see the final
section of the present chapter, and chapter 4.
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not come for free but must be triggered by appropriate features, viz., subcategoriza-
tion features (see Svenonius (1994), Collins (2003), Adger(2003), Lechner (2004),
Kobele (2006), Sternefeld (2006), Pesetsky & Torrego (2006), and Di Sciullo & Isac
(2008), among others). Thus, on this view, all basic syntactic operations are (non-
trivially) feature-driven.4 More specifically, following Heck & Müller (2007), I will
assume that there are two types of features that drive operations: Structure-building
features (edge features and subcategorization features) trigger (internal and external)
Merge operations; and probe features trigger Agree operations. Here and in what
follows, structure-building features (for both basic Merge and movement) are accom-
panied by bullets ([•F•]), and probe features are embraced by asterisks ([∗F∗]).5 I
presuppose that just like subcategorization features, edge features that trigger move-
ment do not have to be neutral with respect to the properties of the items they attract.
Thus, [•wh•] is a feature on C that forces movement of awh-phrase (i.e., a phrase with
the feature [wh]) to C’s domain; [•top•] induces topic movement (i.e., movement of
an item marked [top]); and so forth for other features that are involved in movement.
I will also assume that scrambling can be viewed as a purely formal operation (with
manifold information-structural effects) that is triggered by an edge feature [•Σ•] on
certain designated heads which matches a feature [Σ] on the scrambled item ([Σ] can
be freely instantiated on all categories that may undergo scrambling in a language);
see Müller (1998), Grewendorf & Sabel (1999) and Sauerland (1999), among others,
for approaches to scrambling along these lines.

Clearly, the introduction of features like [•F•] and [∗F∗] makes sense only if it is
assumed that these features must be checked, or discharged,thereby driving syntactic
operations. This can be formulated as theFeature Condition; see (5).6

4 See Chomsky (2001b; 2008) for a different view with respect to external Merge; and Chomsky (2007;
2008) on an extension of this position to internal Merge.

5 This represents a combination of notational conventions that can be found in Roberts & Roussou (2002),
Adger (2003), Sternefeld (2006), and Heck & Müller (2007).

6 Throughout this book, I assume afeature checkingrather than afeature valuationapproach. There are
various reasons for doing so; here are two: First, the valuation approach is confronted with various kinds
of problems outside the realm ofφ-features – e.g., it is far from clear what role valuation canplay in the
domain of subcategorization, or A-bar related features triggering movement (the relevant information must
be located on both items that participate in the relation). Second, it seems to me that one can make a
case that the concept of valuation is inherently at variancewith the Inclusiveness Condition (see Chomsky
(1995; 2000; 2001b; 2008) and below): Copied feature valueslead to an increase in material that is part
of the derivation. (Similar considerations apply to the copy theory of movement, and my conclusion will
be the same in this case.) – That said, much of what follows could presumably be construed in a properly
extended valuation approach without too much ado. Another (albeit related) distinction that is made in
much recent work on features in the minimalist program concerns the status of a feature as interpretable or
uninterpretable. This distinction will play no role in whatfollows. In line with this, I remain uncommitted
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(5) Feature Condition(FC):
A feature [•F•] or [∗F∗] must be discharged by the end of the derivation.

(5) only requires that operation-inducing features are discharged by the end of the
derivation, but given the SCC, it follows that such discharge must take place very
quickly in the derivation: If such a feature is not discharged on some lexical item X
before the next head Y is merged with X’s projection, ungrammaticality will arise:
Either the feature on X is checked later, in violation of the SCC; or the feature on X
remains unchecked throughout the derivation, in violationof the FC.

In addition, I assume there is a complementary Last Resort condition which re-
quires all syntactic operations to be driven by (structure-building or probe) features;
see (6).

(6) Last Resort(LR):
Every syntactic operation must discharge either [•F•] or [∗F∗].

Do FC and LR meet the requirements for good constraints, in the sense made precise
in chapter 1? I think they do. Given the very existence of [•F•] and [∗F∗] features,
the two constraints implement what looks like the simplest and most economical way
to put them to use. (In addition, they are simple, general, and not complex; they do
not increase search space, and they do not give rise to redundancies, all in accordance
with the requirements in (11) of chapter 2.)

The second assumption that will prove important (for a maximal coverage of the
available empirical evidence, at least) is that all phrasesare phases, not just vP and
CP.

2.3 All Phrases are Phases

Standardly, it is assumed that vP and CP are phases (see Chomsky (2000; 2001b;
2008)), plus perhaps DP (see Svenonius (2004), Heck & Zimmermann (2004),
Matushansky (2005), Kramer (2007), Heck et al. (2008)), andpossibly TP as a
(parametrized) alternative (see Richards (2004; 2011a)).In contrast, it has also been
argued that all XPs qualify as locality domains for movement(see Koster (1978),
Riemsdijk (1978)). Successive-cyclic movement via all intermediate XP edges has
been assumed, inter alia, in Sportiche (1989), Takahashi (1994), Agbayani (1998);
Chomsky (1995; 2005; 2008), Bošković (2002), Boeckx (2003), and Boeckx &
Grohmann (2007).7 Given the present set of assumptions as background, it seemsthat

as to whether all probe (more generally, operation-inducing) features have to be uniniterpretable or not.

7 Also compare the concept of SLASH feature percolation in Gazdar (1981); Gazdar et al. (1985),and work
in HPSG (also see subsection 4.2.1 of chapter 2); and the related concepts of “gap phrase” and “operator
feature percolation” in Koster (2000) and Neeleman & van de Koot (2010), respectively.



124 Chapter 3. On Deriving (G)MLC Effects from the PIC

the simplest way to bring about highly local successive-cyclic movement via phrase
edges is to assume that all phrases are phases; and this is what I will do in what fol-
lows. Thus, if every XP is a phase, the PIC forces intermediate movement steps to all
phrase edges.8

If all phrases are phases, the search space of derivations isreduced even further.
Compare (7) with (4) (as before, the convention is that all underlined XPs are phases).

(7) Search space under PIC given that every XP is a phase:

a.

SCC
︷ ︸︸ ︷

[YP...Y [XP...[X′X
︸ ︷︷ ︸

PIC

[WP...W [UP...U... ]]]]]

b.

SCC
︷ ︸︸ ︷

[ZP...Z [YP...Y
︸ ︷︷ ︸

PIC

[XP... [X′X [WP...W [UP...U... ]]]]]]

Furthermore, if all phrases are phases, the PIC is classifiedas an optimal constraint by
all of the meta-requirements on good constraints listed in (11)of chapter 2 (also see the
pertinent remarks on page 76); categorial selectivity, which might have been viewed
as problematic from the point of view of requirement (11-a) (demanding maximal
generality) is now abandoned.

Needless to say, such an approach makes it necessary to reconsider a substan-
tial part of the evidence that has been brought forward in support of a less general,
category-selective concept of phases. I cannot possibly provide comprehensive dis-
cussions of all the relevant issues here; I will confine myself to brief statements (in
some cases only a few remarks) concerning the core cases.

First, phases have been correlated with cyclic spell-out domains. However, the
first thing to note is that the correlation is not perfect (it is the complement domain
of the phase head that is spelled out, rather than the phase assuch – edge and head
material must be available for operations on the next phase level). Moreover, domains
for cyclic spell-out have also been argued to be potentiallysmaller than the classical
phase (cf. Uriagereka (1999) and chapter 2 above), perhaps radically so (see Epstein
& Seely (2002)).

Second, closer inspection of the literature on morphological and other reflexes of
successive cyclicity reveals that that they are not always confined to the CP or vP
domains (as has been argued to be the case with, e.g., complementizer selection in
Modern Irish discussed in McCloskey (1979; 2002), or possibly the instances ofwh-

8 An alternative type of approach that I will not pursue here envisages phases as more flexible objects; see
Grohmann (2000), Bobaljik & Wurmbrand (2003), Marušič (2005), Gallego & Uriagereka (2006) (see the
previous chapter), den Dikken (2007), and Gallego (2007). Such a view is incompatible with the assumption
that the main motivation for phases is to minimize active parts of derivations.
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agreement in Chamorro discussed in Chung (1994)). For instance, focus movement in
Ewe looks like a clear counter-example (at least at first sight) because the morpholog-
ical reflex shows up in the TP domain (see Collins (1993; 1994)and (27) of chapter 1
above). Similarly, tonal downstep in Kikuyu is a reflex of successive-cyclic movement
that does not exclusively identify CP or vP edges (cf. Clements, McCloskey, Maling
& Zaenen (1983)). See Lahne (2009) for more general discussion, as well as chapter
4 below.

Third, as far as I can tell, assuming all intervening phrase edges to be landing sites
for intermediate movement steps is fully compatible with evidence from reconstruc-
tion (see Fox (2000), Nissenbaum (2000a)).

Fourth, Abels (2003) advances an argument for designated intermediate landing
sites that is based on reflexivization options in English, and that excludes the TP do-
main from the set of intermediate landing sites. I think thatthis argument can be
shown to be inconclusive. Let me dwell on this for a moment. Abels notes that the
enriched options of anaphoric binding resulting from successive-cyclicwh-movement
in examples like (8-a) in English are neutral between an approach that singles out
CP and vP as designated phases, and an approach that postulates that all intervening
XP edges are targets of intermediate movement steps; all that is required is that the
position identified by the box� is used. However, so the argument goes, since move-
ment from raising infinitives does not give rise to the same enrichment of options for
anaphoric binding in English (see (8-b)), this can be taken to argue against the use of
the edge of TP as an intermediate landing site (given that raising infinites are TPs, not
CPs).

(8) a. Which pictures of himself1 does Jane believe (that) John1 thinks [CP� (that)
she likes t ] ?

b. *Which pictures of himself1 did Mary2 seem to John1 [TP� t2 to like t ] ?
c. *Which pictures of himself1 did Mary2 seem to Jane3 [TP t2 to have told John1

[CP� that she likes t ]] ?

Still, there are problems with this account. First, a precondition for the effect in (8-a)
is that the movedwh-phrase with the reflexive in it has left the domain of the lower
subject (shein (8-a)), which would otherwise continue to block binding from above.
Since the lower subject is in SpecT in the most deeply embedded clause in (8-a), and
the� position is outside of this domain, a new binding option can be generated by
wh-movement. However, things are different in (8-b): Whenwhich picture of himself
in (8-b) moves to SpecT (assuming that it does because every phrase is a phase), the
intervening subjectMary is still present in the same domain, and it continues to be
present whenJohn is merged. Therefore,Mary will intervene, and block binding
of the reflexive byJohn (as a closer potential antecedent) even ifwhich picture of

himselfmoves to SpecT, assuming that two specifiers of the same head are in the
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same minimal domain and may create intervention effects foreach other. Since it is
unlikely that there can be a subsequent step in the derivation whereMary ceases to
be an intervener and permits binding of the reflexive byJohn, the evidence is fully
compatible with a phase status of TP.

A second problem with Abels’s (2003) argument for designated phases can be
found in Boeckx & Grohmann (2007) and Boeckx (2008) (also seeAbels & Bentzen
(2011)): Sentences like (8-c) also lack the enrichment of binding options by move-
ment to intermediate positions although the most deeply embedded clause is a CP, and
movement to the� position of this CP domain should suffice for creating the new
binding option. This would seem to suggest that the correct generalization is that an
intervening experiencer blocks the enrichment of binding options, quite independently
of the nature of the landing site involved.

Assuming that other arguments for designated phase categories can be refuted
in the same way, I would like to contend that there is every reason (not least of all
because phases are motivated on the basis of complexity considerations) to assume
that all phrases are phases. Consequently,wh-movement must proceed via every XP
edge domain on its way to its ultimate target position (the C[•wh•] node that attracts
it), given the PIC.

This leads me to the third important assumption; it concernsthe insertion of edge
features.

2.4 The Edge Feature Condition

The PIC forces successive-cyclic movement via phase edges.Accordingly, it must
be ensured that the intermediate movement steps that are required by the PIC are
indeed permitted. Given the Last Resort principle according to which all syntactic
operations are feature-driven (see above), movement to intermediate phase edges must
be triggered by appropriate features. For the time being it can be assumed that edge
features for intermediate movement steps (unlike the edge features for final movement
steps which are relativized with respect to properties of the attracting head, such as
[wh]) are blind to the properties of the attracted item. Hereand henceforth, I notate
edge features for intermediate movement steps as [•X•] (but see chapter 4 below for
a qualification).9

9 Throughout this book, I assume that intermediate movement steps involve genuine movement operations
rather than counter-cyclic locality-driven trace insertion, as proposed in Chomsky (1993), Takahashi (1994),
and Boeckx (2003); cf. the discussion of Form Chain in chapter 1. If movement to intermediate positions
exists, it may be either feature-driven or forced in some other way, in minimal violation of Last Resort;
see McCloskey (2002) vs. Heck & Müller (2000; 2003) and Müller (2004a) for the two options. I adopt
the former approach in what follows. This change of perspective is responsible for most of the relevant
differences between the present chapter and Müller (2004a), on which it is based – the latter study assumes
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These edge features cannot be obligatorily present on phaseheads because they
lead to a crash if the number of items that need to be attractedto a phase edge in
the course of successive-cyclic movement does not equal thenumber of movement-
triggering features on the phase head. To ensure that edge features for intermediate
movement steps are only present on a phase head if they are needed, a condition like
(9) can be assumed (see Chomsky (2000, 109), Chomsky (2001b,34), and Chomsky
(2008, 149)). I refer to this condition as the Edge Feature Condition here and in what
follows.

(9) Edge Feature Condition(EFC):
The head X of phase XP may be assigned an edge feature after thephase XP is
otherwise complete,but only if that has an effect on outcome.

Given (9), phase heads can be assigned additional (i.e., non-inherent) edge features in
the course of the derivation “if that has an effect on outcome”, i.e., if that serves to im-
plement intermediate movement steps required by the PIC.10 Of course, an important
question is what it means for edge feature insertion to have “an effect on outcome”.
This requirement looks initially like a clear case of a pieceof theoretical machinery
that requires look-ahead: To find out whether an edge featurecan be inserted on a
phase head, thereby making attraction of some item to the phase edge possible, one
must know whether the moved item will ultimately be needed asthe specifier of some
movement-inducing head. For instance, movement of some item α to the specifier of
vP (as required by the PIC) should only be classified as legitimate if some other head
(say, C[•wh•]) makesα its specifier later in the derivation (i.e., in the case at hand, if
α is awh-phrase that must become a specifier of C).

The question arises of whether there is a sufficiently local way to determine
whether features for intermediate successive-cyclic movement are needed or not, with-
out actual look-ahead. The approach in terms of a constraintPhase Balancedeveloped
in Heck & Müller (2000; 2003), Fischer (2004), and Müller (2004a) is designed to ac-
complish this.11 It correctly predicts under which circumstances intermediate move-
ment steps are legitimate. However, it dispenses with edge features in intermediate

that Last Resort is minimally violable, which I do not assumehere.

10 Such an introduction of edge features in the derivation willpresumably have to be construed as violating
the Inclusiveness Condition (see Chomsky (1995; 2000; 2001b; 2008)): Something that is not originally
part of the numeration is introduced in the course of the derivation. Thus, this reasoning would seem to
imply that whereas the prohibition against non-feature driven movement is strict, the prohibition against
feature insertion is not; in other words, the InclusivenessCondition is minimally violable whereas Last
Resort is not; see the last footnote.

11 Also cf. Biskup’s (2009) related concept of Phase Featuring.
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posititions. In what follows, I sketch how the Phase Balanceapproach can be trans-
ferred into the present set of assumptions. The most important deviations from Heck
& Müller (2000; 2003) are (i) that the new version of the approach relies on edge fea-
tures for interemediate movement steps, and (ii) that PhaseBalance is not understood
as a constraint in its own right anymore, but rather as a concept that a revised Edge
Feature Condition refers to (obviously the two changes are intimately related).

The concept of abalanced phasecan be understood as in (10).

(10) Balanced Phase:
A phase is balanced iff, for every movement-inducing feature [•F•] in the nu-
meration, there is a distinct potentially available feature [F].

Thus, to find out whether a phase (i.e., a phrase, given the assumption that all phrases
are phases) is balanced or not one has to check whether, for every movement-inducing
feature [•F•] on a lexical item in the numeration, there is a matching feature [F] that
qualifies aspotentially available.12 Potential availability is defined in (11).

(11) Potential availability:
A feature [F] is potentially available at the XP level if (i) or (ii) holds:

(i) [F] is on X or edgeX of the present root of the derivation.
(ii) [F] is in the workspace of the derivation.

The workspace of a derivation D comprises the numeration N and material in trees
that have been created earlier (with material from N) and have not yet been used in
D.13

On this basis, the Edge Feature Condition in (9) can be revised as shown in (12).
Basically, (12) differs from (9) only in that the informal requirement ofhaving an

effect on outcome(which requires look-ahead) is made precise asbeing the only way
to produce a balanced phase(which does not require look-head).14

12 (10) presupposes that one can distinguish between structure-building features that trigger external Merge
(i.e., subcategorization features), and structure-building features that trigger internal Merge (i.e., movement-
inducing features). Postulating such a difference seems unavoidable, and straightforward (see chapter 4 for
a technical execution that relies on the hypothesis that features for structure-building show up on stacks).
Still, it is worth bearing in mind that (10) could in principle also be formulated in terms of structure-
building (rather than movement-inducing) features, even though this would make some reasonings slightly
more complex.

13 I do not assume that such trees are sent back to the numerationbefore re-use, as argued in Johnson
(2003); see chapter 2.

14 Or does it? The analysis makes crucial use of Chomsky’s (1995; 2000; 2001) concept of a numeration
(and the concept of workspace that is based on it). One might argue that this is another form of look-ahead
since properties of items that are outside the currently available portions of structure of the derivation need
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(12) Edge Feature Condition(EFC; revised):
The head X of phase XP may be assigned an edge feature after thephase XP is
otherwise complete, but only if thatis the only way to produce a balanced phase.

Thus, edge feature insertion on phase heads emerges as a repair operation: It can take
place only in order to balance a phase that would otherwise not be balanced, so as to
attract some XP to the edge of the phase that will eventually be needed by some lexical
item that has not yet been merged. To see how the system works,let us go through a
derivation of a simplewh-question, first abstractly and then on the basis of an actual
example.

Suppose that an objectwh-question is going to be generated. In the case ofwh-
movement, awh-object must move to the edge domain of every intervening phase (=
phrase), because of the PIC. For these movement steps to be possible, category-neutral
edge features ([•X•]) must be inserted on phase heads, because of Last Resort (byas-
sumption, there is no movement that is not triggered by structure-building features).
Next, edge feature insertion on a phase head is legitimate only if there is no other way
to balance the phase, because of the EFC. To find out whether the phase would other-
wise be balanced or not, a look into the numeration (and the workspace) is necessary
– if it is not balanced withoutwh-movement, an edge feature can be inserted which
attracts thewh-phrase. Now, suppose first that the edge feature is not in fact inserted
at this point (the EFC says something about the conditions under which edge features
canbe inserted, it does not say that theyhave to beinserted if they can be, so edge
feature insertion will always be optional at any given step of the derivation where it
can apply). Then, the PIC will block further movement of thewh-phrase on the next
cycle, and the derivation eventually crashes because [•wh•] on C cannot be checked.
Suppose, in contrast, that the edge feature is in fact inserted. Then, the derivation can
continue, and access the moved item in the edge domain of the previous phase. In gen-
eral, it thus follows that awh-phrase can only undergo an intermediate movement step
if it is required by some (non-local) C head bearing [•wh•]; and thatwh-movement

to be accessed. However, one should be aware that the two procedures are far from identical; here we
are dealing with a “look to the side”, so to speak, rather thanwith look-ahead. There can be little doubt
that this kind of procedure is much more restricted than genuine look-ahead – it utilizes a concept that
has been proposed for independent reasons (viz., the numeration), and it does not have access to structural
information provided by later parts of the derivation. (Forthe same reason – lack of a syntactic structure
in which search must be carried out, sensitive to configurational notions of this syntactic structure – the
approach based on balanced phases is not subject to the conceptual argument against the (G)MLC based on
massive search space given in chapter 2.) Note that if the numeration is present, and accessible, anyway
throughout the derivation, the simplest assumption is thatthe derivation is not blind to its properties – if we
want to ensure that the derivation cannot look into the numeration, an additional stipulation to this effect is
needed.
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must proceed via every XP on its way to its ultimate target position (the C[•wh•] node
that attracts it).

(13) illustrates the relevant parts of a concrete derivation of awh-question in En-
glish.15 Suppose that the derivation has reached the stage where V hascombined with
the objectwh-phrase DP1. At this point, there are two lexical items in the workspace
bearing movement-inducing features, viz., C ([•wh•]) and T ([•D•], the EPP feature
that triggers raising to subject position in English). Is VPbalanced without edge fea-
ture insertion (and subsequent movement of DP1 to SpecV)? It is not: Although there
is a potentially available feature [D] in the numeration (hence, in the workspace) that
satisfies the balanced phase requirement on VP for [•D•] on T (the relevant [D] feature
is the categorial feature ofJohn, or of an empty D element that ultimately subcatego-
rizes for, and combines with,John), there is no potentially available [wh] feature left
in the numeration for [•wh•] on C. Consequently, the VP phase is not balanced as
such, and edge feature insertion can take place in accordance with the EFC in (12).
This triggers the first intermediate movement step of DP1 (what); see (13-a). Note that
if no edge feature were inserted at this point, movement of DP1 could not take place,
and the derivation would ultimately violate the PIC (eitheron one of the next cycles –
vP, TP – if an edge feature is inserted for DP1 on v or T, or on the final cycle, when
the Feature Condition demands checking of [•wh•] on C). Thus, extraction from VP
can only take place via the edge of V.16

(13) (I wonder) what John read

a. [VP what1 read3 t1 ]
→ workspace:{C[•wh•], John, T[•D•], v}

b. [vP what1 John2 v+read3 [VP t′1 t3 t1 ]]
→ workspace:{C[•wh•], T[•D•]}

c. [TP what1 John2 T [ vP t′′1 t2 v+read3 [VP t′1 t3 t1 ]]]
→ workspace:{C[•wh•]}

d. [CP what1 C [TP t′′′1 John2 T [vP t′′1 t2 v+read3 [VP t′1 t3 t1 ]]]]
→ workspace:{–}

The derivation in (13-bcd) proceeds as expected. In (13-b),the external argument
DP2 (John) is merged, and DP1 (what) moves to an outer Specv, as permitted by the

15 Material that is crossed out is not accessible anymore for further operations in the derivation, because of
the PIC.

16 It can be noted that this is incompatible with Anti-Localityrequirements on movement, as they have been
advanced (in slightly different ways) by Grohmann (2000; 2003) and Abels (2003), among others: The first
movement step of an object to SpecV is extremely local but indispensable, given that t1 in (13-a) is not part
of the edge domain of V.
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revised EFC (and required by the PIC). On the TP cycle (see (13-c)), both DP1 and
DP2 need to undergo movement – in order to directly discharge T’s[•D•] feature, in
the second case, and in order to make further movement to the ultimate landing site
SpecC possible, in the first case (again, edge feature insertion is permitted because this
is the only way to create a balanced phase – a balanced TP, in this case). Finally, on
the CP cycle (see (13-d)), DP2 undergoes feature-driven movement to its final landing
site, thereby discharging [•wh•] on C and satisfying the Feature Condition.

This approach ensures that in situations where there are twocategories bearing the
same feature (say, twowh-phrases bearing [wh] each) but only one lexical item that has
only one matching movement-inducing feature (like interrogative C, which can bear
only a single [•wh•] in English-type languages that lack multiplewh-movement), only
one of the two categories can undergo successive-cyclic movement.17 What is more,
the EFC in (12) and the hypothesis that only very small parts of syntactic derivations
are active, and accessible, at any given step conspire so as to derive superiority effects,
without recourse to a separate constraint like the (G)MLC: The prediction is that pres-
ence of an accessible [wh] feature in the workspace should make edge feature-driven
wh-movement of awh-phrase impossible, and the PIC should then block any further
operations applying to thiswh-phrase. The next section shows that this prediction is
borne out, and that it offers a simple account of superiorityeffects in English, without
recourse to a constraint like the (G)MLC.

3. Deriving the (Generalized) Minimal Link Condition

3.1 Superiority Effects in English

3.1.1 Standard Cases

Examples illustrating superiority effects in English are shown in (14) (for subject and
object) and in (15) (for two objects): Given twowh-phrases that might in principle
qualify as goals for movement operations targetting a single C[•wh•] probe, only the
higherwh-phrase can undergo movement to the target position (see (78), (79) of chap-
ter 1).

(14) a. (I wonder) who1 bought what2
b. *(I wonder) what2 who1 bought t2

17 In this context, note that whereas some strengthened version of Chomsky’s (2001b) Activity Condition
might be integrated with the EFC to achieve some of the effects of the present formulation relying on
balanced phases (“an edge feature can be inserted only for a category that is active”, i.e., has certain kinds
of unchecked features), it is hard to see how the Activity Condition could help to ensure that, say, only one
of severalwh-phrases can undergo intermediate steps on the way to a single interrogative C in English-type
languages.
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(15) a. Who1 did you persuade t1 [CP to read what2 ] ?
b. *What2 did you persuade who1 [CP to read t2 ] ?

The analysis is straightforward under present assumptions. The illegitimacy ofwh-
movement applying to DP2 in (14-b) and (15-b) is determined very early in the deriva-
tion, in the VP phase in which DP2 is externally merged. Given the PIC, DP2 needs to
reach SpecV first if it is to move on. However, in these cases, reaching SpecV is im-
possible for DP2. There are two possibilities to be considered. First, movement of DP2
to SpecV (similarly, to Specv, SpecT, ...) might be triggered by inherent movement-
inducing features on lexical items ([•F•]). This is not an option: English does not
have object shift or scrambling. Second, movement of DP2 to SpecV (similarly, to
Specv, SpecT, ...) might be triggered by an edge feature. However, it is not possible to
insert an edge feature on V without violating the EFC: VP is balanced because there
is anotherwh-phrase in the workspace, viz., DP1; similarly, vP and TP in (14) are
balanced because DP1 occupies the respective specifiers (but given the PIC, at this
point edge feature insertion would come too late for DP2 anyway). Hence, there is no
way for DP2 in (14-b) and (15-b) to move to SpecV, and a subsequent PIC violation
that occurs ifwh-extraction of DP2 takes place from the opaque domain of a phase
is fatal. The only way the derivation can proceed in (14) is byleaving the internal
argument DP2 in situ, merging the external argument in Specv, moving it toSpecT
as a consequence of T’s EPP feature, and then on to SpecC, thereby discharging the
movement-inducing inherent edge feature [•wh•] on C. This is shown in (16).

(16) a. [VP bought3 what2 ]
→ workspace:{C[•wh•], who1, T[•D•], v}

b. [vP who1 v+bought3 [VP t3 what2 ]]
→ workspace:{C[•wh•], T[•D•],}

c. [TP who1 T [ vP t1 v+bought3 [VP t3 what2 ]]]
→ workspace:{C[•wh•]}

d. [CP who1 C [TP t′′1 T [vP t1 v+bought3 [VP t3 what2 ]]]]
→ workspace:{–}

3.1.2 Double Object Constructions

Double object constructions provide an interesting testing ground for approaches to
superiority effects. Constructions with ditransitive verbs basically come in two vari-
eties in English: theprepositional object constructionand thedative shift construc-
tion. As far as the prepositional object construction is concerned, it has been observed
by Chomsky (1973, 246) and Fiengo (1980, 123) that either object (DP or PP) can
move if both arewh-phrases (see (17-ab)); however, preposition stranding (which is
legitimate if the remaining DP object is not awh-phrase) becomes impossible in this
context (see (17-c)).
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(17) a. What1 did you give t1 to whom2 ?
b. To whom3 did you give what1 t3 ?
c. *Who2 did you give what1 [PP3 to t2 ] ?

The situation is different in dative shift constructions with two wh-objects. Barss &
Lasnik (1986, 349) note that the second object DP can never move in this context; the
first, dative-shifted object DP can marginally move.18

(18) a. ?Who2 did you give t2 what1 ?
b. *What1 did you give who2 t1 ?

To account for these data, we need to say something about the structure of double
object constructions in English, and about pied piping inwh-PPs. Modifying the pro-
posal in Larson (1988), I assume that the direct (i.e., THEME) object is merged in
a complement position of V, where it remains in both types of double object con-
structions (unless it undergoes movement to the clausal periphery). The indirect (i.e.,
GOAL) object is at the edge of V if it has undergone dative shift (see (19-b)), and in
a right-peripheral V′ sister position if it is prepositional (see (19-a)).19 Note that this
right-peripheral position does not belong to the edge of V.20

(19) a. b.VP

V′ PP3

V DP1 P DP2

VP

DP2 V′

V DP1

With respect to pied piping, I assume that there is optional percolation of the feature
[wh] in wh-PPs; for present purposes, this percolation operation canbe conceived of
as an actual feature displacement.21

18 The marginality is due to a general weak ban on A-bar movementof dative-shifted objects in English
and thus independent of superiority; see Stowell (1981, ch.4) and Larson (1988), among others.

19 To accomodate evidence from binding theory, we must then assume that linear order plus m-command
is relevant; see Barss & Lasnik (1986) and Jackendoff (1990).

20 However, if we follow Chomsky (2002, 133-136), this position will invariably be a specifier (i.e., non-
first Merge) position. Thus, as will be shown momentarily, atthis point it is crucial that (3) refers to (the
left-peripheral domain) edgeX rather than to SpecX.

21 Heck (2004; 2008; 2009) and Cable (2007) develop more elaborate theories of pied piping that do with-
out feature percolation. These approaches could presumably be reconciled with the present analysis, but I
will refrain from attempting that here.
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Consider now first the examples involving prepositional object constructions in
(17). Given that feature percolation of [wh] from DP to PP is optional, we have to take
into account two possibilities. First, suppose that [wh] percolation has taken place,
and PP bears [wh]. The two objects are merged in VP-internal non-edge positions;
see (19-a). Hence (given that there is no other [wh] waiting in the workspace), edge
feature insertion plus movement to SpecV is possible only for onewh-phrase so as to
balance the VP (there is one [•wh•] on C in the numeration). It does not matter which
of the twowh-phrases moves to SpecV, but whicheverwh-phrase moves first forces
the otherwh-phrase to stay in situ, to avoid a violation of Last Resort orthe EFC.
The wh-phrase in SpecV is then passed on through further cycles of the derivation,
until CP is reached and [•wh•] on C is checked. This way, (17-a) and (17-b) can both
emerge as grammatical.

Consider now the second option: [wh] percolation from DP to PP has not taken
place. Then, PP cannot move to SpecV – if it moves as a result ofedge feature inser-
tion, the phase will not be balanced because [wh] is not potentially available at the VP
level since it is not part of the edge of V (it is dominated by anedge element – PP –
but not on an edge element itself). DP2 in PP cannot move either, though: To leave
PP, DP2 must move to SpecP, given the PIC. However, this operation isnot legitimate
because there is no [•F•] that might trigger it (English does not have an independent
PP-internal preposing operation), and because the phase isindependently balanced
(with anotherwh-phrase in the workspace). Therefore, the superiority effect in (17-c)
is correctly predicted.

Turning next to dative shift constructions as in (18), it follows from structure (b)
in (19) that DP2 is in SpecV for independent reasons.22 Hence, the phase is balanced
from the start, and an edge feature cannot be inserted – therefore, movement of the
lower wh-phrase is impossible. Consequently, DP2 can undergowh-movement (see
(18-a)), but DP1 cannot undergo such movement, because of the PIC (see (18-b)).

The analysis makes a further prediction: If bothwh-phrases are embedded in PPs,
preposition stranding is predicted to be blocked throughout: It is impossible for an
embeddedwh-phrase to move to SpecP in this context because the phase is always
balanced without such movement, and edge feature insertionis impossible. Here is
why. For the firstwh-phrase DPi that is merged with P (be it DP1 or DP2), the PP is
balanced without local inversion of DPi to the edge of P because there is a [wh] fea-
ture on anotherwh-item left in the numeration. For the secondwh-phrase DPj that is
merged with P, movement to the edge of PP will also be blocked because there is now

22 There are two possibilities: Either DP2 is merged in SpecV, or it is moved there because of some [•F•]
feature that triggers dative shift to that position. The present analysis is compatible with both a base-
generation and a movement approach to dative shift constructions.
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invariably a tree in the workspace that contains (or is) awh-phrase bearing a [wh] fea-
ture. Consequently, nowh-phrase can move to SpecP in this context, and subsequent
movement of such awh-phrase from its base position will fatally violate the PIC.By
and large, this prediction seems to be tenable, as the data in(20) illustrate.23

(20) a. ?*Who2 did you give [DP pictures of t2 ] [ PP to whom1 ] ?
b. ?*Who1 did you give [DP pictures of whom2 ] [ PP to t1 ] ?
c. ?*Who2 did you talk [PP to t2 ] [ PP about whom1 ] ?
d. ?*Who1 did you talk [PP to whom2 ] [ PP about t1 ] ?

To sum up this subsection, the present approach accounts both for standard superiority
effects in English, and their absence in certain kinds of double object constructions,
without invoking the (G)MLC, by the interaction of the EFC and the PIC. I will now
turn to the situation in German.

3.2 Lack of Superiority Effects in German

It has often been observed that German does not exhibit superiority effects withwh-
phrases that are clause-mates; see Haider (1983; 1993a; 2000b), Grewendorf (1988),
and Bayer (1990), among many others. A relevant pair of examples involving awh-
subject DP and awh-object DP is given in (21).

(21) a. (Ich
I

weiß
know

nicht)
not

wer1
whonom

C t1 was2
whatacc

gesagt
said

hat
has

b. (Ich
I

weiß
know

nicht)
not

was2
whatacc

C wer1
whonom

t2 gesagt
said

hat
has

Similarly, German does not exhibit superiority effects with control infinitives; see
Fanselow (1991), Kim & Sternefeld (1997), and Haider (2000b).24 This is shown in
(22):

23 It should be noted, however, that there is some disagreementabout the status of these examples. Sen-
tences like (20-d) are classified as ill formed in Jackendoff(1990, 433)), and as well formed in Fiengo (1980,
124). Furthermore, (20-a) and (20-c) are classified as acceptable by Jackendoff; but note that these exam-
ples are in fact expected to involve an additional violationof the Clause Nonfinal Incomplete Constituent
Constraint(or whatever ultimately derives this constraint, which – aswe have seen – does not qualify as
‘good’ in the sense of (11) of chapter 2); see Kuno (1973, 379), Lasnik & Saito (1992, 91), and (83) in
chapter 1). Recall that this constraint is operative independently of multiple-wh (superiority) contexts; see
(i-a) vs. (i-b).

(i) a. Who2 did you give [DP pictures of Mary ] [PP to t2 ] ?
b. ?*Who1 did you give [DP pictures of t1 ] [ PP to John ] ?

24 However, see Haider (2000b, 239) for an additional dissimilarity requirement on the twowh-phrases.
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(22) a. (Ich
I

weiß
know

nicht)
not

wen1
whomacc

er
he

t1 überzeugt
convinced

hat
has

[ was2
whatacc

zu
to

kaufen ]
buy

b. (Ich
I

weiß
know

nicht)
not

was2
whatacc

er
he

wen1
whomacc

überzeugt
convinced

hat
has

[ t2 zu
to

kaufen ]
buy

Various accounts of the lack of superiority effects with twowh-phrases that share a
minimal finite clause have been given in the literature. I will here adopt an analy-
sis that has been suggested by Fanselow (1996) and Grohmann (1997) (who assume
that the (G)MLC underlies superiority effects). German hasscrambling: A lowerwh-
phrase can independently be moved to a higher position, bywh-scrambling.25 Thus,
a lowerwh-phrase cannot move across anotherwh-phrase merged in a higher cycle
by wh-movement, given the EFC and the PIC; but it can do so by scrambling. To
implement this analysis in the present approach, the assumption becomes necessary
that scrambling is triggered by a designated optional feature (or feature bundle) that
we can refer to as [•Σ•]; accordingly, scrambled items bear [Σ] features (see subsec-
tion 2.2 above). For our present concerns, it is immaterial whether [Σ] is a formal
feature that is not interpreted, or can in fact be shown to be related to contentful no-
tions that are sometimes viewed as triggers for scrambling (definiteness, specificity,
animacy, focus, defocussing, and the like). The derivationof a sentence like (21-b)
can then proceed as in (23), where thewh-object DP2 first undergoes edge feature-

25 The basic idea can already be found in the analysis of the lackof weak crossover effects in German
that is developed in Grewendorf (1988, 320). As noted, thereare many other accounts of the lack of
superiority effects in German. Here is a (possibly incomplete) list. According to a first view, superiority
effects in English result from a lack of (proper) governmentafter LFwh-movement (an ECP approach; see
chapter 1). Assuming that all arguments are governed in German, it follows that the effect can be avoided
(see Haider (1983; 1993a)). A second approach also holds that superiority effects result from a lack of
(proper) government (again, an ECP approach). The assumption is that C in verb-second languages can
govern the subject position, which makes it possible to circumvent the effect (see Noonan (1988)). Third,
it has been argued that superiority effects result from a TP barrier that restricts LF movement of the in-
situ wh-phrase (this amounts to yet another ECP account). The LF barrier does not exist in German, for
independent reasons having to do with the combined verb-second/semi-pro-drop nature of the language (see
Müller (1995)). Fourth, it has been argued that superiorityeffects result from a feature-based version of
Relativized Minimality (see chapter 1): Awh-element in situ must not c-command the trace of awh-element
whose overt licensing features are non-distinct (see Haider (2000b), based on Fanselow (1990a; 1991)).
On this view, German can avoid superiority effects because Case is a licensing feature and overt Case
forms are often distinct; this is not an option in English, where the Case system is reduced. Fifth, against
the background of the (standard) assumption that superiority effects result from the (G)MLC, it has been
claimed that German has variable base generation of arguments, which then helps avoid the effect (see Kim
& Sternefeld (1997)), based on (an earlier version of) Fanselow (2001a)). Such an approach is close to the
one adopted in the main text, the main difference being that the required optional permutation of arguments
is brought about by scrambling in one case, by variable base-generation in the other. A sixth view also
holds that superiority effects result from the (G)MLC. An interrogative C in English attracts allwh-phrases,
but only the first one that is attracted by C is PF-realized (see Pesetsky (2000), Grewendorf (2001)). In such
an approach, German can be assumed to have a different C that requires only onewh-phrase in SpecC and
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driven movement to SpecV (because of [•Σ•] on v, not because of [•wh•] on C),
and then Feature Condition-driven movement to Specv (because of [•Σ•]). At the vP
level, bothwh-phrases show up at the edge (they are both left-peripheral specifiers);
hence, DP1 and DP2 are both in principle eligible for further movement. Such further
movement is required by the PIC and permitted by the EFC on theTP cycle, and it is
required by the Feature Condition in the final step (CP).26 The well-formed derivation
of (21-b) is given in (23).

(23) a. [VP was2,Σ [V′ t2 gesagt ]]
→ workspace:{C[•wh•], wer1, T, [v hat ][•Σ•]}

b. [vP was2,Σ wer1 [VP t′2 [V′ t2 gesagt ]] [v hat ]]
→ workspace:{C[•wh•], T}

c. [TP was2,Σ [ vP t′′2 wer1 [VP t′2 [V′ t2 gesagt ]][ v hat ]] T ]
→ workspace:{C[•wh•]}

d. [CP was2,Σ C [TP t′′′2 [vP t′′2 wer1 [VP t′2 [V′ t2 gesagt ]] [v hat ]]T ]
→ workspace:{–}

This concludes the account of the lack of superiority effects in German in the present
approach. There are certain restrictions onwh-in situ in German that are not covered
by the present approach (see Haider (2000b; 2004)); but these effects are of a clearly
different nature, and integrating them into the present analysis would not affect the
gist of the proposal.27

The prediction is that the PIC should give rise to superiority effects after all in Ger-
man if the lowerwh-phrase cannot be moved to the domain occupied by the higher
wh-phrase because scrambling is not available (for whatever reason). The following
three subsections highlight three contexts wherewh-scrambling is impossible in Ger-
man; and it is in these contexts that superiority effects do indeed occur.

attracts thewh-features of the others. If feature attraction precedes phrase attraction, superiority violations
can occur. Seventh and finally, Fanselow (1991), Wiltschko (1997), Grohmann (1998), Featherston (2001),
and Clifton, Fanselow & Frazier (2006) suggest (various kinds of) re-evaluations of the empirical evidence.

26 As noted in Fanselow (1990b), Müller & Sternefeld (1993), and elsewhere,wh-scrambling often leads to
reduced acceptability (but not strict ungrammaticality),which is not attested in cases like (21-b) and (22-b).
However, reduced acceptability may result not from the application ofwh-scrambling as such, but from the
surface position of a scrambledwh-phrase. Sincewh-scrambling is subsequently undone in a derivation like
(23), this restriction will not apply.

27 English does not have scrambling; but it does exhibit topicalization. Thus, it has to be ensured that the
account of superiority effects in English is not underminedby intermediatewh-topicalization. Indeed,wh-
topicalization is independently excluded in English (and other languages); see Epstein (1992) and Müller
& Sternefeld (1996) for analyses and further references.
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3.3 Superiority Effects with Long-Distance Movement in German

The first such context is well known: As observed by Frey (1993), Büring & Hartmann
(1994), Fanselow (1996), Heck & Müller (2000), Pesetsky (2000), and others, German
does exhibit superiority effects with long-distance movement. This is shown by the
contrast in (24).

(24) a. Wer1
whonom

hat
has

t1 geglaubt
believed

[CP dass
that

der
the

Fritz
Fritz

wen2
whomacc

mag ] ?
likes

b. *Wen2

whomacc

hat
has

wer1
whonom

geglaubt
believed

[CP dass
that

der
the

Fritz
Fritz

t2 mag ] ?
likes

The analysis works as follows. First, as before, DP2’s [wh] feature in (24) does not
permit movement: the VP phase in which DP2 is externally merged is balanced be-
cause of the presence of DP1 in the workspace; therefore, edge feature insertion will
be unavailable, and movement of DP2 for the purposes of [wh] will fatally violate
Last Resort. Second, and more importantly in the present context, DP2 cannot move
by scrambling either: Scrambling cannot leave a finite CP in German. Consequently,
an embeddedwh-phrase is correctly predicted to be stuck in the embedded clause if
there is anotherwh-phrase in the workspace that is eventually merged in the matrix
clause.28

3.4 Superiority Effects with Subject Raising in German

The second context in which there are a priori unexpected superiority effects in Ger-
man involves subject raising.29 DP raising to subject position is optional in German
(see Grewendorf (1989), Diesing (1992)). In the present approach, this implies that
the EPP feature [•D•] is optional on T. However, as shown in Haider (1993a, ch. 8),
the evidence cited in Diesing (1992) and much related work infavour of subject rais-
ing to SpecT (based on phenomena like particle placement) isfar from conclusive.
As far as I can see, there is only one context where it is clear that subject raising to
SpecT must have occurred in German (see Müller (2001, 296)):Unstressed pronouns
must be at thephonologicalborder of vP (in the sense of Chomsky (2001b, 34)), i.e.,
they cannot be preceded by non-pronominal material within TP (in contrast, stressed

28 As a matter of fact, only v and V can tolerate [Σ] in their edge domains in German; no other kind of head
provides a scrambling domain (see Müller (1995)). Hence, there can be no [•Σ•] feature on T or C that
could trigger movement beyond vP. Still, something extra will ultimately have to be said to derive the ban
on long-distance scrambling in German in toto: It must be ensured that a [•Σ•] feature on a matrix V or
v cannot attract an XP bearing [Σ] in the lower clause (via successive instances of edge feature insertion).
There are various ways of achieving this; but I will not pursue the matter here.

29 To the best of my knowledge, this is not a standard assumption; but an informal survey has shown that
the data are quite robust.
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pronouns behave like non-pronominal DPs). There is but one exception: The subject
DP, and only the subject DP, can optionally precede these pronouns within TP. This
strongly suggests a special position that is available onlyfor subject DPs. Hence, we
can conclude that if a subject DP precedes unstressed pronouns, it must have under-
gone optional movement to SpecT (also see Fanselow (2004)).

Interestingly, there is a superiority effect in exactly this context. Since we need
an unstressed object pronoun to ensure that subject raisinghas taken place, relevant
examples involve ditransitive verbs. The contrast in (25) shows that a dativewh-
object DP cannot undergowh-movement to SpecC if awh-subject occurs in front of
an unstressed accusative object pronoun.

(25) a. Wem2

whomdat

hat
has

[ vP es
itacc

t′2 wer1
whonom

t2 gegeben ]
given

?

b.?*Wem2

whomdat

hat
has

wer1
whonom

[ vP es
itacc

t′2 t1 t2 gegeben ] ?
given

The contrast in (26) shows the same for an accusativewh-object DP and an unstressed
dative object pronoun.

(26) a. Was2
whatacc

hat
has

[ vP ihm
himdat

t′2 wer1
whonom

t2 gegeben ]
given

?

b.?*Was2
whatacc

hat
has

wer1
whonom

[ vP ihm
himdat

t′2 t1 t2 gegeben ]
given

?

This superiority effect follows under present assumptions: Suppose that a subject
DP[wh] and an object DP[wh] are both in Specv at some stage of the derivation, and
that T has an optional [•D•] feature. Then, TP is balanced (for [•wh•]) by feature-
driven subject raising, and movement of the object DP would incur a fatal Last Resort
violation because an edge feature cannot be inserted. Consequently, object movement
to SpecC is blocked by the PIC.30

If this analysis is on the right track, we expect that a non-wh-subject DP in SpecT
should, ceteris paribus, not block movement of an objectwh-phrase. This is the case:
Only awh-subject DP in SpecT blockswh-movement of an object DP; see (27).

(27) a. Wem2

whomdat

hat
has

t′′2 der
the

Fritz1

Fritznom

[ vP es
itacc

t′2 t1 t2 gegeben ] ?
given

b. Was2
whatacc

hat
has

t′′2 der
the

Fritz1

Fritznom

[ vP ihm
himdat

t′2 t1 t2 gegeben ]
given

?

30 Haider (2002) argues that Icelandic has optional subject raising, and that it exhibits superiority effects
with subject DPs only when the subject DP is in SpecT, not whenit is in Specv. This generalization can be
derived in the same way.
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Similarly, replacing the unstressed object pronoun with a non-pronominal object DP
should void the superiority effect (other things being equal). The reason is that the
wh-subject does not have to be in SpecT in this context (non-pronominal DPs do not
have to be at the phonological border of vP). (28) shows that this prediction is borne
out, too.

(28) a. Wem2

whomdat

hat
has

[ vP t′2 wer1
whonom

t2 das
the

Buch
bookacc

gegeben ] ?
given

b. Was2
whatacc

hat
has

[ vP t′2 wer1
whonom

dem
the

Fritz
Fritzdat

t2 gegeben ]
given

?

3.5 Superiority Effects with Scrambling from Wh-XP in German

A third context in which superiority effects arise in Germanhas been noted in
Fanselow (1996). The construction involves a configurationwhere the twowh-phrases
are initially not in a c-command relation (as they are in all the examples discussed
thus far); rather, one dominates the other. More specifically, suppose that awh-phrase
PP1 is dominated by awh-phrase DP2, as inwieviele Bücher über wen(‘how many
books about whom’). Suppose furthermore that PP1 can be moved out of DP2 with-
out violating locality constraints. This implies that DP2 is in object position when
extraction takes place (otherwise, the CED would be violated that permits extraction
from XP only if XP occupies a complement position; see chapter 2 and chapter 4). It
also implies that DP2 is embedded by a certain kind of verb (verbs likelesen(‘read’)
permit extraction from DP, verbs likezerstören(‘destroy’) do not); that DP2 is suf-
ficiently non-specific (highly specific DPs likewelches Buch(‘which book’) tend to
block extraction, non-specific DPs likewieviele Bücher(‘how many books’) do not);
etc. Then, awh-PP1 can be scrambled from awh-DP2 if there is a [Σ] feature on PP1
and a [•Σ•] feature on a higher head (V or v). PP1 moves to the edge of V (via the
edges of N and D), driven either by the Feature Condition (if [•Σ•] is on V) or by
edge feature insertion (made possible because it is the onlyway to balance the phase
if [ •Σ•] is on v). This stage of the derivation is depicted in (29).

(29) [VP [PP1 über
about

wen ]
whom

[V′ [DP2 t′′1 wieviele
how many

[NP t′1 Bücher
books

t1 ]] lesen ]]
read

Here, PP1 occupies an edge position of VP, and DP2 a complement position. As
shown by the contrast in (30), it is indeed the case that only PP1 can undergo further
movement, as one might expect: Movement of DP2 on the next (vP) cycle will have
to violate the PIC, or so it seems.

(30) a. (Ich
I

weiß
know

nicht)
not

[PP1 über
about

wen ]
whom

er
he

[DP2 wieviele
how many

Bücher
books

t1 ] lesen
read

will
wants
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b. ?*(Ich
I

weiß
know

nicht)
not

[DP2 wieviele
how many

Bücher
books

t1 ] er
he

[PP1 über
about

wen ]
whom

t2 lesen
read

will
wants

However, there is a gap in this reasoning: (29) closely mirrors the situation found
with two wh-phrases that are co-arguments in German, which do not normally exhibit
superiority effects. Thus, if DP2 can also undergo scrambling in (29), it should be
able to undergo furtherwh-movement to SpecC after all. Fanselow (1996) solves this
problem by showing that a derivation of (30-b) that involvesintermediate scrambling
of DP2 will invariably violate another constraint: the principleof Unambiguous Dom-
ination (see Müller (1998, 271), and page 42 above). Unambiguous Domination is
essentially a constraint on the movement of remnant XPs, i.e., XPs from which move-
ment has taken place. This constraint states thatα-traces must not beα-dominated (in
the domain of the head of the chain). I will come back to this issue at the end of this
chapter, and then again in chapter 4. For now, we can confine ourselves to noting a
consequence: A scrambling trace like t1 in (30) must not be dominated by a category
that has itself undergone scrambling. This precludes intermediate scrambling of DP2
in (29). Consequently, any derivation of (30-b) will have toviolate either Unambigu-
ous Domination or the PIC, depending on whether intermediate scrambling of DP2
does or does not take place.

No such effect is predicted to occur if PP1 is not awh-phrase. Now, DP2 can (in
fact, must, given the PIC) move to SpecV in (29); this movement is not an instance of
scrambling because there is no [•Σ•] involved (be it directly or indirectly). Compare
(30-b) with (31).

(31) (Ich
I

weiß
know

nicht)
not

[DP2 wieviele
how many

Bücher
books

t1 ] er
he

[PP1 über
about

die Liebe ]
love

t2 lesen
read

will
wants

To sum up, German does exhibit superiority effects in certain contexts. These contexts
have in common that intermediate scrambling of the secondwh-phrase is not available,
for independent reasons (scrambling in German cannot leavea finite clause, cannot
target TP, and cannot apply to XPs from which scrambling has taken place). The
effects are then derivable from the PIC.

4. Intervention Effects that do Not Follow From the (G)MLC

4.1 Long-Distance Intervention without C-Command in German

The three types of superiority effects in German that have been discussed in subsec-
tions 3.3, 3.4, and 3.5 as such do not differentiate between PIC-based and (G)MLC-
based analyses. However, it is worth noting that, in stark contrast to what is the case
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with an (G)MLC account, there is nothing in the PIC-based account that would tie
the intervention effect incurred by awh-phrasewh1 for anotherwh-phrasewh2 to a
c-command(or dominance) relation between the two. All that is needed for an inter-
vention effect to arise in the PIC-based analysis is thatwh1 enters the derivation that
wh2 is part of at a later stage, andwh2 cannot end up in the same edge domain aswh1

by some independently motivated movement operation. Consequently, we expect that
there should bewh-intervention effects without c-command.

As noted in Heck & Müller (2000; 2003) (originally in response to a question
by Gisbert Fanselow (p.c.)), it is indeed the case that non-c-commandingwh-phrases
in a matrix clause block long-distancewh-movement in German. This superiority-
like effect without c-command is exemplified by the contrastin (32). In (32-a), there
is clause-boundwh-movement of DP1 across an adverbial CP that contains another
wh-phrase DP2, and that is merged later; here, an intervention effect can be avoided
because DP1 can reach a position in the same edge domain as the adverbial CP by
scrambling. However, the option of intermediate scrambling is not available for long-
distancewh-movement; scrambling must stop in the embedded vP domain. Thus, the
presence of DP2 in the workspace blocks edge feature-driven movement of DP1, and
(32-b) emerges as ungrammatical because of the PIC.31 In (32-c), it is DP2 rather than
DP1 that undergoeswh-movement; the result is also ill formed. As in (32-b), a PIC
violation cannot be avoided here: No matter whether the adverbial CP is created before
or after the object CP, the need to balance a phase cannot trigger edge feature insertion
and concomitant successive-cyclic movement of DP2 because DP1’s [wh] feature is
potentially available for C[•wh•] in the workspace. In addition, sentences like (32-c)
are ruled out by the CED (or whatever derives it; see chapter 4): Movement of DP2
takes place from an adverbial CP that does not occupy a complement position.32 The
overall result is that the numeration underlying (32-b) and(32-c) cannot yield a well-
formed output.33

31 This presupposes thatwh-features are visible in the workspace even if they show up ina position which
would not be accessible under the PIC. This is unproblematicsince checking whether a phase is balanced
is not a syntactic “operation outside XP” in the sense of (2) (like external or internal Merge).

32 Does this instantiate a case of unwanted redundancy, in the sense of (11-e) of chapter 2? The answer
is no: As I will argue in chapter 4, CED effects are also derivable from the PIC. So minimally one can
conclude that it is one and the same constraint which is violated here – albeit in two different ways. What
is more, it will turn out that the CED-type PIC effect in (32-c) could only arise at the CP (adjunct clause)
level; however, at this point, the fatal (G)MLC-type PIC effect has long occurred.

33 This means that, if nothing else is said, examples of the typein (32-c), where awh-phrase XP2 is
embedded in some other phrase that c-commands thewh-phrase XP1, are predicted to be ill formed even
if movement of XP2 to SpecC[•wh•] does not violate the CED or another locality constraint, as long as
XP2 cannot reach the main branch by some other movement operation like scrambling. Relevant examples
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(32) a. Wen1
whom

hat
has

Fritz
Fritz

[CP nachdem
after

er
he

was2
what

gemacht
done

hat ]
has

t1 getroffen ?
met

b. *Wen1

whom
hat
has

Fritz
Fritz

[CP nachdem
after

er
he

was2
what

gemacht
done

hat ]
has

gesagt
said

[CP dass
that

Maria
Maria

t1 liebt ] ?
loves

c. *Was2
what

hat
has

Fritz
Fritz

[CP nachdem
after

er
he

t2 gemacht
done

hat ]
has

gesagt
said

[CP dass
that

Maria
Maria

wen1
whom

liebt ] ?
loves

Exactly the same reasoning applies in (33), where DP2 shows up in a relative clause
CP that is in turn dominated by an DP:

(33) a. Wen1
whomacc

hat
has

Fritz
Fritz

[DP einem
a

Mann
mandat

[CP der
that

was2
what

kennt ]]
knows

t1

vorgestellt ?
introduced

b. *Wen1

whomacc

hat
has

Fritz
Fritz

[DP einem
a

Mann
mandat

[CP der
that

was2
what

kennt ]]
knows

gesagt
said

[CP

dass
that

er
he

t1 einladen
invite

soll ] ?
should

c. *Was2
whatacc

hat
has

Fritz
Fritz

[DP einem
a

Mann
mandat

[CP der
that

t2 kennt ]]
knows

gesagt
said

[CP dass
that

er
he

are hard to find, though. In most pertinent cases, XP2 will have to cross an island, and in the few well-
formed constructions where locality constraints can be respected, XP2 can usually undergo scrambling
first (given some proviso concerning the coherence/incoherence distinction with control infinitives). Also
recall the discussion of the examples in (20) in English. However, should there turn out to be clear cases
of well-formed instantiations of the structure in (i) (where α is not an island andwh2 cannot reachγ
by an independently available non-wh-movement operation), the present approach would be in needof a
modification.

(i) ... wh2 ... [γ [α ... t2 ... ] ... [β ... wh1 ... ] ... ... ] ...

One possibility would be to make the definition of workspace of a derivation sensitive to the distinction
between main and minor branches (such that features on the main branch would not count as potentially
available when a derivation proceeds in a minor branch). Then, structures like (32-c) would not (have
to) violate the PIC anymore, andwh-movement in (i) would be predicted to be legitimate ifα is not an
island. – It might also be worth noting at this point that replacing requirement (ii) in the definition of
potential availability in (11) by the stricter requirement(ii) ′ would lead to an approach that is very close to
a (G)MLC-based system, withwh-intervention effects reduced to c-command environments.

(ii) ′ [F] is on X or edgeX of a root in the workspace of the derivation(lexical items are trivial roots).
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wen1
whomacc

einladen
invite

soll ] ?
should

Yet another set of examples that illustrates the same pattern is given in (34); here
the interveningwh-phrase that blocks long-distancewh-movement is embedded in a
simple DP.34

(34) a. Wen1
whomacc

hat
has

Fritz
Fritz

[DP einem
a

Freund
frienddat

von
of

wem2 ]
whom

t1 vorgestellt ?
introduced

b. ?*Wen1
whomacc

hat
has

Fritz
Fritz

[DP einem
a

Freund
frienddat

von
of

wem2 ]
whom

gesagt
said

[CP dass
that

Maria
Maria

t1 liebt ] ?
loves

c. *[ PP2 Von
of

wem ]
whomacc

hat
has

Fritz
Fritz

[DP einem
a

Freund
frienddat

t2 ] gesagt
said

[CP dass
that

Maria
Maria

wen1
whomacc

liebt ] ?
loves

The prediction is that the same kind of superiority-like effect without c-command
should not be detectable in subject raising constructions,in contrast to the intervention
effect with c-command in examples like (25-b) and (26-b) in German. The reason is
that awh-object can always reach the edge of vP by scrambling; and whereas awh-
DP in SpecT (as in (25-b) and (26-b)) renders vP balanced, a complex non-wh-DP
in SpecT that includes awh-phrase does not. Consider the examples in (35-a) and
(35-b). It is not fully clear whether there is a contrast in acceptability here; I will
assume that there is not.35 At any rate, we can note that the present approach does not
predict a different status of (35-a) and (35-b). In (35-a), the subject DP does not have
to be in SpecT, and thewh-object DP can therefore move to a position in front of it
by scrambling. This option is not available in (35-b), wherethe subject DP must be
in SpecT (because of the presence of the unstressed object pronoun), i.e., in a domain
that cannot be reached by scrambling. However, this does notpreclude edge feature
insertion on T for the object DP because awh-item that is embedded in a specifier
does not ensure phase balance. (An itemα that is included in an itemβ which is in
turn part of the minimal residue of someγ is not itself part of the minimal residue of
γ; also see chapter 4.) Finally, note that (35-c) is excluded by the PIC; in addition, it

34 In chapter 4, I will argue that sentences involving (apparent) of/by-phrase displacement are often not
reliable extraction data: They may sometimes be given parses that do not involve extraction. Such an
option does not exist in (34-c).

35 The assumption in Müller (2004a, 311) was that there is, but it was noted there already that a possible
distinction “may not be one of perfect wellformedness vs. absolute ungrammaticality”. An informal survey
among native speakers yielded inconclusive results.
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is blocked by the CED (or what derives it) because the subjectDP does not occupy a
complement position.36

(35) a. ?Wem1
whomdat

hat
has

[DP die
the

Frau
woman

[PP2 mit
with

welchem
which

Mantel ]]
coat

t1 ein
a

Buch
bookacc

gegeben
given

?

b. ?Wem1

whomdat

hat
has

[DP die
the

Frau
woman

[PP2 mit
with

welchem
which

Mantel ]]
coat

es
itacc

t1

gegeben
given

?

c. *[ PP2 Mit
with

welchem
which

Mantel ]
coat

hat
has

[DP die
the

Frau
woman

t2 ] es
itacc

wem1

whomdat

gegeben
given

?

4.2 Clause-Bound Intervention without C-Command in English

The system developed so far makes yet another prediction: There is no clause-bound
intervention effect in the examples in (32-a), (33-a), (34-a), and (35-a) because Ger-
man has scrambling. Since English does not have scrambling,we expect clause-bound
intervention effects with non-commandingwh-phrases to occur. At first sight, this
seems to contradict the standard view that argumentwh-in situ in English does not
obey any island constraints (see Chomsky (1981), Huang (1982), Huang (1995), Las-
nik & Saito (1992), and Hornstein (1995), among others). However, most of the per-
tinent examples in the literature do not involve intervention without c-command: The
typical kind of multiplewh-question that is taken to argue for non-island-sensitivity
of wh-in situ in English has onewh-phrase embedded in an island, and a secondwh-
phrase merged in a higher position. This latterwh-phrase then undergoes movement
to SpecC, as in the examples in (36), where awh-phrase dominated by an object DP
or by an adjunct PP does not blockwh-movement of a subjectwh-phrase merged later.

(36) a. Who1 t1 saw [DP the man that bought what2 ] ?
b. Who1 t1 likes [DP books that criticize who2 ] ?
c. Who1 t1 bought [DP the books on which table2 ] ?
d. Who1 t1 met [DP friends of whom2 ] ?
e. I wonder who1 t1 heard [DP the claim that John had seen what2 ]

36 In principle, one would expect a superiority-like effect toalso be absent with examples involving scram-
bling of a category that includes awh-phrase, from awh-XP, as in (30). However, relevant examples
that would instantiate this pattern are difficult to construct because they would have to involve multiple
embedding within DP, which creates difficulties of various kinds in multiple questions, for (presumably)
independent reasons.
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f. I wonder who1 t1 heard [DP John’s stories about what2 ]
g. Who1 t1 left [PP despite which warning2 ] ?

Similarly, a wh-phrase that is part of a subject DP does not block movement ofa
wh-phrase that is merged in a higher clause, as in (37).

(37) Who1 t1 thinks that [DP pictures of who2 ] are on sale ?

All this is expected under present assumptions: DP2 cannot undergo edge feature-
driven movement in (36) or (37) early in the derivation because there is another item
bearing [wh] left for [•wh•] of C in the workspace, and the PIC precludes Feature
Condition-driven movement at the end of the derivation. DP1, in contrast, undergoes
movement from the edge of v to the edge of T in accordance with the EFC, and is then
forced to end up at the edge of C by the Feature Condition.

However, consider now the case wherewh-intervention without c-command oc-
curs. In the examples in (38), an objectwh-phrase that is merged first (DP2) moves
across a subject DP containing anotherwh-phrase (DP1). Such movement results
in significantly reduced acceptability, as predicted underthe present PIC-based ap-
proach.37

(38) a. ?*Who2 did [DP the man that bought what1 ] see t2 ?
b. ?*Who2 did [DP books that criticize who1 ] impress t2 ?
c. ?*What2 did [DP the books on which table1 ] cost t2 ?
d. ?*Who2 did [DP friends of whom1 ] meet t2 ?
e. *Who2 did [DP friends of whom1 ] say that we should invite t2 ?

The explanation is completely analogous to that given for the ungrammatical Ger-
man examples involving intervention without c-command in the last subsection: Edge
feature-driven movement of DP2 to a specifier of V at an early stage in the derivation
is impossible (because the VP is balanced anyway, with DP1’s [wh] feature match-
ing the matrix C’s [•wh•] feature in the workspace), and therefore excluded by Last

37 The data in (38) were checked with various native speakers, who unanimously declared them to be ill
formed, and who all found a sharp contrast in the minimal pairs that can be formed on the basis of (36) and
(38). However, I am aware of a few exceptions to the apparent general neglect of constructions like those in
(38) in the literature: Such examples are discussed in Fiengo et al. (1988) and, following them, Fitzpatrick
(2002), and judged grammatical; also see Fanselow (2004, 112). I have nothing to say here about the source
of the diverging judgements, except for the observation that Fiengo et al. (1988) are primarily concerned
with contrasting the construction in (38), with awh-phrase embedded in a subject DP and an objectwh-
phrase ending up in front of it, with one in which the subject DP-internalwh-phrase undergoes movement
(in violation of the CED) and the objectwh-phrase stays in situ – and not with one in which awh-phrase
is embedded in an object DP and a subjectwh-phrase undergoes movement. In other words: One might
speculate that judgement differences arise in this domain because different kinds of minimal pairs are taken
into account, and judgements are taken to be relative ratherthan absolute.
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Resort. Consequently, any movement operation applying to DP2 at later stages of
the derivation fatally violates the PIC. In contrast, it is worth pointing out that the
(G)MLC would not make the right predictions here. If the (G)MLC is defined in
terms of asymmetric c-command, all sentences in (38) are ceteris paribus predicted to
be well formed; if it is defined in terms of closeness (as in (1)of chapter 2), it will
also wrongly permitwh-movement of DP2 in (38), at least in those cases where DP1

is deeply embedded.38

5. Some Refinements

The approach developed in this chapter imposes severe restrictions onwh-movement;
as a matter of fact, it turns out to be slightly too restrictive in two domains.

5.1 Multiple C[•wh•] Domains and Intervention

The first problem concerns sentences like (39) in German (seeHeck & Müller (2000;
2003)).

(39) [DP Die
the

Frage
question

[CP6 wer1
who

C t1 was2
what

mitbringt ]]]
brings

ist
is

relevant
relevant

für
to

die
the

Frage
question

[CP5 wie3

how
C Fritz

Fritz
denkt
thinks

[CP4 t′3 dass
that

die
the

Party
party

t3 wird ]
will be

(39) is clumsy, but well formed. Consider the underlying numeration. There are two
C heads bearing [•wh•] features (C6 and C5), and there are threewh-pronouns bear-
ing [wh] features – hence, one of the two C[•wh•] heads will have to give rise to a
multiple question. The example has been designed in such a way that CP6 is the mul-
tiple question, and CP5, which is merged earlier, is a simple question. The task now
is to ensure that thewh-phrasewie (‘how’) can undertake steps of successive-cyclic
movement until it reaches the edge of T of CP5, where it is attracted by C[•wh•]. Un-
fortunately, successive-cyclic movement ofwie3 turns out to be blocked at the very
first stage under present assumptions: At the point where it must be decided whether
an edge feature can be inserted forwie3 movement, the phrase is wrongly predicted
to be balanced: There are two C heads bearing [•wh•] features, and there are two re-
maining items in the workspace that bear corresponding [wh]features. Closer scrutiny
reveals that the same kind of problem also shows up in simplersentences in German
(see (40-a)) and in English (see (40-b)).

38 A question may arise with respect to sentences like (i) in English.

(i) Who2 did you talk to t2 [CP after meeting who1 ] ?

In order to derive well-formedness here, one might be led to postulating a low base-position for the adjunct
clause (see Larson (1988)).
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(40) a. [CP5 Wer1
whonom

hat
has

t1 wen2
whomacc

gefragt
asked

[CP4 was3
whatacc

Fritz
Fritznom

t3 mag ]] ?
likes

b. [CP5 Who1 t1 asked whom2 [CP4 what3 C John likes t3 ]] ?

As it stands, thewh-phrase DP3 (was/what) cannot reach the edge of T, from where
it can be attracted by C4 bearing [•wh•] in accordance with the PIC. The highest
position that DP3 can be in prior towh-movement to SpecC is the edge of v in (40-a)
in German (due to this language’s scrambling options), and the complement position
of V in English (due to this language’s lack of scrambling options).

Intuitively, the problem with (39), (40-a), and (40-b) is clear: Awh-phrase that is
part of the workspace must not interact with awh-phrase in a given derivation if the
two wh-phrases target different C[•wh•] domains. Following Heck & Müller (2000;
2003), this problem can be solved by minimally enriching therepresentation ofwh-
features. Thus, suppose that both [•wh•] and [wh] features are accompanied by scope
indices in the numeration, and thatwh-phrases can only be interpreted with a given C
node if they share a scope index. Under this assumption, a feature [wh]i on awh-item
can never count as potentially available for a feature [•wh•]j on a C in the workspace,
due to feature mismatch. For the cases at hand, this means that the [wh] feature of DP2
must be accompanied by the same scope index as the [•wh•] feature of C6 in (39), and
of C5 in (40-a) and (40-b), in order to be interpretable as part of the multiple question.
Therefore, at the point where the question of edge feature insertion for an intermediate
movement step of DP3 must be decided, DP2 does not intervene anymore: A feature
like [wh]5 on DP2 in (40-ab) can never lead to a balanced phase for a feature like
[•wh•]4 on C4. Only a feature like [wh]4 on DP3 can do so; accordingly, the EFC
permits feature insertion and thereby movement of DP3, as required by the PIC.

Examples like those in (39) and (40) do not pose comparable problems in standard,
(G)MLC-based approaches towh-intervention. Hence, at first sight it seems as though
the additional assumption motivated by these data (viz., scope indices that accompany
wh-features) might provide an argument against the present approach. However, such
a conclusion would be premature. Closer inspection revealsthat the same kind of
problem shows up for (G)MLC-based approaches in slightly different constructions
like the one in (41), which were first investigated in detail in Baker (1970).39

(41) (*)Who1 C[•wh•] t1 wonders [CP what3 C[•wh•] who2 bought t3 ] ?

As noted by Lasnik & Saito (1992), (41) is ill formed (on a par with examples that
instantiate a typical superiority effect, like (14-b)) only if who2 takes embedded scope;
but it is well formed ifwho2 takes matrix scope. This is a long-standing problem for

39 Of course, strictly speaking, the [•wh•] features on the two C heads have already been discharged (and
deleted) in the output structure in (41); they are listed here only so as to simplify exposition.
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(G)MLC-based approaches because it is by no means clear how it can be ensured that
a constraint like the (G)MLC “should choose between twowh-phrases only when they
are to wind up in the same Spec of CP at LF”, as Lasnik & Saito (1992, 120) put it. In
view of this problem, approaches that set out to reconcile the superiority effect with
embedded scope ofwho2 with the absence of such an effect with matrix scope ofwho2
in cases like (41) either rely on the assumption that the constraint is not checked locally
in the derivation, but globally, by taking into account the semantic interpretation of
the whole sentence (see Kitahara (1993) and Grimshaw (1994)for suggestions of this
kind); or they dispense with an (G)MLC-type constraint in toto (see Lasnik & Saito
(1992), who suggest a constraint onwh-absorption that also presupposes global look-
ahead).40

In contrast, as noted in Heck & Müller (2003, 127), the present approach in terms
of scope indices onwh-features accounts for (41) straightforwardly, and in a strictly
local manner:who2 does not block movement ofwhat3 if the two wh-items have
different scope indices, butwho2 blocks movement ofwhat3 if the indices are identical
(because the VP phase is then automatically balanced, and anedge feature cannot be
inserted). Thus, it turns out that the solution to what initially looks like a problem that
is confined to the present approach actually provides the solution to a long-standing
problem with standard approaches towh-intervention.

5.2 D-Linking and Intervention

Wh-phrases that qualify as D(iscourse)-linked behave differently from otherwh-
phrases in a number of respects; see Pesetsky (1987) and muchsubsequent literature.
One well-known pecularity of D-linkedwh-phrases is that they do not induce inter-
vention effects in English if they show up in situ; see the contrast in (42).41

(42) a. *I know [DP2 which books ] who1 read t2
b. I know what2 [DP1 which people ] read t2

The present analysis can accomodate standard accounts of this phenomenon. Thus, as-
sume that D-linkedwh-phrases in English can optionally lack a (proper) [wh]-feature
that would make them accessible for a [•wh•] feature on C. Then, if a D-linkedwh-
phrase lacks the [wh] feature in the workspace, the only way to balance the phase
is to insert an edge feature, thereby triggering movement ofthe remainingwh-phrase.
Thus, an intervention effect can be avoided. (Of course, a [wh] feature must be present
in those cases where the D-linkedwh-phrase itself undergoeswh-movement.)

40 But also cf. Fanselow (2004) for an account that tries to evade both these consequences.

41 The situation is different in German, where D-linking does not seem to have such effects; see, e.g., the
examples in (35).
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6. Scope of the Account

6.1 (G)MLC vs. PIC

Recall that the (G)MLC (repeated here for convenience in (43)) emerges as a general-
ization of (i) the F-over-F Principle (i.e., the feature-based A-over-A Principle) which
talks aboutdominance(see (60) of chapter 1), and (ii) the original MLC (essentially,
the Superiority Condition) which talks aboutc-command(see (80) of chapter 1).

(43) Generalized Minimal Link Condition:
In a structureα[•F•]... [ ... β[F ] ... γ[F ] ... ] ..., movement to[•F•] can only
affect the category bearing the [F] feature that is closer to[•F•].

In this chapter, I have considered a number of intervention effects which all center
around the feature [wh] that is involved inwh-movement, and which involve either a c-
command relation between two competing items, or no (relevant) structural relation at
all, but not a dominance relation between two competing items (with the exception of
the construction in section 3.5); and I have shown that givena strict version of the PIC
(with all phrases as phases) and an independently motivatedrevision of Chomsky’s
Edge Feature Condition that regulates the insertion of edgefeatures for intermediate
movement steps on phase heads, the intervention effects follow without recourse to a
constraint like the (G)MLC (which, furthermore, turned outto be inadequate in cases
where intervention took place without c-command). In view of this, the question arises
whether the approach can be generalized.

First, it should be clear that although the analysis presented here focusses on [wh]
features, it is by no means construction-specific. Intervention constraints are predicted
to occur with movement whenever there is a head in the numeration bearing a feature
[•F•]; two categories could in principle be affected by movement because they are both
marked [F]; and one of these two categories enters the derivation in a phase before the
other one does (and cannot subsequently move across it because of another feature
[F′]). Thus, the approach is general in the sense that it is not confined to [wh] features.

Second, what about intervention effects that involve dominance (and that are cov-
ered by the F-over-F Principle part of the (G)MLC)? Here the issue is somewhat more
involved. Consider again a relevant ungrammatical example(from subsection 3.2 of
chapter 1) that involves scrambling from an infinitive followed by scrambling of the
(now remnant) infinitive to a higher position (and thereby violates the Unambiguous
Domination requirement); see (44-a) (remnant scrambling)vs. (44-b) (scrambling of
a complete category).

(44) a. *dass
that

[α2 [VP[Σ]
t1 zu

to
lesen ]]
read

[DP1,[Σ]
das
the

Buch ]
bookacc

keiner
no-onenom

t2 versucht
tried

hat ]
has
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b. dass
that

[α2 [VP[Σ]
das
the

Buch1
bookacc

zu
to

lesen ]]
read

keiner
no-onenom

t2 versucht
tried

hat ]
has

Recall that according to the (G)MLC approach, (44-a) is ungrammatical because the
more inclusive category bearing [Σ] (viz., α2) is closer to the target head that bears
[•Σ•] than DP1, which is also marked [Σ] (by assumption) but is contained inα2;
therefore,α2 must move first, and subsequent movement of DP1 to a lower position
will violate the Strict Cycle Condition (see the next chapter on freezing effects that
arise if DP1 is moved to a higher position).

Before we try to determine whether the illformedness of the particular example in
(44-a) can be derived under present assumptions, let us lookat the predictions that the
system makes for dominance-based intervention more generally.

6.2 Dominance-Based Intervention and the PIC-Based Approach

6.2.1 One Landing Site

Consider first the structure in (45), whereα2 andβ1 are equipped with a feature [F]
that is required by a headζ which has a unique movement-inducing feature[•F•].
Thus, two items that are in a dominance relation compete for movement to a single
landing site.

(45) ζ [•F•] ... [α2,[F]
... ([Z) ... β1,[F] ... (])] ...

Two possibilities need to be considered. First, suppose that there is a category Z that
dominatesβ1 and is dominated byα2. In this case, the PIC implies thatβ1 can be
extracted out ofα2 only if it undergoes an intermediate movement step to Specα2

first (plus perhaps other intermediate movement steps if Z isa phase (i.e., an XP), or
dominates a phase that in turn dominatesβ1, etc.). Such an intermdiate movement
step to Specα2 could in principle be triggered in three ways. First, it could be that the
head ofα2 has a movement-inducing feature[•F′

•] that directly attractsβ1. Second,
it could be that there is some other head that is outside ofα1 (i.e., still part of the
numeration, at the relevant step of the derivation) that bears a feature[•F′

•] (which is
shared byβ1 but not byα2) that indirectly attractsβ1 to Specα2, via legitimate edge
feature insertion. This corresponds to the situation encountered in section 3.5 above.
(Recall that awh-PP may undergo scrambling out of a DP, and may then legitimately
move on to satisfy the[•wh•] feature of an interrogative C, as in (30-a).) However,
the third a priori conceivable possibility of effecting intermediate movement ofβ1

to Specα2 in (45) in the presence of Z is predicted to be impossible under present
assumptions: Given the EFC, it is not possible to insert an edge feature on the head
of α2 so as to balance theα2 phase for[•F•] on ζ in the numeration:α2 is balanced
because it itself makes the [F] feature potentially available for [•F•] on ζ. Thus, it
follows that intermediate movement ofβ1 cannot be indirectly triggered by[•F•] onζ
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in (45). Consequently, if there is no other (direct or indirect) trigger, extraction ofβ1

from α2 is predicted to be impossible.
All this only holds for the case that there is a category Z thatdominatesβ1 and is

dominated byα2. The second possibility that needs to be considered for (45)is that
there is no such Z; i.e.,β1 is a specifier ofα2 to begin with. In that case, extraction
of β1 from α2 to ζ [•F•] should be possible. Moreover, under both basic scenarios,
movement ofα2 to ζ [•F•] should be unproblematic. Thus, the predictions for (45) are
clear enough. Are they also supported by empirical evidence?

Basically, the prediction should be that since German has scrambling and En-
glish does not, English examples that are analogous to (30-a) in German should ce-
teris paribus qualify as ill formed. Indeed, it appears thatnative speakers can detect
a contrast between (46-a), (47-a) (which involves movementof the more inclusive
wh-phrase and may sound clumsy, but is generally not regarded as ungrammatical)
and (46-c), (47-c) (which involves only onewh-phrase), on the one hand, and (46-b),
(47-b) (which involves twowh-phrases, with the lowerwh-phrase moved out of the
DP that acts as the higherwh-phrase, resulting in deviance), on the other hand.

(46) a. [DP1 Which picture of [DP2 who(m) ]] do you like t1 ?
b. ??[DP2 Who ] do you like [DP1 which picture of t2 ] ?
c. [DP2 Who ] do you like [DP1 a picture of ] ?

(47) a. [DP1 What kind of book about [DP2 who(m) ]] did you read t1?
b. ??[DP2 Who ] did you read [DP1 what kind of book about t2 ]?
c. [DP2 Who ] did you read [DP1 a book about t2 ]?

Still, it is unclear whether the contrast between, say, (47-b) and (47-c) can ultimately
be viewed to be clear enough to directly support the idea of a dominance-basedwh-
intervention effect. It might be that the deviance of the (b)-examples can be traced
back to some independent factor, and that the derivations that generate the sentences
in question actually can proceed in a way that respects the PIC.42

42 To mention just one possibility: It might be that intermediate extraposition might feedwh-movement
of DP2; see Heck (2008) for a discussion of this general possibility. This hypothesis might be further
substantiated by the relative well-formedness of data suchas (i), which may involve PP extraposition.

(i) [ DP1
Which picture t2 ] do you like [DP2

of whom ] ?

Also worth mentioning in this context are sentences of the general type in (ii) (also compare the reverse
construction in (64) of chapter 1).

(ii) ??/*[DP2
Who ] do you wonder [DP1

which picture of t2 ] Mary bought t2 ?

Examples of this type are sometimes viewed as not being fullyill formed (see, e.g, Lasnik & Saito (1992)).
Under present assumptions, they violate the prohibition against freezing that is reducible to the CED (see
chapter 4). In addition, we expect (ii) to violate theWh-Island Condition (or whatever derives it; see chapter
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As for the prediction thatβ1 should be able to extract out ofα2 in (45) if it is a
specifier, there are again intervening factors that blur thesimple picture arising under
the assumptions made in the present chapter. One is that extractions of specifiers
typically give rise to violations of the Left Branch Condition (at least in languages
that are like English in that they respect the Left Branch Condition); and even in
languages that seem to freely violate the Left Branch Condition with extraction from
DP (like Russian), the situation is far from simple because of the existence of various
intervening factors (like, e.g., constraints on the possible shape ofwh-DPs and the
availability of scrambling).

Finding evidence for or against intervention effects in a structure like (45) in other
domains (thanwh-movement) is no trivial task either. In many cases of optional move-
ment (topicalization, focus movement, scrambling), thereis no inherent (e.g., morpho-
logical) indication that a category is subject to the movement operation; one can only
see that it has undergone the movement when it shows up in the designated position
(under the circumstances that are typical of the respectivemovement type). Further-
more, with semantically oriented movement-inducing features, it may not be clear that
the recursive A-over-A structure is legitimate in the first place. For instance, suppose
that a language has focus movement that is driven by a feature[foc]. With respect
to (45), this would imply a [foc]-over-[foc] structure thatis legitimate, and seman-
tically interpretable, to begin with. Relevant evidence may exist in languages with
focus movement (it may be related to phenomena like recursive givenness marking or
second occurrence focus; see Wagner (2008)), but it is not entirely straightforward.
I will have to leave this issue for further research. For the time being, we can note
that there may well be empirical evidence for dominance-related intervention effects
with single movement to a unique landing site (as predicted under the (G)MLC); and
if there is, the present PIC-based analysis can derive most of the kinds of effects that
may occur.43

5). However, note that (ii) is not predicted to be excluded bythe PIC as an instance of (45), on a par with
(46-b) and (47-b) (with the qualifications just made); (ii) differs from these examples in that there are two
interrogative C heads, not just one; see the following subsection.

43 Note in passing that the partial focus movement construction discussed by Fanselow & Lenertová (2011)
for German and Czech, and by Hartmann & Zimmermann (2007) forHausa does not provide a counter-
example to the expected dominance-based intervention effect. Relevant data (from German and Hausa,
respectively) are given in (i) and (ii).

(i) a. Was hat Fritz gemacht?
‘What has Fritz done’?

b. [DP1
Ein
a

Buch]
book

hat
has

Fritz
Fritz

[VP t1 gelesen ]
read

(ii) a. Mèe ya fàaru?
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6.2.2 Two Landing Sites

Returning to the effect visible in (44-a), we can note that the situation shown in (45)
is not exactly the same as the one underlying this construction. Rather, the basic
structure looks as in (48), where againα2 andβ1 both have a feature that is sought
by some external headζ, but this time,ζ is equipped withtwo [•F•] features, which
effects multiple movement of the same type.44

(48) ζ [•F•],[•F•] ... [α2,[F]
... ([Z) ... β1,[F] ... (])] ...

Irrespective of how deeply embeddedβ1 is within α2, there is now nothing (according
to present assumptions) that would preclude local edge feature insertion forβ1 on all
heads that might intervene betweenβ1 andα2: There are two movement-inducing
features in the numeration, and consequently, a phase can only be balanced if there
are potentially available matching features. Suppose, e.g., thatβ1 has been merged
in a separate phase Z; then the head of Z can be assigned an edgefeature, and it
can attractβ1 to its edge domain (withα2 in the numeration providing one potentially
available matching feature forζ, and the movedβ1 the other one that is needed to get a
balanced phase). Similarly, when the head ofα2 is merged with a category containing
β1 (in its edge domain, given the PIC), the head ofα2 can also be assigned an edge
feature for attraction ofβ to its specifier because this is the only way to balance theα2

phase. Thus, derivations based on a pattern like (48), whereβ1 first moves up toα2’s
edge domain, then extracts out ofα2, and, finally,α2 undergoes remnant movement
of the same type, are in fact not blocked under present assumptions.

As for the concrete example in (44-a), the same consequence arises: The ill-
formedness of (44-a) does not follow from the PIC. Again, suppose that there are
two [•Σ•] features, one for DP1, one forα2. Then, there should be a well-formed
derivation for (44-a), with DP1 undergoing edge-feature driven movement to SpecV

‘What happened’?
b. áàràayii

robbers
nèe
PRT

su-kà
3.PL-REL.PERF

yi
do

mîn
to me

saatàa
theft

‘ROBBERShave stolen from me!’

As the contexts in (i-a) and (ii-a) make clear, the focussed constituents are VP in (i-b) and vP in (ii-b).
If these categories bear a feature [foc] that is required by aC[•foc•] triggering focus movement, and the
moved items also bear the feature [foc], this would be an unexpected exemption from the non-intervention
requirement embodied both in the (G)MLC-based approach andthe PIC-based approach. However, in these
cases, we are not dealing with a regular case of focus movement: The fronted items arepartsof focussed
phrases, but they are not focussed phrases themselves. Accordingly, Fanselow & Lenertová (2011) argue
that the feature that triggers movement operations like those in (i-b) and (ii-b) is not a feature related to focus
(but some more general, semantically neutral feature similar to the one that is involved in scrambling).

44 Alternatively, one might assume that there are two separateheads that each have one[•F•] feature. This
would not make a difference in the present context.
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first, followed by regular feature-driven movement of DP1 to the edge domain of the
head that bears the [•Σ•] features (which discharges one of them), and then ofα2 to
the edge domain of the same head (which discharges the secondmovement-inducing
feature). In such a derivation, all instances of edge feature insertion respect the Edge
Feature Condition, and all instances of movement are compatible with the PIC.

More generally, we can conclude at this point that whereas the PIC-based ap-
proach that dispenses with the (G)MLC can derive a number of (G)MLC effects (as
well as other intervention effects), it is not fully equivalent to the (G)MLC because
it covers only a subset of its domination-related part: In cases where the two com-
peting dominance-related categories (bearing [F]) correspond to onlyonemovement-
inducing feature [•F•] on a head in the numeration, the Edge Feature Condition blocks
edge feature insertion (hence, movement) of the more inclusive category and thus
correctly derives an intervention effect. However, in cases where the two compet-
ing dominance-related categories (bearing [F]) correspond to twomovement-inducing
features [•F•] on a head in the numeration, the Edge Feature Condition doesnot block
edge feature insertion (hence, movement) of the more inclusive category; therefore,
the intervention effect that also shows up in this configuration cannot yet be derived.

The problem can be fixed by postulating what one might call a “Residual F-over-F
Condition” (RFOF), as in (49).

(49) Residual F-over-F Condition(RFOF):
If [ •F•] can be checked either with a head, or with an edge element, itmust be
checked with the head.

This forcesα2 movement to apply first in (48), even ifβ1 has reachedα2’s edge
domain via legitimate edge feature insertion and could in principle extract fromα2

in accordance with the PIC. Subsequentβ1 lowering in Unambiguous Domination
contexts then violates (at least) the Strict Cycle Condition.45

(49) is arguably conceptually superior to the (G)MLC, and itcertainly demands
much less search space than the (G)MLC. Still, one might hopethat one could even-
tually do without this constraint. For the time being, I willleave it at that. However,
I will come back to this issue in the next chapter, where I willargue that the minimal
residual stipulation in (49) can be dispensed with (given anindependently motivated
further restriction on the insertion of edge features).

45 Note incidentally that the distinction between head and edge element in the definition of (49) is the only
case where a minimal structural differentiation of the bundle of categories accessible for further operations
seems necessary; recall the discussion in subsection 2.3.2of chapter 2.
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7. Conclusion

7.1 Main Results

Let me summarize the main results of this chapter. I have argued that typical (G)MLC
effects can be derived from the PIC, given an independently motivated modification
of Chomsky’s (2001b) Edge Feature Condition. This implies that the (G)MLC can
be dispensed with (except, so far, for a residue, see (49)). In view of the arguments
against the (G)MLC that were presented in chapter 2, I take this to be a welcome re-
sult. The analysis derives both superiority effects in English-type languages, and the
general lack of superiority with clause-boundwh-movement in scrambling languages
like German. Furthermore, it is correctly predicted that under those circumstances
where scrambling is independently excluded (long-distance effects, subject position
effects, remnant movement effects), superiority effects show up again in German. Fi-
nally, unlike the (G)MLC, the system based on the revised EFCand the PIC predicts
superiority-like intervention effects without c-command, which are indeed attested.

7.2 Core Assumptions Reconsidered

At this point, it may be worthwile to reconsider the assumptions that are needed to
derive (G)MLC effects from the PIC in the present analysis. They are repeated in
(50).

(50) a. All syntactic operations are driven by features of lexical items.
b. Edge features that trigger intermediate movement steps can be added only

if that is the only way to produce a balanced phase.
c. All phrases are phases.

With these assumptions in place, (G)MLC effects can be derived from the PIC. Still,
it turns out that weaking one or more of the assumptions, or, in fact, abandoning them
in toto, does not necessarily mean that no (G)MLC effects whatsoever can be derived
from the PIC anymore. Let me go through the three assumptionsin turn, beginning
with (50-a).

In the present context, (50-a) mainly serves the purpose of rendering all syntac-
tic movement operations costly (in chapter 4, an additionaljustification for this as-
sumption will be provided): Movement can only take place if it is triggered by des-
ignated structure-building features ([•F•]), via the Feature Condition. Accordingly,
since inherent features cannot plausibly be assumed to be present to induce interme-
diate movement steps on lexical items, these features must be inserted on the item
in the course of the derivation (in minimal violation of Inclusiveness). The question
arises of whether an alternative analysis might also be possible that captures the gist
of the present approach but does without the assumption thatall syntactic operations
are feature-driven. That is the case. The PIC-based approach to (G)MLC effects could
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also be executed in an approach in which, e.g., movement is triggered by a class of
Criterion constraints, like theWh-Criterion (see Lasnik & Saito (1992), Rizzi (1996),
among many others) forwh-movement, or (one clause of) the Extended Projection
Principle (“Clauses have subjects”; see Chomsky (1982b)) for movement to SpecT.
The only crucial assumption would be that intermediate movement steps must also be
forced, and this has to be done in a way that is independent of the PIC.

As regards (50-b), as it stands the analysis rests on a modification of the EFC that
replaces Chomsky’s original requirement of “having an effect on outcome” with the
more principled, locally verifiable requirement of being the only way to bring about
phase balance. Two questions need to be answered: First, is the modification needed?
And second, is the EFC itself needed to derive (G)MLC effectsfrom the PIC? (Alter-
natively, the phase balance requirement could perhaps alsobe implemented without
recourse to edge feature insertion.)

The answer to the first question is yes, for the simple reason that “to have an
effect on outcome” is too vague a condition to be unambiguously verifiable at each
step of the derivation – in fact, as noted above, the modification in terms of balanced
phases envisaged here can to a large extent be viewed as nothing more than a more
precise version of the “effect on outcome” requirement. Such a condition is needed
to determine whether an intermediate movement step is legitimate or not; and if it is
not, the non-moved item will invariably be too far removed from the next phase edge
to be accessible for further operations, which eventually accounts for the occurrence
of (G)MLC effects.

Turning to the second question, the answer is no. The EFC is the locus that sug-
gests itself for integrating the phase balance requirementif assumption (50-a) is made,
and all movement must be triggered by appropriate features.However, as shown in
Heck & Müller (2000; 2003) and Müller (2004a), it is in principle also possible to
formulate a constraint Phase Balance in its own right that forces or prohibits interme-
diate movement steps in a system that does not rely on edge features as triggers for
successive-cyclic movement.

Finally, consider the third assumption that was employed inthe derivation of
(G)MLC effects, viz., (50-c). For the reasons laid out in subsection 2.3, I think that
assuming all phrases to qualify as phases is both conceptually attractive (since search
space is reduced in derivations, and the goal of maximizing efficient computation is
furthered) and empirically justifiable (e.g., the assumption is compatible with evidence
from morphological reflexes of successive-cyclicity, reconstruction, and binding the-
ory). However, suppose that we were to postulate that only vPand CP qualify as
phases, as is standardly assumed (see Chomsky (2000; 2001b;2007; 2008)). Would
this mean that no (G)MLC effects could be derived anymore? Itwould not. A signifi-
cant subset of the (G)MLC effects addressed in the present chapter would still follow
(others would not, though, and this can be taken to support the more restrictive notion
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of phase adopted here). Let me address the effects one by one.
(i) The superiority effect involving subject and object in English (see (14)) would

still be derivable from the PIC if only vP and CP were phases: Given that external ar-
guments are externally merged in Specv, and internal arguments in SpecV, the former
have an inherent advantage for furtherwh-movement because the vP phase is balanced
(for a C[•wh•] in the numeration) with awh-subject in its base position; object fronting
to Specv is not required, and therefore excluded.

(ii) The biclausal superiority effect involving object andobject in English (see
(15)) would also still follow because the two objectwh-phrases are not externally
merged as phase-mates: When the lowerwh-object is merged in the embedded infini-
tive, the infinitive’s vP is balanced without edge feature insertion and object movement
(for C[•wh•] in the numeration, there is a potentially available feature[wh] on the sec-
ondwh-phrase, which is part of the workspace at this point).

(iii) The superiority effects involving object and object in English double object
constructions (see (17-c) and (18-b)) do not follow anymoreif only vP and CP are
phases. The reason is that the crucial domain in which the decision on whether inter-
mediate movement is possible must be taken is either PP (in (17-c)) or VP (in (18-b)).
If it is the minimally dominating vP that acts as the first domain that needs to be bal-
anced, movement of the lowerwh-phrase would be predicted to be just as well possible
as movement of the higherwh-phrase.

(iv) The superiority effect with P stranding in PP/PP configurations in English
(see (20)) is also not derivable from the PIC if only vP and CP are assumed to be
phases. The reason is the same as before: The domain in which the decision must be
taken (whether intermediate movement is possible or not) isthe minimally dominating
PP; this category is always balanced in PP/PP structures containing twowh-phrases.
However, on the vP level, both PPs are part of the structure, and eitherwh-item could
move to Specv, in accordance with the EFC.

(v) The absence of superiority effects in German data like those in (21-b) and
(22-b) would still be predicted under a vP/CP approach to phases; this does not come
as a surprise because such an approach is more liberal to begin with.

(vi) The cases of long-distance superiority effects in German (see (24-b)) could
still be derived because the twowh-items that are involved are not phase-mates in
their base positions.

(vii) The superiority effect with subject raising in German(see (25-b), (26-b))
would be unexplained. Here, the decision about the legitimacy of the intermediate
movement step must be taken on the TP level (given thatwh-scrambling can inde-
pendently move an object to the edge of vP); on the CP level (i.e., the minimal phase
for SpecT if only vP and CP are phases), subject and object movement cannot be
distinguished (given that there is no (G)MLC).
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(viii) The superiority effect with scrambling fromwh-XP in German (see (30-b))
does not follow under the assumption that only vP and CP are phases: The decision
must be made on the VP level.

(ix) The long-distance intervention effects without c-command in German (see the
data in (32), (33), and (34)) would still be accountable for with vP and CP as the only
phases.46

(x) Finally, the intevention effects without c-command in English in (38-a)–(38-d)
do not follow if only vP and CP are phases: Movement of thewh-object to Specv
would be legitimate here because the insertion of an edge feature on v is the only
way to produce a balanced vP phase (the otherwh-phrase that is embedded in the
subject DP in Specv is not potentially available on the vP level); recall that the analysis
given on page 146 relies on the decision about the legitimacyof edge feature insertion
being taken on the VP level (where the external argument DP isnot yet part of the
structure, and a VP phase counts as balanced without edge feature insertion andwh-
object movement to SpecV). In contrast, the intervention effect in (38-e)doesfollow
under the vP/CP approach: Thewh-object is included in an embedded CP, and due to
the presence of the otherwh-phrase in the workspace, it can never make the first step
to Specv (let alone the second one to the embedded SpecC).

In sum, several (G)MLC effects could still be derived if the standard assumption
were made that only vP and CP are phases. However, certain other effects would not
follow anymore, viz., those where the evidence requires that the decision about edge
feature insertion must be made in a non-vP, non-CP domain (e.g., on the PP, VP, or
TP levels). In a nutshell, an intervention effect cannot be derived if the two competing
items are part of the same phase, and neither occupies the edge domain of the phase for
independent reasons – and the fewer phases there are, the more occurrences of phase-
mateness there will be. Hence, the assumption that all phrases are phases permits an
empirically superior analysis of intervention effects.

7.3 Some Consequences

Needless to say, given the assumption that all phrases are phases, the PIC has im-
portant consequences for many other phenomena outside the domain of intervention
effects with movement, especially if we we adopt the following, even stronger, hypoth-
esis, which the approach assumed here would seem to lend itself to naturally (given
some obvious reformulation of (5)):

(51) Once rendered inaccessible by the PIC, syntactic structure does not become ac-
cessible again when the syntactic derivation terminates (“at LF”). Hence, there

46 The (presumed) absence of an intervention effect in (35-b) would also follow: Thewh-object can reach
the vP domain by scrambling.
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can be no constraints on representations (“bare output conditions”).

Let me briefly (and tentatively) explore some of the consequences of (51). First, (51)
implies that there is no reason left to assume the existence of traces (neither as t, nor as
a copy). This might then suggest a derivational, cyclic approach to semantic interpre-
tation (see, e.g., the sketches in Sternefeld (1996b), Adger & Svenonius (2003), and
Stechow (2005)). More generally, it is clear that if (51) is taken seriously, virtually all
instances of semantic binding of variables (traces or pronouns) raise significant prob-
lems. Arguably, a variable-free semantics (see Jacobson (1999), also Büring (2005))
would seem to be an ideal modelling of the semantics component to go along with the
kind of strictly derivational syntax envisaged here, with extremely small accessible
parts of the derivation left.47

Furthermore, (51) also raises interesting problems for (the syntactic)binding of

reflexives and reciprocals(at least for those cases that are not strictly local and can
be covered by Reinhart & Reuland’s (1993) reflexivity constraints) andpersonal pro-
nouns, for control, for long-distance agreement, etc. It seems that apparent non-local
relations must be accounted for by successive-cyclic local[F] feature movement from
head to head (mediated by concepts like balanced phases or motivated by independent
features; see Pesetsky (2000) on the viability of feature movement). [F] must encode
the relevant properties of the in-situ element; e.g.: anaphor, PRO. For (syntactic)bind-

ing, this strategy would be a natural extension of proposals like Chomsky’s (1986b)
LF movement of anaphors, and a version of it is in fact pursuedby Reuland (2001)
in his account of A-chain condition effects, and by Fischer (2004) more generally.
For (obligatory)control, the strategy would amount to a decomposition of Landau’s
(2000) Agree relation into small steps of feature movement (or, indeed, a version of
Hornstein’s (2001) A-movement approach).

Finally, long-distance agreementmay or may not suggest the same kind of analy-
sis; here there is substantial disagreement in the literature. First, it has been argued that
the phenomenon of long-distance agreement is indeed real; but the operation (unlike
other syntactic operations) may violate standard localityrestrictions like the PIC (see
Stjepanovíc & Takahashi (2001), Sells (2006), and Bošković (2007)). Second, it has
been claimed that long-distance agreement may only affect two items if they are fairly

47 All this presupposes that products of syntactic derivations are subject to semantic interpretation. A radi-
cal alternative that has more recently been pursued in some detail by Unger (2010) is based on the assump-
tion that there is actually no relevant interaction betweensyntactic displacement and semantic interpretation
(including phenomena like relative scope) at all. Against the background of a minimalist, local derivational
approach to syntactic displacement (partly based on earlier work by Brosziewski (2003)), Unger (2010)
shows that a substantial set of data involving movement and scope-taking ofwh-items (and other quantified
items) can be given a coherent and satisfactory account where syntax and semantics are (almost) completely
independent from one another.
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local (phase-mates) after all (see Boeckx (2004), Bhatt (2005), Richards (2011b));
however, this may require a somewhat broader concept of whata phase is. Third,
it has been proposed that long-distance agreement involves(possibly covert) move-
ment into the higher local domain (phase) (see Polinsky & Potsdam (2001), Polinsky
(2003), and Chandra (2005)). Finally, Butt (1995), Chomsky(2001b), Legate (2005)
and Keine (2008) argue that long-distance agreement involves cyclic Agree. Except
for the second analytic option, all these approaches are in principle compatible with
the assumption that all phrases are phases. However, only the last two possibilities are
compatible with the more far-reaching hypothesis in (51). The approach to interven-
tion effects developed in this chapter will undoubtedly have further repercussions on
the analysis of (local and long-distance) Agree relations.However, since the present
monograph focusses on overt displacement operations, I will leave this issue for future
work.48

The last thing I would like to do in this chapter is to emphasize the importance of a
strictly derivational framework for the enterprise of accounting for (G)MLC effects in
terms of the PIC. In particular, the assumption of a total order of syntactic operations
in a derivation is indispensable. If the hypothesis that syntactic operations are strictly
ordered is given up, and a partial ordering is permitted (e.g., by assuming simultaneous
application of operations at the phase level, as envisaged in Chomsky (2007; 2008)),
this not only amplifies the conceptual problems with respectto weak or strong residual
representationality pointed out by Brody (2002) (and discussed in subsection 2.3.2 of
chapter 2 above); it also makes a systematic reduction of (G)MLC effects to the PIC
impossible: Whether an item is or is not yet part of the syntactic structure may have
important consequences: The order in which two competing (e.g., wh-) items enter
the structure is crucial for the analysis.

With (G)MLC effects accounted for by the PIC, I will now turn to the second main
task of the present monograph: that of deriving CED effects from the PIC.

48 The issue will come up again briefly in subsection 3.2.3 of chapter 4, though.
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Chapter 4

On Deriving CED Effects from the PIC

1. Introduction

The goal of this chapter is to answer the question of how the effects of the Condition
on Extraction Domain (CED; Huang (1982), Chomsky (1986a; 1995; 2008), Cinque
(1990), Manzini (1992)) can be made to follow under minimalist assumptions, accord-
ing to which concepts like government, L-marking, and barrier are not available and
specific constraints on movement (like the CED) are to be abandoned if possible.1 A
simple version of the CED that is based on the notion of barrier is given in (1) (see
chapters 1 and 2).

(1) Condition on Extraction Domain(CED):

a. Movement must not cross a barrier.
b. An XP is a barrier iff it is not a complement.

I have argued in chapter 2 that none of the existing attempts to derive CED effects
from more basic assumptions in a minimalist, derivational framework can be viewed
as fully successful. In this chapter, I will argue that CED effects follow from the Phase
Impenetrability Condition (PIC; see Chomsky (2000; 2001b;2008)) which, as noted
before, is first and foremost motivated as a constraint that minimizes search space in
derivations. The version of the PIC that I adopt throughout this monograph is repeated
in (2).

(2) Phase Impenetrability Condition(PIC):
The domain of a head X of a phase XP is not accessible to operations outside XP;
only X and its edge are accessible to such operations.

1 The first five sections of the present chapter correspond to Müller (2010b), with various minor deletions,
additions, and modifications.
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For present purposes, we can assume that an item is in the edgedomain of a head X
iff it is a (possibly non-unique) specifier of X, where a specifier is a non-first merged
(i.e., non-complement), non-head item.2 The PIC forces successive-cyclic movement
via phase edges. Accordingly, it must be ensured that the intermediate movement
steps that are required by the PIC are indeed permitted. Given a general Last Resort
principle according to which all syntactic operations are feature-driven (see (6) of
chapter 3), movement to intermediate phase edges must be triggered by appropriate
features.3 Edge features are not obligatorily present on phase heads; this would create
a crash if the number of items that need to be attracted to a phase edge in the course
of successive-cyclic movement is different from the numberof movement-triggering
features on the phase head. The Edge Feature Condition (EFC)guarantees that edge
features for intermediate movement steps can only show up ona phase head if they
are needed.

(3) Edge Feature Condition(EFC):
The head X of phase XP may be assigned an edge feature after thephase XP is
otherwise complete, but only if that has an effect on outcome.

Given (3), phase heads can be assigned additional (i.e., non-inherent) edge features
in the course of the derivation “if that has an effect on outcome”, i.e., if that serves
to implement intermediate movement steps required by the PIC and, indirectly, the
Feature Condition (see (5) in chapter 3). In the preceding chapter, I have argued that
replacing the informal requirement of “having an effect on outcome” with the more
specific condition that edge features can only be inserted ifthat is the only way to
balance a phase is the key to an account of (G)MLC effects in terms of the PIC. Thus,
the version of the Edge Feature Condition that we have now is the one in (4) (= (12)
in chapter 3).

(4) Edge Feature Condition(EFC; revised):
The head X of phase XP may be assigned an edge feature after thephase XP is
otherwise complete, but only if that is the only way to produce a balanced phase.

The crucial assumption that I would like to put forward in this chapter is that a minimal
change in (4) also derives a version of the CED (in interaction with certain other,
independently justified assumptions, some of which have already been introduced in

2 See (3) in chapter 3 for a slightly more elaborate definition of phase edge that is fully compatible with the
approach outlined below but not actually needed in the present context.

3 As noted before, throughout this book, I assume that intermediate movement steps involve genuine move-
ment operations rather than counter-cyclic locality-driven trace insertion, as proposed in Chomsky (1993),
Takahashi (1994), and Boeckx (2003).
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the preceding chapter). In a nutshell, I suggest to replaceafterwith beforein (4). More
specifically, the claim is that CED effects can be derived from the PIC if the following
four assumptions are made: First, all syntactic operationsare driven by features of
lexical items. Second, these features are ordered on lexical items. Third, all phrases
are phases. And, most importantly, fourth, edge features that trigger intermediate
movement steps can be added only as long as the phase head is still active. The
version of the CED that can be derived under these assumptions differs from the one
given in (1) in a subtle but interesting respect: It is not simply non-complement XPs
that are barriers; rather, those XPs are barriers that come into being as a result of the
very last operation taking place within the phase. See (5).

(5) Condition on Extraction Domain(new version; to be derived from the PIC):

a. Movement must not cross a barrier.
b. α is a barrier if the operation that has mergedα in a phaseΓ is the final

operation inΓ.

I proceed as follows. In section 2, I list and discuss the fourassumptions that are
needed to derive (5).4 In section 3, I show how CED effects can be derived from the
PIC under the assumptions made in section 2. In section 4, theanalysis is extended to
coverfreezingeffects; in this section, it is also shown that the Residual F-over-F Con-
dition (RFOF) (see (49) of chapter 3) that was designed to account for some (G)MLC
effects that could not be derived from the PIC under a phase balance-based approach
to edge feature insertion can be dispensed with under the approach to freezing adopted
here. As already noted in chapter 2, one of the most importantcharacteristics of the
new approach to CED effects, which is not shared by any of the existing approaches,
is that it predicts the existence of the phenomenon ofmelting. In section 5, I show that
melting effects systematically occur in German and Czech: Local scrambling in front
of what would otherwise qualify as a last-merged specifier renders the specifier trans-
parent for extraction. Section 6 contains an outlook and a conclusion. Finally, there
is an appendix to the present chapter in which the analysis istentatively augmented
with a new approach to reflexes of successive-cyclic movement (which turn out to be
no “reflexes” at all on the analysis proposed there).

4 Just as we have seen in the case of deriving (G)MLC effects from the PIC (see subsection 7.2 of chapter
3), it turns out that the four assumptions are not equally important. In fact, only the last assumption,
concerning the timing of edge feature insertion on phase heads, is really indispensable. The first three
assumptions could in principle be replaced by alternative (for instance, weaker) statements, which would
still yield some version of (5). I will address this issue in the conclusion of the present chapter. For the time
being, I treat the four assumptions as equally important – onthe one hand, because they help to derive what
seems to me to be the empirically most adequate version of theCED; and on the other hand because they
ensure that the overall reasoning is maximally perspicuousand explicit.



166 Chapter 4. On Deriving CED Effects from the PIC

2. Assumptions

2.1 All Syntactic Operations are Feature-Driven

I have already introduced and motivated this first assumption in section 2.2 of chapter
3: A general Last Resort condition demands that a syntactic operation must either dis-
charge a structure-building (i.e., subcategorization or movement-inducing edge) fea-
ture [•F•] or a probe feature [∗F∗] (by carrying out Agree); the constraint is repeated
in (6).

(6) Last Resort(LR):
Every syntactic operation must discharge either [•F•] or [∗F∗].

The second important assumption presupposes the first one; but unlike the first one
(with the proviso made towards the end of the preceding chapter, in subsection 7.2), it
has not been required for an account of (G)MLC effects.

2.2 Operation-Inducing Features on Lexical Items are Ordered

Consider the question of how linking can be brought about in current derivational
syntactic theories, i.e., how the order ofΘ-roles in argument structures of predicates
in the lexicon is mirrored by argument realization in syntax.5 For examples like (7),
the task is to derive thatJohn1 is interpreted asAGENT, a book2 asTHEME, andMary3

asGOAL.

(7) John1 gave a book2 to Mary3

One possible strategy is to assume that syntactic positionsare provided with fixed
argument structure correlates, such that, e.g., a DP daughter of vP is interpreted as
AGENT, a DP daughter of VP is interpreted asTHEME, and a PP daughter of V′ is
interpreted asGOAL; such an approach is adopted in Adger (2003, 139).6 On this
view, an example like (8) is classified as ungrammatical because it emerges as unin-
terpretable: The VP-internal arguments cannot be associated withΘ-roles.

(8) *[ vP John
AGENT

gave+v [VP to Mary
?

tV a book ]]
?

5 I am assuming here a standard approach to argument structurethat relies on ordered lexical entries which
predict a hierarchy ofΘ-roles (see, e.g., Bierwisch (1988), Wunderlich (1997a), and Heim & Kratzer
(1998)). Things would be different under radical approaches like the one developed in Borer (2004), where
argument structures are not basic, but are read off syntactic representations.

6 Of course, assignments of thematic roles to positions wouldbe somewhat different under the approach to
ditransitive constructions in (19) in chapter 3.
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However, I take it to be far from clear that this is the right approach to take: A sentence
like (8) can perfectly well be understood by speakers of English – it just happens to
violate formal rules of grammar. I would therefore like to adopt another approach to
linking in minimalist grammars, one that has its roots in categorial grammar, and a
long tradition in transformational and phrase structure grammar (see Lewis (1972),
Pollard & Sag (1994), Wunderlich (1997a), Lechner (2004), Kobele (2006; 2011),
Sternefeld (2006), and Pesetsky & Torrego (2006), among many others). According
to this approach,Θ-roles are ordered in lexical entries of predicates, and they are
mapped onto a list of categorial subcategorization features (i.e., structure-building
features: [•F•]) in reverse order, as schematically depicted in (9). Theremust then be
a condition ensuring that subcategorization features are discharged one after the other,
beginning at the top of the hierarchy (see below for a specificsuggestion).

(9) a. Θ-roles:
Θ1 ≫ Θ2 ≫ Θ3 (AGENT ≫ THEME ≫ GOAL)

b. Subcategorization features:
[•P•]3 ≻ [•D•]2 ≻ [•D•]1

Furthermore, I assume that there can also be subcategorization features that do not go
back toΘ-grids. These kinds of subcategorization features play a role in structure-
building operations involving functional categories, andthey also enter argument lists
of lexical items. For example, VP is notΘ-marked by v, but v has a subcategorization
feature [•V•] that permits Merge of v and VP; and similar reasonings applyin the
case of Merge (T,vP) and Merge (C,TP).7 At this point, the question arises of how
an external argument DP comes to be base-generated as the specifier of v. Based on
Larson (1988) and subsequent work, two options have been pursued. One possibil-
ity (adopted in approaches that correlate v with causation or some related semantic
concept; see Hale & Keyser (2002), Harley (1995), Kratzer (1996), Adger (2003),
Ramchand (2003), Schäfer (2007), Hole (2008), and references cited in these works)
is that AGENT DPs are introduced by v. In the present approach, this would amount
to a feature list [•V•] ≻ [•D•] on v, with [•V•] discharged by Merge (v,VP) before
[•D•] is discharged by Merge (v′,DP). On this view, transitive verbs take only one
argument; and ditransitive verbs subcategorize for two arguments (rather than three
arguments, as in (9-b)). Alternatively, v is motivated solely by considerations per-
taining to phrase structure geometry; external arguments remain true arguments of V,

7 Also see Adger (2003) for discussion of this issue, with a different conclusion. – Strictly speaking,
assuming, say, Merge of v and VP to proceed by discharge of a subcategorization feature on v was already
required by the Last Resort condition in chapter 3. However,the issue was not really relevant in the context
of the discussion of (G)MLC effects in chapter 3; it will become relevant now, though.
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even though they are merged in the specifier of v (see Haider (2000a; 2006) for an
analysis along these lines, and Georgi & Müller (2010) for animplementation of this
idea in terms of head movement by reprojection). For now, I adopt the former view:
AGENT DPs are arguments of v. Thus, (agentive) v is equipped with anordered set
of structure-building features [•V•] ≻ [•D•] – first, the VP argument of v is merged
(discharging [•V•]), and then its DP specifier enters the structure (discharging [•D•]).
Of course, Last Resort must be revised appropriately so as tobe sensitive to the order
of structure-building features; this is done in (10).

(10) Last Resort(LR, revised):

a. Every syntactic operation must discharge either [•F•] or [∗F∗].
b. Only features on the top of a feature list are accessible.

(10-b) presupposes that a discharged feature is removed from the lexical item, and
deleted. Issues related to morphological realization of case and agreement features
may ultimately demand a slightly more complicated approach(according to which
discharged features become inactive for further processesin the sense of (10-b) but
remain accessible for morphological realization; see Adger (2003), Müller (2009) for
discussion); but for present purposes we may keep to the simplest assumption.8

The question arises of whether probe features on a lexical item are treated in the
same way as structure-building features. In line with the definition in (10), I assume
that this is indeed the case, for reasons of symmetry alone: Probe features show up on
a separate stack (though their order will not play a role in this chapter). Under these
assumptions, there are two stacks of features on lexical items – one for structure-
building features, and one for probe features. Consequently, given Last Resort in (10),
lexical heads look likepushdown automata: They are characterized by a last-in/first-
out property (although so far, I have exclusively been concerned with the first-out part;
the last-in part will be highlighted below).

2.3 All Phrases are Phases

This assumption has already been adopted, and argued for, inchapter 3 (see subsection
2.3 there). The status of this assumption in the context of deriving CED effects will
turn out to be similar to its status in the context of deriving(G)MLC effects: If it
is maintained that fewer XPs qualify as phases (e.g., only vPand CP), this means
that fewer types of CED effects can be accounted for; but it does not mean that the
enterprise as such must be called into question.

8 It is also worth bearing in mind that potential problems withthe hypothesis of discharge of [•F•], [∗F∗]
as deletion for the morphological component do not arise if apre-syntactic approach to inflectional mor-
phology is adopted; see, among others, Wunderlich (1996; 1997b), Alexiadou & Müller (2008), and Müller
(2008).
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2.4 Edge Feature Insertion

Finally, as noted, the most important assumption that is needed to derive the CED in
(5) from the PIC concerns the insertion of edge features. According to the Edge Fea-
ture Condition in (4) (or, for that matter, Chomsky’s original version in (3)), an edge
feature may be inserted on a phase head so as to trigger an intermediate movement
step (and thereby avoid a PIC violation) onlyafter the phase is otherwise complete.
Chomsky (2000, 109) defines the stage of the derivation at which a phase is “com-
plete” in this sense as follows: A phase is complete if it has “exhaust[ed] the lexical
subarray from which it is derived”. Assuming that all syntactic operations are trig-
gered by the phase head, this would seem to strongly suggest that the phase head is
inert once the phase is complete. Hence, the null hypothesissurely is that the phase is
inaccessible for further internal modification at this point. From this perspective, sub-
sequent edge feature insertion (as in (4), (3)) is a peculiaroperation. I would therefore
like to propose thatafter is to replaced withbeforein the definition of the EFC in (4)
(or (3)): Edge features can only be insertedas long as the phase head is active. Given
the assumption that all syntactic operations are (induced by properties of a phase head
and) feature-driven (see subsection 2.1 above), activity of a phase head (in the relevant
sense) can be defined as follows: A phase head is active as longas it has (structure-
building or probe) features to discharge; otherwise it counts as inactive.9 This leads to
the revised version of the Edge Feature Condition in (11).

(11) Edge Feature Condition(EFC, new version):
An edge feature [•X•] can be assigned to the headγ of a phase only if (a), (b),
and (c) hold:

a. The phase headed byγ is otherwise not balanced.
b. γ has not yet discharged all its structure-building or probe features.
c. [•X•] ends up on top ofγ’s list of structure-building features.

Clause (11-a) is nothing new; it represents the phase balance requirement of (4). (11-b)
incorporates the new assumption about the timing of edge feature insertion; and (11-c)
just makes precise the assumption that phase heads act like pushdown automata – an
edge feature that is assigned to a phase head ends up on top of the stack of structure-
building features that is present on the phase head (this then fully accounts for the

9 Thus, access to a concept like “lexical subarray” is not required in the present approach to determine
inertness of a phase head. As a matter of fact, the balanced phase approach of chapter 3 depends on the
assumption that the whole numeration is accessible at all points of the derivation; and the same goes for
the approach to freezing developed in section 4 below. In principle, it would still be possible to postulate
designated subarrays of the numeration that correspond to phases; I will leave open the question of whether
such a move is warranted.
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last-in/first-out property mentioned at the end of subsection 2.2).10 To sum up, the
important consequence of (11) (in interaction with the firstthree assumptions) is that
the assignment of a movement-inducing edge feature [•X•] to a phase headγ can take
place only to the top of a feature list onγ, and thatγ must have a non-empty feature
list at this point.11

From these four assumptions, the CED in (5) follows as a theorem. This is shown
in the following section.

3. Deriving the Condition on Extraction Domain

3.1 Merge

3.1.1 The Analysis

Let us ignore probe features on phase heads for the moment, and focus on structure-
building features only. Given this proviso, the CED in (5) can be derived as follows.
First, if an edge feature feature [•X•] is to be inserted on a phase headγ, γ must con-
tain at least one other feature at this point; otherwise it isinert and cannot be affected
by edge feature insertion (this follows from clause (b) of the EFC in (11)). Second,
edge feature insertion must go to the top ofγ’s list of structure-building features (this
follows from clause (c) of the EFC in (11)). Third, if an edge feature [•X•] has been
inserted on a phase head’s stack of structure-building features, it is discharged again
immediately, as an instance of the last-in/first-out property of phase heads (this follows
from clause (b) of Last Resort in (10)). Fourth, and most importantly, this means that
it is impossible to insert an edge feature for a categoryα that is merged inΓ (i.e., the
maximal projection of a phase headγ) as the last operation taking place inΓ (because
of the EFC in (11) – in this case, at the point whereα is part of the structure, the head
of Γ has no feature left, and has therefore become inert, making edge feature insertion
impossible). Fifth, this in turn implies that a moved itemβ in the edge domain of a
categoryα merged last in a phaseΓ is not accessible anymore outsideΓ: If α is last-
merged, an edge feature cannot be placed on the head ofΓ anymore, and a category
that is part ofα cannot be moved out ofα, to an outer specifier ofΓ. Therefore, once
the derivation proceeds by combiningΓ with some new item from the numeration (or

10 As observed by Winfried Lechner (p.c.), the fact that feature assignment must always go to the top
of a feature stack is arguably just a consequence of a generalprinciple regulating derivational structure
generation, viz., the Strict Cycle Condition (SCC) (see (23) of chapter 1 or (8) of chapter 2, and (1) of
chapter 3; also the references given in footnote 2 of chapter3. The SCC will become relevant again below.

11 In addition, edge feature insertion must be the only way to produce a balanced phase. In what follows,
this requirement will play no role since I will only be concerned with data that do not instantiate any kind
of (potential) intervention effect. I will therefore generally tacitly presuppose that this third requirement is
met whenever the question of edge feature insertion arises.
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the workspace), the PIC in (2) rendersβ in α inaccessible.12 Sixth, it thus follows
that extraction fromα is predicted to be impossible ifα enters a phase as a result of
the last operation taking place in that phase, as a consequence of the phase head’s
features (because of the PIC). Therefore, and this concludes the argument, given that
(outer) specifiers are last-merged in their projections, they are predicted to be barriers
for movement: The CED in (5) is derived.

3.1.2 Specifiers

As an illustration, consider the (possibly simplified) model of clause structure in (12).

(12) ... CP

α1 C′

C TP

α2 T′

T vP

α3 v′

V+v VP

α4 V′

tV β

Assume thatαn in (12) is a specifier that is last-merged in its phase whereasβ is a
complement. The task then is to derive (in accordance with (5)) thatαn is a barrier
whereasβ is not (necessarily; see below) a barrier. Turning to (last-merged) speci-
fiers first, it remains to be shown that no order of operations can yield a legitimate
outcome if some item is to be extracted out ofαn in (12). Suppose first that edge
feature insertion follows specifier feature discharge. This gives rise to the sequence
in (13-a), which violates (11-b) – an edge feature is assigned to a phase head that has

12 Note that this reasoning presupposes a non-recursive notion of edge, such that the edgeβ of a category
α is not part of the edge of a phaseΓ even if α is part of the edge ofΓ. – At this point, it should be
acknowledged that while non-recursive edges follow directly from the currently employed (and arguably
maximally simple) notion of edge as consisting of all and only specifiers (perhaps only left-peripheral
specifiers, and perhaps also adjuncts; see (3) in chapter 3),non-recursive edges might in fact not be an
optimal solution if the PIC is not viewed as a primitive condition but derived from cyclic spell-out (cf.
footnote 5 in chapter 2); see Richards (2010) for this point and a different approach to CED effects motivated
by it.
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discharged all its inherent structure-building features and has thereby become inert.13

Suppose next that the order of operations is reversed, i.e.,edge feature insertion pre-
cedes specifier feature discharge. There are two possible scenarios. One possibility
is that the edge feature is assigned to the phase head, but does not end up on top of
the phase head’s stack of structure-building features; see(13-b). This violates (11-c) –
inserted edge features must go to the top of a feature stack. Alternatively, edge feature
insertion precedes specifier feature discharge, but this time, the edge feature is indeed
assigned to the top of the stack, as in (13-c). Unfortunately, this does not help either,
because of (10-b): After the edge feature is inserted, it hasto go away directly, given
Last Resort (attracting some category within the complement of the phase head to an
outer specifier). Therefore, such an edge feature cannot serve to move anything out of
α: Whenα enters the structure (as a result of [•α•] discharge), the edge feature [•X•]
has come and gone already.

(13) Why specifiers in (12) are barriers:

a. γ: [•α•]
→ γ: Ø
→ γ: [•X•]

 violates (11-b)

b. γ: [•α•]
→ γ: [•α•] ≻ [•X•]
→ γ: [•X•]

 violates (11-c)

c. γ: [•α•]
→ γ: [•X•] ≻ [•α•]
→ γ: [•α•]

 does not help because of (10-b)

To conclude, specifiers are barriers because of the PIC: There is no way to carry out
an intermediate movement step from a last-merged specifier to the specifier of the
minimal phase above it; so movement out of a last-merged specifier has to skip the
edge domain of the next phase, in violation of the PIC.

3.1.3 Complements

At this point, the question arises of why complements are notbarriers (or, more pre-
cisely, do not have to be barriers – see below). In (12),β, VP, vP, TP, and (possi-
bly) CP are complements that are first-merged in their phasesand have not yet dis-
charged the final structure-building feature of the respective phase head’s feature list;
in other words, the operation that brings the complement into the structure is not the

13 A remark on notation:α refers to a syntactic category (a phrase, possibly with richinternal structure);
in contrast, [•α•] is a subcategorization feature selecting the category label of α. Thus, strictly speaking,
“alpha” is ambiguous between a syntactic category and its label. This simplification is harmless.
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last structure-building operation carried out in the phase. Again, several a priori pos-
sible derivations need to be considered, but now, there has to be at least one derivation
that succeeds. As it turns out, this derivation is straightforward. As shown in (14-a), no
constraint is violated if edge feature insertion follows complement feature discharge
but precedes specifier feature discharge. At the point whereassignment of the edge
feature to the phase head is called for (so as to move an item out of the complementβ
to an outer specifier of the phase), the complement feature [•β•] must have been dis-
charged, but the specifier-creating feature [•α•] is still present on the head. Therefore,
edge feature insertion finds a stage of the derivation where it can apply non-vacuously
without violating the ban on modifying inactive phase headsincorporated into the
EFC. Of course, alternative derivations that mirror those in (13-b) and (13-c) are ex-
cluded for the same reasons as before: If edge feature insertion applies very early and
precedes complement feature discharge, either the inserted edge feature fails to end up
on top of the phase head’s feature stack (as in (14-b)), or theedge feature is discharged
again immediately (by merging some arbitrary category), without being able to attract
anything out of the complement (which is not yet part of the structure); see (14-c).

(14) Why complements in (12) do not have to be barriers:

a. γ: [•β•] ≻ [•α•]
→ γ: [•α•]
→ γ: [•X•] ≻ [•α•]
→ γ: [•α•]
→ γ: Ø

 violates nothing

b. γ: [•β•] ≻ [•α•]
→ γ: [•β•] ≻ [•X•] ≻ [•α•]
→ γ: [•X•] ≻ [•α•]

 violates (11-c)

c. γ: [•β•] ≻ [•α•]
→ γ: [•X•] ≻ [•β•] ≻ [•α•]
→ γ: [•β•] ≻ [•α•]

 does not help because of (10-b)

Thus, movement out of complements can respect the PIC: Thereis a stage in the
derivation where the complement feature has already been discharged (so that sub-
sequent edge feature insertion can attract an item within the complement), but the
specifier feature has not yet been discharged.

3.1.4 The Intermediate Step Corollary

The present approach makes an interesting prediction concerning the exact nature of
the landing site of intermediate movement steps: Intermediate movement steps to
phase edges must take placebeforea (final) specifier is merged. Assuming that tucking
in (in the sense of Richards (2001)) is not an option in natural languages (see below),
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this implies that subsequent Merge of a specifier ends up in a higher position. Thus,
we end up with the result that an intermediate movement step (triggered by an edge
feature that is not inherently present on a phase head) ends up in a specifier that is
asymmetrically c-commanded (and preceded) by a category whose presence is due to
an inherent (e.g., subcategorization) feature of the same phase head. Let us call this
property theIntermediate Step Corollary.

(15) Intermediate Step Corollary:
Intermediate movement steps to specifiers of X (as required by the PIC) must
take place before a final specifier is merged in XP.

I take this corollary of the revised EFC under the present setof assumptions to
be somewhat unusual but entirely unproblematic.14 The consequence of (15) for
successive-cyclic movement is shown schematically in (16), where successive-cyclic
movement of the complement of V (rather than out of the complement of V) first takes
place to an inner specifier of V; then to an inner specifier of v (out of the complement
VP); and then on to some specifier outside of the complement vP.15

(16) DP2 ...
vP

DP1 v′

t′′2 v′

V+v VP

DP3 V′

t′2 V′

tV t2

3.1.5 Data

This way, standard CED data are derived, like the SententialSubject Constraint effect
(cf. (69) in chapter 1) in English that is illustrated in (17)(assuming that the effect is
indeed real, effective before clausal extraposition, and not an instance of something
else, as argued by Koster (1978)); or the standard Subject Condition effect with DPs in

14 What is more, in chapter 5 I will argue that the Intermediate Step Corollary actually holds the key to
a new understanding of operator island (i.e.,wh-island and topic island) effects that does not rely on a
constraint like Relativized Minimality.

15 Also recall from chapter 3 that the present approach, where all phrases are phases, is inherently incom-
patible with Anti-Locality requirements on movement (see Grohmann (2000; 2003), Abels (2003)).
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(18). External argument CPs and DPs are merged in Specv as thelast operation taking
place in vP; an edge feature cannot be instantiated on v afterthe external argument has
been merged (because the phase head is inert at this point); and subsequent movement
of thewh-phrase in (17) and (18) out of the external argument therefore violates the
PIC.

(17) a. [DP1 Who ] did the reporters expect [CP that the principal would fire t1 ] ?
b. *[ DP1 Who ] was [CP that the principal would fire t1 ] expected by the re-

porters ?
c. *[ DP1 Who ] did [CP that Mary was going out with t1 ] bother you ?

(18) a. *[DP2 Who(m) ] has [DP1 a comment about t2 ] annoyed you ?
b. *[ PP3 About whom ] has [DP1 a comment t3 ] annoyed you ?

The CED in its classical formulation covers subjects and adjuncts. The barrier status
of adjuncts follows immediately if we assume that adjuncts are to be reanalyzed as
last-merged specifiers of special functional projections (see Alexiadou (1997), Cinque
(1999)). The reasoning is then identical to the one given before for subjects. Some
standard English examples instantiating the Adjunct Condition part of the CED are
given in (19) (see (95) in chapter 1).16

(19) a. *[DP1 Who ] did you get jealous [CP because I talked to t1 ] ?
b. *[ PP1 To whom ] did they leave [CP before speaking t1 ] ?
c. *[ DP1 Who ] did they leave [CP before speaking to t1 ] ?

Finally, given that dative (‘affected’) GOAL arguments are merged last in VP (see
subsection 3.1.2 of chapter 3), in SpecV (in contrast to other GOAL arguments that are
realized by PPs), they are predicted to invariably qualify as barriers, just like external
arguments merged in Specv. This prediction seems correct for German; cf. (20-a)
(external nominative DP as a barrier) and (20-b) (dative DP as a barrier); see Fanselow
(1987; 2001a), Grewendorf (1989), and Müller (1995).17

16 That said, it has sometimes been observed that adjuncts tendto be stricter islands than subjects, and less
susceptible to cross-linguistic variation (see Frank (2002), Stepanov (2007), and chapter 2). The present
analysis does not rule out the possibility that some other factor might additionally block extraction from
adjuncts, or preclude what might exist as a way out for extraction from subjects in some languages after all
(see section 6 below for some speculations).

17 As remarked before, subject raising to SpecT is optional in German; so both a derivation in which the
subject DP in (20-a) is in Specv, and one in which it is in SpecT, must be excluded. Also, as noted in
chapter 2, Jurka (2008; 2010) presents an experimental study suggesting that there are CED effects with in
situ subjects in Specv in German.
It has sometimes been argued that certain kinds of subject DPs are transparent for extraction in German; see,
e.g., Haider (1983; 1993a) and Diesing (1992). As noted by Fanselow (2001a, 422), many of the putative
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(20) a. *[PP1 Über
about

wen ]
whom

hat
has

[DP ein
a

Buch
booknom

t1 ] den
the

Fritz
Fritzacc

beeindruckt
impressed

?

b. *[ PP1 Über
about

wen ]
whom

hat
has

der
the

Verleger
publishernom

[DP einem
a

Buch
bookdat

t1 ] einen
a

Preis
priceacc

gegeben
given

?

3.2 Agree

3.2.1 Extraction from Complements Reconsidered

The present analysis makes two related predictions for extraction from objects that
look problematic. First, given what has been said so far, we expect that THEME (ac-
cusative) objects can avoid becoming a barrier in VP only if there is something else
that is merged later in the same phase (e.g., a GOAL – dative – object). This prediction
is not borne out; consider, e.g., the German examples in (21-a) (extraction from an
accusative object in the presence of a higher dative object with a ditransitive verb) and
(21-b) (extraction from an accusative object with a simple transitive verb). Second, as
has been observed by Cattell (1976) and (from a slightly different point of view) Bach
& Horn (1976), movement out of THEME (accusative) objects is known to depend

counter-examples in German involve passive or unaccusative constructions with the nominative DP in situ,
in a complement position, as in (i-ab). See the next subsection for an analysis, and also (25) below.

(i) a. [PP1 Über
about

wen ]
whom

wurde
was

[DP ein
a

Buch t1 ]
booknom

gelesen ?
read

b. [PP1 Über
about

wen ]
whom

ist
is

[DP ein
a

Buch t1 ]
booknom

erschienen ?
appeared

The contrasts between extractions from nominative DPs withindividual-level and stage-level predicates
noted in Diesing (1992), to the extent that they are real, canpresumably for the most part be reinterpreted
along the same lines, as reflecting a difference between VP-internal complements and specifiers of v; see
(ii-ab) (my judgements; Diesing assigns a * to (ii-a)).

(ii) a. ??Was1
what

sind
are

[DP t1 für
for

Leguane ]
iguanasnom

intelligent ?
intelligent

b. Was1
what

sind
are

[DP t1 für
for

Leguane ]
iguanasnom

verfügbar ?
available

(Here and in what follows, I presuppose thatwas für(‘what for’) phrases are DPs; however, the exact cate-
gorial status and internal organization of these argumentsare not really important for any of the substantial
points made in this chapter. Still, it can be noted that the kind of structure attributed towas fürphrases by
Leu (2008) is incompatible with the present approach because it relies on the availability of extraction from
a last-merged specifier.)
Other apparent counter-examples involve PPs headed byvon (‘of’), as in (iii-a), or zu (‘to’), as in (iii-
b) (see Haider (1993a, 172-173) and references cited there). For these, a non-movement analysis seems
systematically available; see the discussion around (35) in section 4. A similar reasoning applies in the
case of DP split constructions such as (iii-c) (see Fanselow(1988), Riemsdijk (1989), Fanselow &́Cavar
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on a tight relation between V and N (the formation of a “natural predicate”); see the
contrast between (21-b) and (21-c), which so far also remains without an explanation.
Thus, the fact that accusative DPs in German (and other languages) that are simulta-
neously first- and last-merged in VP are partly, but not fullytransparent local domains
is not accounted for under present assumptions.

(21) a. [PP1 Worüber ]
about what

hat
has

er
henom

der
the

Maria
Mariadat

[DP ein
a

Buch
bookacc

t1 ] gegeben ?
given

b. [PP1 Worüber ]
about what

hat
has

der
the

Fritz
Fritznom

[DP ein
a

Buch
bookacc

t1 ] gelesen ?
read

c. *[ PP1 Worüber ]
about what

hat
has

der
the

Fritz
Fritznom

[DP ein
a

Buch
bookacc

t1 ] geklaut ?
stolen

3.2.2 Abstract Incorporation as Head Movement

There are various ways to account for the contrast in (21-bc). An approach that I
assume to be essentially on the right track centers around the notion of “abstract in-
corporation” and can be traced back to Baker (1988); versions of this general approach
have been adopted in Müller (1995), Sauerland (1995), Davies & Dubinsky (2003),
Schmellentin (2006), and Ott (2011b), among others. The basic idea is as follows:
Abstract incorporation of N into V (i.e., head movement of N to V at the level of Log-
ical Form (LF)) must apply to remove an initial barrier status from an NP.18 Abstract
incorporation may take place only at LF, but it can be viewed as co-indexing under

(2002)), which systematically violate constraints on extraction in German and may not involve movement
at all in this language (though see Ott (2011a) for a recent movement-based approach that derives the non-
occurrence of certain – low – island effects with this construction by assuming that the original constituent
containing items like NP and DP in (iii-c) is not labelled in the base, and hence (by assumption) not a
barrier.)

(iii) a. [PP1 Von
of

den
the

Studenten ]
students

haben
have

[DP viele
many

(t1) ] die
the

Prüfung
exam

nicht
not

geschafft
made

b. ?[PP1 Zu
to/concerning

diesem
this

Problem ]
problem

haben
have

[DP einige
several

Briefe (t1) ]
lettersnom

den
the

Sender
station

erreicht
reached

c. [NP Briefe ]
lettersnom

haben
have

mich
me

[DP keine
nonenom

(t1) ] erreicht
reached

Finally, the most convincing counter-examples to the generalization that subject DPs in Specv (or, option-
ally, SpecT) are barriers for extraction in German typically involve configurations where the subject DP is
adjacent to V as a result of object scrambling. I take this phenomenon to be real. As I will show in section
5, this is an instantiation of a systematic melting effect, and entirely expected under present assumptions.

18 Thus, head movement opens barriers. See Bobaljik & Wurmbrand (2003), Gallego & Uriagereka (2006),
and den Dikken (2007; 2008) for recent implementations of the idea that head movement extends local
domains and thereby opens up barriers.
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minimality (cf. the Head Movement Constraint, HMC) in syntax.19 Whether abstract
incorporation can apply or not is partly determined by lexical factors: V-N:read-book
is a natural predicate resulting from abstract incorporation, but V-N:steal-bookis not
(for most speakers); so abstract incorporation may take place in the former, but not in
the latter case, removing the barrier in (21-b) but leaving it intact in (21-c).

This analysis arguably works well as such; however, there isa potential prob-
lem with the approach: The analysis is incompatible with DP-over-NP structures (see
Abney (1987), Szabolcsi (1994); and Alexiadou, Haegeman & Stavrou (2007) for a
more recent overview). The reason is that N cannot abstractly incorporate into V in
the presence of an intervening D; such a movement step would be expected to give
rise to a HMC (or minimality) violation (see subsection 3.12of chapter 1; but also
chapter 6, where the HMC will be called into question). I would therefore like to
suggest a reanalysis of the abstract incorporation approach to extraction from nominal
projections.

3.2.3 Abstract Incorporation as Agree

Suppose that abstract incorporation does not involve movement at any stage of the
derivation. Rather, it is an instance of Agree, in the following sense: If V and N form
a natural predicate, they share an abstract feature [∗p∗]/[p] (where ‘p’ is mnemonic
for ‘natural predicate’). Agree requires c-command, but isless local: An intervening
D is unproblematic. Given that abstract incorporation is reanalyzed as an instance
of [∗p∗]/[p] Agree, we can now assume thatread-bookinvolves a [∗p∗]/[p] Agree
relation (hence, a natural predicate), whereassteal-bookdoes not; cf. (22).20

(22) a. [VP V[∗p∗] [DP D [NP N[p] PP ]]] read book

b. [VP V [ DP D [NP N PP ]]] steal book

Of course, this analysis implies that Agree operations can find a way to avoid PIC vi-
olations that does not exist for movement (from non-edge domains of a phase). More
specifically, it seems that either the PIC is relaxed for Agree operations (as has been
proposed by Bošković (2007), among others), or that Agree can be successive-cyclic,

19 Alternatively, abstract incorporation may be viewed as overt, syntactic head movement that is accompa-
nied by a pronunciation of the trace, as in Stechow (1992) andFanselow (2001b).

20 Whereasread-book is a natural predicate (permitting extraction from DP) andtake-picture is also a
natural predicate (permitting extraction from DP),take-book (for most speakers at least) is not (which
blocks extraction from DP here). This effect is discussed, and derived, in at least some of the work on
abstract incorporation cited above. In the present context, it may suggest an understanding of [∗p∗]/[p]
Agree according to which a natural predicate relation of V and N (which is eventually encoded in the
lexicon) is captured by [∗p∗] on V and [p] on N; but it is not the case that some V would inherently be
marked [∗p∗], or some N would inherently bear [p].
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proceeding from one head to the next one higher up (see Legate(2005), among oth-
ers). A relaxation of Agree relations along these lines is required independently, and
under standard (i.e., somewhat less local) conceptions of what a phase is (see Chom-
sky (2000; 2001b)) for cases of long-distance agreement, atleast for those cases of
long-distance agreement that can be shown not to be parasitic on XP movement (as
proposed by Polinsky & Potsdam (2001) for Tsez), and that cannot be reanalyzed in
terms of extremely local domains after all (see Boeckx (2004)). Given that cases of
long-distance agreement should not be taken to motivate a less restrictive concept of
phase as such (as argued by Chomsky (2001b) for Agree applying to T and a nomi-
native object in Icelandic, and by Bhatt (2005) for long-distance agreement in Hindi),
exempting Agree from the PIC and assuming cyclic Agree look initially like the most
plausible options. Of these two basic possibilities, the former one is also excluded if
hypothesis (51) of chapter 3 is adopted, which would then effectively only leave cyclic
Agree as an analytical option.21

Given that probe features on V can remove barrier status froman accusative object
DP in VP, it must be ensured that this option does not arise fordative objects in SpecV
– more generally, probe features on a phase head can never remove barrier status
from a last-merged specifier (like an external argument in Specv). This follows if
two assumptions are made. First, a probe feature cannot carry out Agree with (some
item in) its specifier (see Chomsky (2001b; 2008)). This can be derived under the
hypothesis that Agree requires c-command, and is thus restricted to the complement
domain of a head.

Second, a probe feature cannot carry out Agree with (some item in) its comple-
ment after a specifier has been merged. To see why this must be excluded, consider
the following scenario: Suppose that a phase headγ has been merged with some
other category which becomes its complement, with one structure-building feature

21 Note that under the present set of assumptions, Agree operations must be permitted to cross a phase
boundary even for instances of local case assignment – e.g.,accusative case assignment by v to DP in VP.
This reasoning already suggests that it cannot be a case or agreement-related Agree relation between v
and an object DP in VP that is responsible for the latter’s transparency for extraction (notwithstanding the
lexical variation visible in (21-b) vs. (21-c), which wouldremain unaccounted for): When an edge feature
is needed to move an object DP (or something contained in thatobject DP) from (within) the complement
position in VP to a SpecV position, v is not yet present – so therelevant probe feature must be located on
V. Thus, a case-based approach might arguably work with instances of lexical case assignment by V, but it
would not work with structural case assignment by v. – Curiously enough, lexical case-marking typically
induces barrier status on the lexically case-marked DP, at least in a language like German. This does not
yet follow in the present approach. In fact, additional assumptions would be necessary to ensure the mere
possibility of a barrier status of lexically case-marked DPs. A stipulation that would yield the intended
result would be that V can assign lexical case only after movement to v; note that this would be compatible
with the SCC to be discussed below, in (23).
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[•F•] remaining onγ in the stack of structure-building features, and one probe feature
[∗F∗] remaining onγ in the separate stack of probe features. For instance, v has been
merged with VP, and now has a subcategorization feature [•D•] left that will gener-
ate an external argument specifier, and a [∗acc∗] case feature (alternatively, a probe
that captures a relevant bundle ofφ-features) on v for Agree with an object DP in
VP. Then, Agree(v,α in VP) (for accusative case assignment andφ-feature agreement)
must precede Merge(DPext,v′) – if it did not, i.e., if the two operations were permitted
to apply in reverse order, v would still be active (in the sense of the EFC in (11)) after
the external argument DP has been merged, and could be provided with an edge fea-
ture attracting an item out of the external argument DP, to anouter specifier of v, after
all. This would make it possible to avoid a PIC violation in the next step, and would
thus undermine a derivation of the CED in (5) from the PIC. Therefore, it must be
ensured that all probe features of a phase head are discharged before a specifier (with
which the probe can never check a probe feature, given the first assumption) is intro-
duced. Indeed, the ban against leaving probe features undischarged on a phase head
follows without further ado from a restrictive version of the Strict Cycle Condition
(see Chomsky (1973)), as it is given in (23).22

(23) Strict Cycle Condition(SCC):
Within the current domainΓ, a binary syntactic operation may not exclusively
apply to positionsα, β if α andβ are both included within another domain∆

that is dominated byΓ.

Consequently, if a phase headγ has an undischarged probe feature [∗F∗] after it is
merged with a category that becomes its specifier, no legitimate continuation of the
derivation will be possible: If [∗F∗] on γ undergoes Agree withγ’s specifier, the c-
command requirement on Agree operations is violated; and if[∗F∗] undergoes Agree
with (an item within)γ’s complement, the SCC is violated (within the projection of
γ that includes the specifier, such an Agree operation would exclusively apply to the

22 The definition of the Strict Cycle Condition in (23) differs in subtle respects from the one given in (23) in
chapter 1, (8) in chapter 2, and (1) in chapter 3. For one thing, it is confined to binary operations; for another,
it recognizes all projections as cyclic domains, not just XPs. This latter assumption ensures that scenarios
involving tucking in as they are envisaged in Richards (2001) can also be excluded by the SCC; recall the
discussion of (16). As will become clear momentarily in the main text, assuming all projections to be cyclic
domains is also important in the present context. Still, it should be clear that all previous evidence for
the SCC encountered so far is still compatible with the new formulation. In particular, the conclusion that
a post-movement insertion of intermediate traces as an instance of Chomsky’s (1991) complex operation
Form Chain violates the Strict Cycle Condition (see the discussion of (22) in chapter 1) is still valid.
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lower projection ofγ that only includesγ and its complement).23

3.2.4 Transparent Last-Merged Complements

In sum, the account of the (lexically determined) potentialabsence of barrier status
with last-mergedcomplements can be schematically depicted as in (24). Suppose that
a phase headγ (e.g., V) is merged withα (e.g., DP) and has thereby discharged all
its structure-building features. The first possibility then is that edge feature insertion
follows complement feature discharge, and there is no probefeature on the phase
head. In this case, edge feature insertion violates clause (b) of the EFC (and if no
edge feature can be inserted, subsequent extraction from the last-merged complement
violates the PIC); see (24-a). Alternatively, edge featureinsertion follows complement
feature discharge, with a probe feature still present on thephase head, as in (24-b).
This derivation violates nothing.

(24) Why last-merged complements do not have to be barriers:

a. γ: [•α•]
→ γ: Ø
→ γ: [•X•]

 violates (11-b)

b. γ: [•α•]
[∗F∗]

→ γ: [∗F∗]
→ γ: [•X•]

[∗F∗]

 violates nothing

Crucially, to avoid a SCC violation (as it would occur with specifiers), the probe fea-
ture [∗F∗] must be discharged before the structure-building edge feature [•X•] is dis-

23 At this point, a remark may be due concerning the assumption that structure-building and probe features
show up on separate stacks of a head, which I have adopted throughout this chapter (cf. page 168). The
alternative would be that the two feature types show up in a single hierarchy, in which case they would
have to be interleaved: Probes can only be discharged after acomplement has been merged, and before
a specifier is merged, given the SCC; otherwise, the derivation would break down. However, there is a
conceptual and an empirical problem with such a view. On the conceptual side, the order of the mixed
classes of features on a single head would then have to be stipulated as a lexical property of the head even
though it can be predicted from the interaction of the SCC andthe fact that an Agree operation can only be
carried out if there are two distinct categories involved (with one of them c-commanding the other). The
two-stack approach avoids this redundancy. In addition, there is another, more pressing, empirical problem
with the one-stack approach: A probe feature on a phase head that makes edge feature assignment to that
phase head possible must be dischargedbeforethe derivationally assigned edge feature is discharged, for
the reasons to be discussed immediately in the main text. Butthere is no way to derive this if there is only a
single, mixed stack of features: An assigned edge feature would end up on top of the stack, above the probe
feature, and the probe feature could then not be discharged before the specifier is introduced.
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charged in (24-b) (and this is unproblematic given that the two features are on different
stacks; see the last footnote).

The same reasoning as the one given here for last-merged complement DPs may
also be relevant for projections of the clausal spine, whichdo not necessarily take
specifiers. For instance, in German, there are clauses whereVP, vP, TP, and CP all fail
to be inherently equipped with structure-building features that generate a specifier.
Still, as shown in (25), extraction from an object DP in VP maytake place (here, the
sole DP argument of an unaccusative verb stays in situ, and there is long-distance
wh-extraction from the DP; see Grewendorf (1989) and Fanselow(2001a)).

(25) Worüber2
about what

denkst
think

du
you

[CP t′′′′′′2 dass
that

[TP t′′′′′2 [ vP t′′′′2 [VP t′′′2 [DP t′′2 ein
a

[NP t′2

Buch
book

t2 ]] tV ] erscheint-v ]
appears

T ]] ?

In (25), the projections of the clausal spine (CP, TP, vP, VP)can avoid barrier status
if their heads undergo Agree operations with the minimally c-commanding head. Ex-
tending the concept ofstatus-governmentintroduced in Bech (1955/1957) in such a
way that a clausal head status-governs the head of its verb complement, it is assumed
in Sternefeld (1991b) and Müller (1995) that such a status-government systematically
removes barrier status from clausal projections in German (and other languages). In
the studies just cited, status-government is modelled in terms of abstract incorporation
(co-indexing of heads); in the present approach, this translates into Agree relations
encoding the concept of status-government. Consequently,clausal projections are not
barriers, even if there is no regular specifier present (and the projection is thus last-
merged). Exactly the same reasoning can be taken to apply forthe structure of DPs
(see, for instance, the D-N relation in (25)). Arguably, thedifference between bridge
verbs and non-bridge verbs can be modelled in the same way (but cf. chapter 6 below
for a qualification): A bridge verb (likedenken(‘think’) in the German example (25))
may undero Agree with the head of its clausal complement CP; anon-bridge verb (like
wissen(‘know’), which gives rise to ungrammaticality if it replacesdenkenin (25))
may fail to be able to undergo Agree with the head of its CP sister.24

24 If a C-T Agree relation were to fail to obtain in certain languages if C has certain properties,
complementizer-trace effects could arise as consequencesof a TP barrier (i.e., the impossibility of inserting
an edge feature on C for an item in the edge domain of TP). See Koster (1986) and Müller (1995) for such
an approach to complementizer-trace effects in languages like English. However, a bit more would have
to be said under these assumptions to make non-subject movement across a lexical complementizerthat
possible. The more general question that arises in this context is how to account for differences between
various types of categories with respect to island violations (subject vs. object, and argument vs. adjunct).
I have nothing insightful to say about this issue here; but cf. chapter 5 for some pertinent remarks.
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3.2.5 Movement of Last-Merged Complements

At this point, the related question needs to be addressed of how the very first step in the
course of successive-cyclic extraction notfrom, but of a complement can be brought
about in cases where there is no second item that is merged in the same projection as
a consequence of the phase head’s inherent structure-building features; consider, e.g.,
the extremely local step from CompN to SpecN that would seem to be demanded by
the PIC in (25).25 The first thing to note is that the present set of assumptions leads us
to expect that this first movement step of a last-merged complement is only possible if
the head has a probe feature left that renders it active in thesense of the EFC, and thus
permits edge feature insertion. Against this background, the following possibilities
arise.

First, heads typically undergo various kinds of Agree relations with their comple-
ments, and this might account for the fact that (last-merged) complements are typi-
cally mobile. Still, in some cases, where such an Agree relation between a head and
its (last-merged) complement might not hold, the complement might in fact be pre-
cluded from moving. In a way, this would amount to a version ofa requirement of
lexical governmentin the ECP.26

A second option might be to ensure the mobility of complements in general by
assuming that there isalwaysa probe feature that triggers an Agree operation between
head and complement; the underlying motivation might be that the head-complement
relation is privileged over other syntactic relations, anda head must carry out a spe-
cial identification of its complement. The simplest technical implementation of this
assumption may be to assume that the probe feature that is involved in obligatory
head-complement Agree is just a copy of the subcategorization feature. On this view,
if a head has a subcategorization feature [•F•] on top of its (possibly singleton) stack
of structure-building features, it is also equipped with a matching [∗F∗] feature on its
probe feature stack. Thus, if V has a top-most feature [•D•], it also has a probe feature
[∗D∗]; discharge of [•D•] introduces the complement into the structure, and discharge
of [∗D∗] (by Agree with the categorial feature of the complement, which can act as
the goal even though it has also been previously used as the matching feature for
structure-building) effects a special identification of the complement. The same pro-

25 I am grateful to Hans van de Koot and Arnim von Stechow for discussion of this issue; also compare the
remarks in footnote 21.

26 However, the analogy would only hold if the ECP is assumed to beconjunctiverather thandisjunctive. A
disjunctive interpretation of the ECP used to be the standard one (see (5) in chapter 1, and Chomsky (1981;
1986a), and Lasnik & Saito (1984; 1992), among many others);however, a conjunctive version of the ECP
is proposed by Stowell (1985, 27), Rizzi (1990, 32), and Hornstein & Weinberg (1995, 253 & 272ff); also
see the references cited in the latter article.
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cedure would then apply with N and P in (25): N bears [•P•], which is accompanied
by [∗P∗].

As a third possibility, suppose that the edge of a phase not only contains spec-
ifiers, but also last-merged complements which, by definition, are topmost in their
projections. If so, an edge feature need not be inserted on phase-heads for the move-
ment of last-merged complements (but it still needs to be inserted for movement out
of last-merged complements, and extremely local movement would still be required
for complements in the presence of an inherent specifier of the phase head; see note
15).27

A fourth solution could be to adopt an even simpler concept ofphase edge: On this
view, an itemα would be at the edge of a phase headed byγ iff α has been merged with
γ. This would then imply that non-last-merged complements are also directly mobile,
without requiring an extremly local movement step to a phase-internal specifier. As
with the third option, movement from last-merged specifierswould continue to be
blocked throughout, and movement from last-merged complements would depend on
probe features on the phase head.28

All four options seem viable in principle, but they have different consequences.
They also all raise potential problems. Consider the first two proposals first. If the
general mobilityof last-merged complements is ensured by assuming that there is
still some probe features on the phase head left, the possibility to derive CED effects
with movementfrom last-merged complements will be lost unless further assumptions
are made: Illicit cases of extraction from (last-merged) complement DPs, illicit cases
of extraction from (last-merged) complement CPs with non-bridge verbs, and related
phenomena can now not be traced back to an inactive phase headbecause the DPs and
CPs involved here can of course themselves undergo movement. However, later in the
book (tentatively in the appendix to the present chapter, and then in a more assertive
way towards the end of chapter 6) I will in fact argue that these types of analyses of ex-
traction from complement DP and complement CP may have to be abandoned anyway,
and may have to be replaced by a slightly different approach that postulates structural
differences between the complement types. Under this assumption, the problem that I
have just sketched disappears (especially for the first proposal).

27 This option, while simple as such, requires a distinction between last-merged complements (i.e., items
that are both last-merged and first-merged) and last-mergedspecifiers (i.e., items that are last-merged and
non-first-merged), given the approach to English double object constructions in chapter 3: Last-merged
right-peripheral complements are then part of the edge domain of a phase head; last-merged right-peripheral
specifiers are not.

28 Thanks to Stefan Keine (p.c.) for suggesting this alternative, and pursuing its consequences in some
detail.
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Let me next turn to potential problems with the third and fourth approaches, ac-
cording to which a last-merged complement (but not an item ina last-merged comple-
ment’s edge domain) is in the edge domain of the phase head. These approaches are
directly compatible with the account of possible asymmetries between extraction from
a last-merged complement and extraction of a last-merged complement in terms of the
variable availability of probe features on the phase head. However, adopting such an
approach will require a radically different approach to freezing effects from the one
presented in the next section, where local movement of non-last-merged complements
is required for the analysis of freezing to work.

Thus, we may ask whether there might be an approach that makesshort movement
of a last-merged complement to a local edge position systematically available and
still captures variation in extraction from last-merged complements by tying it to the
activity or inactivity of the phase head. Here is a suggestion.29 Suppose that the
requirement (11-b) in the Edge Feature Condition is replaced with (26).

(26) γ is active.
A phase headγ is active if (a) or (b) hold.

a. γ has not yet discharged all its structure-building or probe features.
b. γ’s sister bears an unchecked feature [F] (matching some [•F •]).

The addition in (26-b) is the important part of (26). It has the effect that activity of
a phase head can be ensured not only by the phase head’s intrinsic properties, but
also by properties of its sister: A feature that keeps an XP first-merged with a phase
head active also keeps the phase head active. The features inquestion are those that
are looked for by some movement-inducing structure-building feature – e.g., [wh],
[Σ], [top] (see chapter 3 and below).30 From (26), the following consequences can be
derived. First, only complements can keep a phase head active if it has no operation-
inducing features left anymore (specifiers are not sisters of phase heads). Second, only
those complements can keep a phase head active that need to bemoved to the phase
edge themselves. Thus, if a complement does not have to move itself, it will not be
able to help an item in its edge domain; therefore, the above account of restrictions
on extraction from last-merged complements can be maintained even though com-
plements themselves are entirely mobile. (If both a last-merged complement and its
specifier need to move, the phase head is still active; see thenext section.) Finally,

29 Similar assumptions are made in Assmann’s (2010) analysis of parasitic gap constructions, for indepen-
dent reasons.

30 It is also worth pointing out that the approach to operator islands in terms of feature maraudage developed
in the next chapter depends on a similar assumption about theactivity of features targetted by movement-
inducing features.
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it needs to be guaranteed that an active complement cannot keep a phase head active
once a last-merged specifier has been merged, much as in the case of probe features
triggering Agree. This follows if it is assumed that edge-feature insertion and move-
ment to the edge are carried out as quickly as possible (as seems natural); after the
complement has been moved around the head, to a local specifier, the phase head does
not have a sister with an unchecked feature anymore.

For the time being, I will conclude that all five approaches tothe general mobility
of last-merged complements envisaged here work, but there may be (different kinds
of) compatibility problems with other analyses that may require (different kinds of)
additional assumptions. In general, it seems that the first approach and the final ap-
proach just sketched might work best. For the sake of concreteness, I will for now
postulate that at least one of these two approaches is on the right track.31

That said, let me return to the main plot and sum up what has been said so far:
The extended version of the present approach that takes intoaccount probe features
on phase heads makes some interesting, and largely correct,predictions. First, last-
merged specifiers continue to be strict barriers. Second, last-merged complements
are not barriers if the phase head has an additional probe feature for Agree with/into
the complement; otherwise last-merged complements are barriers. However, there is
also a third prediction that I have not yet mentioned. I address this in the following
subsection.

3.2.6 Transparent Non-Last-Merged Specifiers and Complements

As it stands, the analysis predicts that non-last-merged specifiers (i.e., non-last-
merged, non-first-merged items) and non-last-merged complements (i.e., non-last-
merged, first-merged items) are not barriers, independently of whether the phase head
has appropriate probe features. Radical as though it may be,this prediction actu-
ally seems to be generally confirmed; see, e.g., the German examples in (27) (from
Müller (1995), based on analogous Dutch data discussed in Koster (1987)). Here, a
(non-argument) PP specifier of an unaccusative V is transparent for extraction (more
specifically: topicalization) of an R-pronoun in the presence of a higher VP-internal
specifier (the sole argument DP of the unaccusative verb); cf. (27-a). In contrast, the
same (non-argument) PP specifier of an unergative V is a barrier for R-pronoun ex-
traction (see (27-b)) because the nominative argument DP ismerged in Specv rather
than in SpecV, which implies that PP is last-merged in VP.32

31 This deviates from Müller (2010b), where the third approachis ultimately adopted.

32 The difference between unaccusative V and unergative V presupposed here is independently motivated
by a variety of tests, an immediately obvious one being perfect auxiliary selection –sein(‘be’) vs. haben
(‘have’); see Grewendorf (1989).
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(27) a. Da1
there

ist
is

[VP er
he

[V′ [PP t1 mit ]
with

[V′ [PP zum
to the

Doktor ]
doctor

gegangen ]]]
gone

v

‘He went to the doctor with it.’
b. *Da1

there
hat
has

[ vP er
he

[ v′ [VP [PP t1 mit ]
with

[V′ das
the

Rennen
race

beendet ]] v ]]
finished

‘He finished the race with it.’

Still, it is very well possible that this consequence may ultimately prove too far-
reaching: For instance, certain accusative objects might be barriers despite the pres-
ence of a higher dative object. If so, this might be taken to suggest that the two objects
do in fact show up in two distinct verbal projections, as has sometimes been argued.

4. Freezing

4.1 Freezing Effects

The approach developed so far predicts that last-merged specifiers that arise as a con-
sequence of the lowest-ranked subcategorization feature on a phase head are barriers.
At this point, the question arises of whether last-merged specifiers that come into ex-
istence because of a movement-inducing (inherent) edge feature on a phase head are
also barriers – and if so, whether this can be derived within the general theory adopted
here. As for the empirical part, it seems fair to conclude that there is disagreement
in the literature concerning the question of whether moved items (that have reached
their final position) are always barriers for extraction to ahigher position (i.e., whether
there is a general freezing effect; cf., e.g., Ross (1967), Wexler & Culicover (1980),
Browning (1991), Collins (1994), and the references given in subsection 3.5 of chap-
ter 2); or whether in at least some cases, a moved item may stay(or, indeed, become)
transparent for extraction (see, e.g., Chomsky (1986a)). To give a few more specific
examples: Whereas Cinque (1990) and Sternefeld (1991b) argue that SpecC is invari-
ably a barrier (even if the item moved to this position is transparent in situ), Chomsky
(1986a) and Lasnik & Saito (1992) assume that SpecC is transparent for extraction
(even if the item in SpecC is a barrier in situ). Similarly, Browning (1991), Collins
(1994), Chomsky (1995), Rezáč (2004), Broekhuis (2005), and Boeckx & Grohmann
(2007) (among many others) postulate that SpecT is a barrier; but Chomsky (2008),
Gallego & Uriagereka (2006) (see chapter 2), and Neeleman & van de Koot (2010)
suggest that this is not (or not always) the case. As for SpecC, Chomsky (1986a) bases
his assumption that SpecC is transparent on the Spanish datain (28-ab) (from unpub-
lished work by Esther Torrego), where it looks as though movement from awh-moved
subject is possible even though the subject is a barrier in situ.33

33 Here and in what follows, (*) characterizes an example whosegrammaticality status is disputed. In the
context of the present discussion, (*) in (28), (29), and (30) stands for (relative, in (29)) wellformedness.
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(28) a. *Esta
this

es
is

la
the

autora
author

[PP1 de la que ]
by whom

[DP2 varias
various

traducciones
translations

t1 ] han
have

ganado
won

premios
awards

internacionales
international

b. (*)[PP1 De
by

que
what

autora ]
author

no
not

sabes
you know

[CP [DP2 que
which

traducciones
translations

t1 ] han
have

ganado
won

t2 premios
awards

internacionales ] ?
international

Comparable judgments for analogous cases of extraction from SpecC in English are
provided by Lasnik & Saito (1992); see (29) ((29-a) = (ii) from footnote 42 in chapter
3).

(29) a. ??(*)Who1 do you wonder [DP2 which picture of t1 ] Mary bought t2 ?
b. ??(*)Who1 do you wonder [DP2 which picture of t1 ] t2 is on sale ?

A set of examples used to argue for a transparency of SpecT in English given in Chom-
sky (2008) is (30-ab).

(30) a. *[PP1 Of which car ] did [DP2 the driver t1 ] [ vP t1 cause a scandal ] ?
b. (*)[PP1 Of which car ] is [DP2 the driver t1 ] likely [ TP t′2 to t2 cause a scan-

dal ] ?

4.2 Predictions of the Analysis So Far

Notwithstanding the empirical issue of what the correct empirical generalization is,
the question can be raised what the approach developed so farpredicts with respect to
the presence or absence of CED effects in the context of (regular, non-intermediate)
movement to specifier positions. As it stands, the prediction is clear enough: If nothing
else is said, it follows from the present system that freezing effects can be avoided
with complement movement (as in (29-a)), but not with movement of a specifier that
is last-merged in its base position. Here is why complement movement is so far not
predicted to create a freezing effect for extraction out of the complement: Suppose
thatα is a complement of V, and inα’s edge position is a categoryβ. Bothα andβ

are needed by categoriesγ, δ that have the appropriate movement-inducing structure-
building features that recognizeα andβ (alternatively, some itemγ is equipped with
both features);γ andδ are still part of the numeration on the VP cycle. Since inserting
edge features to the phase head V at this point will thus have an effect on outcome
(in the sense made precise in chapter 3; cf. (11-a) above), itis legitimate (if the phase
head is not yet inert at the stage where assignment of an edge feature must take place).
Consequently,β can move out ofα to SpecV, andα can also move to SpecV; the two
movement steps can apply in any order, the only requirement being that the second
movement goes beyond the landing site of the first movement (because of the SCC,
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which precludes tucking in).34 From this point on, the two items move hand in hand
(but separately), to higher specifiers, until they reach their respective ultimate landing
sites (see Heck (2004) for extensive discussion of derivations of this type).

For last-merged specifiers, such a way of avoiding a barrier effect does not seem
to exist, though. When such a specifier has been base-merged with a phase head, the
phase head becomes inert, and no edge feature can be established on the phase head
that might attract a specifier out of the last-merged specifier. Still, a closer look reveals
that there is a bit more to be said about this case. Consider the abstract structure in
(31), where ZP is a last-merged specifier and WP is in Z’s edge domain. An edge
feature cannot be instantiated on X for extraction of WP to SpecX; XP is then merged
with Y, and Y will not be able to see WP in its complement XP (given non-recursive
edges).

(31) Y′

Y XP

ZP2 X′

WP1 ... X ...

In this configuration, assuming that Y is still active, an edge feature can be inserted on
Y, and movement to SpecY can be triggered, for ZP (which is still accessible) but not
for WP (which is not accessible to Y anymore). Thus, in the next step, ZP may move
to SpecY, as in (32).

(32) Y′

ZP2 Y′

WP1 ... Y XP

t2 X′

X ...

34 Given two of the approaches to mobility of last-merged complements outlined above,α may not even
have to undergo the first movement step if it is last-merged.
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However, at this point it seems that WP1 should be in the PIC-accessible domain of
the phase head Y again, as a consequence of successful piggybacking. If so, an edge
feature on Y could now be inserted for WP1 movement (assuming, as before, that Y
is active as such because it has another structure-buildingfeature left that generates
a specifier), and we would expect a freezing effect to be absent with movement of
last-merged specifiers, too (much as suggested in Chomsky (1986a) and Lasnik &
Saito (1992)). Still, there are various pecularities connected to such a derivation. Most
notably, it would be unique in that the phase head Y has to be able to “change its mind”
concerning the question of whether an edge feature can be inserted for an item that it
shares a structure with. Here and henceforth, I will assume that this is not possible:
If a phase headγ and an XPα are part of the same structure, andγ cannot receive
an edge feature forα (according to the Edge Feature Condition), then this decision is
irreversible throughout the remainder of the derivation. Under this assumption, we end
up with the result that the present approach predicts freezing effects with last-merged
specifiers but not with complements (and non-last-merged specifiers).

I do not take these predictions made by the present approach to be empirically
correct (cf. chapters 1 & 2); therefore, additional assumptions are called for. The
empirical problem is that there are many well-established,entirely uncontroversial
freezing effects with extraction from complements. For instance, a topicalized VP
is always a barrier blocking any kind of extraction ouf of VP in German; see (33)
(from Müller (1998)): (33-a) illustrates VP topicalization; (33-b) illustrates ordinary
wh-extraction from VP; and (33-c) shows that the two operations cannot be combined.
Similarly, as observed by Postal (1972), a topicalized PP isa barrier for further extrac-
tion from PP in English; see (34): Postposition stranding becomes impossible under
PP topicalization. And there are many more freezing effectsof this type.

(33) a. Ich
I

denke
think

[CP [VP das
the

Buch
book

gelesen
read

]
2

hat
has

keiner
no-one

t2 ]

b. [DP Was
what

]
1

denkst
think

du
you

[CP t′1 hat
has

keiner
no-one

[VP t1 gelesen
read

]
2

] ?

c. *[ DP Was
what

]
1

denkst
think

du
you

[CP [VP t1 gelesen
gelesen

]
2

hat
has

keiner
no-one

t2 ] ?

(34) a. Who1 do you think that he will talk [PP2 to t1 ] ?
b. *Who1 do you think that [PP2 to t1 ] he will talk t2 ?

Furthermore, closer scrutiny suggests that the putative exceptions to freezing in (28),
(29), and (30) may to a significant extent be misanalyzed, andmay not involve extrac-
tion from a moved item after all (the derivations involving extraction indicated above
would then be ungrammatical). Thus, the exceptional examples tend to involveof-
phrases (or their equivalents in other languages), which are known to be independently
available as optional arguments in many cases. For instance, this is the only possibility
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in a German example like (35), which would otherwise have to involve long-distance
scrambling from a finite clause in German (indicated here by “(*t1)”) – an operation
that is known to be strongly excluded, with no variation whatsoever involved (see
Ross (1967), Müller & Sternefeld (1993), Bayer & Kornfilt (1994), Grewendorf &
Sabel (1994), and Fanselow (2001a), among others).

(35) dass
that

ich
I

[PP1 von
of

Peter ]
Peter

glaube
believe

[CP dass
that

[DP2 eine
a

neue
new

CD
CD

(*t1) ] erschienen
appeared

ist ]
is

A reanalysis of what may at first sight look like an instance ofof-phrase movement
from a moved item (with exceptional properties from the point of view of locality
theory) as resulting from external Merge of an optional argument has been argued for
with respect to constructions such as those in (28) and (30) by Koster (1987, 196f.),
Cinque (1990, 47), Sternefeld (1991b, 121), Müller (1995, 397f.), Barbiers (2002, 54),
and Gallego (2007, 349) (the list is probably not exhaustive). I assume that this reanal-
ysis is essentially correct (and that, in addition, data like those in (29) can be classified
as ill formed). If so, (36) can be maintained as a valid empirical generalization (also
cf. Rizzi (2006)).35

(36) Freezing Generalization:
A trace t must not be included in a moved XP (i.e., an XP that binds a trace) if
the antecedent of t c-commands XP.

(36) is formulated in such a way that it does not block traces in moved items (with the
antecedent outside of the moved item) as such: Remnant movement configurations,
where the antecedent eventually shows up in a lower positionthan the trace included
in a moved XP, are permitted; remnant movement systematically exhibits an anti-
freezing effect.36 Typical examples involving remnant VP topicalization in German

35 Barbiers (2002, 49) discusses a Dutch construction that looks like a good candidate for a genuine counter-
example to (36); see (i), wherewh-extraction from PP strands P in the matrix clause.

(i) Waar1
where

had
had

jij
you

dan
then

[PP2 t1 mee ]
with

gedacht
thought

[CP dat
that

je
you

de
the

vis
fish

t2 sou
would

moeten
must

snijden ] ?
cut

‘What had you thought to be forced to cut the fish with?’

The account to be developed in this section will have nothingto say about the wellformedness if (i).

36 A side remark: Nothing in this chapter forces a decision withrespect to the question of whether move-
ment leaves a trace, a full copy, or nothing at all. None of theprimitive constraints adopted here (like the
PIC, the EFC, or the SCC) refer to traces or copies; and where such items are referred to (as in the Freezing
Generalization (36)), this is just for expository convenience. Thus, the approach is compatible with the
conclusion in subsection 7.3 of chapter 3 that movement might simply leave nothing at all behind.
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are given in (37) (cf. Thiersch (1985), den Besten & Webelhuth (1990), Grewendorf
& Sabel (1994), and Müller (1998)): A VP from which some item (here, DP1) has
been scrambled subsequently undergoes topicalization, thereby producing an unbound
trace.37

(37) a. [VP2 t1 Zu
to

lesen ]
read

hat
has

[DP1 es ]
itacc

keiner
no-onenom

t2 versucht
tried

b. [VP2 t1 Gelesen ]
read

hat
has

der
the

Fritz
Fritznom

[DP1 das
the

Buch ]
bookacc

nicht
not

4.3 Deriving the Freezing Generalization

As a first step towards deriving (36), let me make explicit some assumptions about
movement-inducing features. First, given that there are only two feature stacks as-
sociated with lexical items (viz., a stack of probe featuresand a stack of structure-
building features), [•F•] features that trigger internal Merge are on the same stack as
[•F•] features that trigger external Merge. However, the formermust be lower on the
hierarchy – they become accessible only after all subcategorization features of a lexi-
cal item have been discharged. Next, I assume, as before (seechapters 1 and 3), that
movement-inducing features include [•wh•] (on C or some related functional head of
the left periphery, forwh-movement); [•top•] (on C or some related functional head
of the left periphery, for topicalization); [•Σ•] (on V, for highly local scrambling to
SpecV, or on v, for scrambling to Specv; see Müller (1998), Grewendorf & Sabel
(1999) and Sauerland (1999), among others);38 and [•D•] (on T, for EPP-movement
to SpecT). Against this background, I would like to suggest that multiple edge feature
insertion follows a feature hierarchy going back to Williams (1974).

For concreteness, consider a derivation that has reached the stage indicated in (38),
with WP a specifier of Z and ZP a complement of X (e.g., WP could be a DP of VP, and
VP (= ZP) could be a complement of v, showing up to the left of v in German; but (38)
is more general, and the linearization options indicated here, although modelled on the
concrete case just mentioned, are irrelevant for the discussion that follows). Suppose
that both WP1 and ZP2 are phrases that will eventually (in the course of the derivation)
be needed by movement-inducing features [•F•] on lexical items that, at this point, are

37 This analysis implies that restructuring (or ‘coherent’) infinitives as in (37-a) are bare VPs. See, e.g.,
Wurmbrand (2001). Nothing depends on this issue in the present context.

38 To simplify matters, I assume here (as I did in chapter 3) thatmoved unstressed pronouns (i.e., ‘object-
shifted pronouns’) and scrambled items both occupy a Specv position in German, triggered by [•Σ•]
on v. Since the two movement types behave differently in a number of respects (e.g., with respect to
obligatoriness, order preservation, and interaction withoptional subject raising triggered by an optional
EPP feature on T in German), this may perhaps ultimately not prove correct. However, this question does
not affect the issues currently under consideration.
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still part of the numeration. Then, assuming that last-merged complements are not in
the edge domain of a phase (see section 3.2.5), X has to be provided with edge features
that attractbothWP1 and ZP2 to SpecX. This presupposes that X in (38) either has an
undischarged structure-building feature or an undischarged probe feature left. Let us
assume the latter (as is indicated in (38): [∗F∗]).39

(38) X′

ZP2 X:[∗F∗]

WP1 Z′

... Z

An important assumption that I would like to put forward at this point is that the
assignment of the required edge features to X does not proceed in an unconstrained
way; rather, there is a fixed order of edge feature insertion which follows a feature
hierarchy that mirrors the typical hierarchy in phrase structures: [•Σ•] ≫ [•D•] ≫
[•top•] ≫ [•wh•] (cf. the reverse order SpecC(wh)> SpecC(top)> SpecT> Specv,
SpecV in clausal trees). Thus, if WP1 in (38) is required by a lexical item (in the
numeration) with a structure-building feature [•Fi•], and ZP2 in (38) is required by a
lexical item (in the numeration) with a structure-buildingfeature [•Fj•], and [•Fi•] ≫
[•Fj•], then the corresponding edge feature for Fi must be established first on X, and
Fj is assigned to X later (both in accordance with the EFC). Arguably, the simplest
way to execute this idea is to give up the assumption that edgefeatures assigned to
phase heads in accordance with the EFC are category-neutral; thus, in what follows
I assume that the edge feature assigned to a phase head identifies the category on
which it is based. Still, category-sensitive edge featuresshould presumably be kept
distinct from movement-inducing features that are inherent to lexical items, so as to
ensure that, e.g., there is nowh-movement from a targetwh-position associated with
an interrogative C.40 A suitable notational convention might be to render the category-

39 See footnote 42 below on whether things might be slightly different if there were a structure-building
feature on X instead. Also note that the present discussion presupposes the first approach to the mobility of
last-merged complements developed in section 3.2.5. If oneadopts the fifth approach based on the extended
concept of phase head activity in (26), [∗F∗] would in fact not need to be present; but the considerations
that follow in the main text will be otherwise identical.

40 But see Reis & Rosengren (1992) for a possible exception in German that I will come back to in chapter
5. In addition, it is arguably the case that accounts of effects like the ones at hand would still be available if
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sensitive edge features that are inserted in the course of the derivation in accordance
with the EFC as [•Xwh•], [•Xtop•], [•XΣ•], etc. Suppose further that there is an
additional condition stating that an edge feature cannot beinserted for a lower category
WP1 after the insertion of an edge feature for a higher, more inclusive category ZP2
has been triggered. The two conditions are summarized in (39).41

(39) Restrictions on multiple edge feature assignment:
A categorially marked edge feature [•Fj•] cannot be assigned to a phase headγ

for a categoryβ if (a) or (b) hold.

a. An edge feature [•Fi•] also needs to be assigned toγ, and [•Fj•] corresponds
to a structurally higher position than [•Fi•].

b. An edge feature [•Fk•] has already been assigned toγ for a categoryα, and
α includesβ.

Thus, (39-a) predicts that multiple assignment of categorially marked edge features
[•Fi•], [•Fj•] to a single phase head respects the hierarchy [•Fi•] ≫ [•Fj•], where
[•Fj•] is intrinsically associated with a higher position in the clausal structure than
[•Fi•].

Returning to (38), assume first that WP1 is an item that qualifies as an Fi-element
(that will eventually be attracted by a lexical item bearing[•Fi•], which so far is still
part of the numeration); that ZP2 is an item that qualifies as an Fj-element (that will
eventually be attracted by a lexical item bearing [•Fj•]); and that [•Fi•] ≫ [•Fj•].
The derivation of (38) can then be legitimately continued asin (40): Based on X’s
activity (due to the probe feature [∗F∗], which is not yet discharged), the edge feature
[•Fi•] is first added to X; see (40-a). Assuming that feature checking obeys an Ear-
liness requirement (see Pesetsky (1989; 2000), Pesetsky & Torrego (2001), Chomsky
(2001b)), [∗F∗] is then discharged immediately in the next step, undergoing Agree
with some goal in WP; see (40-b). Next, [•Fj•] is assigned to X, ending up on top of
the stack of structure-building features; see (40-c). Thisstep is unproblematic because
X is still active at this point, having received an edge feature in the last but one step
(discharging [•Fi•] would have made this insertion impossible). In the fourth step,
[•Fj•] is discharged, moving the Fj-element ZP2 to a specifier of X (an instance of

such a distinction is not made.

41 See Grewendorf (2003; 2004) and Abels (2008) for analyses ofremnant movement asymmetries that
incorporate a condition like (39-a) (and that either are, orcould easily be made, compatible with the present
approach); and Williams (1974; 2003) and Sternefeld (1992)for the origins of the condition, which ap-
parently was informally referred to as the ‘Williams cycle’in Chomsky’s 1974 MIT class lectures. Also
note that (39-b) would follow from a minimal extension of theStrict Cycle Condition in (23). Thus, it is
not inconceivable that (39-a) and (39-b) will eventually both be derivable from a more general concept of
cyclicity. For reasons of space and coherence, I will not pursue these issues here, though.
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string-vacuous movement that is needed nevertheless because it is the only way to
satisfy the PIC on the cycle defined by the next phase head, given that ZP2 is not part
of the edge of X in the presence of an additional specifier – recall the discussion on
pp. 183-186); see (40-d). Finally, [•Fi•] is discharged by moving the Fi-element WP1
out of ZP2, to an outer specifier. As a consequence, the phase head has lost all its
operation-inducing features, and the phase is completed; see (40-e).

(40) [X′ [ZP2 WP1 [Z′ ... Z ]] X:[∗F∗] ]

a. [X′ [ZP2 WP1 [Z′ ... Z ]] X:[∗F∗], [•Fi•] ]
b. [X′ [ZP2 WP1 [Z′ ... Z ]] X:[ •Fi•] ]
c. [X′ [ZP2 WP1 [Z′ ... Z ]] X:[ •Fj•] ≻ [•Fi•] ]
d. [X′ [ZP2 WP1 [Z′ ... Z ]] [ X′ t2 X:[•Fi•] ]]
e. [XP WP1 [X′ [ZP2 t1 [Z′ ... Z ]] [ X′ t2 X ]]]

This derivation respects all conditions, including the tworestrictions on multiple edge
feature assignment in (39-a) and (39-b). The continuation of this derivation is such that
WP1 and ZP2 move together through the next cycles (with edge feature assignment
for WP1, viz., [•Fi•], preceding edge feature assignment for ZP2, viz., [•Fj•] on
each phase head), until the ultimate landing sites associated with the lexical items
are reached that bear the pertinent structure-building features as an inherent property.
Given that [•Fi•] corresponds to a lower landing site in the phrase structuretree than
[•Fj•], derivations of this type will create licit remnant movement configurations such
as those in (37) (where, e.g., [•Fi•] is [•XΣ•], and [•Fj•] is [•Xtop•], the Fi-element
WP1 is DP1, and the Fj-element ZP2 is VP2).

In contrast to this, consider the ill-formed continuation of (38) in (41). Suppose
that the only relevant difference is that this time, ZP2 is the Fi-element (i.e., the item
that must be moved to the specifier of the phase so as to providean accessible element
for subsequent movement to the specifier of a lexical item inherently bearing [•Fi•]),
and WP1 is the Fj-element. In this case, a dilemma arises because (39-a) and (39-b)
cannot both be fulfilled. (39-a) demands that [•Fi•] is inserted as the next step in (41),
as in (40); see (41-a) (if [•Fj•] is assigned first, the derivation breaks down immedi-
ately). Probe feature discharge in (41-b) is unproblematic. However, any continuation
of (41-b) will now run into problems. It is clear that [•Fj•] would have to be added
next, and that this feature would have to go the top of the feature stack on X (given the
EFC), as in (41-c). However, given that [•Fj•] corresponds to WP1 in this case (which
is the Fj-element), and WP1 is included in ZP2 at this point, such an assignment of an
edge feature invariably violates (39-b). Consequently, [•Fj•] cannot be assigned to X,
and WP1 cannot move out of ZP2 on the XP cycle. Furthermore, given that edges are
defined non-recursively (cf. footnote 12), such that the edgeβ of an edgeα of a phase
Γ is not part of the edge ofΓ; and given that a phase head cannot change its mind
about the accessibility of an item that has co-occurred withit in the same structure
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(and has been declared as inaccessible then – recall the discussion of (32)) – given
these two assumptions, the PIC ensures that WP1 will not be able to move out of ZP2
at any subsequent step of the derivation either.

(41) [X′ [ZP2 WP1 [Z′ ... Z ]] X:[∗F∗] ]

a. [X′ [ZP2 WP1 [Z′ ... Z ]] X:[∗F∗], [•Fi•] ]
b. [X′ [ZP2 WP1 [Z′ ... Z ]] X:[ •Fi•] ]
c. *[ X′ [ZP2 WP1 [Z′ ... Z ]] X:[ •Fj•] ≻ [•Fi•] ]

Thus, freezing effects like those in (30) are accounted for.42 Here, [•Fi•] is [•XD•]
(i.e., the edge feature for the EPP feature of T), and [•Fj•] is [•Xwh•] (the edge fea-
ture for a [•wh•] feature on interrogative C); the Fi-element ZP2 is DP2, and the
Fj-element WP1 is PP1 (PP1 must have undergone edge-feature driven movement to
the edge of DP2 first because of the PIC). Similar reasonings apply to all instances
of freezing effects where two different movement types are involved (e.g., (28-a) in
Spanish, if raising is involved here). For freezing effectswhere two identical structure-
building features occur (as in (28-b) in Spanish – with the the structure as indicated,
i.e., without an optional matrix argument interpretation –and (29) in English), a mini-
mal extension of what has been suggested so far is required: It suffices to assume that

42 However, closer scrutiny reveals that there may still be a potential loophole, and a bit more might have
to be said about other kinds of examples involving freezing.The preceding reasoning is based on the
assumption that X does not have any structure-building features left in (38). However, suppose that it did
have some such feature left, as shown in (i).

(i) X′

ZP2 X:[•Y•]

WP1 Z′

... Z

Now consider the following derivation which differs minimally, but crucially, from the one shown in (41).
As before, [•Fi•] (corresponding to the lower target position) is assigned first, but it is thendischarged
immediatelyin the next step, triggering movement of ZP2 to a specifier (this is possible because X is still
active after this discharge, because of [•Y•]). Then, [•Fj•] is added (as in (i-c)), and discharged again.
Finally, [•Y•] is discharged.

(ii) [ X′ [ZP2
WP1 [Z′ ... Z ]] X:[•Y•] ]

a. [X′ [ZP2
WP1 [Z′ ... Z ]] X:[•Fi•] ≻ [•Y•] ]

b. *[X′ [ZP2
WP1 [Z′ ... Z ]] X:[•Y•] ]

c. [X′ [ZP2
WP1 [Z′ ... Z ]] X:[•Fj•] ≻ [•Y•] ]

In order to rule out this derivation (which evades (39-b) if it is assumed that no record is kept of formerly
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there is an addition to (39-a) such that in cases of identicalstructure-building features,
the higher, more inclusive category must be targetted first;compare the modification
of (39) in (42) with the original formulation.

(42) Restrictions on multiple edge feature assignment(extended):
A categorially marked edge feature [•Fj•] cannot be assigned to a phase headγ

for a categoryβ if (a) or (b) hold.

a. An edge feature [•Fi•] also needs to be assigned toγ, and [•Fj•] corresponds
to a structurally higher position than [•Fi•].
If two instances of [•Fi•] need to be assigned toγ, edge feature assignment
for the higher category must take place first.

b. An edge feature [•Fk•] has already been assigned toγ for a categoryα, and
α includesβ.

Insertion of an identical feature for a second category dominated by the first one is
then always impossible, because of (42-b).43

Under these assumptions, the present approach does not simply draw the line be-
tween freezing effects with bound traces, and an absence of freezing effects with un-
bound traces (i.e., remnant movement). Remnant movement constructions of the type
in (43-ab) (= (62-a), (62-b) in chapter 1), which were grouped under the label of Un-
ambiguous Domination effects, are also correctly excluded. These examples differ
minimally from those in (37) in that VP2 and DP1 are moved because of the same
structure-building feature (viz., [•Σ•]). This consequence is particularly relevant be-
cause whereas these kinds of effects could be shown to be derivable from the (G)MLC
(as F-over-F condition effects), the account of (G)MLC effects in terms of the PIC
developed in chapter 3 did not actually have anything to say about them, and necessi-
tated the postulation of a Residual F-over-F Condition (RFOF; see (49) in chapter 3).
The RFOF can now be dispensed with.

(43) a. *dass
that

[α t1 zu
to

lesen
read

]
3

[DP das
the

Buch
bookacc

]
1

keiner
no-one

t3 versucht
tried

hat
has

b. *dass
that

der
ART

Frank
Frank

[α t1 t2 zu
to

reparieren
fix

]
3

dem
ART

Matthias1
Matthiasdat

den
the

Drucker2
printeracc

t3

assigned features on phase heads), it can be assumed that edge features required by the PIC have to be
inserted in toto before they can be discharged; thus the stepin (ii-b) is illegitimate (as indicated here).
Thanks to Silke Fischer (p.c.) for pointing out the problem and sketching the solution.

43 On the other hand, multiple assignment of categorially identical edge features as such is unproblematic,
as long as the two items for which the features are inserted donot stand in a dominance relation. This is
required for cases of multiplewh-movement, or multiple scrambling that is not extremely local, etc.; also
cf. section 6.2.1 in chapter 5.
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versprochen
promised

hat
has

At this point, let me come back to the question to what extent the analyses of possible
asymmetries between extraction of a last-merged complement and extraction from a
last-merged complement discussed in section 3.2.5 are compatible with the present
approach to freezing. The first thing to note is that the thirdand fourth approaches
(according to which a last-merged complement is in the edge domain of a phase head)
would require massive extra assumptions. The reason is thatthe approach to freezing
based on restrictions on edge feature insertion as in (42) can only work if bothZP2

and WP1 are required to move in a structure like (38) even in cases where ZP2 is
a last-merged complement. As for the first, second, and fifth approaches (according
to which a last-merged must move to a specifier position in thesame phase, and an
edge feature must be present), they are fully compatible with the approach to freezing
effects developed here.

To sum up this section, it has turned out that whereas the present approach (which
centers around the assumption that edge feature insertion is possible only as long as
a head can in principle drive operations, and has not yet become inert) fully succeeds
in deriving CED effects with externally (last-) merged specifiers from the PIC, a bit
more must be said to ensure that all internally (last-) merged specifiers are barriers,
too (unless certain kinds of remnant movement are involved). To achieve this result,
I have adopted the two restrictions on multiple edge featureinsertion in (42), both of
which seem natural; moreover, both restrictions can arguably be viewed as conserva-
tive extensions of the Strict Cycle Condition (see footnote41).

Interestingly, the present approach may have to depend on additional assumptions
to derive freezing, but it automatically (and in the simple,non-extended form sketched
in sections 2-3) predicts a reverse phenomenon that I callmelting.

5. Melting

There is a suprising further effect that is predicted under the system of assumptions
laid out in sections 2-3: A specifierα of a phaseΓ that is normally (i.e., if it is
last-merged in its projection) an island for extraction should “melt”, i.e., cease to be
a barrier when someβ becomes an outer specifier ofΓ by movement to a higher
position within the same phase. To the best of my knowledge, melting has not yet
been discussed as a natural class of phenomena in the literature; but the effect seems
real enough.

A melting effect can be observed with highly local movement (viz., scrambling)
in front of base-merged argument DPs in languages like German and Czech.
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5.1 Melting Effects with Scrambling in German

Consider first melting effects with scrambling in German. In(44-ab), it is shown that
one and the same subject DP is a barrier forwas für(‘what for’) split if it precedes an
object DP, but becomes transparent for extraction ofwas if the object DP undergoes
local scrambling in front of the subject.44

(44) a. *Was1
what

haben
have

[DP3 t1 für
for

Bücher ]
booksnom

[DP2 den
the

Fritz ]
Fritzacc

beeindruckt
impressed

?

b. Was1
what

haben
have

[DP2 den
the

Fritz ]
Fritzacc

[DP3 t1 für
for

Bücher ]
booksnom

t2 beeindruckt
impressed

?

The same kind of melting effect with subject DPs created by local object scrambling
to a position in front of the subject shows up with extractionof a PP; see (45-a) (with
subject and object both in situ) vs. (45-b) (with local object scrambling).

(45) a. *[PP1 Über
about

wen ]
whom

hat
has

[DP3 ein
a

Buch t1 ]
booknom

[DP2 den
the

Fritz ]
Fritzacc

beeindruckt
impressed

?

b. [PP1 Über
about

wen ]
whom

hat
has

[DP2 den
the

Fritz ]
Fritzacc

[DP3 ein
a

Buch t1 ]
booknom

t2 beeindruckt
impressed

?

The empirical evidence seems fairly uncontroversial. The data have been checked
with a number of (linguist) native speakers; and, as mentioned above, examples of the
type in (44-b) and (45-b) have figured prominently in approaches that strive to classify
subject DPs as transparent for extraction in German even in constructions which are
neither unaccusative nor passive (see footnote 17).45

44 As shown by Grewendorf (1989) on the basis of a number of tests, a psych verb likebeeindrucken
(‘impress’) takes a regular external argument in German; i.e., the nominative DP here is never VP-internal.
(As a matter of fact, one of the ten or so tests employed in thatwork is based on extraction from DP, as in
(44-a); see Grewendorf (1989, 182).) However, it may be worth pointing out that the pattern in (44) would
be identical ifBücher(‘books’) were to be replaced withLeute(‘people’), andbeeindruckt(‘impressed’)
with the agentive, non-psych verbgetroffen(‘met’).

45 Against the background of Müller (2010b), Jurka (2010, 98-103) reports an experimental study (based on
a questionnaire distributed among non-linguist speakers)of melting effects in German. This investigation
could not corroborate a significant melting effect; only a subset of the speakers systematically produced the
melting pattern in a way that would be statistically relevant. As noted in footnote 37 of chapter 2, I believe
there is every reason to be suspicious of these kinds of statistical results in the domain of highly complex
syntactic structures, especially if the subjects are non-linguists. In the case at hand, there do indeed appear to
be various problematic aspects with the empirical materialthat was tested: First, all the sentences involved
was fürsplit, none PP extraction; but the latter operation is arguably much more representative of extraction
thanwas fürsplit, which is known to yield more murky (or subtle) judgements as a tendency, and which
also differs from PP extraction from DPs in other ways (see Müller (1995, 66-67)). Second, it seems that the
empirical material tested by Jurka is not of exactly the sametype as the material presented in this chapter in
order to exemplify the melting effect: The melting example in Jurka (2010, 100) has the scrambled object
separated from the in-situ subject by both a temporal adverband (a complex) locative adverbial phrase;
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The analysis of melting effects is straightforward. First,recall that I have as-
sumed that scrambling is feature-driven: It is an operationtriggered by designated
structure-building features [•Σ•] on V or v; only the latter option is relevant in cases
of scrambling to a position in front of agentive subject arguments in situ, i.e., Specv.
Second, suppose that v still has a movement-inducing feature [•Σ•] left on the stack of
structure-building featuresafter discharge of its final subcategorization feature [•D•]
(which has triggered external Merge of the subject DP). Thus, the phase head v is still
active at this point of the derivation, and an edge feature [•X•] (or, given the reasoning
in the previous section, [•Xwh•]) can be inserted in accordance with the EFC before
the phase is complete. Third and finally, this implies that the phase head v can now
attract an item out of the external argument in the inner Specv position to an outer
specifier, and thereby ensure that this item is accessible for further movement as part
of the edge of the phase (given the PIC). As in the derivationsdiscussed in section
3 (cf. (16) in particular), it follows from the phase heads’ last-in/first-out property
that the item extracted out of the subject must land in a specifier position that is lower
than the position of the scrambled object (but, of course, within the same XP), as an
instance of the Intermediate Step Corollary (15). The relevant part of the derivation
(focussing on the vP domain) is shown for a melting example like (45-b) in (46). Here
DP2 is the scrambled object argument, and DP3 is the subject argument in its base
position.

this configuration does not exist in the non-melting context. This mismatch may have been required by the
experimental design but clearly represents a confounding factor in that parsing difficulties are obviously
increased in the melting condition; to properly judge the relevant examples, this factor would have to be
actively suppressed, which is something that the experimental design does not allow for (and which non-
linguists are presumably not very good at anyway). Finally,as Jurka himself acknowledges, OS word order
(as required for the melting effect to emerge) vs. SO word order is in itself a potentially confounding factor
that was not controlled in the experiment (and that could only be controlled by massively complicating the
experimental design and providing natural contextsexclusivelyfavouring one or the other order, which, as
Jurka notes, is inherently extremely difficult, perhaps even impossible). Thus, Jurka (2010, 103) concludes
that “there might still be some reality to” the melting effect, which might be experimentally detected “under
improved methodological conditions”. Throughout the remainder of this book I will continue to assume
that the effect is indeed very real.
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(46) PP1 ... vP

DP2 v′

t′′1 v′

DP3 v′

t′1 ... t1 VP v

... t2 ... V

(47) illustrates schematically how the stack of structure-building features associated
with a phase headγ in a melting derivation changes, and is eventually reduced to
zero. As before, [•β•] creates the complement of the phase head, and [•α•] creates
the specifier. However, by assumption, the phase head also has a movement-inducing
feature [•δ•] (the scrambling feature [•Σ•], in the case just discussed – also recall
from the previous section that features that trigger internal Merge are initially ranked
below features that trigger external Merge on a lexical item), so that an edge feature
[•X•] (i.e., [•Xwh•], in the case at hand) can be assigned to the phase head that extracts
an item out of the specifier without inducing a CED effect.

(47) How the melting effect is derived:
γ: [•β•] ≻ [•α•] ≻ [•δ•]

→ γ: [•α•] ≻ [•δ•]
→ γ: [•δ•]
→ γ: [•X•] ≻ [•δ•]
→ γ: [•δ•]
→ γ: Ø

 violates nothing

The important difference to typical CED effects with subject DPs is that in (47), the
feature that introduces the subject DP (viz., [•α•]) is not the lowest-ranked feature
on the stack of structure-building features; so the phase head is still active once this
feature is discharged, and can be targetted by edge feature insertion, which may then
extract some item out of the subject DP’s edge domain.

Given this approach, we expect that the same effect should also arise in double
object constructions: A nominative DP externally merged inSpecv should undergo
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melting and become transparent for extraction if a dative DP(indirect object) is scram-
bled in front of it, even if the accusative DP (direct object)stays in situ, in the VP. As
shown in (48-a) vs. (48-b), this prediction is borne out.

(48) a. ?*Was1
what

haben
have

[DP3 t1 für
for

Leute ]
peoplenom

[DP2 dem
the

Fritz ]
Fritzdat

[DP4 Bücher ]
booksacc

geschenkt ?
given

b. Was1
what

haben
have

[DP2 dem
the

Fritz ]
Fritzdat

[DP3 t1 für
for

Leute ]
peoplenom

t2 [DP4 Bücher ]
booksacc

geschenkt ?
given

(48-b) is particularly interesting because it shows that the melting effect is not an
adjacencyeffect – as a result of indirect object scrambling to Specv in(48-b), the
subject and the verb do not become adjacent because the direct object still intervenes.
Thus, V adjacency may sometimes be a side effect of melting, but it is irrelevant as
such.

Finally, the present analysis also predicts that local (VP-internal) scrambling of
the direct object to a position in front of the indirect object should give rise to melting
of the indirect object; as shown in (49-a) (with the direct object in situ) vs. (49-b)
(with a locally scrambled direct object), this is the case.

(49) a. *Was1
what

hat
has

er
henom

[DP3 t1 für
for

Leuten ]
peopledat

[DP2 den
the

Fritz ]
Fritzacc

vorgestellt ?
introduced

b. Was1
what

hat
has

er
henom

[DP2 den
the

Fritz ]
Fritzacc

[DP3 t1 für
for

Leuten ]
peopledat

t2 vorgestellt ?
introduced

To sum up so far, it is correctly predicted that local scrambling to a position in front
of a specifier that would otherwise be last-merged in its phase creates a melting effect
in German: The specifier becomes transparent for extraction.

5.2 Melting Effects with Scrambling in Czech

The same phenomenon shows up in Czech; it can be seen very clearly in DP split con-
structions (see Kǔcerová (2006) and Fanselow & Lenertová (2011) for recent discus-
sion), but also with other instances of movement from DP. Theanalysis that suggests
itself for this effect is essentially identical to that given for German (assuming that
Czech scrambling of the type shown here targets Specv); the different position of the
verb is irrelevant.46

46 Data and original judgements in this subsection are due to Petr Biskup and Denisa Lenertová; the judge-
ments have been confirmed by Pavel Caha and Ivona Kučerová.
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Consider DP split constructions first. (50-ab) show that whereas the subject DP
žádná stará(‘the old (one)’, with a missing noun) is a barrier for extraction of the
adjectivestará, it becomes transparent when the accusative objectPetra (‘Peter’) is
locally scrambled in front of it; (50-b) may not be fully wellformed, but it is perceived
as a drastic improvement over (50-a).47

(50) a. *Stará1
oldnom

neuděrila
hit

[DP3 žádná
nonom

t1 ] Petra2
Petracc

‘No old one hit Petr.’
b. (?)Stará1

oldnom

neuděrila
hit

Petra2
Petracc

[DP3 žádná
nonom

t1 ] t2

‘No old one hit Petr.’

The same kind of melting effect with splits taking place fromsubject DPs can be seen
in (51). In (51-a),holka (‘girl’) is moved from a subject DP, strandingžádná(‘no’),
while both subject and object are in their canonical positions. In (51-b), local object
scrambling makes the subject transparent for extraction; the result has the same status
as instances of extraction from the object DP itself; see (51-c).48

(51) a. *[NP1 Holka ]
girlnom

neuděrila
hit

[DP3 žádná
nonom

t1 ] Petra2
Petracc

‘No girl hit Petr.’
b. [NP1 Holka ]

girlnom

neuděrila
hit

Petra2
Petracc

[DP3 žádná
nonom

t1 ] t2

‘No girl hit Petr.’
c. [NP1 Holku ]

girlacc

neuděril
hit

Petr2
Petrnom

[DP3 žádnou
noacc

t1 ]

‘Petr hit no girl.’

Turning next to cases of PP extraction from DP (as an instanceof topicalization), the
examples in (52) show the same kind of subject DP melting thatwe have just seen
with DP split constructions. (52-c) involves extraction from an object DP, which is
possible; (52-a) illustrates the fact that extraction froma subject DP is not possible
if both subject and object occupy their base positions; and (52-b) is again a case of

47 I assume here that DP split constructions in Czech are derived by regular movement of the displaced
item, not by some combination of copy movement plus deletion(as, e.g., in Fanselow &́Cavar (2001)), or
by base-generation. The very fact that CED effects can be noted here would seem to lend strong support to
this view (in contrast to what we have seen with DP split constructions in German; see footnote 17).

48 Based on work by Beck (1997) and Pesetsky (2000), Kučerová (2006) identifies intervention and anti-
intervention effects in DP split constructions in Czech. All the examples in this subsection are constructed
in such a way (e.g., by avoiding certain verb placements) that this potentially interfering issue does not
arise.
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melting: The subject DP ceases to be a barrier for extractionwhen the object DP is
scrambled in front of it.

(52) a. *[PP1 O
about

starých
old

autech ]
cars

oslovila
fascinated

[DP3 kniha t1 ]
booknom

Petra2
Petracc

‘A book about old cars fascinated Petr.’
b. (?)[PP1 O

about
starých
old

autech ]
cars

oslovila
fascinated

Petra2
Petracc

[DP3 kniha t1 ] t2
booknom

‘A book about old cars fascinated Petr.’
c. [PP1 O

about
starých
old

autech ]
cars

četl
read

Petr2
Petrnom

[DP3 knihu t1 ]
bookacc

‘Petr read a book about old cars.’

Finally, the same pattern emerges withwh-movement from DP. As is well known, such
extraction may violate the Left Branch Condition in variousSlavic languages; I will
have nothing to say about this here. Extraction ofčí (‘whose’) from an object DP is
possible (see (53-cd), with variable positioning of the verb); in contrast, extraction of
čí from a subject DP is impossible (see (53-a)) – unless, that is, the object is scrambled
across the subject, as in (53-b).49

(53) a. *Čí1
whose

uděrila
hit

[DP3 t1 sestra ]
sisternom

Petra2
Petracc

t2 ?

‘Whose sister hit Petr?’
b. (*)Čí1

whose
uděrila
hit

Petra2
Petracc

[DP3 t1 sestra ]
sisternom

t2 ?

‘Whose sister hit Petr?
c. Čí1

whose
uděril
hit

Petr
Petrnom

[DP3 t1 sestru ] ?
sisteracc

‘Whose sister did Petr hit?’
d. Čí1

whose
Petr
Petrnom

uděril
hit

[DP3 t1 sestru ] ?
sisteracc

‘Whose sister did Petr hit?’

Thus, the Czech data illustrate the same pattern as the German data in the previous
section: Local scrambling creates a melting effect. Interestingly, the Czech examples
differ from the German examples with respect to the positionof the verb. In all the
cases listed here (except for (53-d)), the verb precedes both subject and object.50 Since

49 It should be noted, however, that the contrast may not be as crystal-clear as those discussed before, as
indicated by (*) in (53-b).

50 Of course, the question arises which position V occupies in these cases. It seems clear that V has
undergone movement here, but what exactly the nature of the landing site is does not seem to be important
for present purposes, so I will leave this issue unresolved.
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extraction from the subject is only possible when the objectis scrambled, and as a
result comes to separate the verb and the subject, the conclusion arrived at on the
basis of data like (48-b) in German is reinforced: The melting effect (as it can be seen
with subjects in German) cannot be reduced to an adjacency effect.

5.3 Further Issues

The present approach differs from other theories of locality with a focus on CED
effects in that it envisages the possibility that some XPα may or may not be a barrier
in two syntactic contexts that do not differ with respect to the relation betweenα and
the surrounding heads of the clausal projection. Thus, I have assumed so far that
DP3 in (44), (45), (48), and (49) in German occupies exactly the same position in
the (a)-examples and in the (b)-examples; and the same goes for (the subject) DP3
in the Czech examples (50), (51), (52), and (53). Nevertheless, DP3 qualifies as a
barrier if it is last-merged in vP, but becomes transparent by local scrambling of some
item to an immediately preceding position in vP (the meltingeffect). If the structural
position of DP3 itself is identical throughout, the differences with respect to extraction
options do not seem to be accountable for under standard approaches to the CED for
principled reasons. Consider, for instance, the classicalapproach to CED effects in a
pre-minimalist setting: XP is a barrier iff it is not L-marked by an appropriate head
(as in Chomsky (1986a), Cinque (1990), and much related work; see footnote 10 of
chapter 2 for a definition). If the relations between the potentially relevant heads
(C, T, v, V) and DP3 are identical in all the German examples in (44), (45), (48),
and (49), DP3 should either uniformly qualify as a barrier, or it should uniformly be
transparent; and the same goes for the Czech examples in the previous subsection.
Similar conclusions apply in the case of more recent, minimalist reconstructions of
CED effects (cf. the literature discussed in chapter 2). Therefore, if it can be shown
that DP3 occupies identical positions in the (a)-examples and in the(b)-examples, this
can be taken as direct support for the present analysis.

Indeed, all available evidence points in this direction. Togive an example (and
focussing on German), topicalization of V plus object DP (stranding a subject DP)
typically yields well-formed results in German, whereas topicalization of V plus sub-
ject DP (stranding an object DP) does not. Thus, the generalization suggests itself that
VP can undergo topicalization whereas vP cannot undergo topicalization (at least not
as easily; see Haider (1993a) for a few, systematically classifiable counter-examples).
For present purposes, we may ignore the question of what accounts for this general-
ization (and how the putative exceptions are treated); it may suffice to note that the
examples in (54) instantiate this contrast.

(54) a. *[vP2 [DP3 Ein
a

Buch ] t1
booknom

beeindruckt ]
impressed

hat
has

ihn1

himacc

nicht
not

t2
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b. *[ VP2 [DP3 Ein
a

Buch ]
booknom

[DP den
the

Fritz ]
Fritzacc

beeindruckt ]
impressed

hat
has

wirklich
really

nicht
not

t2

c. [VP2 [DP3 Ein
a

Buch ]
bookacc

gelesen ]
read

hat
has

er1
henom

nicht
not

t2

As shown in (55), this contrast is maintained in those cases wherewh-extraction from
DP3 has taken place. Here,wh-extraction from DP3 (subject in (55-a), object in
(55-b)) to the embedded SpecC position is followed by long-distance topicalization of
V+DP3. This involves a remnant movement configuration. However, the configura-
tion is legitimate as such (abstracting away from a weakwh-island effect that cannot be
avoided; see Fanselow (1987) and chapter 5); in particular,no constraints on remnant
movement are violated (see Müller (1998)). Therefore, the fact that (55-a) is ungram-
matical strongly suggests that DP3 does not show up in a lower, VP-internal position
even ifwh-extraction has taken place, and a melting effect due to object fronting can-
not be excluded.51

(55) a. *[vP2 [DP3 Ein
a

Buch t1 ]
booknom

t4 beeindruckt ]
impressed

weiß
know

ich
I

nicht
now

[CP [PP1 über
about

wen ]
whom

ihn4

himacc

t2 hat ]
has

b. ??[VP2 [DP3 Ein
a

Buch t1 ]
book

gelesen ]
read

weiß
know

ich
I

nicht
not

[CP [PP1 über
about

wen ]
whom

er4
he

t2 hat ]
has

I thus take it to be uncontroversial that subject DPs in German (i.e., nominative DPs in
constructions that are neither unaccusative nor passive) never show up VP-internally.52

The remaining alternative is that the subject DPs (labelledDP3) in (44), (45), and
(48) are in Specv in the well-formed cases, and in SpecT in theill-formed cases; and
that the theory of locality is then somehow sensitive to thisdifference. However, such

51 As a matter of fact, the illformedness of (54-a) might already suggest the same thing (depending on
further assumptions).

52 Note that this is the main reason for excluding a version of the present analysis according to which
scrambling does not involve movement, but is rather due to anoperation of subcategorization feature re-
versal in the lexicon, as envisaged by Haider (1988) and Fanselow (2001a) for German. On such a view, a
“scrambled” object would be externally merged above the subject, and this would then also account for the
melting effect. I do not adopt such an analysis for various reasons here (having to do with what still strikes
me as significant evidence for scrambling as movement in German, despite the arguments to the contrary
given in Fanselow (2001a), on which also see Assmann & Heck (2011)), independently of the issue just
discussed in the text. However, these considerations notwithstanding, it is at least worth bearing in mind
that there is no principled incompatibility of a scrambling-as-base generation approach with the analysis of
CED effects suggested in the present chapter.
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an account does not seem viable either. The first thing to noteis that whereas there
is good evidence that the subject DP is within vP in examples like (44-b) (given that
scrambling in German cannot target a domain beyond vP), there is no evidence what-
soever that the subject DP has undergone optional raising toSpecT in ungrammatical
(non-melting) examples like (44-a); indeed, from a theory-internal point of view, it is
hard to see what could force (string-vacuous) subject raising to SpecT in (cases like)
(44-a) while (at least optionally) blocking it in (cases like) (44-b).

Second, Webelhuth (1992), Diesing (1992) and others have proposed that certain
items (like the particlesja, doch, denn, etwa) demarcate (what is in current terminol-
ogy) the vP edge. Suppose that this is the case (for base generation; see below, and
notwithstanding the critical remarks in chapter 3, subsection 3.4). It can then be noted
that the addition of a particle preceding the subject DP doesnot improve extraction
from the subject DP in the examples that do not involve local object scrambling; on
the other hand, the melting examples stay well formed. See (56-a) vs. (56-bc), and
(56-d) vs. (56-ef). This state of affairs implies that the barrier status of subject DPs in
German discussed so far uniformly involves Specv, which confirms the reality of the
melting effect. It also implies that particles likedennandwohleither do not enter the
syntactic derivation via structure-building features, orfail to be part of the vP proper.
I will assume the former because the examples in (56-cf), with object scrambling to a
position in front of the particle, are well formed; given that scrambling is confined to
the vP/VP domain in German, this implies that the particles in question may demar-
cate the vP edge before movement, but do not have to show up at the left phonological
border of vP after scrambling has applied.53

(56) a. *Was1
what

haben
have

denn
PRT

[DP3 t1 für
for

Bücher ]
booksnom

[DP2 den
the

Fritz ]
Fritzacc

beeindruckt
impressed

?

b. Was1
what

haben
have

denn
PRT

[DP2 den
the

Fritz ]
Fritzacc

[DP3 t1 für
for

Bücher ]
booksnom

t2 beeindruckt
impressed

?

c. Was1
what

haben
have

[DP2 den
the

Fritz ]
Fritzacc

denn
PRT

[DP3 t1 für
for

Bücher ]
booksnom

t2 beeindruckt
impressed

?

d. *[ PP1 Über
about

wen ]
whom

hat
has

wohl
PRT

[DP3 ein
a

Buch t1 ]
booknom

[DP2 den
the

Fritz ]
Fritzacc

53 The data reported here are based on an informal survey among eight native speaker linguists. The judge-
ments were nearly unanimous: Adding a particle in front of the subject DP does not improve grammaticality.
Diesing (1992, 32) has contradictory judgements for data ofthe type in (56-a) and (56-d). I do not follow
her judgements here; but it might still be worth noting that if one were to adopt Diesing’s (1992) view, this
would in fact follow in the present approach as a melting effect under the assumption that particles like
dennandwohlenter the syntactic derivation as a result of designated structure-building features on v, rather
than by some other (adjunction-like) operation, as assumedhere.
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beeindruckt
impressed

?

e. [PP1 Über
about

wen ]
whom

hat
has

wohl
PRT

[DP2 den
the

Fritz ]
Fritzacc

[DP3 ein
a

Buch t1 ]
booknom

t2

beeindruckt ?
impressed

f. [ PP1 Über
about

wen ]
whom

hat
has

[DP2 den
the

Fritz ]
Fritzacc

wohl
PRT

[DP3 ein
a

Buch t1 ]
booknom

t2

beeindruckt ?
impressed

Consider finally what happens when these kinds of particles are added in a position
to the right of the subject DP. On the one hand, it does not comeas a surprise that
judgements for (57-ac) stay as they are for the corresponding examples in (56-ad) (the
subject DP is an island to begin with, independently of a freezing effect, and, assum-
ing that reflexive melting is not available, there is no melting configuration because
the object has not passed the subject). On the other hand, an order with the parti-
cle following both the subject (from which extraction takesplace) and the object also
leads to ungrammaticality; see (57-bd). This follows as a freezing effect: Given that
the particles demarcate the left edge of vP after external Merge, movement of the sub-
ject must be involved here (to an outer specifier of v, since optional raising to SpecT
would exclude subsequent object scrambling to a position infront of it); this creates a
freezing effect which cannot be undone by object fronting (given the assumptions laid
out in the previous section).

(57) a. *Was1
what

haben
have

[DP3 t1 für
for

Bücher ]
booksnom

denn
PRT

t3 [DP2 den
the

Fritz ]
Fritzacc

beeindruckt
impressed

?

b. *Was1
what

haben
have

[DP2 den
the

Fritz ]
Fritzacc

[DP3 t1 für
for

Bücher ]
booksnom

denn
PRT

t3 t2

beeindruckt ?
impressed

c. *[ PP1 Über
about

wen ]
whom

hat
has

[DP3 ein
a

Buch t1 ]
booknom

wohl
PRT

t3 [DP2 den
the

Fritz ]
Fritzacc

beeindruckt
impressed

?

d. *[ PP1 Über
about

wen ]
whom

hat
has

[DP2 den
the

Fritz ]
Fritzacc

[DP3 ein
a

Buch t1 ]
booknom

wohl
PRT

t3 t2

beeindruckt ?
impressed

To end this section, let me turn to a derivation that may at first sight seem problematic
for the present approach because it looks as though it might indicate a loophole offer-
ing melting derivations for non-melting (i.e., ungrammatical) constructions. Consider
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the following, alternative derivation of a non-melting example like (44-a):

(58) *Was1
what

haben
have

[TP [DP3 t1 für
for

Bücher ]
booksnom

[ vP [DP2 den
the

Fritz ]
Fritzacc

[ v′ t′1 [ v′ t3 [ v′ [VP t2

beeindruckt ]
impressed

v ]]]] T ] ?

Here, the object DP2 is scrambled to an outer specifier of vP, in front of the subject’s
base position. Before the object undergoes scrambling, thesubject would therefore
be predicted to be transparent for extraction: An edge feature can be assigned to v
because the phase head is still active at this point, bearingthe [•Σ•] feature for local
object scrambling; and thewh-phrasewasmay thus move to an outer specifier before
the object is scrambled. From this position, it may then moveto SpecC in accordance
with the PIC (via SpecT, a further intermediate step that is not indicated in (58)).
All this is as in genuine melting examples like (44-b). However, there is a crucial
difference between (58) and (44-b): In the latter example, the subject DP stays in situ;
but in the former, it undergoes optional raising to SpecT (triggered by an EPP feature
that can optionally be present on T).

Given the assumptions made so far, there is nothing wrong with the derivation
in (58), but it must of course be excluded in some way. Variouspossible solutions
suggest themselves; I will briefly sketch two. First, note that (58) instantiates a type
of Duke-of-York derivation (see Pullum (1979)) based on theinteraction of optional
movements that is well known as a potential problem for theories of movement, inde-
pendently of the issues that are presently under consideration. The order A∼B is first
changed into the order B∼A, which is subsequently changed into an order A∼B again,
with no interaction with other material (C) involved. As argued by Ross (1967) and
Haider (1993a) (among many others), such cases ofglobally string-vacuous optional

movement, which reproduces the very same order that was present initially at the end
of the derivation, need to be blocked in any theory that envisages optional movement;
otherwise sentences could have infinite numbers of legitimate derivations.54 Duke-
of-York derivations resulting in globally string-vacuousmovement of the type in (58)
could be prohibited by adopting an economy constraint on optional features in numer-
ations: The insertion of optional features in numerations is blocked if these features
do not have an effect on outcome.55

54 Note that whereas globally string-vacuous movement would be excluded, this would not hold for locally
string-vacuous movement, as it in fact had to be assumed to belegitimate above. Locally string-vacuous
movement differs from globally string-vacuous movement inthat it eventually (at the end of the derivation)
leads to new orders of items.

55 See Müller (1998) for such a constraint, which also derives various kinds of improper movement effects
that were subsumed under the Principle of Unambiguous Binding (PUB) in Müller & Sternefeld (1993).
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An alternative solution to the problem of excluding (58) would be to assume that
subjects are in fact not part of the edge domain of vP in their base position; only a
derived specifier would count as part of the edge (see Müller (2007)). Then, movement
of the subject DP3 in (58) would have to proceed via a further specifier of vP, andthis
would give rise to the dilemma for freezing derivations sketched in section 4 – both
the subject DP3 and thewh-element to be extracted from it then need to move to an
outer specifier of v, triggered by [•D•] in one case, and by [•wh•] in the other, with
the edge feature for the more inclusive category inserted first (and, as a consequence,
insertion for the dominated category not available anymore). The two solutions differ
slightly in their predictions, but both seem viable in principle.56

There may well be other derivations that may at first sight look like they provide
loopholes for extraction, but it seems to me that there is no reason to assume that they
cannot be excluded a similar way, by invoking independentlymotivated constraints.57

In general, then, I take the melting effect to be well established. Most of the examples
I have discussed involve the vP domain, and this is certainlynot accidental. The vP
domain has exactly the properties that are favourable to theoccurrence of melting: It is
a domain that hosts an externally merged specifier (the external argument), as well as
possible further internally merged specifiers (scrambled items that stay in this position
for the rest of the derivation). The VP domain is similar in this respect in double object

56 An object DP may cross adverbial material (adjuncts) or particles but end up below the subject. As for
adverbs, it could be assumed that they show up in a position c-commanded by v in this case, either in a VP
specifier, or in a designated functional projection intervening between vP and VP – recall that the barrier
status of adjuncts is derived if these items are last-mergedspecifiers of special functional projections (see
Alexiadou (1997), Cinque (1999)). As for particles, which Ihave provisionally assumed to demarcate the
vP edge (following standard practice), the order DPnom∼DPacc∼PRT, which is possible as such, would
have to be derived by movement. The subject DP remains a barrier in this construction:

(i) *Was1
what

haben
have

[DP3
t1 für

for
Bücher ]
booksnom

[DP2
den
the

Fritz ]
Fritzacc

denn
PRT

t3 t2 beeindruckt
impressed

?

Here, the second analysis (in terms of a narrower concept of edge) might offer a somewhat simpler account
than the first analysis (that relies on a ban on globally string-vacuous movement): Movement in (i) is not
globally string-vacuous, but it instantiates a freezing effect if DP3 obligatorily moves to (an outer) Specv.
Then again, the approach in terms of obligatory intermediate subject (more generally, specifier) movement
to an outer specifier raises questions of compatibility withthe approach to superiority effects given in chap-
ter 3, where it was crucial that a base-generated specifier may produce a balanced phase that blocks edge
feature insertion for movement of a lower competing item; see in particular the discussion of superiority
effects in double object constructions in English, where both wh-phrases are externally merged in the same
phase.

57 To name just one example: As observed by Winfried Lechner (p.c.), a melting effect fails to show up in
cases like (i-a), where v could be assumed to be equipped withtwo [•Σ•] features, and both PPs undergo
scrambling to Specv, with PP1 being extracted out of PP2 after the latter has undergone scrambling (and v
still active at this point, due to the remaining [•Σ•] feature).
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contexts, and a melting effect can be observed here, too. Other domains lacking this
dual role (e.g., CP and TP, which only have derived specifiers, except perhaps for
items like expletives that extraction cannot take place from for obvious reasons) are
therefore not expected to show melting effects. Still, it islikely that melting effects
can be found in other domains as well (e.g., NP and PP); but I will have to leave that
for future research.

6. Outlook and Conclusion

6.1 Outlook

It has sometimes been claimed, for certain movement types orcertain languages, that
subjects are not necessarily barriers for extraction, or that, more generally, the CED
does not hold; see Haider (1983; 1993a) on German, Frantz (1980) on Blackfoot,
Bickel (2004) on Belhare, Lasnik & Saito (1992), Takahashi (1994), Rackowski &
Richards (2005) on Japanese (for null operator movement), Zeller (2005) on Zulu, and
Stepanov (2007) on Navajo, Turkish, Palauan, Hungarian, and Russian.58 As noted
above, at least for German, it seems to me that many of the putative counter-examples
to the generalization that subjects in Specv are islands canbe rejected by showing
that they either involve VP-internal arguments or no extraction at all (or melting);
and it does not strike me as unlikely that similar explanations can be given for many
apparent counter-examples in other languages. However, atpresent I take it to be
an open question whether such a way out is available for all constructions, and all
languages where apparent exceptions from the CED have been observed.

One case that is instructive in this context is the behaviourof expletive construc-
tions in English. In English expletivethere constructions, the associate DP is not
inherently a barrier; see (59-ab) (see Moro (1997) and Lasnik & Park (2003)). In

(i) a. *dass
that

sie
shenom

[vP [PP1 über
about

Bakunin ]
Bakunin

[v′ [PP2 von
of

einem
a

Vortrag
talk

t1] [ v′ [DP3
eine
a

Aufzeichnung
recordingacc

t2 ] machte ]]]
made

b. *dass
that

sie
shenom

[vP [PP1 über
about

Bakunin ]
Bakunin

[v′ [DP3
eine
a

Aufzeichnung
recordingacc

[PP2 von
of

einem
a

Vortrag
talk

t1]]

machte ]]
made

However, notwithstanding the fact that extraction of a PP from a PP is ungrammatical for independent
reasons in German (see (i-b), with PP2 in situ), (i-a) instantiates scrambling from a scrambled item, which
is a configuration of just the type shown to be generally impossible in section 4 above.

58 Recall from footnote 13 of chapter 2 that Rackowski & Richards (2005, 585) assume that CED effects
with subjects can be avoided if a language can a establish an Agree relation between v and a specifier, in
violation of the c-command requirement on Agree relations assumed in Chomsky (2001b; 2008) and much
related work.
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contrast, DP is a barrier for extraction in locative inversion constructions, as in (59-c).

(59) a. Which wall1 do you think there3 was [vP t3 [ v′ v [DP2 a picture of t1 ]]] ?
b. Which candidate1 were there3 [DP2 posters of t1 ] all over town ?
c. *Who1 do you think [PP3 on this wall ] hung [DP2 a picture of t1 ] t3 ?

Does the wellformedness of (59-ab) raise a problem for the view that last-merged
specifiers of vP are islands? Given the present system of assumptions, the contrast in
(59) would seem to suggest that DP2 in (59-c) is last-merged in its projection whereas
DP2 in (59-ab) is not. I take it to be uncontroversial that DP2 is indeed last-merged
in its projection in (59-c), with PP3 initially occupying a lower position and then
undergoing raising to an outer specifier position (perhaps SpecT). As for (59-ab), the
absence of a CED effect follows immediately if one assumes that there is a subject
and DP2 is its predicate (see Williams (1994; 2006)), with the two items merged in
the same projection (vP), as argued in Hazout (2004) and Hartmann (2005). If so, DP2
in (59-ab) is in fact not last-merged in its projection becausethereis merged later, in
the same projection, as indicated (subsequently,thereundergoes raising to SpecT).
Therefore, DP2 does not have to be an island for extraction.

Another case that might shed some light on this issue is that of a German expletive
pronounesoptionally accompanying a finite subject clause from which extraction has
taken place. Fanselow & Mahajan (2000) claim that (60-a) (extraction in the presence
of es) is just as good as (60-b) (extraction from a subject clause without es being
present); interestingly, for some speakers, the presence of es actually improvesthe
example. (That said, for what is perhaps the majority of speakers, both examples are
equally ungrammatical, as one would expect under the approach developed above;
also see Stechow (2000).)

(60) a.#Wen1
whomacc

ärgert
annoys

es
it

dich
youacc

[CP dass
that

sie t1
shenom

liebt ] ?
loves

b. #Wen1
whomacc

ärgert
annoys

dich
youacc

[CP dass
that

sie t1
shenom

liebt ] ?
loves

Suppose, at least for the sake of illustration, that the amelioration effect triggered by
the presence ofes is real. In the present system, this could then be interpreted as a
kind of “pseudo-melting” effect, similar to the situation in there-constructions: If one
assumes (i) that the (phrase headed by the) expletive does not stand in a dominance
relation with the subject clause (contra Ross (1967) and much later work), and (ii)
that the expletive is merged after the finite subject clause,but within the same pro-
jection, then some item in the left edge of the subject clausewill be able to undergo
edge-feature driven movement to an outer vP specifier (whilethe subject clause is
still in situ), and a CED effect can be avoided. Such an analysis in terms of [•expl•]
features (which presumably would by definition have to be ordered between standard
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subcategorization features and movement-inducing features in features stacks of lexi-
cal items) might then possibly be extended to cases like (60-b) – in other words, zero
expletives might underlie an absence of CED effects.59 Still, as remarked above, it
is far from clear whether either one or both of the examples in(60) should indeed be
categorized as grammatical in the first place (and if they arenot, giving up assumption
(i) or assumption (ii) will suffice to maintain the CED effect).

The problems just noted notwithstanding, it is worth pointing out that this ap-
proach might also contribute to a solution of a well-known problem that shows up with
many theories of locality in a domain where judgements are much less controversial,
viz., wh-extraction (or relativzation, or topicalization) from infinitives in German: In
contrast to finite clauses, subject (and object) infinitivesare transparent for extraction
in German (cf. Haider (1983; 1993a), Sternefeld (1985), andGrewendorf (1989)).
A pair of examples that shows this effect is (61-bc), with thesubject infinitive in the
pre-subject (base) and in an extraposed position. In (61-a), the subject infinitive is
accompanied by an expletivees, and extraction is also possible.60

(61) a. Was1
whatacc

hat
has

es
it

sich nicht gehört
not been proper

[CP t′1 PRO t1 zu
to

beanstanden ] ?
object to

b. Was1
whatacc

hat
has

[CP t′1 PRO t1 zu
to

beanstanden
object to

] sich nicht gehört ?
not been proper

c. Was1
whatacc

hat
has

sich nicht gehört
not been proper

[CP t′1 PRO t1 zu
to

beanstanden
object to

] ?

Assuming that evidence for a zero expletive alternating with escan be found in this
case, the transparency of all kinds of subject infinitives inGerman could be treated as
another instance of a pseudo-melting effect.

Needless to say, all these remarks are somewhat speculative, and the late-merged
items creating pseudo-melting effects postulated by theseanalyses would eventually
have to be substantiated by independent evidence. However,the main purpose of this
subsection is not to justify actual analyses, but rather to show a direction in which
one might profitably look upon encountering exceptions to the CED with external
arguments in Specv that are transparent for extraction (or related configurations), in
a given language: In those cases, it might well be that there is a (possibly non-overt)
item that is merged later, in the same projection. This item would permit the insertion

59 The analysis sketched here presupposes that CP extraposition from a Specv (or, for that matter, VP-
internal complement) position does not create an island, asan instance of freezing. A freezing effect can
be avoided with extraction from a CP if CP extraposition targets a high position, making it an instance of
remnant movement; see Müller (1998).

60 Note that (61-a) must involve extraposition, as is typical in the presence of expletives that accompany
clauses.
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of an edge feature for some item in the specifier of an otherwise opaque XP, thereby
creating a pseudo-melting effect.61

That said, in the appendix, I will pursue the issue even one step further, and inves-
tigate the possibility of deriving reflexes of successive-cyclic movement as instances
of pseudo-melting.

6.2 Core Assumptions Reconsidered

I have shown that the version of the Condition on Extraction Domain (CED) in (5)
(according to which some item is a barrier if the operation that has merged it in a
phrase is the final operation taking place in that phrase) follows as a theorem in a
derivational theory of syntax that incorporates the Phase Impenetrability Condition
(PIC) and the four assumptions in (62).

(62) a. All syntactic operations are driven by features of lexical items.
b. These features are ordered on lexical items.
c. All phrases are phases.
d. Edge features that trigger intermediate movement steps can be added only

as long as the phase head is still active.

As with the analysis of (G)MLC effects in chapter 3, the question arises to what ex-
tent these four main assumptions underlying the present approach to CED effects are
crucial; after all, it might be that abandoning one or more ofthese assumptions does
not necessarily imply that no (relevant) version of the CED can be derived. In fact,
closer inspection reveals that the four assumptions are notequally important.

Consider first assumption (62-c). As noted in section 2.3 of chapter 3, I think
there is solid independent evidence (both empirical and conceptual) for assuming that
all phrases are phases, in the sense of the PIC. Still, if one assumes that there are fewer
phases, this may diminish some of the empirical impact of theCED then derivable,
but it in no way undermines the theorem status of the CED as such. For concreteness,
suppose that only vP and CP are phases; then the (last-merged) specifiers of vP and CP
are derived as islands. If DP is also a phase, then DP specifiers come out as islands,
too; and so on. This does not cover all the observable CED effects, but it covers
most of the effects discussed in the present chapter, and thus represents an interesting
result.62

61 This reasoning is comparable to Bittner & Hale’s (1996) treatment of accusative case assignment in
terms of abstract pseudo-coarguments.

62 Since phases thus help to account for CED effects, under any definition (narrow or broad), the present
chapter can be viewed as an argument in support of the generalconcept of a phase. It certainly calls into
question the claim that “locality doesn’t offer any argument for phases” (cf. Boeckx & Grohmann (2007,
214)).
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Turning next to assumption (62-a), I would again like to contend that whereas
adopting it is well motivated, given an incremental, minimalist approach to structure-
building where the Inclusiveness Condition (although minimally violable with in-
termediate movement steps) ensures that all operations areultimately driven by the
properties of lexical items; but it can easily be replaced with alternative assumptions
without threatening to undermine the overall approach. Themain task of assumption
(62-a) is to make it possible to decide, at any given step of the derivation, whether
a phase head is still active, or has become inert. In the present approach, the (in-
)activity of a phase head can be determined by inspecting whether it has any (probe
or structure-building) features left to discharge; but if the (in-)activity of a phase head
can be determined in some other way (e.g., by carrying out semantic interpretation
cyclically, or by inspecting subarrays), then this will also be sufficient for deriving
CED effects from the PIC.

Similar considerations apply in the case of assumption (62-b). The hypothesis
that operation-inducing features on a lexical item are ordered in stacks can be taken
to be independently motivated, and it permits a simple account of the last-in/first-out
property of edge feature insertion, but replacing it with analternative assumption that
does not rely on feature hierarchies would leave most of the reasonings above intact
(potentially giving rise to analyses of the type discussed in footnote 52).63 Again,
what is crucial is that there is some notion of a phase head becoming inert at some
stage of the derivation.

Let me finally turn to assumption (62-d): Edge features that trigger intermediate
movement steps can be added only as long as the phase head is still active. Replacing
afterwith beforein the EFC (as documented in the different definitions in (4)/(3) and
(11)) forms the gist of the present chapter. At least at first sight, this would seem to be
the sole indispensable part of the derivation of CED effectsfrom the PIC. However,
even here we can distinguish between the underlying idea andits technical implemen-
tation, and replace the latter within alternative systems of movement and structure-
building. What is needed is some way of classifying intermediate movement steps as
costly; some operationζ is required to effect them, andζ ’s application is restricted
to contexts in which the phase head is still active. In the present approach,ζ is the
insertion of an edge feature; butζ could in principle be any other means triggering
intermediate movement steps.64 This is then the irreducible core of the present pro-

63 Of course, dispensing with assumption (62-a) implies dispensing with assumption (62-b) as well,
whereas the opposite does not hold.

64 Here are two possible options that do without edge features (others are conceivable): First, on the basis
of the non-feature driven approach developed in Heck & Müller (2000; 2003) (see chapter 3),ζ could be
assumed to be movement to an intermediate position that violates Last Resort in order to satisfy Phase
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posal: Operationζ (however it is defined) is responsible for inducing movementto
(intermediate) phase edges, andζ can only apply at any given step of the derivation
if the phase head providing the phase edge qualifies as still “active” (however this is
defined). Under this assumption, the CED effects follow fromthe PIC, in line with
Chomsky’s informal proposal that “what yields the subject-island effect, it appears, is
search that goes to deeply into a phase already passed” (see Chomsky (2008, 154)).

Last but not least, I would like to highlight a general point concerning the orga-
nization of grammar. Deriving CED effects from the PIC in theway laid out in this
chapter is only possible in a derivational approach to syntax that recognizesbeforeand
afteras basic theoretical concepts, and in which there is a total order of all operations
in a derivation (and thus no room for operations applying simultaneously in a single
phrase marker). Therefore, to the extent that the account can be characterized as suc-
cessful, it provides an argument for a strictly derivational organization of grammar
(and thereby enforces the conclusion reached at the end of the preceding chapter).

7. Appendix: Movement-Related Morphology

7.1 Background

In general, there are three possible types of analyses of (apparent) correlations of
syntactic and morphological phenomena. First, one may claim that the morphologi-
cal phenomenon makes the syntactic phenomenon possible. Second, one may claim
that the syntactic phenomenon makes the morphological phenomenon possible. And
third, one may claim that closer inspection reveals that there is no interesting (and
theoretically relevant) interaction of the syntactic phenomenon and the morphological
phenomenon after all.

Consider, for instance, the issue of a correlation between the syntactic phe-
nomenon of V-to-T movement and the morphological phenomenon of rich verb in-
flection. On the one hand, it is often argued that rich verb inflection makes V-to-T
movement possible (see Roberts (1993), Vikner (1997; 2001b), Holmberg & Platzack
(1995), and Rohrbacher (1999), among others, with different concepts of what it

Balance; and the assumption replacing the EFC in (11) might be that a phase automatically counts as
balanced if its phase head is inert. An inert phase head wouldthus make a Last Resort violation incurred
by an intermediate movement step fatal, thereby yielding a PIC violation on the subsequent cycle with last-
merged specifiers. Second, against the background of Chomsky (1993),ζ may be understood as movement
to intermediate positions that violates the Fewest Steps condition but is required for convergence of the
derivation; the assumption replacing the EFC in (11) might then be that convergence holds by definition
if the head of the landing site is not syntactically active anymore. This would imply the selection of a
derivation that minimizes the number of movement steps in CED contexts, which violates the PIC. (To be
sure, invoking Fewest Steps like this would not be compatible with the meta-requirements on constraints
adopted throughout this monograph.)
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means for an inflectional system to be “rich”). On the other hand, it has also been
proposed that the correlation goes in the other direction, such that V-to-T movement
makes rich verb inflection possible (see Bobaljik (2002)). Finally, it has been sug-
gested that there is no (synchronically relevant) correlation between V-to-T movement
and rich verb inflection (see Alexiadou & Fanselow (2000) andVikner (2001a)).

As a second case in point (one that is perhaps even better known), let us look at the
question of a correlation between (subject) pro-drop (which, for present purposes, is
simply to be understood as the omission of a referential argument pronoun; see chap-
ter 2 for some further constraints) and rich verb inflection.The hypothesis that rich
verb inflection makes pro-drop possible can be viewed as being part of the linguistic
folklore by now; see, e.g., Rizzi (1986), Jaeggli & Safir (1989), Müller (2006), and
Neeleman & Szendröi (2006) for various kinds of approaches that may differ radically
in their understanding of what “rich” verb inflection shouldbe taken to be, but that all
agree on the general direction of the implicational relation. In line with this, to the
best of my knowledge, there are no proposals holding that pro-drop makes rich verb
inflection possible (though Chomsky’s (1981) approach, where ungoverned PRO is
responsible for pro-drop and rule R is assumed to optionallyapply in the syntax in
pro-drop languages might be viewed as going in this direction). However, in principle
this should qualify as a perfectly legitimate hypothesis (of course, one would have
to say something about the occurrence of rich verb inflectionin non-pro drop con-
texts). The third possibility, viz., that there is no (synchronically relevant) correlation
between pro-drop and rich verb inflection, has also been pursued (see Grimshaw &
Samek-Lodovici (1998)). In addition, it has been claimed that (at least certain) in-
stances of pro-drop are not to be treated as syntactic phenomena as such at all (see
Adger (2003) and Holmberg (2005)).

A third example concerns the issue of a correlation between scrambling and rich
nominal case inflection. Again, the standard assumption is that rich nominal case
inflection makes scrambling possible (see, e.g., Haider (1988) and Fanselow (1992);
also Chomsky (1965, 126)); however, one can also make a case that the opposite
holds true – viz., that scrambling makes rich nominal case inflection possible (see
Müller (2002), where the occurrence of nominal case inflection with non-scrambled
DPs is accounted for by invoking McCarthy’s (1999) concept of sympathy). Finally,
it might also be the case that there is no (synchronically relevant) correlation between
scrambling and rich nominal case inflection (see Müller (1995)).

Thus, in the three empirical domains just considered (V-to-T movement, pro-drop,
and scrambling), all three logically possible approaches concerning a potential cor-
relation with the occurrence of specific morphological exponents can be (and, for
the most part, have been) pursued; still, it seems fair to conclude that in all three
domains, the view that pieces of morphology make syntactic operations possible is
the standard one. In view of this, one may take it to be initially surprising that
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the situation is reversed with the (possible) correlation of successive-cyclic move-
ment and specific items of movement-related morphology. Here, the standard view
clearly is that the syntactic operation is a precondition for the morphological opera-
tion to occur. More precisely, it is generally assumed that successive-cyclic movement
makes movement-related morphology possible: Morphological pieces act asreflexes
of successive-cylic movement (see McCloskey (1979; 2002),Clements et al. (1983),
Collins (1993; 1994), Chung (1994; 1998), Cole & Hermon (2000), Fanselow &Ćavar
(2001), Sabel (2000), Bouma et al. (2001), Dalrymple (2001,ch. 14), Lahne (2009),
and many others). In contrast, as far as I am aware, the opposite assumption – that
movement-related morphology makes successive-cyclic movement possible – has not
really been pursued.65

The goal of this appendix is to show that the approach to CED effects devel-
oped in this chapter may offer a new and interesting perspective on the correlation
of movement-related morphology and successive-cyclic movement, where the former
is in fact a precondition for the latter to apply. More specifically, the discussion in
subsection 6.1 above has suggested a concept ofpseudo-meltingas a way to avoid
island effects. This concept can be extended to the domain ofmovement-related mor-
phology: Movement-related morphology can be viewed as effecting pseudo-melting,
in the sense that a category which would otherwise act as an island becomes transpar-
ent for movement. On this view, movement-related morphology is not a reflex; rather,
it makes (certin kinds of) successive-cyclic movement possible. I hasten to add that
so far, there is little independent empirical evidence for such a view of movement-
related morphology that would show that it is superior to thestandard view (and this
is why the topic of movement-related morphology is confined to an appendix). How-
ever, on the conceptual side, the new approach might offer anaccount as to why this
phenomenon exists in the first place (unlike most standard approaches).

Let me begin with a terminological clarification. So far, I have not been explicit
as regards the notion of pseudo-melting. Now I will be. Suppose that ameltingeffect
describes the situation where internal Merge of some (typically overt)non-expletive

XP above a specifierα within the same phase makesα transparent for extraction. In
contrast, apseudo-meltingeffect can be said to arise when external Merge of some
(possibly covert)expletiveXP above a specifierα within the same phase makesα

transparent for extraction. Thus, on this view,all the relevant well-formed data in
subsection 6.1 are actually instances of pseudo-melting (includingthere-constructions

65 At least not for the case of A-bar movement; see footnote 69 below. – Incidentally, the third a priori pos-
sible position, viz., that there is no (synchronically relevant) correlation between successive-cyclic move-
ment and movement-related morphology also has not yet been adopted; but see Lahne (2009), who argues
that virtually all pieces of movement-related morphology have independent occurrences in non-movement
contexts.
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in English).66

7.2 Pseudo-Melting in Last-Merged Complements?

Recall that extraction from last-merged complements primafacie poses a problem.
This problem was solved by postulating probe features (encoding natural predicates
or status-government) which can render a phase head active evenafter the last (and
only) structure-building (subcategorization) feature has been discharged. However,
this made it necessary to assume that Agree can evade the PIC (an assumption that is
arguably independently motivated, given long-distance agreement).

Here is an alternative to this view. Perhaps a verb likeread, as a lexical property, is
accompanied by an empty pseudo-melting expletive (at leastin the context ofbook),
whereas a verb likesteal is not (see subsection 3.2.2). Similarly, it might be the
case that a verb likethink, as a lexical property, subcategorizes for an empty pseudo-
melting expletive in addition to its CP complement, whereasverb likeknowdoes not.

Let us explore some of the consequences of this assumption. First, such an ap-
proach would be at variance with proposals according to which there ismore structure
with non-bridge (e.g., factive) verbs than there is with bridge verbs; see the additional
“operator of some sort” in Manzini (1992, 115), and also Roberts & Roussou (2002).67

Second, both bridge verbs likeglauben(‘believe’) anddenken(‘think’), and non-
bridge verbs likewissen(‘know’) can co-occur with an overt expletiveesin German.
Assuming that such an overt expletive does not improve extraction (but see the re-
marks in section 6 above), it must be postulated thateseither dominates its “associate”
CP in the base, or is merged in a different projection. For thesake of concreteness, let
us assume the former.

Third, and perhaps most importantly, a further consequencewould be that in order
to maintain the barrier status of subjects in Specv and SpecT(and of indirect objects
in SpecV), an additional restriction on pseudo-melting expletives is necessary. This
restriction can be tentatively formulated as in (63).

(63) Restriction on subcategorization features:
A subcategorization feature that does not go back to aθ-grid can only be dom-

66 In chapters 6 & 7, I will address cases where a phase head bearsa priori unexpected operation-inducing
features (and thereby makes it possible to circumvent an otherwise expected CED effect); however, these
features do not effect Merge of some XP (rather, they triggerverb-second movement of an in-situ V and
successive-cyclic deletion, respectively). Although thepatterns discussed there are similar to the one ad-
dressed in the main text here, the exact mechanics of the analyses are not; therefore, I will reserve the term
pseudo-melting for cases of expletive Merge.

67 However, also cf. de Cuba (2007), who argues that clauses embedded by factive verbs may in fact exhibit
less structure than clauses embdded by bridge verbs.
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inated by at most one subcategorization feature on a featurestack of a lexical
item.

I leave open the question of what (63) might follow from. The consequences for
the occurrence of expletives are these: (i) (63) (trivially) permits a subcategorization
feature for VP on v ([•V•]), for vP on T ([•v•]), and for TP on C ([•T•]), none of
which go back toθ-grids. (ii) (63) permits subcategorization features for expletives
if there is only one other XP in the same phase that has been merged earlier (as in
Englishthereconstructions – see (59) –, or in pseudo-melting analyses oftransparent
last-merged complements). (iii) (63) does not permit subcategorization features for
expletives with subjects (i.e., external arguments base-merged in Specv) and indirect
objects (which are base-merged in SpecV).68

Suppose, at least for the sake of the argument, that such an approach to the trans-
parency of last-merged complements is viable. This then offers an fresh view on the
occurrence of movement-related morphology.

7.3 Movement-Related Morphology

7.3.1 Hypothesis

The hypothesis I would like to pursue now is that movement-related morphology is
not a reflex of successive-cyclic movement; rather, movement-related morphology is
introduced as a last resort so as to avoid an island violationwith last-merged XPs
(typically complements) where probe features (that would keep the phase head active,
and accessible as a target for edge feature insertion) are not available. To check the
implications of this assumption, I will now consider three instances of movement-
related morphology that have been discussed in the literature, viz., complementizer
selection in Modern Irish,MeN deletion in Malay, and complementizer selection in
Kinande. I address the three phenomena in turn, giving most attention to the first one
in order to clarify basic questions and concepts.69

7.3.2 Complementizer Selection in Modern Irish

Data Complementizers in Modern Irish vary in form, depending on whether or not
movement has taken place via SpecC (see McCloskey (1979; 2002)). The basic ob-

68 Note that (63) is therefore incompatible with the approach to putative subject clause transparency in
German sketched above.

69 I will have nothing to say here about the interaction of participle agreement and A-movement in Ger-
manic and Romance languages; see Svenonius (2001), Holmberg (2002), D’Alessandro & Roberts (2008)
and Richards (2009) for recent discussion. As alluded to in footnote 65, some of these approaches do in fact
assume that it is the presence of designated pieces of inflectional morphology (or of the features that are
eventually realized by certain morphological exponents) that makes movement possible (and necessary),
for instance, by creating a phase that would otherwise not bepresent.
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servations are these. The regular form of declarative C isgo. However, if SpecC is
targetted by movement, C takes the formaL; this is thus an instance of movement-
related morphology. In addition, if a long-distance dependency is expressed without
movement (which McCloskey argues to be an option), by a resumptive pronoun in situ,
C takes the formaN. In what follows, I will ignore this third possibility, focussing on
the first and second one.70 Relevant data are given in (64-a) (with no A-bar movement)
and (64-bc) (withwh-movement and relativization via empty operator movement,re-
spectively).71

(64) a. Creidim
I-believe

gu-r
C:go-PAST

inis
tell

sé
he

bréag
lie

‘I believe that he told a lie.’
b. Céacu

which
ceann1
one

a
C:aL

dhíol
sold

tú
you

t1 ?

‘Which one did you sell?’
c. an

the
t-ainm
name

OP1 a
C:aL

hinnseadh
was told

dúinn
to us

a
C:aL

bhí
was

t1 ar
on

an
the

áit
place

‘the name that we were told was on the place’

The gist of the analysis in McCloskey (2002, 203) is this: C which bears both an
Op-feature and an EPP-feature is realized asaL; C which bears only an EPP-feature is
realized asaN; and C which bears neither an Op-feature nor an EPP-feature is realized
asgo.

Sketch of an AnalysisLet us see what one would have to assume in an approach that
recognizes movement-related morphology in Modern Irish asan instance of a pseudo-
melting effect. Suppose that VP and vP are inherently transparent in Modern Irish,
either because they are not last-merged in their projections, or because they are status-
governed last-merged complements (or because extraction is permitted by a pseudo-
melting expletive that is necessarily realized as zero); however, suppose furthermore
that TP isnot inherently transparent in Modern Irish: It is the last-merged complement
of C, and C does not have a probe feature for T that might keep itactive after TP is
merged. TP should then qualify as a barrier in Modern Irish. To permit extraction,
a subcategorization feature for an expletive item can be inserted on C as a last resort
strategy. This creates a pseudo-melting effect: TP becomestransparent because an
edge feature can now be instantiated on C that attracts an item in the edge domain
of T, to the inner specifier of C (in line with the IntermediateStep Corollary). The

70 Thus, I will also abstract away from mixed patterns arising from combinations of the second and the
third strategies (“chain hybridization”); see Assmann, Heck, Hein, Keine & Müller (2010).

71 Throughout, I presuppose that the second possibility does indeed involve movement; but see Adger &
Ramchand (2005) for a reanalysis in terms of Agree.
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expletive that is required by the newly added structure-building feature on the phase
head is subsequently merged in the C domain. This concludes the syntactic part of the
analysis. Now there is an additional expletive that shows upas an outer specifier of C.
The remaining question is how this leads to the new morphological realizationaL.

The key to a solution is that the expletive is a functional category. Let us as-
sume that functional categories are mere bundles of morpho-syntactic features in syn-
tax; they are subject to post-syntactic morphological realization (see Halle & Marantz
(1993) and much other work in Distributed Morphology). Thisassumption, as such,
does not yet suffice. As it stands, the left edge of the CP domain looks as in (65)
(whereδ is the item that has carried out the intermediate movement step to SpecC).

(65) [CP EXPL [ C′ δ1 [ C′ C [TP t1 ... ]]]]

The problem is thatEXPL and C must somehow be realized asaL, whereas C alone
is realized asgo. Various possibilities arise. One is to assume that C-realization is
context-dependent – if there is anEXPL in C’s edge, morphological C realization pro-
ceeds differently. Another possibility arises if we take into account thatδ1 is an item
that eventually leaves the CP; at the point when C (or the leftedge of CP) is real-
ized,δ is not part of the structure anymore.72 Thus, before morphological realization,
EXPL and C are adjacent. Given adjacency, there might befusionof the two cate-
gories, leading to a primitive node that is spelled out as a unit (see Halle & Marantz
(1993) and Halle (1997) for this kind of approach). Alternatively, we may assume that
post-syntactic morphological spell-out can affectsubtrees, not justnodes(see Ack-
ema & Neeleman (2003; 2004), Neeleman & Szendröi (2006), Caha (2008), Starke
(2009), and Taraldsen (2008), among others). On either view, as a result, the exple-
tive in the outer SpecC position can only be spelled out together with C (see Lahne
(2007)). The only additional assumption that needs to be made is that bare C is re-
alized asgo, whereasEXPL+C (as a fused node, or as a subtree) is realized asaL.
Thus, in a nutshell, this analysis holds that TP is a barrier in Modern Irish; that an ex-
pletive is added to C to remove barrier status and permit successive-cyclic extraction
(an instance of pseudo-melting); and that the pseudo-melting expletive is the locus of
movement-related morphology.73

This approach seems to me to be tenable, and potentially revealing because it pro-

72 Given the hypothesis made at the end of chapter 3, movement does not leave traces; t1 is present in (65)
purely to simplify exposition.

73 A side remark: The movement-related morphological exponents in Irish are verbal particles that may in
fact ultimately be better analyzed as vP-, or AgrOP-items (cf. Sells (1984), Bouma et al. (2001), Lahne
(2009) for discussion). In that case, it would have to be VP orvP (rather than TP) that is not inherently
transparent.
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vides an answer to the question of why it should be that movement-relatedmorphology
occurs in the first place. However, closer inspection reveals that it also raises a number
of technical questions, most notably the following two.

• How can the syntactic last resort effect be implemented technically?

• How does post-syntactic morphological spell-out in the C domain work techni-
cally?

In what follows, I address these two questions in turn.

Movement-Related Morphology as a Last Resort Operation in Syntax The first ob-
servation to be made here is that under present assumptions intermediate steps of
successive-cyclic movement by themselves are already lastresort (or repair) opera-
tions:74 The Edge Feature Condition states that an edge feature can only be inserted
if it has an effect on outcome (i.e., if it provides the only way to yield a balanced
phase), and if the phase head is still active. Crucially, free edge feature insertion is
blocked on this view (as noted before, the present proposal departs from Chomsky
(2007; 2008) in this respect). Recall from footnote 10 of chapter 3 that there is an
underlying motivation for considering intermediate edge feature insertion a last resort
operation: The insertion of edge features in the derivationviolates the Inclusiveness
Condition adopted in Chomsky (1995; 2000; 2001b; 2008) because material that is
not part of the numeration is introduced in the course of the derivation.

As a first approximation, suppose that we postulate that (in some languages, and
with some kinds of phase heads – e.g., with C in Modern Irish),a subcategorization
feature for an expletive [•expl•] can be inserted in the course of the derivation (in
minimal violation of the Inclusiveness Condition) if this is the only way to avoid a
PIC violation with movement.75

74 Note that I distinguish here between “last resort” as a concept (essentially, that of a repair), and Last
Resort as a constraint (that demands all syntactic operations to involve discharge of structure-building or
probe features). This terminological conflation may be considered somewhat unfortunate (especially in
view of the fact that there is a tight relation between concept and constraint), but it should generally be
harmless.

75 Arguably, this repair operation can best be reconstructed,and thereby formally made precise, in
optimality-theoretic terms. One possibility is the following (see Heck & Müller (2003; 2007) for the
general framework): The Feature Condition and Last Resort are inviolable and outrank anEmpty Out-
put Condition(EOC), whose violation by an optimal output encodes the breakdown of the derivation (i.e.,
ungrammaticality). The EOC in turn outranks the Inclusive Condition. Note that this implies that there are
actually three violations of the Inclusiveness Condition in cases of pseudo-melting as a last resort. First,
as in all cases of intermediate movement steps, edge featureinsertion violates Inclusiveness. Second, in-
sertion of the subcategorization feature that triggers expletive insertion violates Inclusiveness. And third,
actual external Merge of the expletive also violates Inclusiveness yet once more since the expletive cannot
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However, this simple view raises a problem. As it stands, thesystem seems to re-
quire look-ahead: If a language has the option of saving an otherwise illegitimate ex-
traction from a last-merged complement by expletive insertion (i.e., pseudo-melting),
it has to make use of it: If it does not, no edge feature can be inserted for an item
in the last-merged complement, and a PIC violation will subsequently arise. How-
ever, the derivation may continue for a while before this canactually be seen (e.g.,
subsequent phase heads also fail to insert an edge feature, and the PIC problem only
arises at what might be the very last step, when the phase headof the ultimate landing
site becomes active). Thus, given the PIC-based analysis, an Inclusiveness violation
incurred by expletive insertion may be required early on butturns out to be legitimate
only much later in the derivation.76 From a more general point of view, basically the
same problem arises with edge feature insertion as such. Thesolution that I proposed
in chapter 3 is to restrict edge feature insertion to those contexts where abalanced

phasecannot otherwise be produced; the underlying rationale is that a phase that is
not balanced will invariably lead to a violation of the PIC later in the derivation. This
way, non-local information is locally anticipated. In the case at hand, the same solu-
tion suggests itself for the look-ahead problem with expletive (feature) insertion: It is
not forced non-locally, by the PIC (eventually, the FeatureCondition and Last Resort,
see the last footnote), but locally, by the need to have a balanced phase. Thus, we
can postulate that a subcategorization feature for an expletive can be inserted in the
course of the derivation (in minimal violation of the Inclusiveness Condition) if this
is the only way to produce a balance phase (rather than to satisfy the PIC, as in the
earlier version). As before, the requirement has to be relativized to certain kinds of
heads, and to certain languages (so as to ensure that movement-related morphology is
not available everywhere, and may help circumvent CED effects, in all languages).

One might hope that this is all that needs to be assumed about the syntactic repair
mechanism of pseudo-melting via expletive insertion. Unfortunately, this is not the

be part of the numeration (see Hornstein (2001)). From an optimality-theoretic perspective (see Prince
& Smolensky (2004), Smolensky & Legendre (2006)), the Inclusiveness Condition is a regular DEP con-
straint. We can then distinguish between two kinds of Inclusiveness violations: Edge feature insertion
and expletive-subcategorization feature insertion violate DEP(feature), but Merge of the expletive violates
DEP(category). In other words, there are two constraints that must all be ranked below the EOC in order for
last resort pseudo-melting (hence movement-related morphology) to arise: Inclusiveness([•X•]) and Inclu-
siveness(XP). Furthermore, these Inclusiveness constraints have to be relativized to certain syntactic heads
(C in the case at hand). Thus, eventually the relevant constraints arecontextual faithfulnessconstraints (see
Beckmann (1998) on positional faithfulness in phonology, and Woolford (2007) for a recent application of
contextual faithfulness in syntax) of the following type: Inclusiveness([•X•])/C and Inclusiveness(XP)/C.

76 This problem is well known in local derivational approachesto syntax, most notably in the domain of
resumptive pronouns, but also in strictly derivational approaches to reflexive binding; see Fischer (2004;
2006).
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case. Two further issues need to be addressed. First, the additional structure-building
feature [•expl•] that creates pseudo-melting must show upbelowthe regular (inher-
ent) complement feature on a lexical item. This is just what had to be excluded with
inserted edge features to ensure the derivation of CED effects; recall that the EFC
in (11) states that [•X•] ends upon topof γ’s list of structure-building features (a
pushdown automaton property). The second issue concerns the nature of the subcat-
egorization feature for the expletive: What exactly does [•expl•] stand for? How do
we know what kind of feature has to show up here?

As it turns out, there is a solution that covers both problemssimultaneously. Sup-
pose that the [•expl•] feature arises as a result ofcopyingthe complement subcate-
gorization feature ([•T•], in the case at hand): The higher copy then triggers comple-
ment Merge, and the lower feature triggers expletive insertion.77 In general, “exple-
tives” are minimal feature bundles grouped around various kinds of category labels
(see Grimshaw (1997)), and the present analysis conforms tothis view. Note that the
copying option does not exist for edge features: Edge feature are specific features that
either do not encode any further (category or other) information ([•X•]), or (given the
remarks in subsection 4.3 above) encode information that isunrelated to the comple-
ment subcategorization feature’s category label ([•Xwh•], for instance). Finally, one
might think that it has to be specifically ensured that the expletive subcategorization
feature resulting form last resort-driven coyping of a complement sucategorization
feature can never attract a category by internal Merge. However, no additional stipu-
lation (such as blocking the expletive feature from carrying out internal Merge) seems
necessary here: Suppose that such an expletive subcategorization feature would effect
internal Merge of some item in the complement (rather than external Merge of an ex-
pletive). Then, the insertion of the expletive would not lead to a balanced phase (that
is otherwise unbalanced); it would therefore be precluded.

The relevant part of derivation that instantiates the pseudo-melting (hence, the oc-
currence of movement-related morphology) by expletive insertion is shown in (66).78

77 The copies must be minimally different to ensure this order;we can assume that the lower one qualifies
as defective in some sense.

78 Note that a bit more must then be said to ensure that last-merged specifiers continue to be strict barriers.
The sequence of feature-insertion and feature-deletion operations in (66) starts with a subcategorization fea-
ture [•β•] that may in principle either be one which merges a complement, or in fact one which introduces
a (last-merged) specifier; and expletive insertion must be blocked in the latter case. Thus, the problem is that
(63) can distinguish between the two contexts in the numeration, but not once the derivation has moved on
– however, the feature copying mechanism responsible for expletive insertion, by assumption, takes place
in the derivation. Various options arise. For present purposes, the simplest (though certainly not optimal)
solution may be to postulate that the derivation knows whether a structure-building feature was initially
topmost on a stack or not; e.g., by assigning features designated diacritics that encode their initial status (as
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(66) Pseudo-melting and movement-related morphology:

γ: [•β•]
→ (copying) γ: [•β•] ≻ [•β•]
→ (complement Merge) γ: [•β•]
→ (edge feature insertion)γ: [•X•] ≻ [•β•]
→ (Move from compl.) γ: [•β•]
→ (expl. insertion) γ: Ø

This, then, is the gist of the syntactic part of the present analysis of movement-related
morphology. There is one more complication, though: The approach sketched so far
works well for languages which have movement-related morphology in all intervening
domains, but not in the C domain associated with the final landing site. There are
various languages of this type (despite McCloskey’s (2002)claims to the contrary).
Cf., e.g,u as a C realization in Wolof (see Torrence (2005)), and Heck & Müller
(2003) for more general remarks. However, Modern Irish isnot like this: Movement-
related morphology also shows up in the final landing site. This poses a problem
for the analysis: If C has a [•wh•] (or [•rel•]) feature left at the point where TP is
merged, TP cannot be a barrier for extracting an item out of it. Various options arise
to reconcile the occurrence of movement-related morphology on the head of the final
landing site in Modern Irish with the present approach. For one thing, it might be that
the final landing site of movement is actuallyaboveCP, in a separate projection. For
another, it might be that what looks like the moved item is in fact base-generated; the
moved item is an empty operator (this is actually McCloskey’s (2002) own approach).
Under this view, it might simply be that the empty operator triggers the same kind of
default spell-out as the pseudo-melting expletive. Finally, one might speculate that,
e.g., C has a [∗wh∗] probe feature but no [•wh•] feature; the probe feature alone
may be classified as “too weak” to keep a head active once the complement has been
merged.79

Having answered the question of how movement-related morphology may arise as
a repair phenomenon in syntax, let me now turn to the second question posed on page
223: How does morphological spell-out work?

Morphological Spell-Out The fundamental question that needs to be addressed is
this: How can it be possible that the expletive (EXPL) that is postulated in the syntactic
account just sketched, and the C head are morphologically realized as a single unit?

a complement-creating or specifier-creating feature).

79 Perhaps the [∗wh∗] would have to be assumed to differ from other probe featuresin this respect. Al-
ternatively, probe features in general might be insufficient to maintain activity of a phase head; this would
then require an analysis of transparent last-merged complements as always involving pseudo-melting.
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There are two basic options that suggest themselves. One is to assume a post-syntactic
spell-out of subtrees; the other one is to postulate post-syntactic fusion ofEXPL and C
before spell-out of single nodes.

Spell-out of subtrees would for the most part work without problems for Modern
Irish: At the point where morphological realization ofEXPL+C is to take place, the
originally interveningδ has already gone on to the next phase, andEXPL and C have
become adjacent. This is shown by the two steps of the abstract derivation in (67).80

(67) a. [CP EXPL [ C′ δ1 [ C′ C [TP t1 ... ]]]] → ... →
b. ... δ ... [CP EXPL [ C′ t′1 [C′ C [TP t1 ... ]]]]

However, there is a potential complication. As noted, movement-related morphology
in Modern Irish also shows up in the final landing site. For this last step, it might be
that actual dislocation of the expletive to the position of Cis required (otherwise, the
moved item would intervene; but recall the various options discussed in the preced-
ing paragraphMovement-Related Morphology as a Last Resort Operation in Syntax).
Even though this problem strikes me as solvable, I will adoptthe second option in
what follows, and assume that there is post-syntactic fusion of EXPL and C. Consider
the (partial) derivation in (68), where (68-a) and (68-b) are outputs that are generated
in the syntax, and (68-c) is achieved by postsyntactic fusion of EXPL and C.

(68) a. [CP EXPL [ C′ δ1 [ C′ C [TP t1 ... ]]]] → ... →
b. ... δ ... [CP EXPL [ C′ t′1 [C′ C [TP t1 ... ]]]] →

c. ... δ ... [CP – [C′ t′1 [C′ EXPL+C [TP

Morphological realization ofEXPL+C in Modern Irish can then be assumed to take
place in the following way. Given fusion, the feature specifications ofEXPL and C
are combined into a single feature specification that is targetted only once by spell-
out. Since the feature specifications ofEXPL and C are different from the original C
specification, it is likely that different morphological exponents will realize the two
specifications: This accounts for the movement-related morphological effect. A sim-
plified analysis that illustrates the basic working of variable morphological realization
of C in contexts with and without movement in Icelandic is given in (69).

(69) a. C bears the features F1, F2.
b. EXPL bears the feature F3.
c. EXPL+C bears the features F1, F2, F3.
d. go↔ F1, F2.
e. aL↔ F1, F2, F3.

80 Recall that traces are given here just for convenience; in the actual derivations, there is simply nothing
in those places where the traces occur.
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Suppose that the realization of bundles of morpho-syntactic features by morphological
exponents follows the Subset Principle, a version of which is given in (70).81

(70) Subset Principle:
A vocabulary itemV is inserted into a functional morphemeM iff (i) and (ii)
hold:

(i) The morpho-syntactic features ofV are a subset of the morpho-syntactic
features ofM.

(ii) V is the most specific vocabulary item among those that satisfy(i).

The notion of specificity can (for present purposes) be understood as in (71).

(71) Specificity of Vocabulary Items:
A vocabulary itemVi is more specific than a vocabulary itemVj iff Vi has more
(relevant) morpho-syntactic features thanVj .

As a consequence,go is the most specific compatible exponent for C alone, and it
is therefore chosen via the Subset Principle ifEXPL is not present. Note thataL is
more specific, but not compatible because it has an additional feature which implies
that it cannot realize a subset of the syntactic context, i.e., the specification in C. In
contrast,aL is the most specific compatible exponent forEXPL+C (because itdoes
realize a subset of the morpho-syntactic features of the syntactic context now), and it
is therefore chosen via the Subset Principle ifEXPL has undergone fusion with C.

So far, so good. The analysis works well enough technically as it stands, but it
does not yet capture a generalization proposed by Lahne (2009, 60) on the basis of
a cross-linguistic study of pieces of movement-related morphology. Lahne observes
that, across languages, movement-related morphology typically involves aretreat to

the general case(in the sense of Halle & Marantz (1993)): A less specific (default)
exponent is inserted as the reflex of movement. In contrast, on the view embodied in
(69), pieces of movement-related morphology are more specific (EXPL+C has more
features than just bare C).82

81 See Kiparsky (1973), Lumsden (1992), Halle (1997), and Williams (1997), among many others, for
versions of this constraint, sometimes under different names. The present version most closely follows
Halle (1997).

82 Lahne’s (2009) own approach works as follows. A basic assumption is that it is the edge feature itself
that gives rise to movement-related morphology. However, edge features that play a role in the course of
successive-cyclic movement are not assumed to be primitives; rather, anedge feature propertyis assigned to
some existing feature(s) on the phase head, and combines with the feature(s) that it targets, thereby creating
a full-fledged edge feature. By triggering movement, the ‘fused’ edge feature is deleted, and with it a part of
the original feature specification of the phase head. The feature that is deleted (as part of the edge feature) is
not available for post-syntactic morphological realization anymore; thus we are dealing with an instance of
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Let us assume that Lahne’s generalization is correct. This may then be taken to
suggest looking for an alternative. Here is one: Suppose that the Subset Principle
is replaced by theSuperset Principle(see Starke (2006; 2009), Caha (2007; 2008),
and Taraldsen (2008)). In Superset Principle-based approaches to morphological real-
ization, default exponents are those with more features (rather than those with fewer
features). An informal statement of the Superset Principleis given in (72).

(72) Superset Principle:
The phonological exponent of a vocabulary item is inserted into a node if the
item matches all or a superset of the grammatical features specified in the node.
Insertion does not take place if the vocabulary item does notcontain all features
present in the node. Where several items meet the conditionsfor insertion, the
item containing fewer features unspecified in the node must be chosen.

The working of the Superset Principle can be illustrated with inflection ofbe in En-
glish (the discussion follows Caha (2007)). (73) is the paradigm that needs to be
derived.

(73) Singular Plural

1 am are
2 are are
3 is are

As in other morphological approaches, syncretism is derived by decomposing standard
grammatical categories into combinations of more primitive features – in the present
context, by decomposing person and number features as in (74).

(74) Feature decomposition:
participant, addressee, group, present

The three morphological exponents in (73) can then be assumed to be associated with
the features shown in (75).

(75) a. /am/↔ [pres,part]
b. /is/↔ [pres]
c. /are/↔ [pres,part,addr,group]

Given the further assumption that the morpho-syntactic feature bundles for 1., 2., and
3. person, and for singular and plural, already differ in thesyntax, the Superset Prin-
ciple makes the correct predictions. The competition and its outcome are shown in

feature impoverishment in the syntax. Consequently, a lessspecific, default exponent is chosen by spell-out,
as in other cases of impoverishment.
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(76).

(76) Features Ø Group

part am are are
part,addr are are
Ø is amare are

By assumption, 3. person and singular are not marked at all inthe syntax. Plural
is marked by the feature [group], 1. person is marked by the feature [part(icipant)],
and 2. person is marked by the features [part] and [addr(essee)]. Given the Superset
Principle, /are/ fits everywhere (because it is maximally specified) but is blocked in
1. and 3. person singular contexts because more specific markers are available that
also realize a superset of the syntactic specification; and /am/ fits in 1. and 3. person
singular contexts but is blocked in the latter because a morespecific marker is available
here.

Thus, it is a property of Superset Principle-based approaches that the default expo-
nent is overspecified; that the exponents that block its insertion in certain environments
have fewer features; and that the feature specification of a morphological exponent
does not have to be coherent, or capture a natural class of instantiations of a grammat-
ical category. All this is in sharp contrast to Subset Principle-based approaches. With
this in mind, let us now go back to movement-related morphology.

It turns out that Lahne’s (2009) generalization can be accomodated in the present
system if the Superset Principle governs morphological realization: Fusion ofEXPL

and C (yielding the set{F1,F2,F3}) blocks the regular exponent for C (specified as,
say,{F1,F2}, which is a perfect match for C alone) which now does not realize a su-
perset of the feature specification ofEXPL+C anymore, and forces insertion of the less
specific default exponent (which does realize a superset ofEXPL+C – minimally, by
being specified as{F1,F2,F3} – but is blocked in bare C contexts as not being specific
enough). The only thing that remains to be done at this point to give a complete anal-
ysis of the Modern Irish pattern of movement-related morphology in the C domain is
to give some content to the abstract features F1, F2, and F3 that feature in the analysis.
However, since this issue is (a) secondary to my main objectives here, and would (b)
require an in-depth study of the complementizer and verb inflectional system of Mod-
ern Irish, I will refrain from attempting such a task here, and rather turn to a second
instance of movement-related morphology, viz.,MeNdeletion in Malay.

7.3.3 MeN-Deletion in Malay

Bahasa Melayu is a language with optionalwh-in situ andwh-movement strategies.
Moreover,wh-movement may be partial (in the sense that it may stop at any intermdi-
ate SpecC position); see the examples in (77). Cole & Hermon (2000, 110) observe
that overt movement of awh-argument DP or DP operator requires the omission of the
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meN-prefix on the verb in Bahasa Melayu.83

(77) a. Ali
Ali

mem-beritahu
meN-told

kamu
you

tadi
just

[ Fatimah
Fatimah

mem-baca
meN-read

apa1 ] ?
what

b. Apa1
what

(yang)
that

Ali
Ali

(*mem)-beritahu
meN-told

kamu
you

tadi
just

[ (yang)
that

Fatimah
Fatimah

(*mem)-baca
meN-read

t1 ] ?

c. Ali
Ali

(mem)-beritahu
(meN)-told

kamu
you

tadi
just

[ apa1
what

(yang)
that

Fatimah
Fatimah

(*mem)-baca
meN-read

t1 ] ?

Here is a sketch of a pseudo-melting analysis. Suppose that afunctional projection
AspP intervenes between vP and TP in Malay. Suppose further that Asp does not
status-govern vP (more generally, there is no probe featureon Asp that would be left
after Merge of vP), and that by itself, Asp does not take a specifier. Given the possibil-
ity of Inclusiveness violations on the Asp cycle in Bahasa Melayu, expletive insertion
is possible in SpecAsp if this is the only way to balance the AspP phase. This creates
a transparency of vP: A pseudo-melting effect arises. As forthe morphological part
of the analysis, assume thatmeNis the standard realization of Asp. Fusion ofEXPL

and Asp in movement contexts then makesmeNinsertion impossible (via the Superset
Principle). Consequently, a zero default marker is inserted (as in Lahne (2009)); but
the default marker is radically overspecified (given the Superset Principle).84 A sim-
plified analysis of the occurrence of movement-related morphology in Bahasa Melayu
is given in (78) (as before, I will remain silent as to the possible denotations of F1, F2,
and F3.)

(78) a. Asp bears the features F1, F2.
b. EXPL bears the feature F3.
c. EXPL+Asp bears the features F1, F2, F3.
d. meN↔ F1, F2.
e. Ø↔ F1, F2, F3

7.3.4 Complementizer Selection in Kinande

As a last case study, let me briefly address the occurrence of movement-related mor-
phology in the C domain of the Bantu language Kinande, as described in Schneider-
Zioga (2005); cf. (79). The relevant observations are the following. First, C andEXPL

may be subject to separate spell-out: In (79-c), C is realized asnga, and EXPL as

83 It therefore looks as thoughwh-in situ does not involve overt movement of some (possibly abstract) item;
but cf. Fanselow &Ćavar (2001) for a reanalysis.

84 Alternatively, there may simply be no exponent available for insertion.
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kyo. Second, there iswh-agreement, in the sense that the pieces of movement-related
morphology differ, depending on properties of the moved item.

(79) a. [CP Ekihi1
what

[C kyo ]
that

Kambale
Kambale

alangira
saw

t1 ] ?

‘What did Kambale see?’
b. [CP Iyondi1

who
[C yo ]

that
Kambale
Kambale

alangira
saw

t1 ] ?

‘Who did Kambale see?
c. [CP Ekihi1

what
[C kyo ]

that
Marya
Mary

alengekanaya
thinks

[CP t1 nga-kyo
C-that

Kambale
Kambale

asoma t1 ]] ?
read
‘What does Mary think that Kambale read?’

A pseudo-melting analysis of these data could look as follows. First, to account for
(79-c), it can be assumed thatEXPL does not necessarily attach to C byfusion; an
operation likemerger, loweringor local dislocation(that leaves the two feature bun-
dles intact) is also an option (see Embick & Noyer (2001)). The occurrence of two
separate realizations as such can be seen as independent motivation for the approach
in terms of anEXPL category as the source of movement-related morphology adopted
here. Second, the agreement effect suggests that properties of the moved item may
also influence morphological realization. This is to be expected if movement leaves
traces after all – if so, (a) a moved item’s trace may potentially retain morpho-syntactic
features, and (b) this trace may also participate in fusion (with only EXPL, in the case
at hand). In a trace-less approach like the one I am adopting here, thewh-agreement
effect requires the postulation of an additional effect of feature manipulation exerted
by the intermediately-movedwh-phrase on the C head that it is attracted by.85

7.4 Conclusion

This may suffice as an illustration of how instances of movement-related morphol-
ogy in various kinds of languages can be addressed in terms ofpseudo-melting. As
noted above, I take the main virtue of the present analysis tobe that it offers an ex-
planation of why this phenomenon should exist in the first place. It can also be noted
that the present analysis (a) suggests itself as a natural extension of the approach to
CED effects developed in this chapter; and (b) offers a new perspective on the phe-
nomenon of morphological “reflexes” of successive-cyclic movement that brings the
phenomenon more in line with standard approaches to other cases of correlations of

85 An alternative would be to assume that different base positions of the moved items are relevant; see
Lahne (2009) on the intricatewh-agreement patterns in Chamorro.
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syntactic and morphological properties. Needless to say, the new approach also raises
a lot of new questions. Furthermore, strong empirical evidence that would favour
it over the more established approach that treats movement-related morphology as a
pure reflex of movement so far seems to be outstanding.86

86 For instance, the present approach would be strongly supported by the discovery of evidence showing
that movement-related morphology in some domain of some language is absent with categories that can
independently be shown to be transparent, and shows up with categories that can independently be shown
to be opaque as such.
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Chapter 5

Operator Island Effects

1. Introduction

In chapter 1, I made the assumption that the MLC and Relativized Minimality should
not both be assumed as primitive locality constraints in a theory of grammar; the
constraints are repeated here (in versions that highlight the similarity) as (1) and (2).

(1) Minimal Link Condition(MLC):
In a structureα ... [ ... β ... [ ... γ ... ] ... ] ..., movement to a positionδ in the
minimal domain ofα cannot affectγ if β c-commandsγ andβ andγ bear the

same feature required byα.

(2) Relativized Minimality(derivational version):
In a structureα ... [ ... β ... [ ... γ ... ] ... ] ..., movement to a positionδ in the
minimal domain ofα cannot affectγ if β c-commandsγ andβ andδ are of the

same structural type.

Despite the main difference that the MLC talks about features where Relativized Min-
imality talks about positions, the two requirements are conceptually similar (as inter-
vention constraints), and they may lead to redundancies empirically. In view of this,
in chapter 1 I concluded that Relativized Minimality shouldbe abandoned in favour
of the MLC, not least of all because the MLC can be generalizedto the (G)MLC, by
incorporating the F-over-F Principle. Still, in chapter 2 Iargued that the (G)MLC is
empirically problematic, and also raises conceptual questions from the point of view
of a strictly derivational approach to syntax (because it requires a significant amount
of search space); the conclusion then was that the (G)MLC should ultimately be aban-
doned too, with its main effects following from the interaction of the PIC and the (re-
vised) Edge Feature Condition (chapter 3). Clearly, the conceptual arguments against
the (G)MLC carry over unchanged to Relativized Minimality –this constraint needs
even more search space than the (G)MLC.

Against this background, the question arises of how typicalRelativized Minimality
effects can be derived under present assumptions. The goal of this chapter is to inves-
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tigate operator island effects (wh-island effects and topic island effects) on the basis
of the PIC-approach to locality constraints developed in the two preceding chapters.1

The conclusion for operator islands will be that the Intermediate Step Corollary of
chapter 4 makes a new approach to A-bar intervention effectspossible (in which the
notion of intervention plays no role). The analysis is basedon the concept of feature
maraudage introduced in Georgi, Heck & Müller (2009), and I argue that it turns out
to be empirically superior to Relativized Minimality in thedomain of operator island
effects in German (which show a kind of principled variability that is unexpected
under Relativized Minimality).

2. Background

2.1 Operator Islands without Intervention

Consider again some sentences illustrating thewh-island effect, as they were discussed
before (cf. the examples in (3) and (104) from chapter 1).

(3) a. ?*[DP1 Which book ] do you wonder [CP [PP2 to whom ] John gave t1 t2 ] ?
b. *How1 does she know [CP [DP2 which car ] Mary fixed t2 t1 ] ?

Relativized Minimality accounts for the illformedness of (3-ab) because movement of
XP1 crosses an intervening XP2 that occupies a position of the same structural type
(A-bar). As noted in chapter 1 (page 61), the (G)MLC can account for wh-island
effects if it is assumed that thewh-item in the embedded SpecC position (i.e., the
position that creates the island) still has a feature [wh] that may block attraction of the
lowerwh-phrase by the matrix interrogative C head even though this feature has been
checked in the final landing site.

However, closer inspection reveals that the (G)MLC can in fact not account for
wh-island effects anymore if assumptions are made that have become standard in more
recent minimalist work, and that also figure prominently in chapters 3 and 4 above:2

First, there is no reason to limit the number of specifiers of ahead to one. And second,
given the PIC (even with a less local concept of what a phase isthan the one adopted
in chapters 3 and 4), successive-cyclic movement must systematically be able to target
specifiers of phase heads, even if there is already another specifier around. Thus, even

1 I will have nothing to say about super-raising constructions. I will also remain silent on certain kinds of
interventions effects with quantified items and negation, for which semantics-based accounts might suggest
themselves; see the references listed in footnote 44 of chapter 2. Finally, I will make no attempt to derive
Head Movement Constraint (HMC) effects – as a matter of fact,the analysis of a restriction on movement
from embedded verb-second clauses in chapter 6 presupposesthat the HMC is not valid as such.

2 Strictly speaking, similar conclusions apply if Relativized Minimality is combined with these assump-
tions.
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the simplest cases of successive-cyclicwh-movement, such as (4-ab) (in English and
German, respectively, with the option of an in-situ subjectin the latter case), must
proceed via an additional specifier of v.

(4) a. (I wonder) [CP what1 C [TP she2 T [ vP t′1 [ v′ t2 said-v [VP tV t1 ]]]]]
b. (Ich frage mich)

I wonder
[CP was1

what
C [TP [ vP t′1 [ v′ Fritz

Fritz
[VP t1 tV ] denkt-v ]]

thinks
T ]]

Under a multiple specifier/PIC approach, there is no obviousreason why an interme-
diate movement step of awh-phrase to an outer specifier of an interrogative C (with
anotherwh-phrase acting as an inner specifier) should be blocked: Informally speak-
ing, the formerwh-phrase that is on its way out of the CP does not want to see a [•wh•]
feature (yet); it just wants to see what all items want to see that leave the clause, viz.,
an edge feature (under the assumptions made here). This becomes particularly clear
under the approach to successive-cyclic movement adopted in chapter 3 above: Edge
feature insertion on an interrogative C head that itself attracts awh-phrase should be
entirely unproblematic because, with one interrogative C[•wh•] waiting in the numera-
tion, insertion of an edge feature on the other interrogative C[•wh•] head that is already
part of the structure is the only way to satisfy phase balance; hence it should be permit-
ted by the Edge Feature Condition. Thus, given successive-cylic movement via phase
edges, an intermediate movement step to an outer specifier (under standard assump-
tions, not those of chapter 4) of a CP with awh-phrase in SpecC is not excluded. This,
in turn, means that thewh-phrase that has reached its ultimate target position in the
embedded CP does not intervene between the eventual landingsite (or the next phase
edge) and the other (intermediately moved)wh-phrase. More generally, the (G)MLC
cannot derivewh-island effects anymore.

The situation is similar under the approach to (G)MLC effects developed in chap-
ter 3: As such, there is nothing that would preclude insertion of an edge feature for the
secondwh-phrase, which moves thiswh-phrase to the edge domain of the embedded
interrogative C, where it is accessible for further movement operations.

In view of this, the only solution, it seems, would be to invoke an ad hoc stipulation
that simply states that an edge feature cannot be inserted onC[•wh•]. This would then
make it possible to derivewh-island effects under both the (G)MLC account (because
the wh-phrase in SpecC will then invariably be closer to the ultimate landing site)
and the PIC-based account laid out in chapter 3 (because the secondwh-phrase will
then not be able to reach the edge domain of the embedded CP, and a PIC violation
will ensue on the next – i.e., the VP – cycle). However, fortunately it turns out that
adopting such a defeatist position would be premature.

The claim that I would like to defend in what follows is that the concept of feature
maraudagethat is argued for as a general theoretical option in Georgi et al. (2009)
derives certain operator islands (viz.,wh-islands and topic islands) and their selec-
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tive nature, without recourse to a constraint like Relativized Minimality (see Rizzi
(1990)) or the Minimal Link Condition (see Chomsky (2001b))– but a precondition
for this analysis to work is that assumptions about intermediate steps of successive-
cyclic movement are made that correspond to those of chapter4.

More specifically, the proposal is this:Wh-islands and topic islands do not in-
stantiate an intervention effect; neither does the operator block an escape hatch (as
in Chomsky (1977; 1986a)).3 Rather, the item that is to be long-distance moved ma-
rauds the set of A-bar-related features on CbeforeC can attract awh-phrase or topic
that would erect the island. The option for such a maraudage does not arise under the
standard assumption that successive-cyclic movement steps target theouterspecifiers
of phase heads; but it does arise under an approach in which intermediate steps of
successive-cyclic movement must not target the outermost specifier of C (if there is
more than one). This is just what the approach to CED effects developed in chapter
4 forced us to assume (cf. theIntermediate Step Corollary); to the extent that this
approach then permits a simple, non-intervention-based account of operator island ef-
fects that is not available under the standard approach, it is independently confirmed.

As far as I am aware, there are only two other structural (and syntactic) analyses
of operator islands that do not rely on the idea of intervention, or the blocking of
an escape hatch. As an excursus, let me briefly indicate the workings of these two
approaches before presenting the new approach in terms of maraudage.

2.2 A Tree Adjoining Grammar Approach

The first such analysis is the Tree Adjoining Grammar approach to wh-islands de-
veloped in Kroch (1989) and Frank (2002).4 Here, the basic premise is that all long-
distance dependencies must be brought about by (counter-cyclic) insertion of so-called
auxiliary trees that pump up the local tree structure generated thus far (‘elementary
trees’); e.g., (5-a) is derived by inserting (5-b) (wherethink subcategorizes for a C′

category) into the C′ node of (5-c), which only has local movement to the minimal
SpecC position.

(5) a. Who1 do you think she likes t1 ?

3 Note incidentally thatwh-islands are derived from (a version of) the CED in Chomsky (1986a): Simplify-
ing somewhat, TP is considered a potential barrier (a ‘blocking category’; cf. footnote 10 in chapter 2) that
transmits its status as a potential barrier to the next higher XP, i.e., CP, where barrier status is then realized.
(The reason is that TP is not L-marked by a lexical category; note that an embedded interrogative CPis
L-marked by the matrix verb, so it does not qualify as a barrier in and of itself.) On this view, the only way
to escape from TP is to move to SpecC: A blocking category can transmit barrier status for some item only
if that item is included in it. Of course, concepts like ‘blocking category’ (TP) and ‘barrier by inheritance’
(CP, in the case at hand) are highly dubious under minimalistassumptions.

4 Also see Unger (2010, 71) for a computational-minimalist approach incorporating similar ideas.
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b. [C′ do you think C′ ] (auxiliary tree)
c. [CP who1 [C′ C she likes t1 ]] (elementary tree)

On this view, awh-island construction like (6-a) would require inserting (‘adjoining’)
a recursive auxiliary tree like (6-b) into the elementary tree (6-c); and the problem is
that a non-multiple-wh-movement language like English does not permit trees of the
type in (6-c) that would be required to feed awh-island construction.

(6) a. ?*What book1 did John ask whom you had given t1 ?
b. [C′ did John ask C′ ]
c. *[ CP what book1 [C′ whom2 [C′ C you had given t2 t1 ]]]

2.3 An Optimality-Theoretic Approach

The other approach that does without intervention or blocking of an escape hatch is
the optimality-theoretic approach towh-islands in Legendre, Smolensky & Wilson
(1998). The approach relies on violable and ranked constraints; in brief, it works as
follows. All instances of extraction from a CP (even a complement CP) are assumed
to violate locality constraints (most phrases are barriers), but such constraint violation
is possible if it is (a) minimal, and (b) forced by higher-ranked constraints. By as-
sumption, the constraint that forceswh-movement to the targetwh-scope position (the
analogue of the Feature Condition in the present approach) cannot play this role: It
is ranked lower than the locality constraint that an item (more precisely, an adjunct)
violates when it undergoes extraction from an object CP. However, a third constraint
that is highest-ranked (in effect: inviolable) demands that (lexically determined) se-
lection requirements are respected. One such requirement is that a V that selects an
interrogative CP finds awh-item in the embedded SpecC (or C) position. With this in
mind, consider the contrast in (7-ab).

(7) a. How1 do you think [CP Mary fixed the car t1 ] ?
b. *How1 does she know [CP [DP2 which car ] Mary fixed t2 t1 ] ?

By assumption, either there are no intermediate traces, or intermediate traces can be
established in the embedded SpecC positions of both sentences (which we expect
given the option of multiple specifiers; see above). Therefore extraction of the adjunct
violates locality constraints on movement in exactly the same way in (7-a) and (7-b)
– thus, there is no intervention effect induced bywhich car in (7-b). Rather, the
reason why (7-b) is ungrammatical is that it is blocked by a competing candidate
with a better constraint profile: (8) violates the constraint that would normally trigger
wh-movement to the matrix clause, but since this constraint isranked lower than the
locality constraint violated with extraction from all CPs,(8) is the optimal candidate.

(8) #She knows [CP how1 [DP which car2 ] Mary fixed t2 t1 ]
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(8) does not look like a well-formed English sentence, but Legendre et al. (1998)
assume (based on the copy theory of movement) thatwh-in situ may involve mul-
tiple wh-movement with selective PF realization of copies, such that one of the
traces (rather than its antecedent) is PF-realized in English (also see Pesetsky (2000),
Grewendorf (2001), and footnote 25 of chapter 3).

Why, then, is (7-a) possible after all, and not blocked as suboptimal by a com-
peting candidate that has thewh-phrase staying in the embedded clause throughout
the derivation, just like (8) does? The answer is that the matrix verb in (7-a) selects
a declarative CP complement, and not an interrogative CP complement; but if the
wh-phrasehow stays in the embedded clause, the embedded clause will have to be
interpreted as awh-clause. This would violate the highest-ranked selection require-
ment. Consequently, long-distance movement in (7-a) is theonly option, and optimal,
even though it violates the locality constraint that is always violated with (adjunct)
extraction from CP (and whose violation is fatal in (7-b)).

This approach fully exploits the hypothesis that constraints may be violable, and
thereby manages to do without the notion of intervention in an account ofwh-islands.
I take this analysis to be simple and elegant, and I think it would certainly be worth
to pursue the general line of reasoning further. However, inthe present context, we
may note that Legendre et al.’s (1998) approach is radicallyincompatible with the
local, derivational framework adopted throughout this monograph, where only a small
portion of syntactic structure is available for constraintevaluation at any given step;
and that it is far from clear whether the analysis can be extended to topic islands in a
straightforward way. Be this as it may: The analysis that I will develop below will turn
out to be quite different from the one just sketched; apart from the lack of a concept
of intervention, there is very little that the two approaches have in common.

3. Assumptions

3.1 The Intermediate Step Corollary

The new analysis of operator islands rests on two assumptions. The first assumption
is that intermediate movement steps end up in non-outermostspecifiers (if there is
another specifier). As extensively argued in chapter 4, thisfollows from the approach
to CED effects based on the interaction of the revised Edge Feature Condition and the
PIC. In a nutshell, intermediate movement to a phase edge requires the insertion of
edge features, and given the Edge Feature Condition in (11) of chapter 4, the phase had
must have a structure-building feature (that introduces a specifier) left at this point.5

5 I abstract away here from probe features that suffice to keep aphase head active for complements (but not
for specifiers). In operator island contexts, this option isirrelevant.
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Given the last-in/first-out property of feature discharge,this implies that the newly
inserted edge feature is then discharged first, and the original structure-building feature
is discharged last. I have referred to this consequence of the theory as the Intermediate
Step Corollary; it is repeated from (15) of chapter 4 in (9).

(9) Intermediate Step Corollary:
Intermediate movement steps to specifiers of X (as required by the PIC) must take
place before a final specifier is merged in XP.

An instance of successive-cyclic movement of a DP through the extended verbal do-
main then looks as in (10) (= (16) of chapter 4).

(10) DP2 ...

vP

DP1 v′

t′′2 v′

V+v VP

DP3 V′

t′2 V′

tV t2

3.2 Maraudage

The second assumption concerns maraudage. Georgi, Heck & Müller (2009) propose
the concept of feature maraudage in (11).

(11) Maraudage:
Certain goal features of Agree or Merge operations (among them [person] and
[animate]) are checked if the structural conditions for checking are met.

In Georgi, Heck & Müller (2009), syntactic contexts are considered where a headζ
serves two itemsα andβ (i.e., bothα andβ need to carry out a feature-based oper-
ation withζ), and the item that first enters into a relation withζ (say,α) takes more
out of the set of features thanζ originally provides for it – it “marauds”ζ ’s feature
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set and discharges features that were designed for the otheritem (β).6 When the re-
maining itemβ finally enters the structure,ζ has lost the features it would need for
β. As shown in Georgi et al. (2009), such an instance of maraudage may have vari-
ous effects, depending on the kinds of features that are involved, and on the specific
syntactic domain in which maraudage occurs. Evidence is presented from the areas of
agreement, case assignment, and movement.

Based on Béjar &Řezá̌c (2009), it is argued that certain facts in the domain of
ergative displacement in Basqueare best viewed as instantiations of secondary repair
operations that restore the feature set for an external argument DP after an internal ar-
gument DP has marauded v’sφ-feature set for the external argument. With respect to
case, it is shown that the phenomenon ofglobal case splits(see Silverstein (1976)) can
be reconciled with a derivational bottom-up syntax withoutlook-ahead or backtrack-
ing (and very small accessible domains at each step of the derivation) if it is assumed
that a differentially case-marked internal argument DP marauds theφ-feature set of
v, which leads to severe restrictions on the type of externalargument DP that v can
subsequently combine with.7 Finally, as regardsmovement, maraudage offers a new
approach to operator island effects: Given the Intermediate Step Corollary, the item
that is supposed to undergo successive-cyclic extraction from a CP arrives in the em-

6 Chomsky’s (2001b) Maximize Matching Effects is arguably similar in nature. Also compare Abels’
(2003) account of anti-locality effects (incompatible though it is with the present approach), which presup-
poses that goal features must be checked whenever a configuration that permits checking exists, even if that
leads to certain options not being available that would otherwise be; and Anagnostopoulou (2005), Adger
& Harbour (2007) and Richards (2008) on the Person Case Constraint.

7 In global case splits, an internal argument DP is differentially case-marked if both the internal argument
DP and the external argument DP are atypical from the perspective of Hale/Silverstein scales (see Hale
(1972), Silverstein (1976)): For instance, the internal argument is 1. person, and the external argument is 3.
person inanimate. Alternatively, an external argument DP is differentially case-marked if both arguments
qualify as atypical in this sense. Especially the first case poses an interesting problem for derivational
theories without look-ahead or backtracking: At the point where the question of differential case-assignment
to an internal argument DP must be decided, the external argument DP is not yet part of the structure,
assuming an Earliness principle (see Pesetsky (1989) and the references given on page 194 above) and/or
the Strict Cycle Condition (e.g., in the formulation given in (23) in chapter 4). In line with this, all previous
accounts of global case splits permit themselves to simultaneously scan properties of both the external and
the internal argument DP in order to decide the question of whether differential case marking does nor does
not apply; see Aissen (1999), de Hoop & Malchukov (2008), Béjar & Řezá̌c (2009), and Keine (2010).
Consider, in contrast, the maraudage approach developed for global case splits in Yurok in Georgi (2010),
Georgi et al. (2009): In Yurok, an internal argument DPint is accusative-marked only if it is higher on
the person scale than an external argument DPext – i.e., if DPint is 1. or 2. person, and DPext is 3.
person. On Georgi’s analysis, this is so because v expects DPint to be third person (the unmarked case
for internal arguments); if DPint is 1./2. person, it needs additional features (given an approach to person
features as in Harley & Ritter (2002)), and consequently marauds theφ-features reserved for DPext. This
maraudage operation is ultimately held responsible both the the occurrence of differential case marking and
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bedded C domain first and may discharge more features in this position than just the
edge feature that was inserted for it; in particular, it may maraud the embedded C’s
original feature set and thereby make subsequent Merge of the regular specifier of C
impossible. However, before delving further into the maraudage approach to opera-
tor islands, let me first introduce some data from German thatshed some light on the
status of operator islands as variable or strict (i.e., asweakor strong).

4. Wh-Islands and Topic Islands

As noted in section 3.6 of chapter 1, extraction fromwh-islands may sometimes lead
to full ungrammaticality, and may sometimes yield more variable results, depending
on a variety of factors (argument vs. adjunct, finite vs. non-finite wh-clause, and the
type of landing site that the extracted item ends up in). In contrast, extraction from a
topic island is much less subject to variation in the degree of ungrammaticality. For
German, the most basic generalization would seem to be this (see Fanselow (1987)
and Müller & Sternefeld (1993)): First,wh-islandsblockwh-movement but not (argu-
ment) topicalization in German. And second,topic islandsblock bothwh-movement
and topicalization in German.8

The variable nature ofwh-islands forwh-movement vs. topicalization in German
is shown in (12) (see Fanselow (1987, 57), Müller & Sternefeld (1993, 485), and
Grewendorf (2002, 88)).

(12) a. *Welches
which

Radio1
radio

weißt
know

du
you

nicht
not

[CP wie2

how
C [TP man

one
t1 t2 repariert ]] ?

fixes

b. ?Radios1
radios

weiß
know

ich
I

nicht
not

[CP wie2

how
C [TP man

one
t1 t2 repariert ]]

fixes

The strict nature of topic islands for bothwh-movement and topicalization in German
is illustrated by the examples in (13).

(13) a. *Welches
which

Radio1
book

glaubst
think

du
you

[CP der
the

Maria2

Mary
[C hat ]

has
[TP er

he
t2 t1

the restriction of such case marking to contexts where DPext is 3. person.

8 This is reminiscent of the difference between relativization andwh-movement fromwh-islands in Ital-
ian (see Rizzi (1982)), where only the former operation yields acceptable results; recall subsection 2.2 of
chapter 1. A relevant pair of examples is repeated here in (i).

(i) a. Tuo
your

fratello
brother

[CP3
[PP1 a

to
cui ]
whom

mi
myself

domando
I ask

[CP4
[DP2

che
which

storie ]
stories

abbiano
they have

raccontato
told

t2 t1 ]] era
was

molto
very

preoccupato
worried

b. *[DP1
Chi ]
who

ti
yourself

domandi
you ask

[CP3
[DP2

chi ]
who

t2 ha
has

incontrato
met

t1 ] ?
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gegeben ]] ?
given

b. *Radios1
radios

glaube
think

ich
I

[CP der
the

Maria2

Mary
[C hat ]

has
[TP er

he
t2 t1 gegeben ]]

given

Before moving on, it may be noted that the fact that there is anasymmetry between
movement types in (12), and no asymmetry between movement types in (13), poses
severe problems for a Relativized Minimality type approach. A standard Relativized
Minimality approach (as in Rizzi (1990; 2001)) distinguishes three kinds of interven-
ers: Head, A, A-bar. This would uniformly rule out all sentences in (12) and (13)
(given that the moved items are subject to Relativized Minimality in the first place).
This seems hardly adequate in view of the (relative) wellformedness of (12-b). In con-
trast, a more fine-grained Relativized Minimality approachthat distinguishes between
different kinds of A-bar interveners (topic vs.wh in the case at hand) will invariably
be too liberal. Such an approach is developed in Rizzi (2004), where a distinction is
made betweenargumental(person, number, gender, case),quantificational(wh, neg,
measure, focus),modifierandtopic features. On this basis, we would wrongly predict
both (12-b) and (13-a) to be well formed because the two A-bar-moved items bear
different features (quantificational/whvs. topic) (also see Unger (2010, 22)). Thus, if
Relativized Minimality is to account for the three-out-of-four pattern in (12) and (13),
further assumptions will be required.9 This can be seen as additional evidence that
a new approach to the phenomenon is called for, quite independently of the general
conceptual considerations concerning properties of a goodsyntactic constraint (given
the general assumptions about the derivational organization of grammar adopted in
this monograph) that are summarized in (11) in chapter 2.

5. Analysis: Operator Islands as Maraudage

Given theIntermediate Step Corollaryin (9), the order of rule application with extrac-
tions from awh-island and from a topic island must look as in (14-ab), respectively,
with the intermediate movement step of the item that is to be long distance-moved
(marked by➀) taking place prior to the one that would create the operatorisland

9 See, for instance, Starke (2001), who builds an inherent asymmetry into his version of the Relativized
Minimality condition, such thatα may crossβ if α has more (relevant) features thanβ, whereasα may
not crossβ whenα has fewer (relevant) features thanβ. It is not inconceivable that the pattern emerging
from (12) and (13) could be accounted for along these lines (given appropriate assumptions about the
feature specifications ofwh-phrases and topics); but the fact remains that a special version of Relativized
Minimality would be needed for this, whereas the present approach dispenses in toto with a separate locality
constraint blocking intervention. Furthermore, as will become clear momentarily, the present proposal tends
to predict the opposite of what Starke’s proposal predcits:Intervention effects can be voided if the moved
item realizes a subset of the feature set associated with the(putative) intervener.
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(marked by➁).

(14) a.Wh-island

CP

XP2[wh] C′

➂

{
∗XP1[wh]√
XP1[top]

}

C′

C[•wh•] TP
➁

...
➀

b. Topic island

CP

XP2[top] C′

➂

{
∗XP1[wh]
∗XP1[top]

}

C′

C[•top•] TP
➁

...
➀

The hypothesis that I would now like to pursue is this: Given that the item that under-
goes the intermediate movement step reaches the domain of a Chead before the item
that is supposed to ultimately check the [•F•] of C in this position, it may maraud C’s
stack of structure-building features, making regular specifier placement impossible.
Thus,wh-island and topic island effects are due not towh-islands or topic islands but,
somewhat paradoxically, to the fact that thewh-island/topic island cannot be generated
in the first place.
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To flesh out this hypothesis and make it possible to account for variation in ma-
raudage, a more fine-grained system of A-bar-related features is needed (see Rizzi
(1997; 2004) for the basic idea; and also Lahne (2007) for a version that does not cor-
relate such A-bar-related features with separate functional heads). For concreteness,
suppose that topicalization (in German) is bare operator movement to SpecC, andwh-
movement is movement of a certain kind of operator (viz., awh-operator) to SpecC.10

The (relevant) feature specifications of C heads that trigger wh-movement, of C heads
that trigger topicalization, and ofwh-phrases and topics are given in (15).11

(15) a. C[wh] = C[•op,wh•]
b. C[top] = C[•op•]
c. wh-phrase = XP[op,wh]

d. topic = XP[op]

Finally, let me make explicit again the assumption that certain kinds of goal features
may trigger maraudage as soon as they enter a syntactic context in which they can
legitimately be checked. The principle of feature maraudage in Georgi et al. (2009) is
repeated here in a modified form (see (11)): The maraudage-inducing features that are
relevant in the present context are [op] and [wh] rather than[person] and [animate].

(16) Maraudage:
Certain goal features of Agree or Merge operations (among them [op] and [wh])
are checked if the structural conditions for checking are met.

Since [op] and [wh] are features that are matched by structure-building features (rather
than by probe features) in German (assuming that there is no specific Agree require-
ment onwh-in situ or topic-in situ in this language), this means that maraudage by a
wh-phrase or a topic can only take place after the item has undergone movement to
SpecC for an independent reason. However, when an item bearing [op], or [op] and
[wh], undergoes intermediate movement to a SpecC position,driven by edge feature

10 This classification of topicalization as an underspecified movement operation chimes in well with its
often-noted multi-functionality in German (see, e.g., Grewendorf (1989); also Culicover (1991) on En-
glish): An item that is subject to the syntactic operation oftopicalization may variously be interpreted as
a (semantic) topic, as a (regular) focus, as a contrastive focus, or it may remain without any information-
structural effect (i.e., it may be subject to semantic reconstruction). (Also cf. Fanselow (2011) for an
even stronger position which would nevertheless support the system in (15) in essentially the same way:
Fanselow argues that the formal, syntactic operation of topicalization in German actuallyneverhas an
information-structural effect (or source).

11 All these specifications are particular to German. It is verywell conceivable (in fact, almost certainly the
case) that other languages have subtly different specifications for topicalization andwh-movement, which
will then have interesting consequences for the strictnessof the operator islands created by (and for) topics
andwh-phrases.
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insertion, it tries to get as many of its operator features ([op], [wh], ...) checked as
possible. Structure-building operator features thus attach to the newly inserted [•X•],
are checked with the moved item, and undergo deletion. Therefore, no feature may
be left to trigger subsequent, regular operator movement. This accounts for operator
island effects. To see how this approach works in detail, letme go through the four
relevant derivations one by one, beginning withwh-movement from awh-island.

5.1 Wh-Movement from a Wh-Island

Recall thatwh-movement (of arguments as well as adjuncts) from awh-island is un-
grammatical in German; (12-a) is repeated here as (17).

(17) *Welches
which

Radio1
radio

weißt
know

du
you

nicht
not

[CP wie2

how
C [TP man

one
t1 t2 repariert ]] ?

fixes

Wh-phrases in German have two A-bar-related features: [op] and [wh]. Therefore,
they accomplish full maraudage in a SpecC[wh] position that they use as an escape
hatch in a CP phase, thereby blocking subsequent regularwh-movement. (18) is a
step-by-step illustration of what happens to the interrogative C head in (17) in the
course of the derivation once it has been merged with TP (driven by a top-most sub-
categorization feature [•T•] on C).

(18) Wh-movement from a wh-island: complete maraudage
(i) C: [•op, wh•] (→ edge feature insertion)
(ii) C: [•X•] ≻ [•op, wh•] (→ movement ofwh-phrase)
(iii) C: [ •X•] ≻ [•op, wh•] (→ edge feature discharge)
(iv) C: [•op, wh•] (→ further discharge: maraudage)
(v) C: Ø (no structure-building features left)

First (cf. the step from (i) to (ii)), the C head that bears thecomplexwh-feature
(consisting of the primitive features [op] and [wh]) is affected by edge feature insertion
for XP1[op,wh]. This is permitted by the Edge Feature Condition, and then required
at exactly this step of the derivation because it is the only step where the item that
needs to move is already part of the structure (TP has been merged), and C is still
active because it has an undischarged structure-building feature left (viz., the complex
wh-feature consisting of two primitive features [op] and [wh]). Next, movement of
XP1[op,wh] to SpecC takes place (step (iii)). This movement is legitimate (vis-à-vis
Last Resort) because the edge feature on C can now be discharged and deleted (step
(iv)).12 However, since the syntactic context for maraudage is met (thewh-phrase is in

12 This presupposes that the formal operation of movement should be kept apart from the feature discharge
operation that licenses it. Alternatively, the two steps could be seen as a single composite operation (Merge
– internal or external – plus discharge). So far, I have been uncommited as concerns this issue, but the
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the edge domain of a C head that is equipped with exactly the A-bar-related features
[•op, wh•] that can be used by the features [op, wh] on thewh-phrase which trigger
checking according to (16)), thewh-phrase in SpecC (i.e., XP1[op,wh]) will now also
carry out complete maraudage (step (v)), effecting discharge (thus, deletion) of all
structure-building features on C. This means that the A-barrelated features that C had
reserved for the ‘proper’wh-phrase to move to its specifier (whichever of the two that
is) are now gone; there is no feature left for attracting XP2[op,wh]. What is more, the
C head is now not active anymore: The last structure-building feature has gone, and
the phase head also cannot have a probe feature left at this point that would render
it active (because this would imply a violation of either thec-command condition on
Agree, or the Strict Cycle Condition; recall subsection 3.2.3 of chapter 4). Therefore,
an edge feature cannot be inserted for the remainingwh-phrase which might move it
to SpecC.13

As a consequence, there is no way to get the remaining XP2[op,wh] (the item we
would expect to create thewh-island) to the edge domain of the embedded CP (from
the edge domain of the TP phase to which it has undergone an intermediate move-
ment step earlier in the derivation, in accordance with the Edge Feature Condition).
Depending on assumptions about criterial freezing (see Rizzi (2006; 2007), and the
Criterial Freezing constraint in (48) in chapter 2), it may or may not be possible now
for thewh-phrase in the embedded SpecC position to move on, into the matrix clause
(to satisfy the demands of another C[wh]). However, such movement would still lead to
a violation of a general visibility requirement for the embeddedwh-clause; cf. (19).14

In any case, the prediction is that, somewhat paradoxically, wh-island effects are char-
acterized by the property that thewh-island cannot be erected.

wording in the preceding chapters would arguably have been closer to the second possibility. Nothing
depends on this issue for the purposes of the present monograph; but there might eventually be some non-
trivial differences. See Heck & Müller (2007).

13 As observed by Stefan Keine (p.c.), this reasoning is compatible with the hypothesis that [wh]-features
are accompanied by scope indices (see section 5.1 of chapter3) if it is assumed that such scope indices play
a role for potential availability but not for feature checking. Thus, maraudage of [•op, wh•]i by [wh]j is
possible.

14 As noted, XP2[op,wh] is really not in situ but in SpecT at this point. This does not affect the general
reasoning, though, and I stick to genuine in-situ variants here and in what follows. There are basically
two reasons for this. First, the crucial parts of the derivation are arguably more perspicuous if irrelevant
movements are omitted. And second, while the approach to operator islands developed in the present
chapter relies on the Intermediate Step Corollary and feature maraudage, it is notnot inherently tied to the
assumption that all phrases are phases – it works just as wellif only vP and CP are phases, or even CP
alone.
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(19) *Welches
which

Radio1
radio

fragst
ask

du
you

dich
yourself

[CP t′1 (dass)
that

[TP man
one

t1 wie2

how
repariert ]] ?
fixes

The maraudage operation accounting for the strict barrier status ofwh-clauses forwh-
movement under the Intermediate Step Corollary is illustrated in (20) (where➀ and
➁ signal movement and massive feature discharge, respectively, and movement step
➂ is then blocked).

(20) The decisive stage of the derivation – wh-extraction from wh-island:
C′

➂ XP1[op,wh] C′

C:[•X, op, wh•] TP
➁

➀

... t1 XP2[op,wh]...

5.2 Topicalization from a Wh-Island

As noted, topicalization from a wh-island yields much better results; examples of
the type in (12-b) occur frequently in unmarked discourse, and can be considered as
minimally deviant at worst in various varieties of German; (12-b) is repeated here as
(21).

(21) ?Radios1
radios

weiß
know

ich
I

nicht
not

[CP wie2

how
C [TP man

one
t1 t2 repariert ]]

fixes

Given (15), topics have fewer A-bar-related features thanwh-phrases. Therefore, they
do not accomplish full maraudage in a SpecC[wh] position that they use as an escape
hatch in a CP phase. Consequently, subsequent regularwh-movement is not blocked.
(22) shows how the phase head C acquires and discharges its A-bar-related features in
the course of the derivation generating (21).
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(22) Topicalization from a wh-island: minor maraudage
(i) C: [•op, wh•] (→ edge feature insertion)
(ii) C: [•X•] ≻ [•op, wh•] (→ movement of topic)
(iii) C: [ •X•] ≻ [•op, wh•] (→ edge feature discharge)
(iv) C: [•op, wh•] (→ minimal maraudage)
(v) C: [•wh•] (→ movement ofwh-phrase)
(vi) C: [•wh•] (→ discharge)
(vii) C: Ø (two items in edge domain)

The important difference to the unsuccessful derivation in(18) is that the topic that
needs to move to the edge domain first (given the IntermediateStep Corollary) dis-
charges only the [•op•] feature of the interrogative C head, and leaves the [•wh•]
feature available for further structure-building (step v). This [•wh•] feature then suf-
fices to attract thewh-phrase to its target position, thereby erecting awh-‘island’ that
comes too late to block extraction.15

The relevant stage of the derivation is shown in (23); operations➀ and➁ leave
[•wh•] accessible, and therefore do not preclude operation➂.

(23) The decisive stage of the derivation – topicalization from wh-island:
C′

➂ XP1[op] C′

C:[•X, op,wh•] TP
➁

➀

... t1 XP2[op,wh]...

15 One might speculate that a mild deviance of examples like (21) might be correlated with the fact that not
all of thewh-phrase’s goal features are eventually checked in this context, with [op] remaining unchecked.
Note, however, that an unchecked goal feature does not pose aproblem as such under present assumptions:
In-situ wh-phrases have all their A-bar-related goal features left unchecked; and the condition in (16) only
requires checking of [op] if the structural conditions are met (which they are not if there is no matching
structure-building feature left on the phase head). Still,one might claim that whereas complete checking
of A-bar-related features on operator XPs is unproblematic, and complete absence of checking is unprob-
lematic, too (as long as (16) and the Feature Condition are respected),incompletechecking may give rise
to minimal deviance. Still, the issue might emerge as more complex once other kinds of constructions are
taken into consideration; see Georgi (2010) on A-related features.
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5.3 Wh-Movement from a Topic Island

Consider next the case ofwh-movement from a topic island, which always leads to
ungrammaticality. (13-a) is repeated here as (24).

(24) *Welches
which

Radio1
book

glaubst
think

du
you

[CP der
the

Maria2

Mary
[C hat ]

has
[TP er

he
t2 t1 gegeben ]] ?

given

As we have seen above,wh-phrases are perfect marauders in a SpecC[wh] posi-
tions; consequently, it does not come as a surprise that theyare just as successful in
SpecC[top] positions, where C is characterized by a proper subset of structure-building
features. (25) illustrates how C is affected by complete maraudage by thewh-phrase
in the course of the derivation, which leaves no features forattracting a topic.

(25) Wh-movement from a topic island: complete maraudage
(i) C: [•op•] (→ edge feature insertion)
(ii) C: [•X•] ≻ [•op•] (→ movement ofwh-phrase)
(iii) C: [ •X•] ≻ [•op•] (→ edge feature discharge)
(iv) C: [•op•] (→ further discharge: maraudage)
(v) C: Ø (no structure-building features left)

The derivation proceeds in essentially the same way as in thecase ofwh-movement
from awh-island. First, an edge feature is inserted on C for thewh-phrase that needs
to undergo long-distance movement (thewh-phrase is in SpecT at this point); see (i).
Next, thewh-phrase undergoes movement to SpecC and discharges the edgefeature
(see (ii), (iii)). Given (16), maraudage of C’s structure-building feature [op] by the
wh-phrase applies next (see (iv)). As a consequence, C does nothave any structure-
building feature left for carrying out topicalization (see(v)). Therefore, it is impossible
to move the remaining XP2[op] (the item that supposedly creates the topic island) to
the edge domain of the embedded CP (C is now inert, which precludes further edge
feature insertion). Thus, it follows that a structure like (24) can never be generated;
the topic island effect is derived (forwh-phrases). Still, the question arises of what the
fate of a derivation is that incorporates the operations in (25).

As with the derivation based on (18), there are in principle two possibilities: The
wh-phrase may not be able to undergo further movement now, or itmay be able to
do this. According to the first possibility, it could be assumed that the topicalized
wh-phrase is precluded from moving on, as an instance of criterial freezing (see Rizzi
(2006; 2007)). The other possibility is to either dispense with the notion of criterial
freezing altogether, or weaken it in such a way that a topicalized item may move on to
another position in which it discharges some inherent structure-building feature. On
this view, the continuation of a derivation that involves (25) may give rise to sentences
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like (26).

(26) Welches
which

Radio1
book

glaubst
think

du
you

[CP t′1 [C hat ]
has

[TP er
he

der
the

Maria
Mary

t1 gegeben ]] ?
given

Closer inspection reveals that the standard analysis of extraction from verb-second
clauses in German requires a weakening (or abandonment) of criterial freezing any-
way: A declarative verb-second C head triggers topicalization, and the topicalized
item may then move on into the matrix clause, exactly as in (26).16 Thus, if we
just implement standard assumptions about extraction fromverb-second clauses in
the present approach to movement, extraction from verb-second clauses looks almost
exactly as sketched in (25). The only differences would be (i) that in the standard
approach to verb-second clauses, an edge feature does not have to be inserted for the
wh-phrase because thewh-phrase, by assumption,is also a topic; and (ii) that there
does not have to be some other item around that would act as a topic, so that discharge
of the [op] feature by thewh-phrase would not technically count as an instance of ma-
raudage. On this view, we end up with the following situation: Structures like the one
in (26) may alternatively be derived via maraudage (as in (25)), or without maraudage
(if thewh-phrase counts as the only topic).17 At present, I take it to be an open question
whether this kind of potential derivational ambiguity is harmless, or should be filtered
out in some way.18 To sum up, given the Intermediate Step Corollary, maraudageof
C’s [op] feature accounts for the impossibility of structures like the one in (24) that
involve topicalization in the embedded clause (a topic island cannot be generated in
the first place); whether the derivation that can be generated then necessarily crashes,
or may be continued to a legitimate case ofwh-movement from a verb-second clause
is an orthogonal issue that can be resolved in either way.

16 The only alternative would be to assume that extraction fromverb-second clauses is not actually an
option in German (possibly just because of a strict notion ofcriterial freezing), and that strings like the one
in (26) involve a parenthetical construction; see Reis (1996).

17 At least, this is so if we abstract away from Edge Feature Condition-driven (ultimately: Phase Balance-
driven) displacement ofder Maria to a SpecT phase edge in (26). Note that this particular example would,
as a matter of fact, lead to ungrammaticality (since a non-pronominal object DP in SpecT would precede an
unstressed subject pronoun at the left edge of vP); but such EFC-driven fronting to SpecT would be entirely
unproblematic, and often indistinguishable from free scrambling, in many other cases. See footnote 14
above.

18 Note that the same situation arises systematically in optimality theory. Prince & Smolensky (2004)
suggest that such an ambiguity should be systematically resolved by an additional operation known under
the label ofinput optimization(or lexicon optimization, if the focus is just on phonology): Basically, the
derivation that employs fewer vacuous features is to be preferred. A similar strategy would be possible in
the present context.
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As before, it may be helpful to illustrate the crucial part ofthe derivation by an
abstract tree that exhibits the relevant operations; see (27): The intermediate step
of wh-movement (see➀) triggers full maraudage (see➁), which blocks subsequent
regular topicalization (see➂).

(27) The decisive stage of the derivation – wh-extraction from topic island:
C′

➂ XP1[op,wh] C′

C:[•X, op•] TP
➁

➀

... t1 XP2[op]...

5.4 Topicalization from a Topic Island

Unlike wh-islands, topic islands are also strict for topicalizationin German; recall
(13-b), which is repeated here as (28).

(28) *Radios1
radios

glaube
think

ich
I

[CP der
the

Maria2

Mary
[C hat ]

has
[TP er

he
t2 t1 gegeben ]]

given

The analysis is straightforward. Topics have only one operator feature: [op]. How-
ever, this feature suffices to block subsequent topicalization via maraudage if a topic
undergoes movement to an intermediate SpecC position on itsway to the left periph-
ery of the matrix clause. (29) shows what happens to the embedded C head that would
normally trigger (embedded) topicalization.

(29) Topicalization from a topic island: complete maraudage
(i) C: [•op•] (→ edge feature insertion)
(ii) C: [•X•] ≻ [•op•] (→ movement of topic)
(iii) C: [ •X•] ≻ [•op•] (→ edge feature discharge)
(iv) C: [•op•] (→ further discharge: maraudage)
(v) C: Ø (no structure-building features left)

(29) looks exactly like (25); for maraudage of C’s [•op•] feature, it does not matter
whether the marauding item is equipped with the features [op, wh], or just with the
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feature [op].
As in the case ofwh-movement from a clause with a C head that triggers topical-

ization, the consequence is that a topic island cannot be created in the first place. The
same issues arise with respect to criterial freezing and input optimization as before,
i.e., concerning the question of whether the derivation canthen legitimately be contin-
ued to produce (30), or whether (30) can only be generated without maraudage (based
on a slightly different numeration).

(30) Radios1
radios

glaube
think

ich
I

[CP t′1 [C hat ]
has

[TP er
he

der
the

Maria
Mary

t1 gegeben ]]
given

The relevant part of the derivation looks identical to the one illustrated forwh-
extraction from a topic island in (27); see (31).

(31) The decisive stage of the derivation – topicalization from topic island:
C′

➂ XP1[op] C′

C:[•X, op•] TP
➁

➀

... t1 XP2[op]...

6. Conclusion, Consequences, and Extensions

6.1 Conclusion

To sum up, the present approach towh-islands and topic islands works without in-
voking the idea thatwh-elements or topics create islands. More generally, there is
no minimality/intervention constraint on movement (like the (G)MLC or Relativized
Minimality). Rather, an item undergoing long-distance movement targets the same
domain and marauds the inventory of movement-inducing features of C before the
items that are supposed to show up in a specifier position of this C node permanently
have had a chance to get there. Thus, as with the analysis in chapters 3 and 4, the
crucial factor istiming: Which item arrives first in the C domain? I take it to be an
interesting result that the answer needed to derivewh-island and topic island effects is
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one that follows automatically, given the approach to CED effects in chapter 4. The
reason is that this approach has as an immediate consequencewhat I have called the
Intermediate Step Corollary: Intermediate movement steps to specifiers of X (as re-
quired by the PIC) must take place before a final specifier is merged in XP. Needless to
say, the analysis of operator islands just sketched has a number of further non-trivial
consequences; it also suggests extensions in various domains. In the remaining two
subsections, I will briefly address these two issues.

6.2 Consequences

6.2.1 Multiple Movement

First, multiple movement of the same type to a single domain has been proposed for
various kinds of phenomena, e.g., multiple scrambling to the vP domain in German
(and many other languages), and multiplewh-movement to the CP domain in (some)
Slavic languages (cf. Rudin (1988)); see (32-ab), from German and Bulgarian, respec-
tively.

(32) a. dass
that

[ vP dem
the

Mann1
mandat

[ v′ das
the

Buch2
bookacc

[ v′ keiner
no-onenom

[VP t1 t2 gab ]
gave

v ]]]

b. [CP Koj1
who

[C′ kogo2
whom

[C′ kakvo3
what

[C′ C [TP t1 e pital
asked

t2 t3 ]]]]] ?

Clearly, irrespective of the question whether, e.g., [Σ] features are subject to ma-
raudage in the same way that [wh] features are, such structures should be permitted
throughout in approaches based on the option of multiple specifiers; thus, (32-ab)
must not be ruled out by repeated maraudage of the phase head’s (i.e., v’s or C’s)
movement-inducing features by the first-moved item. This follows without further
ado if it is assumed that checked features (like [Σ] and [wh] in the case at hand) do
not have to be checked again with genuine movement-inducingfeatures.19

6.2.2 ‘Whether’-Clauses

A second consequence concerns extraction fromwhetherclauses. Chomsky (1986a,
50) claims that “whetheryields a much weakerwh-island effect than movedwh-
phrases.” As a matter of fact, the prediction of the present analysis is that there will
be no effect at all ifwhetheris the lexical realization of an interrogative C. However,
this prediction is presumably not correct. I will assume that at least for adjuncts, and
arguably also for arguments, awh-island effect can be detected with extraction from
whetherclauses, as in (33).

19 If one were to assume that such features in fact cannot be checked again once they have been checked
by a structure-building feature (except for pure edge features), this would amount to postulating criterial
freezing; see above.
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(33) a. *How1 do you wonder [CP whether Mary fixed the car t1 ] ?
b. ?*What1 do you wonder [CP whether John likes t1 ] ?

The conclusion I would like to draw from this is thatwhetheris not the lexical real-
ization of an interrogative C; more specifically, suppose that whetheris never base-
generated in the position in which it shows up, but undergoesmovement to a C[•wh•]
head just like otherwh-items. Principles of semantic interpretation will then ensure
that there can be no multiplewh-questions involving bothwhetherand and a regu-
lar wh-phrase.20 There is potential additional evidence for a movement approach to
whetherclauses. In a language like Dutch,of (‘whether’) can co-occur with an un-
controversial complementizerdat (‘that’) following it (see, e.g., Zwart (1993, 265)).
Under present assumptions, this might suggest an approach in terms ofwhether-
movement from within TP to SpecC. Of course, this analysis raises further questions.
For reasons of space and coherence, I will confine myself to pointing out two of them:
First, where exactly iswhetherexternally merged? And second, why canwhether
not undergo long-distance movement? However, none of thesequestions strikes me
as particularly troublesome, and I take it that answers can be given that are relatively
straightforward.

6.2.3 Underspecification and Overspecification

A third issue concerns underspecification and overspecification of wh-phrases and top-
ics with respect to operator features, as it is presupposed by the approach developed
here. Two clear predictions can be derived from this. First,given that topics are spec-
ified as [op], andwh-phrases as [op, wh], it follows that a topic can never discharge
all the A-bar-related features of an interrogative C[•op,wh•]. Therefore, we expect that
a moved topic can never eventually satisfy the demands of an interrogative C. In other
words: topics should not be able to act aswh-phrases. This prediction appears to be
borne out (in German, but also cross-linguistically).

Second, the case might be different withwh-phrases. Awh-phrase bearing the fea-
tures [op, wh] in the specifier of a topic C[•op•] can discharge all of C’s features. This
means that it might be possible for awh-phrase to ultimately show up in the specifier
domain of a non-interrogative C. If there is no other interrogative C head around in
the sentence, such a configuration will most likely lead to semantic uninterpretabil-
ity. However, suppose that thewh-phrase has undergone regular, feature-drivenwh-
movement to a specifier of an interrogative C head first. Then,depending (again)
on assumptions about criterial freezing, it might or might not be an option for the
wh-phrase to move on, and discharge a non-interrogative C head’s [•op•] feature in

20 Note in passing that movement ofwhetheris in fact proposed in Chomsky (1986a), if only for the covert
component of LF.
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a higher clause. Marked (but still halfway acceptable) examples ofwh-topicalization
in imperative clauses in German (see Reis & Rosengren (1992)) might suggest that
this option does exist; compare (34-a) (with regularwh-movement to a SpecCwh po-
sition in an indirect question clause) with (34-b) (with further fronting to the specifier
position of the matrix – imperative – C head).

(34) a. [CP – Sag mal
tell me

[CP wen1
whom

(dass)
that

du
you

t1 getroffen
met

hast
have

]] !

b. ??[CP Wen1
whom

[Cimp
sag ] mal
tell me

[CP t′1 dass
that

du
you

t1 getroffen
met

hast
have

]] !

(both: ‘Tell me who you met!’)

Again, further questions will eventually have to be answered if the analysis is to prove
viable. For instance, something needs to be said about the illformedness of examples
like (35-b) (based on (35-a)), which differs from (34-b) only in that topicalization of
the wh-phrase ends up in a declarative (rather than imperative) root clause. ((35-b)
does not seem to become acceptable even if the topicalized isinterpreted as heavily
focussed, even though some improvement can arguably be detected in this case.)

(35) a. [CP – Maria
Maria

fragt
asks

[CP wen1
whom

(dass)
that

Fritz
Fritz

t1 getroffen
met

hat ]]
has

b. *[ CP Wen1
whom

[Cdecl
fragt ]
asks

Maria
Maria

[CP t′1 dass
that

Fritz
Fritz

t1 getroffen
met

hat ]]
has

(both: ‘Maria asks whom Fritz met.’)

6.3 Extensions

There are two general correlations that can be derived from the analysis of operator
islands via maraudage and the Intermediate Step Corollary.They are given in (36).

(36) a. The more A-bar-related (goal) features a moved item is equipped with, the
more likely it is that it cannot cross an operator island (i.e., the “operator
island” cannot be created in the first place).

b. The fewer A-bar-related (structure-building) featuresa C head is equipped
with, the more likely it is that it creates an operator islandthat cannot be
crossed.

Combining (36-a) and (36-b), the prediction is that an operator island effect can best be
circumvented if the item that is to undergo long-distance movement has few operator
features, and the C head that triggers embedded operator movement has many operator
features – this is why movement of a topic (with few operator features) across a Cwh

head (with many operator features) is the only combination leading to wellformedness
in German. Both (36-a) and (36-b) suggest interesting extensions.
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Turning to (36-a) first, it offers a new outlook on argument/adjunct (-type) asym-
metries with extraction from islands (weak islands; see, e.g., Koopman & Sportiche
(1986) on Vata). The general logic underlying an account of an argument/adjunct
asymmetry with extraction fromwh-islands might look as follows. Suppose that
moved adjuncts are inherently characterized by more A-bar-related features than
moved arguments. This implies that, as operators, adjunctsmaraud the feature
structure of a C head whose domain they enter in the course of successive-cyclic
(edge feature-driven) movement more drastically than arguments. Consequently, an
intermediately-moved argument may leave further structure-building features on a C
head, whereas an intermediately-moved adjunct “eats up” all structure-building fea-
tures, and thus makes the regular movement operation to be carried out for this head
impossible. I take this general logic to be by and large on theright track. However, as
is well known, drawing the line between arguments and adjuncts with respect to ex-
tractability from weak islands (likewh-islands) is an oversimplification. For many lan-
guages, there is a split between referential and non-referential adjuncts (when, where

vs. how, why; see Aoun (1986, 125); also see Harbert & Pet (1988) onalon ‘where’
vs. halika ‘how’ in Arawak), such that referential adjuncts can leave weak islands
whereas non-referential adjuncts cannot. Similarly, in some languages, there is a split
between referential (D-linked, etc.) arguments and non-referential arguments, such
that only the former can escape weak islands.

A (still somewhat simplified) description of the situation in German in the case
of wh-islands may look as follows. First, topic islands are strict throughout. Second,
wh-islands are transparent if the moved item is a topic which isnot a non-referential
adjunct or a non-referential argument (see Cinque (1990), Rizzi (1990)). Thus, (37-a)
(with topicalization of a non-referential adjunct from awh-clause) is ungrammatical,
and (37-b) (with topicalization of a non-referential argument) also seems to be fully
ungrammatical. In contrast, (37-c) (with topicalization of a referential adjunct from a
wh-clause) is halfway acceptable (see footnote 15 on the possible source of degraded-
ness in (37-c)).

(37) a. *Deshalb1
therefore

weiß
know

ich
I

nicht
not

mehr
anymore

[CP wer2
who

C t2 t1 gekommen
came

ist ]]

b. *90
ninety

Kilo1

kilos
weiß
know

ich
I

nicht
not

[CP wer2
who

C [TP t2 t1 wiegt ]]
weighs

c. ??In
in

Hannover1
Hannover

weiß
know

ich
I

nicht
not

[CP wie2

how
C [TP man

one
t2 t1 das

that
sagt ]]
says

This state of affairs can be accounted for if it is assumed that all wh-phrases and
non-referential topics bear the feature [wh] in addition to[op] in German, so there is
full maraudage of the embedded C’s structure-building features in (37-ab) (but not in
(37-c)). To this one might object that non-referential topics do not morphologically
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look like wh-phrases, and behave differently syntactically. However,such an objec-
tion would be based on a misunderstanding of the nature of feature decomposition.
The primitive feature [wh] is not the same as the standardwh-feature; rather, it defines
a part of the standardwh-feature;wh, on this view, is composed of primitive features
like [op] and [wh], and it is just the combination of primitive features that makes a
wh-phrase awh-phrase, not any single part of it. (Accordingly, one might just as well
replace the feature [wh] with a feature like [nonref], whichwould capture exactly the
same natural class –wh-phrases are inherently non-referential.) Given that, say, topics
can behave “wh-like” in at least certain respects (see Chomsky (1977)), this is captured
by postulating features that are common to both but not othercategories – i.e., by pos-
tulating a natural class via shared features (Bierwisch (1967)). Clearly, though, there
are differences between non-referential topics andwh-phrases, and by assuming that
they are both characterized as [op, wh], these differences are not yet captured. This
can be done by assuming one or more additional features that distinguish between the
two types of categories; again, this is a standard procedurein feature-based approaches
that rely on decomposition and underspecification.21

Consider next the situation in English. A simple characterization of the state of
affairs here might maintain that topic islands are strict throughout (but cf. Culicover
(1991) for a systematic class of exceptions), whereaswh-islands are transparent if the
moved item is an argument. (This is a simplification: Notionslike D-linking, refer-
entiality, and case may also enter the picture.) This can be analyzed by assuming that
interrogative C has two A-bar-related structure-buildingfeatures (e.g., [•op, wh•]),
whereas topic C has only one A-bar-related structure-building feature (e.g., [•op•]).
All adjuncts (topics andwh-phrases) have the complete set of A-bar-related features
(e.g., [op, wh]); all arguments (but see the qualification just made) have only one (e.g.,
either [op] or [wh]).

More generally, the present approach may shed new light on the classical question
of why certain classes of items may escape certain types of weak islands in some
language whereas other classes of items cannot do so, and on how the variation in this
domain can be accounted for. The next step in this research programme would be to
look at other instances of weak islands, and investigate whether a maraudage analysis
would also be tenable, or, indeed, directly supported by theempirical evidence; but

21 Note that, on this view, issues of over- and underspecification become relevant again: For instance,
one has to ensure that non-referential topics, even though they can carry out complete maraudage of an
interrogative C head’s set of structure-building features, cannot act aswh-phrases themselves, saturating an
interrogative C head’s demands.
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this is beyond the scope of the present chapter.22

Turning next to (36-b), I would like to contend that this correlation offers a new
outlook on the variable effects incurred by different typesof intervening C heads.
Heads with few movement-inducing features generate stricter islands (because they
are easier to maraud fully). I have argued that this is the case with topic vs.wh-islands
in German: An interrogative C is equipped with more featuresthan a declarative C that
triggers topicalization. From this perspective, one may profitably look at other asym-
metries between movement types; see, for instance, Bayer & Salzmann (2009) on
the different behaviour of relativization in comparison toother movement types, and
Müller & Sternefeld (1993) on asymmetries between topicalization,wh-movement,
and scrambling. A further extension that suggests itself concerns finite/non-finite
asymmetries in extraction (see Frampton (1990)).

To end this chapter, let me point out that the approach to operator islands advanced
here leaves sufficient room for parametrization, such that variation between languages
(even micro-variation, possibly within a single language)can be captured. On the
one hand, particular types of moved items (arguments, adjuncts, referential items,wh-
phrases, topics, etc.) may not be characterized by exactly the same kinds of A-bar-
related features in different languages. And on the other hand, particular movement
operations (topicalization,wh-movement, relativization, scrambling, etc.) may also
not be cross-linguistically homogeneous as far as the A-bar-related features that are
involved in them are concerned.

The final two chapters of this monograph address two cases where a CED effect
might be expected but fails to occur, viz., certain kinds of extractions from verb-second
clauses in German, and island repair by ellipsis. In both cases, I argue that there is
reason to assume that a phase head that might initially be thought to be fatally inactive
at the relevant stage of the derivation is actually active because it triggers subsequent
operations (verb-second and deletion, respectively).

22 In this context, it is worth pointing out that Manzini (2009)develops an approach to the blocking of
mesoclisis and enclisis by negation in varieties of Italianthat does not employ the Head Movement Con-
straint or another intervention-based constraint, and that is similar to the one developed here. In her analysis,
negation blocks verb movement not because it intervenes between the base position and the landing site,
but because it consumes features that would be needed by the verb in the fronted position.



Chapter 6

Movement from Verb-Second Clauses

1. Introduction

Extraction from declarative complement clauses in German reveals a curious pattern:
Whereas verb-final complement clauses headed bydass(‘that’) permit movement
both into a higher verb-second and a higher verb-final clause, complement clauses
in which verb-second has applied only permit movement into ahigher verb-second
clause again, but not movement into a higher verb-final clause.1 This systematic pat-
tern has been addressed in a number of approaches of various kinds in the last decades,
with varying degrees of success, but it seems fair to conclude that a conceptually sim-
ple analysis on the basis of the minimalist program (see Chomsky (2001b; 2008))
is still outstanding. The goal of the present chapter is to show that such an analy-
sis is readily available if certain insights of Staudacher’s (1990) approach in terms of
barriers are incorporated into the phase-based approach toCondition on Extraction
Domain (CED) phenomena developed in chapter 4 above, and if verb-second clauses
are derived by reprojection movement. In a nutshell, the restriction on movement
from verb-second clauses into verb-final clauses will be shown to follow from the
PIC because an edge feature that is needed to trigger movement from the verb-second
complement to the next phase edge cannot be inserted on the matrix verb; in contrast,
movement from verb-second clauses into verb-second clauses again can circumvent a
PIC-based CED effect because here, the matrix verb independently has an operation-
inducing feature left (that will subsequently trigger verb-second) which keeps it active
at the relevant stage of the derivation.

I will proceed as follows. Secion 2 introduces the relevant data and gives a very
concise, and certainly incomplete, overview over the existing literature on the phe-
nomenon. Section 3 sketches Staudacher’s (1990) approach.Section 4 summarizes

1 A version of this chapter has appeared as Müller (2010a). Theanalysis owes an obvious debt to Peter
Staudacher’s work.
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the main consequences of the phase-based analysis of CED effects developed in chap-
ter 4 that will play a role in the analysis. Section 5 introduces an approach to verb-
second movement that is based on the concept of reprojection; the approach combines
features of the analyses in Fanselow (2009) and Georgi & Müller (2010). Section 6
then shows that the ban on movement from verb-second clausesinto verb-final clauses
can be derived given the assumptions laid out in sections 4 and 5, in a way that in-
tegrates some of Staudacher’s original insights. Finally,section 7 addresses some
further issues.

2. The Problem

2.1 Data

Two types of finite declarative clauses can be embedded undercertain kinds of verbs
(often bridge verbs, though the correlation is far from perfect) in German: (i) verb-
final clauses headed by a complementizerdass(‘that’); (ii) verb-second clauses with
finite V in the C position and some XP in SpecC. Both types of complements as such
appear to be transparent forwh-movement to SpecC.Wh-movement from adassclause
may go to adassclause or to a verb-second clause; see (1-ab).2 In contrast, as shown
in (1-cd),wh-movement from a verb-second clause may only end up in a verb-second
clause again (see Tappe (1981), Haider (1984), Reis (1985)).3

(1) a. (Ich
I

weiß
know

nicht)
not

[CP1 wen4
whom

(dass)
that

du
you

meinst
think

[CP2 t′4 dass
that

sie
she

t4 getroffen
met

hat ]]
has

b. [CP1 Wen4
whom

meinst
think

du
you

[CP2 t′4 dass
that

sie
she

t4 getroffen
met

hat ]] ?
has

c. [CP1 Wen4
whom

meinst
think

du
you

[CP2 t′4 hat
has

sie
she

t4 getroffen ]] ?
met

d. *(Ich
I

weiß
know

nicht)
not

[CP1 wen4
whom

(dass)
that

du
you

meinst
think

[CP2 t′4 hat
has

sie
she

t4 getroffen ]]
met

2 A complementizer of CP1 in sentences like (1-a) must then be deleted in Standard German, but not in
dialects and colloquial varieties. Following Pesetsky (1998), I assume that complementizer deletion is a
PF phenomenon in languages like German and English, with athat/dasscomplementizer present in syntax
proper.

3 The representations in (1) presuppose that long-distance movement proceeds successive-cyclically, via
intermediate SpecC positions, and leaves traces (t) in the positions it targets on its way to the ultimate
landing site. At this point, these assumptions are mainly for convenience; they are shared by Staudacher’s
approach sketched below, though.
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The same restriction as in (1-d) holds when movement from SpecV2 to Specdassis
followed by furtherwh-movement, as in (2); so the ultimate target position is not
relevant.

(2) *[ CP0 Wen4
whom

glaubt
believes

er
he

[CP1 t′′4 dass
that

du
you

meinst
think

[CP2 t′4 hat
has

sie
she

t4 getroffen ]]] ?
met

Furthermore, the restriction is also active when the moved item is a topic or relative
pronoun, as in (3-ab) and (4-ab), respectively.4

(3) a. [CP0 Den
the

Fritz4

Fritz
glaubt
believes

er
he

[CP1 t′′4 dass
that

du
you

meinst
think

[CP2 t′4 dass
that

sie
she

t4

getroffen
met

hat ]]]
has

b. *[ CP0 Den
the

Fritz4

Fritz
glaubt
believes

er
he

[CP1 t′′4 dass
that

du
you

meinst
think

[CP2 t′4 hat
has

sie
she

t4

getroffen ]]]
met

(4) a. die
the

Frau
woman

[CP1 die4

whom
(wo)
REL

du
you

meinst
think

[CP2 t′4 dass
that

sie
she

t4 getroffen
met

hat ]]
has

b. *die
the

Frau
woman

[CP1 die4

whom
(wo)
REL

du
you

meinst
think

[CP2 t′4 hat
has

sie
she

t4 getroffen ]]
met

2.2 Analyses

The data have proven remarkably robust over the years, and many attempts have been
made to account for the asymmetry involved. First, it has been suggested that illicit
instances of movement from a verb-second clause into a verb-final dassclause reveal
a locality effect. On this view, the verb-second clause acts as a barrier in (1-d) (as well
as in (3-b) and (4-b)). This then may or may not require some extra assumption about
(1-c), where barrier status of the verb-second clause seemsto be voided. Proposals
of this type include Staudacher (1990), Sternefeld (1989) on the one hand, and Reis
(1996), Müller (2004b), and Heck (2010) on the other. The former type of locality
approach assigns verb-second clauses barrier status if they are embedded by a verb-
final clause (as in (1-d)) but not if verb-second movement takes place in the higher
clause (as in (1-c)). The latter type of locality approach treats verb-second clauses
as barriers throughout (i.e, in (1-d)and (1-c)), and attributes the well-formedness of
the string in (1-c) to an alternative option for analysis: (1-c) is assumed to involve a
special kind of (“integrated”) parenthesis (meinst duin (1-c); also cf. Kiziak (2007)).

4 (3-a), (4-a) and, perhaps to a lesser extent, (1-b) are marked, or even not possible at all, in some varieties
of German. In what follows, I will only be concerned with varieties that permit extraction fromdassclauses
across the board.



264 Chapter 6. Movement from Verb-Second Clauses

This option is assumed to be non-existent in (1-d).
Second, it has been proposed that the asymmetry in (4) follows fromdirectionality

constraints on movement of the kind postulated in Kayne (1984) (via ‘g-projections’)
and Koster (1987) (via ‘Global Harmony’); see Müller (1989,ch. 6) and Haider
(1993b)). The basic idea here is that the apparent clash in directionality of govern-
ment (or selection) by an embedded V in a verb-second position and a matrix V in a
verb-final position blocks movement.

Third, the data have been approached in terms of constraintsagainstimproper

movement; see Haider (1984), Stechow & Sternefeld (1988, ch. 11.7), Sternefeld
(1992), Müller & Sternefeld (1993), Williams (2003). Theseapproaches all differ
substantially from one another (except perhaps for Sternefeld (1992) and Williams
(2003), which both rely on the version of the cycle proposed in Williams (1974); cf.
footnote 41 of chapter 4), but they share a common core: SpecV2 and SpecC positions
are viewed as sufficiently different to be able to block movement from one to the other
as improper. Furthermore, an asymmetry must be built into the theory of improper
movement so as to make a mixing of landing sites possible in (1-b) (movement may
take place from SpecC to SpecV2) but not in (1-d) (movement may not proceed from
SpecV2 to SpecC).

Fourth, I have tentatively pursued an approach that relies on shape conservation
(in the sense of Williams (2003)) in Müller (2003). The idea here is that there is
a general but violable constraint that requires left edges of CP to have an identical
shape. This constraint is satisfied in (1-a) and (1-c) but notin (1-b) and (1-d). Again,
an asymmetry needs to be imposed, and this is achieved by local, cyclic, bottom-
up optimization of CPs. In this approach, it turns out that the shape conservation
constraint can be violated with verb-second movement in CP1 in (1-b) because, given
that CP2 has already been optimized, other options that would be shape-preserving
(specifically, failing to carry out verb-second) violate higher-ranked constraints. In
contrast, shape conservation cannot be violated in (1-d) because, given that CP2 (with
verb-second movment) is already in place, verb-second movement can and must apply
in CP1 because this will give rise only to a violation of a lower-ranked constraint (the
one that precludes movement which is not feature-driven).

Finally, there is a strategy that solves the problem in a verysimple way, and that
could be referred to asdata denial: Ćavar (1996) and Fanselow & Mahajan (1996)
claim that extraction from verb-second clauses intodassclauses as in (1-d) is possible
after all.5 This last view is at variance with the clear robustness that the effect has
exhibited over the last thirty years or so. For this reason I will disregard this option in

5 In a similar vein, Shin (1988, 253) claims that potential problems with the construction in (1-d) are not
syntactic but pragmatic in nature.
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what follows.
I cannot possibly make an attempt here to discuss all of theseapproaches in de-

tail and highlight their merits as well as their shortcomings. I do believe, however,
that virtually all of them rely on assumptions that are not really independently moti-
vated, and that very often turn out to be construction-specific upon closer inspection.
Furthermore, it can be noted that none of them is compatible with basic tenets of
the minimalist program, where, e.g., there can be no designated locality constraints
employing notions like barrier, no constraints that mention directionality, and no spe-
cial constraints blocking improper movement; and where shape conservation effects
must be treated as an epiphenomenon (recall the requirements imposed on ‘good’ con-
straints in (11) of chapter 2). Thus, if one adopts a minimalist perspective, as I will do
here, it seems fair to conclude that the problem in (1) has notyet received a satisfying
solution.

That said, I think that many of the basic insights of Staudacher (1990) (and, to
some extent, also of Sternefeld (1989)) can be integrated into a new phase-based ap-
proach to the ban on extraction from verb-second clauses into verb-final clauses in
German that does without construction-specific assumptions and meets basic mini-
malist demands; and I will try to show this below. To this end,I first summarize the
proposal in Staudacher (1990) in the next section.

3. Staudacher’s (1990) Approach

Staudacher (1990) presents two analyses, which share a number of properties (in par-
ticular, they are both based on the hypothesis that there is abarrier present in (1-d)
that blocks movement, and that verb-second in the matrix clause as in (1-c) opens up
this barrier via transitivity of indexing) but differ in others (the first analysis, pp. 330-
334, assumes the matrix VP to be a minimality barrier, whereas the second analysis,
pp. 334-338, assumes the embedded verb-second clause to be abarrier because of
non-selection). In what follows, I will focus on the second version of the approach
since it is this version that the analysis to be developed below will resemble most.

The first thing to note is that embedded verb-second clauses that are embedded
by a verb-finaldassclause (as in (1-d)) arestrongislands, in the sense that they uni-
formly block all kinds of extraction and do not distinguish between arguments and
adjuncts; compare the cases of licit and illicit adjunct movement in (5-ab), which are
fully parallel to the argument movement cases in (1-c), (1-d).

(5) a. Ich
I

weiß
know

nicht
not

[CP1 wie4

how
du
you

meinst
think

[CP2 t′4 dass
that

das
that

t4 gehen
work

soll ]]
should

b. *Ich
I

weiß
know

nicht
not

[CP1 wie4

how
du
you

meinst
think

[CP2 t′4 soll
should

das
that

t4 gehen ]]
work

A standard version of the Condition on Extraction Domain (CED; Huang (1982),
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Chomsky (1986a)) blocks both argument and adjunct movementfrom non-
complements (where complements are sisters of lexical items); see (6).6

(6) Condition on Extraction Domain(CED):

a. Movement must not cross a barrier.
b. An XP is a barrier iff it is not a complement.

Assuming the CED to be responsible for the illformedness of (1-d), (5-b) and similar
examples, we are led to look for a barrier in these contexts. Astraightforward appli-
cation of the CED in (6) to the data in (1) and (6) faces two basic problems. First,
embedded verb-second clauses as in (1-c), (6-b) look like genuine complements of V
– a verb likemeinen(‘think’) subcategorizes for a complement and assigns aθ-role to
it, and in the absence of an obvious alternative candidate, there is no good reason to
assume that CP2 is not the complement that the matrix verb is looking for, irrespective
of whether verb-second movement has or has not applied in CP2. And second, given
the notion of barrier in (6), it is completely unclear how verb-second movement in the
matrix clause could remove the barrier status of the embedded verb-second CP.

To solve the first problem, Staudacher proposes that the concept of barrier is to be
refined in such a way that complement status alone does not suffice for an XP to avoid
barrier status: Being a complement is viewed as a necessary but not yet sufficient
condition for non-barriers. His revised notion of barrier is given in (7).

(7) Condition on Extraction Domain(CED, based on Staudacher (1990)):

a. Movement must not cross a barrier.
b. An XP is a barrier iff it is nothead-marked.

Head-marking is a somewhat stricter notion than being a complement because it re-
quires that, in addition to being a complement of a lexical item,selectionof (or co-
indexingwith) the head of XP must take place:7

(8) Head-marking(Staudacher (1990, 336)):
α head-marksβ iff

6 For the purpose of presenting and discussing Staudacher’s (1990) analysis, I will to disregard the new
version of the CED that was shown to follow as a theorem in chapter 4; but see below. – That said,
Staudacher (1990) does not actually invoke the CED as such; rather he embraces the more complex system
incorporating the CED that Chomsky (1986a) develops on the basis of Lasnik & Saito (1984). Where it
does not affect the main points to be made, I tacitly simplifyStaudacher’s analysis in various respects, and
also adjust it to more current terminology.

7 (8) is a simplified version of Staudacher’s definition of head-marking, but it suffices for present purposes
– the complications Staudacher introduces in the “proper” definition in Staudacher (1990, 336) (and also
already in Staudacher (1987, 13)) do not bear on the issue of extraction from V/2 clauses.
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a. α is a lexical item, and
b. α is a sister ofβ that selects or is co-indexed with the head ofβ.

The basic idea is that CPs with a complementizerdassare always head-marked by the
matrix verb (because the verb selects the head of thedassclause), whereas embedded
verb-second clauses are not. Although embedded verb-second clauses are selected
complements, their verb-second head, by assumption, is notselected by the matrix
verb, and thus turns CP into a barrier. The assumption that heads of verb-second
CPs are not selected receives independent justification – soStaudacher argues – from
the observation that these heads are not filled by lexical material before verb-second
movement applies. More generally, ifdasscomplements are head-marked by V (via
head-selection) and verb-second complements are not head-marked by V (via head-
selection), this captures the insight thatdasscomplements have a closer relationship
with the matrix verb than verb-second complements, and it also captures the observa-
tion that embedded verb-second clauses, while having complement status as such, also
exhibit several root properties. This also partially accounts for the conditions under
which they are licensed in the first place.8

Thus, a CP with a verb-second head is a barrier due to a lack of head-marking,
in contrast to a CP with a lexical complementizer. This accounts for the contrast
between examples like (1-a), (1-b) on the one hand (i.e., movement fromdassclauses
into dassclauses or into verb-second clauess), and examples like (1-d) on the other
(i.e., movement from verb-second clauses intodassclauses).

What remains to be explained is why verb-second movement in the matrix clause
removes the barrierhood of an embedded CP with a verb-secondhead, as in (1-c). At
this point, the option of bringing about head-marking by co-indexing (as an alternative
to head selection) envisaged by (8) becomes relevant. Afterverb-second movement
in the matrix clause, the following co-indexing relations obtain. First, since move-
ment, by assumption, implies chain formation, and members of the same chain share
an index, the verb-second headmeinstand its trace in the V position are co-indexed.
Second, for the same reason, thewh-phrasewen is co-indexed both with its original
trace in the object position of the embedded clause and with the intermediate trace
in the embedded SpecC position. Third, and this is the crucial step in the argument,
Staudacher assumes that there is a process of abstract agreement between specifier
and head, and that this agreement relation is also indicatedby co-indexing. Given that
verb-second movement is movement to C, from this it follows that the indices of the
movedwh-phrase in the matrix SpecC position and the moved verb in theverb-second

8 On root properties of embedded verb-second clauses and similar constructions, see Hooper & Thompson
(1973), Meinunger (2004), and Bentzen (2009), among others.
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position in the matrix clause are also identical. Fourth, bythe same reasoning, the
indices of the intermediatewh-trace in the embedded SpecC position and the embed-
ded verb-second head are also identical as a consequence of abstract specifier/head
agreement. And finally, by transitivity, this implies that the indices of the V trace of
the matrix verb and the verb-second C head of the embedded clause are also identi-
cal in cases like (1-c). Consequently, joint verb-second movement andwh-movement
in the matrix clause leads to head-marking of the embedded verb-second clause, and
hence to a removal of barrier status there. This explains why(1-c) can respect the
CED. Note that this way out is not available in (1-d) as long asit is assumed that
co-indexing cannot arise accidentally: In (1-d), verb-second does not take place in
the matrix clause, so thewh-item in the matrix SpecC position and the matrix verb
are not co-indexed, and the transitivity chain is broken; asa result, matrix V cannot
head-mark the embedded verb-second clause.

Summarizing, the gist of Staudacher’s proposal is that embedded verb-second
clauses are barriers due to a lack of head-marking by head selection, but the bar-
rier status can be removed by combined verb-second andwh-movement in the matrix
clause because this results in head-marking by head co-indexing.

I take this approach to be elegant and intuitively appealing, but it seems clear that
it cannot be maintained as such under more recent minimalistassumptions as they
are laid out in Chomsky (2001b; 2008) and much related work. For one thing, the
analysis is based on a version of the CED (more precisely, on asystem of constraints
incorporating a version of the CED; see footnote 6) where therequirements imposed
on good constraints in (11) of chapter 2 are not met. To the extent that it makes the
right predictions, the CED should be derived as a theorem from more basic assump-
tions. This means that a different, arguably less stipulative reason must be sought
that predicts barrier status of verb-second complement clauses in (1-d). For another
thing, Staudacher’s account of the removal of barrier status of verb-second comple-
ment clauses by verb-second movement in the matrix clause isnot available under
minimalist assumptions for a number of reasons. First, thisaccount relies on indices
and transitivity of co-indexing, but, following Chomsky’sarguments, co-indexing is
not a technical device that is legitimate under minimalist assumptions (let alone inho-
mogeneous co-indexing of the type that is needed in Staudacher’s approach). Second,
there is no room for a concept like specifer/head agreement if all Agree relations have
their source on a lexical item (more precisely, a probe feature) and imply c-command
by this item. And third, as it stands, Staudacher’s account presupposes either a repre-
sentational syntax or a derivational syntax that has look-ahead capacity (because the
question of whether extraction from the lower clause is possible can only be answered
once the edge domain of the matrix clause is reached); but phase-based minimalist
analyses are characterized by the property of being (a) strictly derivational and (b)
without look-ahead capacity. It is not clear whether the approach could be transferred
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into a derivational system without look-ahead (or back-tracking).
In view of this state of affairs, Staudacher’s approach musteither be abandoned or

modified appropriately. In what follows, I will show that a new analysis that maintains
main insights of Staudacher’s approach suggests itself on the basis of the approach to
CED phenomena in chapter 4 (section 4) and a version of the approaches to repro-
jection movement in Fanselow (2009) and Georgi & Müller (2010) (section 5). More
specifically, following Staudacher (1990), I will develop an analysis in section 6 that
rests on the idea that embedded verb-second clauses are barriers because they are not
as strictly selected asdassclauses, and that the barrier status can be removed by verb-
second movement in the matrix clause because such movement in effect produces
(more or less, as in the head selection/co-indexing disjunction in (8-b)) the same con-
figuration as it is present withdassclauses from the start.

4. CED Effects: A Phase-Based Approach

Recall from chapter 4 that CED effects can be derived from thePIC in (9); the version
of the CED that thus emerges as a theorem is (10).

(9) Phase Impenetrability Condition(PIC):
The domain of a head X of a phase XP is not accessible to operations outside XP;
only X and its edge are accessible to such operations.

(10) Condition on Extraction Domain(derived from the PIC):

a. Movement must not cross a barrier.
b. α is a barrier if the operation that has mergedα in a phaseΓ is the final

operation inΓ.

Also recall that the analysis rests on four assumptions: First, all syntactic operations
are driven bystructure-buildingfeatures ([•F•]) or byprobefeatures that trigger Agree
([∗F∗]). Second, features on lexical items are ordered. Third, all phrases are phases.
And finally, the crucial assumption is that edge features that are required to trigger
intermediate movement steps to phase edges (which in turn are required by the PIC)
can only be inserted on a phase head as long as the phase head isstill active, i.e.,
as long as it has some structure-building or probe feature left. This is captured by
the Edge Feature Condition in (11) (as before, to simplify matters I leave out the
requirement that edge feature insertion is furthermore subject to the requirement that
such an insertion is the only way to produce a balanced phase).

(11) Edge Feature Condition(EFC):
An edge feature [•X•] can be assigned to the headγ of a phase only if (a) and
(b) hold:

a. γ has not yet discharged all its structure-building or probe features.
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b. [•X•] ends up on top ofγ’s list of structure-building features.

The following four consequences follow from these assumptions:

(12) a. A last-merged specifier is always a barrier (because the phase head is nec-
essarily inert at the stage of the derivation where the last-merged specifier
has come into being).

b. A non-last merged specifier is transparent (because, by definition, the phase
head still has a structure-building feature left at the point where such a spec-
ifier has just entered the structure; this includes the melting phenomenon).

c. A non-last merged complement is transparent (for exactlythe same reason
that non-last merged specifiers are transparent).

d. A last-merged complement is transparent if the phase headstill has a probe
feature left after they have been merged, and opaque for extraction other-
wise.

The last consquence is the one that will prove particularly important for the analysis
of the pattern in (1). (13) illustrates again why last-merged complements do not have
to be barriers. They are barriers if there is an empty stack ofprobe features onγ (see
(13-a)), but they are not barriers if some probe feature is present (see (13-b)).

(13) Last-merged complements as non-barriers:

a. Edge feature insertion follows complement feature discharge, no probe
feature:

γ: [•β•]
→ γ: Ø
→ γ: [•X•]

 violates (11-a)

b. Edge feature insertion follows complement feature discharge, with probe
feature:

γ: [•β•]
[∗F∗]

→ γ: [∗F∗]
→ γ: [•X•]

[∗F∗]

 violates nothing

Recall finally that the question arises of which operation iscarried out next with the
phase headγ in (13-b): Is it discharge of the probe feature or is it discharge of the
structure-building feature? The Strict Cycle Condition (SCC) provides the answer. A
simple version of the SCC is given in (14) (= (23) in chapter 4,with Greek letters
changed to avoid confusion in the present context).
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(14) Strict Cycle Condition(SCC):
Within the current domainζ, a binary syntactic operation may not exclusively
apply to positionsǫ, τ if ǫ andτ are both included within another domainπ that
is dominated byζ.

If the phase headγ is merged withα that has undergone movement out ofβ, with α

therefore becomingγ’s specifier, subsequent discharge of the probe feature [∗F∗] on
γ with some item inβ will have to violate the SCC because this latter operation exclu-
sively applies to positions that are included inγ′ (= π in (14)), which is dominated by
the current domainγP includingα (= ζ in (14)). An a priori possible way out might
be to carry out Agree between [∗F∗] on γ andα in the specifier position (or with some
category included inα); however, this would violate the c-command requirement on
Agree operations. Thus, the next operation carried out withthe phase head in (13-b) is
discharge of [∗F∗] by Agree with some item inβ, and this is then followed by move-
ment ofα from the edge ofβ to the edge ofγ, which discharges [•X•]. Finally, the
interaction of the SCC and the c-command requirement on Agree operations ensures
that this way out is available only for complements, not for specifiers.

As noted, for an account of the pattern in (1), the barrier status of last-merged
complements is highly relevant: Only when (a) a complement is last-merged and (b)
there is no Agree operation with the head that it is a complement of can a complement
become a barrier. In section 6, I will argue that such an exceptional situation arises
in the case of verb-second complements embedded by a verb-final clause. However,
before that, something needs to be said about verb-second movement.

5. Verb-Second by Reprojection

Verb-second movement in German is often conceived of as adjunction to C that pro-
ceeds by intermediate adjunction to T and v, as in (15).

(15) Verb-Second, a standard view:
CP

XP C′

C TP

T4 C

v5 T4 ... vP

V6 v5

... VP

...
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There are three potential problems with this view. The first problem is that there
do not seem to strong empirical arguments for assuming verb-second movement to
proceed from V to v, then from v to T, and finally from T to C (see Haider (1993a) and
Roberts (2009; 2010),paceSabel (1996)). And assuming that it does so nevertheless
gives rise to various technical problems: Strictly speaking, C attracts T (not V), T
attracts v (not V), and only v attracts V, so the existence of full verb-second movement
of V to C emerges as a fortunate coincidence going back to a conspiracy of three
separate movement rules. If the view embodied in (15) is correct, we might expect
phenomena (in minimally differing varieties of German, e.g., earlier stages of the
language, or regional variants) like bare T-to-C movement or V-to-v-to-T movement
stopping there, for which there is no convincing evidence (see the above references
for discussion). These considerations lead me to conclude that verb-second movement
does not proceed via successive adjunction to higher heads.

The second problem is that one never finds cases in German where there is a real-
ization of C asdasstogether with an adjacent verb-second head, as in (16-a). Given
that there are varieties of German that do not respect the Doubly-Filled Comp Fil-
ter (i.e., that allow a simultaneous realization ofdassand some other item in the CP
edge domain), this is unexpected. Furthermore, it seems that thereare substandard
instances of a simultaneous realization ofdassand verb-second in Modern German
after all (and, depending on the analysis, perhaps also in Old High German), but these
look exactly like their Scandinavian counterparts, with a sequence C+topic+V2, as
in (16-b) (see Lenerz (1984), Müller & Sternefeld (1993); and Axel (2007) and Frey-
wald (2009) for recent discussion concerning Old High German and Modern German
substandard varieties, respectively).

(16) a. *(Ich
I

glaube,)
believe

[CP sie
she

hat4-dass
has-that

[TP ihn
him

getroffen
met

t4 ]]

b. */#(Ich
I

glaube,)
believe

[CP dass
that

[ den
the

Fritz
Fritz

hat
has

[TP sie
she

getoffen
met

t4 ]]

The third problem concerns the nature of head movement as adjunction to another
head in general. As is well known, this view of head movement creates several
problems with respect to highly general (and independentlymotivated) constraints
on movement, e.g., the c-command requirement for traces (which is a subcase of the
SCC; cf. (23) of chapter 4); see Brody (2001), Mahajan (2001), Abels (2003), Müller
(2004b), and Matushansky (2006) (among others) for discussion. This problem can
be solved by assuming that head movement is not adjunction but reprojection, in the
sense that a head moves out of a phrase and remerges with it, projecting its label in
the derived position. Reprojection movement of a finite verbis explicitly assumed for
German verb-second clauses in Stechow & Sternefeld (1988),based to some extent
on Reis (1985) who had argued thatdassclauses and verb-second clauses should be
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treated as categorially different (essentially CP vs. VP).Both Stechow & Sternefeld
(1988) and Sternefeld (1989) assume that treating verb-second as reprojection move-
ment is a precondition for deriving the asymmetry betweendassclauses (which are
assumed to be CPs) and verb-second clauses (VPs) with respect to extraction into
dassclauses. Subsequent approaches that analyze instances of verb movement (in-
cluding, in some cases, verb-second movement) by reprojection include Holmberg
(1991), Ackema, Neeleman & Weerman (1993), Koeneman (2000), Haider (2000a),
Hornstein & Uriagereka (2002), and Fanselow (2003; 2009).9

In what follows, I adopt a reprojection analysis of verb-second clauses in German
that combines aspects of the approaches to reprojection in Fanselow (2009), Georgi
& Müller (2010) and other work just mentioned (but that nevertheless differs from all
these approaches in certain minor respects).10

The basic idea is that a headγ may be equipped with a certain probe feature [∗F∗]
that it cannot possibly check in situ, for the simple reason that there is no goal feature
around that it might check it with. There are two possibilities instantiating this general
state of affairs: Either there is no matching goal feature inthe c-command domain of
γ at all (recall that Agree requires c-command), or there is a matching goal feature
that has already been checked with some other probe earlier in the derivation, so it is
not available anymore forγ. In this case,γ may, as a last resort operation (a concept
which is not to be confused with the Last Resort condition introduced in (6) of chapter
3 and modified in (10) of chapter 4 above), undergo reprojection movement in order
to find a matching goal and discharge its probe feature [∗F∗] under c-command. [∗F∗]
thus in effect acts as aMünchhausenfeature.11

9 As noted by Fanselow (2009), reprojection analyses of verb-second in German to some degree resemble
the classic approaches developed in Bierwisch (1963) and Thiersch (1978), which had been superseded by
the standard analysis in (15) going back to den Besten (1977).

10 As a side remark, and anticipating the analysis of the data in(1) given in the next section, let me point
out that, unlike Stechow & Sternefeld (1988) and Sternefeld(1989), I will not so much exploit reprojection
movement and the categorial difference (CP vs. VP) betweendassclauses and verb-second clauses that
goes along with it to account for the difference in grammaticality between (1-a) and (1-d); i.e., the basic
status of verb-second clauses as barriers will not necessarily be tied to their being VPs rather than CPs
(although this will turn out to be one of several possibilities). Rather, reprojection movement will be
required to explain the difference between (1-c) and (1-d);i.e., it will offer a simple account of the fact
that verb-second movement in the matrix clause destroys barrierhood and turns an embedded verb-second
clause into a transparent domain.

11 The name is self-explanatory: Baron Münchhausen escapes from a swamp (where he is trapped on the
back of his horse) by pulling himself up by his hair. The use ofthe name ‘Münchhausen’ in syntactic
theory arguably goes back to Sternefeld’s (1991b) characterization of an operation employed in Chomsky’s
(1986a) theory of barriers: Here, VP is a barrier, but a V moved to I can belatedly justify its own (originally
impossible) movement across the VP barrier by L-marking VP and removing barrierhood – clearly a case
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The cases of reprojection movement investigated in Georgi &Müller (2010) are
typically highly local; in particular, in that paper we are concerned with word or-
der variation in nominal projections that is derived by extremely local reprojection
movement of N.12 In contrast, verb-second movement by reprojection cannot be such
an extremely local movement operation if verb-second clauses in German have a full
TP-vP-VP structure, and if verb-second movement targets a position outside of TP. In-
deed, there seems to be evidence in abundance for assuming that verb-second clauses
in German have a full TP-vP-VP structure. For instance, indassclauses as well as in
non-subject initial verb-second clauses, only subjects can precede unstressed pronouns
(except for items in theVorfeld), which follows if there is a designated TP category
whose specifier acts as a target for optional subject raising(as argued in Grewendorf
(1989)), and scrambling cannot go beyond the vP/VP domain (see chapters 3 and 4
above). Moreover, asymmetries between (in-situ) subjectsand other arguments with
respect to subcategorization by V, verb phrase topicalization, extraction, binding, and
so on, are the same indassclauses and verb-second clauses, and to the extent that
these differences motivate a vP/VP distinction, they do so in both contexts. Similarly,
it is clear that, since verb-second movement may end up in a position preceding a sub-
ject that in turn precedes an unstressed object pronoun (which in turn may precede a
non-pronominal object), it must target a position outside of TP. The question then is:
How does V get there?

Here is a suggestion. Suppose that the Münchhausen probe feature on a V that
is to undergo verb-second movement by reprojection is [∗T∗] (see Fanselow (2009,
sect. 3.3)); such a feature is optionally instantiated on V in the numeration, and it in-
dicates a special relation that certain kinds of V (viz., verb-second Vs) have to enter
with a TP projection. Suppose further that, if V takes an object with clausal structure
inside, [∗T∗] can never be discharged with a lower TP that it c-commands. This is
obvious if the embedded clause is a verb-second clause itself (because in this case,
the embedded verb-second head will have undergone Agree with TP already, and TP
is not accessible for Agree anymore since it does not have an active goal). We may
assume that it also holds in cases where a proper C (likedass) subcategorizes TP,
perhaps because C also has a probe feature [∗T∗] in addition to the subcategorization
feature [•T•] that triggers merge of C and TP; note that since a last-merged comple-

of pulling oneself up by one’s own hair. (Incidentally, Staudacher’s (1990) analysis in terms of transitivity
of co-indexing is not too dissimilar in this respect.) Fanselow (2003) applies the concept to reprojection
movement (‘Münchhausen-style head movement’).

12 This in turn solves a number of problems that arise under the classic view that nominal projections are
NPs, with DP as a specifier of N, rather than DPs, with NP as a complement of D. However, this issue is
orthogonal to my present concerns, so I will continue to assume that nominal projections are DPs.
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ment TP of C is transparent for extraction, the approach to CED effects developed in
chapter 4 presupposes that there issomeprobe feature on C that keeps C active for
edge feature insertion in order to move something out of TP’sedge domain.13 Thus,
irrespective of whether there is an embedded T in the c-command domain or not, the
only way to discharge a [∗T∗] feature of V is to carry out reprojection movement.
Consequently, V[∗T∗] undergoes movement to the next phase edge, and from there to
the next phase edge, until it finally reaches a position from which it can reproject a
VP and discharge its Münchhausen feature [∗T∗] under c-command of T – i.e., the
movement operation as a whole is non-local, but like all other movement operations,
long-distance reprojection movement is composed of a series of smaller steps, as re-
quired by the PIC (see chapter 3). This derivation is shown in(17) (with ◦ marking
the intermediate positions successively occupied by V on its way to its reprojection
position, and the dashed arrow from V to T indicating the Agree relation that provides
the trigger for verb-second movement).

(17) Verb-Second by reprojection:
VP

XP V′

V[∗T∗] TP

DP T′

◦ T′

vP T

tDP v′

◦ v′

VP v

DP ◦

13 If it is assumed that some other feature than [∗T∗] is involved in C-T Agree, this would make the same
prediction as long as it is ensured that this Agree operationmakes T an inactive goal for Agree with a higher
V.
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The assumption that verb-second in German looks as in (17) gives rise to various
questions.14 An obvious one concerns the Head Movement Constraint (HMC):This
analysis of verb-second in terms of reprojection movement of V to the TP domain
takes place via local steps (viz., via all intermediate edgedomains); however, it clearly
violates the HMC because the intervening heads v and T are skipped by the operation.
Arguably, though, this is not a problem since the HMC can be shown to be too strict
anyway; see in particular Roberts (2009; 2010), who argues that various kinds of head
movement operations must be able to freely cross intervening head positions (among
them long verb movement in Breton, V movement in predicate cleft constructions
in Spanish and Hebrew, clitic-climbing in Italian and, incidentally, also verb-second
movement in German).

Second, we may ask whether the intermediate movement steps of V [∗T∗] are trig-
gered by edge features, like all other cases of successive-cyclic movement. Indeed,
there is every reason to assume that they are (note particularly that all extraction takes
place from complements, so edge features can be inserted in line with the Edge Fea-
ture Condition in (11)).

Third, why does V reproject, rather than just ending up as a further specifier of
TP? A simple (and standard) answer here could be that if two items are combined,
only one of them can have the feature that induces this operation, and the item that
does will always be the one that projects.15

14 It also makes some further interesting predictions. Consider, for instance, the well-known fact that some
morphologically complex verbs can occur in finite form in a verb-final position, but fail to participate in
V/2 fronting (see Haider (1992) and Koopman (1995), among many others):

(i) a. dass
that

sie
they

die
the

Oper
opera

hier
here

ur-auf-führen
perform first

b. *Sie führen die Oper hier ur-auf
c. *Sie auf-führen die Oper hier ur
d. *Sie ur-auf-führen die Oper hier

This is a priori difficult to account for if verb-second movement can uniformly be traced back to some
attracting feature on an invariant C; in the present approach, one can simply assume a redundancy rule for
certain complex verbs that systematically blocks the presence of [∗T∗] on such a verb.

15 Upon closer scrutiny, a bit more must be said, though. Why can’t V stay in the specifier position of
T, discharging its probe feature [∗T∗] and projecting there? If it does, the structure-building feature for
T’s DP specifier (the EPP property) can never be satisfied. So Tmust be able to remain in a position for
a while from which checking would in principle be possible, and then move again to a further position
outside of TP to actually carry out the checking (otherwise the SCC would be violated). Note that since this
last operation technically goes to a positionbeyondthe TP phase, the earlier intermediate step to a SpecT
position is required. – That said, nothing in what follows would inherently be incompatible with an analysis
of verb-second as movement to a specifier of TP, with V′ in (17) reinterpreted as T′ or TP; to reach this
result, one would have to give up the assumption that the label of a complex category is determined by the
daughter that has contributed the operation-inducing feature that is responsible for creating that complex
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Fourth, it is so far not clear how the specifier XP of the verb-second head V comes
into existence that closes off the VP in (17). In the general type of approach adopted
here, there must be a structure-building feature that triggers placement of some XP in
the first position. There are various possibilities as to howthis can be implemented in
the present system. For concreteness, suppose that a V category that is equipped with
the feature [∗T∗] inducing verb-second must (or may, depending on the analysis of
apparent verb-first structures) also bear a structure-building feature creating a specifier
in the reprojection position. Such a feature may triggerwh-movement ([•wh•]), as in
the cases in (1), or topicalization ([•top•]), as in an example like (3), but typically
not relativization ([•rel•]), since relative clauses in German standardly do not involve
verb-second – cf. (4), but also Gärtner (2000) for some exceptions. In order to avoid
a discharge of this structure-building feature while V is still in situ, it can be assumed
that a feature like [•wh•] or [•top•] on V[∗T∗] comes with a diacritic that makes its
discharge dependent on a prior discharge of the probe feature [∗T∗] driving verb-
second. This is shown in (18) forwh-movement and topicalization respectively, on
the basis of the entry for V in (17).16

(18) a. V: [•DP•] ≻ [•wh•]([∗T∗]), [∗T∗]
b. V: [•DP•] ≻ [•top•]([∗T∗]), [∗T∗]

In the course of the derivation, a V as in (18-ab) first discharges [•DP•] by merging
with a DP that becomes its complement; then it undergoes successive-cyclic move-
ment steps via intermediate edge domains (forced by the PIC,and permitted by the
EFC, given an obvious extension of the effect on outcome/balanced phase require-
ment) until it can discharge its Münchausen feature (the categorial probe feature
[∗T∗]) by reprojection, taking TP as its complement; and finally,this opens up the
possibility of discharging the movement-inducing feature([•wh•] or [•top•]) by cre-
ating a specifier; in a sense, [∗T∗] on V locks an operator movement feature, and the
discharge of [∗T∗] unlocks it.17

category.

16 I abstract away here from other possible probe features on V that it may check with its argument DP or
some item included in it. Also, to ensure compatibility withthe analysis of operator island effects in chapter
5, [•top•] should really be viewed as [•op•], and [•wh•] as a shorthand for [•op,wh•]; see (15) in the
previous chapter.

17 As noted, alternative approaches are possible. One could, for instance, assume that structure-building
features and probe features do not show up on two separate stacks, but are actually ordered with respect
to one another on a single stack. In the case at hand, an initial order [•DP•] ≻ [∗T∗] ≻ [•wh•] would
make it possible to do without the diacritic on the movement-inducing feature, but such a theory is arguably
more stipulative than the approach envisaged in the main text because an order like [•DP•] ≻ [∗T∗] (or
a generalized variant thereof) follows from the general make-up of the theory (a probe feature can only be
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As a side remark, note that it might be that the present approach to filling the
first position in verb-second clauses in German is not yet fine-grained enough. Frey
(2004b) and Fanselow (2003; 2009) argue that one should formally distinguish be-
tween unmarked realizations and marked realizations of thefirst position in verb-
second clauses, with the former case involving, apparently, just items at the left pe-
riphery of the verb-second clause that would normally also show up at the edge of the
TP or vP domain, and the latter case involving information-structurally marked items,
as, e.g., inwh-clauses and long-distance topicalizations. If this is right, one might
want to address it by permitting an underspecified edge feature [•X•] as a third option
for an intrinsic feature on a verb-second V: [•X•] discharge would then imply mov-
ing whatever happens to be the closest TP- or vP-internal item to the specifier of the
reprojecting verb (given a constraint like the (generalized) Minimal Link Condition;
see Fanselow (1991), Chomsky (2001b), and the PIC-based reconstruction in chapter
3), whereas [•wh•] (or [•top•]) discharge would imply moving the closestwh-item
(or [top]-marked item). – Note incidentally that topic islands are strict independently
of the issue of marked vs. unmarked realization of the pre-verb-second position. In
order to fully maintain the account of operator islands given in the previous chapter
(especially that of topic islands) under the assumption that [•X•] may be involved in
the formal operation of topicalization, one would have to assume that [•X•] can be
marauded by [•op,wh•] and by [•op•]. This assumption strikes me as plausible, given
that X basically functions as a variable ranging over all kinds of A-bar related features.

Fifth, the question arises why C cannot embed a verb-second VP (abstracting
away from marked configurations like the one in (16-b)). Standardly, the comple-
mentary distribution is derived by assuming categorial identity, which the present ap-
proach does not.18 In the present approach, a simple analysis suggests itself:C is
equipped with a structure-building feature [•T•], but reprojection movement of V in
verb-second clauses has created a VP, which C cannot subcategorize. Consequently,
we are led to the conclusion that C only shows up optionally ina numeration (or
subarray) – if it does in the presence of verb-second movement, the derivation will

discharged if there is some category present that provides agoal) and thus does not have to be stated as
such.

18 However, note that categorial identity in the strict sense is not available under the standard approach
either, given structures like (16-a); and also note the problem raised by (16-a) in this context. Furthermore,
Stechow & Sternefeld (1988, 402-405) show that the idea of a complementary distribution of verb-second
anddassis problematic to begin with.
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crash.19

Much more would ultimately have to be said about a reprojection approach to
German verb-second clauses. However, I will refrain from doing so since the only
thing that is of fundamental importance for the PIC-based approach to the data in
(1) to be developed in the next section is really just the assumption (adopted from
Fanselow (2009)) that a V that undergoes verb-second movement in the derivation has
an additional operation-inducing feature that is absent when V stays in situ, in adass
clause.

6. A PIC-Based Approach

6.1 Extraction from Last-Merged Clausal Complements

Now the system is basically in place that makes it possible toderive the the pattern in
(1) from the PIC, in a way that incorporates Staudacher’s (1990) hypothesis that verb-
second clauses are barriers because they are not as strictlyselected asdassclauses,
and that the barrierhood is lifted by verb-second movement because this gives rise
to a configuration that resembles the one found withdassclauses. There is just one
more assumption that is needed: In the examples in (1), the most deeply embedded
clause is both first-merged (i.e., a complement) and last-merged. This implies that
the embedded clause can only be transparent for extraction if V is equipped with
another operation-inducing feature that keeps it active (for edge feature insertion to be
possible) after the clause is merged. As I will show momentarily, this state of affairs
lies at the core of the 3-out-of-4 pattern in (1). However, the grammaticality status
does not vary noticably when an additional argument is added, as in (19-ab), which
can be compared with (1-a) and (1-d), respectively (the added argument is in italics).20

19 A further derivation that must be ruled out has C merging withTP before reprojection movement of V.
The illformedness of such a derivation follows if last resort operations like reprojection movement obey an
Earliness requirement, as assumed in Georgi & Müller (2010): The Münchhausen feature is discharged as
soon as possible.

20 At least, there is no systematic improvement of the verb-final/verb-second combination; quite on the
contrary, as a tendency the results get somewhat worse throughout. Incidentally, (19-b) is not quite fully
well formed even if there is no movement from the embedded verb-second clause; cf. (i-a) vs. (i-b).

(i) a. (Ich
I

weiß)
know

[ dass
that

du
you

gesagt
said

hast
have

[ sie
she

hat
has

ihn
him

getroffen ]]
met

b. ??(Ich
I

weiß)
know

[ dass
that

du
you

ihm
him

gesagt
said

hast
have

[ sie
she

hat
has

ihn
him

getroffen ]]
met

If this effect could be shown to be systematic, no additionalassumption would be required for the cases
in (19). However, there still seems to be a contrast between (i-b) and (19-b), and this implies that the
illformedness of (19-b) cannot solely be due to a general non-licensing of embedded verb-second in the
presence of a second argument in VP.
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(19) a. ?(Ich
I

weiß
know

nicht)
not

[ wen4

whom
(dass)
that

du
you

ihm
him

gesagt
told

hast
have

[ t′4 dass
that

sie
she

t4

getroffen
met

hat ]]
has

b. *(Ich
I

weiß
know

nicht)
not

[ wen4

whom
(dass)
that

du
you

ihm
him

gesagt
told

hast
have

[ t′4 hat
has

sie
she

t4

getroffen ]]
met

Against the background of the theory developed so far, the conclusion to be drawn
from this is that clausal complements are always the only items merged in a VP; a fur-
ther non-subject argument will then be merged in some separate projection between
vP and VP. Therefore, a structure-building feature for an indirect object can never
make extraction from a CP possible by keeping the V head active. Possibly, this as-
sumption could be generalized, such that indirect objects and direct objects are always
merged in different projections, even when the direct object is non-clausal. On this
view, extraction from a complement of V always depends on theavailability of some
additional probe feature on V (also recall the pertinent discussion in chapter 4).

Here, then, is the analyis of the pattern in (1): Bothdasscomplements and verb-
second complements enter the structure via a subcategorization feature on V ([•C•]
and [•V•], respectively). However, the former clause type receivesa special iden-
tification in the form of a probe feature on V that agrees with it; such a feature is
absent from V if it embeds a verb-second clause. For present purposes, it does not re-
ally matter what exactly this additional probe feature on V that discriminates between
dassclauses and verb-second clauses looks like. One might speculate that it is a case
feature (assuming C to be nominal, CPs might need case, whichverbal categories do
not); but this question is discussed controversially in theliterature. An alternative
would be to postulate abstractφ features on adassclause (but not on a verb-second
clause). For now, I will simply assume that the probe featurein question is acategorial
probe feature of just the type encountered in the previous section, the only difference
being that it does not trigger reprojection movement because it can be checked by V
under c-command. Thus, in the case of adassclause, matrix V may bear a probe
feature [∗C∗]; but there is no comparable categorial probe feature on matrix V for a
verb-second clause.21 I take this to be a relatively straightforward and faithful transfer
of Staudacher’s (1990) distinction in terms of head-marking via head-selection (dass

21 At least at first sight, one may think that presence vs. absence of [∗C∗] (in addition to [•C•]) on V
captures the bridge/non-bridge distinction in much the same way that the the approach sketched in section
3.2.4 of chapter 4 does (also cf. the pseudo-melting approach tentatively envisaged in section 7.2 of the
appendix to chapter 4). However, we will later see that this is not the case. For the moment, the bridge/non-
bridge distinction with extraction from CP will be ignored.
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clauses are head-selected, verb-second clauses are not).22

6.2 Extraction from ‘dass’ Clauses

Given the approach to CED effects in chapter 4, this accountsfor the transparency of
dassclauses: At the point of the derivation where an edge featureneeds to be inserted
on the matrix V to make movement from the edge of CP to the edge of VP possible,
V is active because it still bears [∗C∗]. The reason whydasscomplements of V are
transparent for extraction (see (1-a), (1-b)) thus followsin exactly the way outlined in
(13-b) above for last-merged complements in general. Consider first movement from
adassclause into adassclause, as in (1-a). (1-a) is repeated here as (20).23

(20) (Ich
I

weiß
know

nicht)
not

[CP1 wen4
whom

(dass)
that

du
you

[VP t′′4 meinst
think

[CP2 t′4 dass
that

sie
she

t4

getroffen
met

hat ]]]
has

The changes in feature-composition on the matrix Vmeinstin (20) are illustrated in
(21).

(21) CP complements as non-barriers, matrix V in situ:
V: [•C•]

[∗C∗]
→ V: [∗C∗]
→ V: [•X•]

[∗C∗]

 violates nothing

After the edge feature [•X•] is inserted, [∗C∗] is discharged, triggering Agree, and
finally, [•X•] is discharged, triggering extraction from the CP complement. The rele-
vant part of the derivation of (20) is shown in (22).24

22 Why can a V with a feature [•V•] not merge with a (finite or non-finite) bare VP with an in situ Vhead
that is not equipped with [∗T∗]? Perhaps the most straightforward answer might be that it can, but that the
resulting structure is uninterpretable since the lower “clause” does not have a subject (in addition, an object
in the lower VP could not have its case feature checked).

23 Although there are many more intermediate movement steps, given that all phrases are phases, I add here
only the trace in the matrix VP position that signals that themovement step from the CP2 edge to the matrix
VP edge is legitimate. (As before, I insert traces here only for convenience; see chapter 3.)

24 Dashed lines indicate that the operation has not yet been carried out at this stage of the derivation, and
that the structure has not yet been created; the arrowւ signals edge feature insertion.
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(22) CP complements as non-barriers, first case:
VP

V′

CP V

DP C′ meinst: [∗C∗] [•X•]

wen C TP

dass ...

Note that this account ofdassclause transparency is completely independent of the
issue of verb movement in the higher clause. Therefore, sentences like (1-b), with
movement from adassclause into a verb-second clause, receive essentially the same
treatment; (1-b) is repeated here as (23) (with CP1 replaced with VP1, in line with the
new analysis of verb-second developed in section 5).

(23) [VP1 Wen4
whom

meinst
think

du
you

[VP t′′4 [CP2 t′4 dass
that

sie
she

t4 getroffen
met

hat ]]] ?
has

The only relevant difference to (20) is that matrix V has an additional probe feature,
viz., the [∗T∗] feature that triggers reprojection movement. Given that probe features
are ordered on their stack in the same way that structure-building features are on theirs,
it must be assumed that the order is [∗C∗] (to be discharged with the CP complement
by V in situ)≻ [∗T∗] (to be discharged with the matrix TP after reprojection raising
of V).25 Thus, edge feature insertion can respect the EFC on matrix V,as indicated in
(24).

(24) CP complements as non-barriers, matrix V undergoes V2:
V: [•C•]

[∗C∗] ≻ [∗T∗]
→ V: [∗C∗] ≻ [∗T∗]
→ V: [•X•]

[∗C∗] ≻ [∗T∗]

 violates nothing

25 Then again, no aspect of the present analysis really forces the view that probe features are ordered,
too. In the present context, this assumption is mainly (and weakly) justified by considerations pertaining to
homogeneity and uniformity of feature stacks.
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Except for the additional [∗T∗] feature, the relevant part of the derivation of (23) is
identical to what is shown in (22); see (25).

(25) CP complements as non-barriers, second case:
VP

V′

CP V

DP C′ meinst: [∗C∗] ≻ [∗T∗] [•X•]

wen C TP

dass ...

6.3 Extraction from Verb-Second Clauses

Things are different with embedded verb-second clauses. Let us turn to movement
from a verb-second clause into a verb-second clause first; the example in (1-c) is
given again in (26) (with CP replaced by VP, and an intermediate trace in the edge
domain of the matrix VP added).

(26) [VP1 Wen4
whom

meinst
think

du
you

[VP t′′4 [VP2 t′4 hat
has

sie
she

t4 getroffen ]]] ?
met

(26) is well formed, which implies that an edge feature can beinserted on matrix V
for an item in the edge domain of its sole verb-second complement even though verb-
second complements, by assumption, are not identified by a categorial probe feature
(that would keep the V head active), likedassclauses are. It is at this point that
the assumption made in section 5 becomes relevant accordingto which verb-second
movement is brought about by a Münchhausen feature on V that triggers reprojection
movement (viz., [∗T∗]). Crucially, this feature is present on matrix V in its in situ
position in (26), and this is the reason why V is still active (after it has merged with the
verb-second clause), and therefore accessible for edge feature insertion. The changing
feature structure on matrix V in the relevant part of the derivation is shown in (27).

(27) VP complements as non-barriers, matrix V undergoes V2:
V: [•V•]

[∗T∗]
→ V: [∗T∗]
→ V: [•X•]

[∗T∗]

 violates nothing
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The decisive stage of the derivation itself is illustrated in (28).

(28) VP complements as non-barriers:
VP

V′

VP V

DP V′ meinst: [∗T∗] [•X•]

wen V TP

hat ...

In the three cases discussed so far, there is at least one probe feature on matrix V that
keeps the head active and thereby permits edge feature insertion for movement out of
the clausal complement: In (20), there is [∗C∗]; in (26), there is [∗T∗], and in (23),
there is both [∗C∗] and [∗T∗]. However, in the case of movement from a verb-second
clause into adassclause as in (1-d), repeated here as (29) (with slightly modified
labelling), there is no [∗C∗] on the matrix V (because the verb-second complement
is not strictly selected, or “head-selected”, in Staudacher’s (1990) terminology), and
there is no [∗T∗] on the matrix V either (because the matrix clause is not a verb-second
clause).

(29) *(Ich
I

weiß
know

nicht)
not

[CP1 wen4
whom

(dass)
that

du
you

meinst
think

[VP2 t′4 hat
has

sie
she

t4 getroffen ]]
met

Consequently, the matrix V head becomes inert after it has discharged its subcatego-
rization feature and merged with the verb-second complement: Edge feature insertion
cannot apply, and a PIC violation therefore cannot be avoided once the derivation has
proceeded beyond the matrix VP phase. This accounts for the illformedness of (29).
The impoverished feature structure of matrix V in this derivation is shown in (30).

(30) VP complements as barriers, matrix V stays in situ:
V: [•V•]

→ V: —
 [•X•] insertion impossible

The problematic step of the derivation itself is illustrated in (31).
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(31) VP complements as barriers:
VP

V′

x VP V

DP V′ meinst

wen V TP

hat ...

This concludes the account of the pattern in (1) that is the subject of the present
chapter: The restriction on movement from verb-second clauses to verb-final clauses
can be derived if Staudacher’s (1990) main assumptions are transferred into the PIC-
based account of CED effects in Müller (2010b) and enriched by a reprojection ap-
proach to verb-second movement that locates the operation-inducing feature on V, as
in Fanselow (2009). The one thing that has been lost from Staudacher’s original anal-
ysis in the course of doing so is transitivity of indexing as ameans to remove barrier
status from an embedded verb-second clause; since this device is either representa-
tional or demands look-ahead capacity, and since its work can straightforwardly be
done by the reprojection-inducing probe feature on matrix Vagainst the background
of the theory developed in chapter 4, I take this loss to be unproblematic.

7. Some Further Issues

Of course, the approach just sketched raises a number of further issues. I will confine
myself to addressing three of them here.

7.1 Periphrastic Verbs Forms

First, the question arises of what happens with periphrastic verb forms where, say, an
auxiliary undergoes verb-second movement in the matrix clause and the main verb
stays in situ. As shown in (32-ab), the pattern remains the same as in (1-c), (1-d) (=
(26), (29)):

(32) a. [VP1 Wen4
whom

hast
have

du
you

[VP t′′4 gemeint
thought

[VP2 t′4 hat
has

sie
she

t4 getroffen ]]] ?
met

b. *(Ich
I

weiß
know

nicht)
not

[CP1 wen4
whom

(dass)
that

du
you

gemeint
thought

hast
have

[VP2 t′4 hat
has

sie
she

t4

getroffen ]]
met
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The challenge here is to account for the fact that raising of the higher auxiliary can lift
barrierhood of the verb-second clause even though the main verb stays in situ in the
matrix clause. There are several ways to solve this problem.26 A first strategy might
be to assume that in fact not all phrases are phases after all:In extended (verbal) pro-
jections, only the highest projection counts as a phase. This would derive the pattern
in (32), but it would require further assumptions for extraction fromdassclauses into
dassclauses in contexts where there is an auxiliary in situ in thematrix clause, as in
(33) (compare (1-a) = (20)). The reason is that it would be unclear why a probe feature
on the lower V head (i.e., the main verb) could render an otherwise inactive higher V
head (i.e., the auxiliary) active.

(33) (Ich
I

weiß
know

nicht)
not

[CP1 wen4
whom

(dass)
that

du
you

[VP t′′4 gemeint
thought

hast
have

[CP2 t′4 dass
that

sie
she

t4

getroffen
met

hat ]]]
has

I will therefore pursue a slightly different approach here and postulate that an auxiliary
(or modal) verb and its associate main verb are base-generated as a single complex
head, and reprojection movement of the finite part of the complex head proceeds via
excorporation, much as with particle stranding under verb-second.

7.2 Extraposition

Second, throughout this chapter I have presupposed that complement clauses are
merged in the canonical (left-peripheral) object positionin German. However, finite
complement clauses typically undergo extraposition; in fact, extraposition is obliga-
tory in the case of verb-second complements (see Stechow & Sternefeld (1988), Heck
(2010)), and also if extraction from the clause has applied (arguably a syntactic re-
flex of successive cyclicity in German; see Müller (1999), Lahne (2009)). On the
view adopted here, obligatory extraposition is unrelated to the status of a clausal com-
plement as transparent or opaque for extraction; and one might argue that the trans-
parency ofdassclauses as in (1-a), (1-b) supports this view.27

26 Closer inspection reveals that this problem shows up in a number of analyses of the pattern in (1), among
them the one pursued by Staudacher (1990). In his system, onewould have to assume that the auxiliary and
the main verb are always co-indexed.

27 Heck (2010) assumes that verb-second clauses are barriers because they are obligatorily extraposed;
but this then requires a heterogeneous approach to verb-second clause anddassclause extraposition (i.e.,
two extraposition rules with different properties) so as toensure that extraposeddassclauses can still be
transparent.
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7.3 Bridge Verbs

Third, it can be observed that the present proposal is incompatible with one small piece
of the analysis of CED effects I give in chapter 4: Recall thatI suggested there that
the bridge verb/non-bridge verb distinction, as well as lexical variation with extraction
from DP, can be tied to the presence or absence of an additional probe feature that may
keep V active and accessible for edge feature insertion; cf.(34) (lexically determined
extraction from CP) and (35) (lexically determined extraction from DP).

(34) a. (Ich
I

weiß
know

nicht)
not

[CP1 wen4
whom

(dass)
that

du
you

[VP t′′4 meinst/glaubst
think

[CP2 t′4 dass
that

du
you

t4 getroffen
met

hast ]]]
have

b. ?*(Ich
I

weiß
know

nicht)
not

[CP1 wen4
whom

(dass)
that

du
you

[VP t′′4 bereust/weißt
regret/know

[CP2 t′4 dass
that

du
you

t4 getroffen
met

hast ]]]
have

(35) a. (Ich
I

weiß
know

nicht)
not

[PP4 worüber ]
about what

der
the

Fritz
Fritznom

[VP t′4 [DP ein
a

Buch
bookacc

t4 ]

liest ]
reads

b. ?*(Ich
I

weiß
know

nicht)
not

[PP4 worüber ]
about what

der
the

Fritz
Fritznom

[VP t′4 [DP ein
a

Buch
bookacc

t4 ]

klaut ]
steals

According to the approach in chapter 4, V may not have the special probe feature that
is needed to keep the head active and permit edge feature insertion for extraction from
the (CP or DP) complement in (34-b) and (35-b); i.e., on this view, t′′4 in (34-b) and t′4
in (35-b) cannot be present, which gives rise to a PIC vioalation once the derivation
moves on. As alluded to in footnote 21, this analysis cannot be maintained anymore
under present assumptions. The reason is that we would then expect verb-second
movement to improve the examples in the same way that verb-second movement in
the matrix makes extraction from an embedded verb-second clause possible. This
would clearly not be a correct prediction; see (36-ab).

(36) a. ?*[CP1 Wen4
whom

bereust/weißt
regret/know

du
you

[VP t′′4 [CP2 t′4 dass
that

du
you

t4 getroffen
met

hast ]]] ?
have

b. ?*[PP4 Worüber ]
about what

klaut
steals

der
the

Fritz
Fritznom

[VP t′4 [DP ein
a

Buch
bookacc

t4 ]] ?

In order to exclude sentences like those in (34-b), (35-b) and (36) as a CED effect
reducible to the PIC (via the impossibility of edge feature insertion), an additional
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assumption seems thus necessary. Irrespective of whether or not a categorial probe
feature identifying the complement can be inserted on V in all these cases, there must
be an independent difference (and this might then support the hypothesis that a cate-
gorial probe feature can always show up with complements, for reasons of uniformity
alone). I cannot possibly develop a full-fledged account at this point. However, it
seems that a simple hypothesis would do the job: Suppose thatin the contexts where
extraction from a last-merged complement is impossible even in the presence of verb-
second, there are additionalshellson top of the respective (CP or DP) categories;
and suppose further that the heads of these shells (a) donot take specifiers and (b)
do not carry any probe features (categorial or other); see (37) (where ZP is the shell
intervening between V and CP/DP).

(37) [VP [ZP [Z′ Z {C/D}P ]] V ]

This will lead to a failure of edge feature insertion for an item in the edge domain of CP
or DP, and subsequent extraction from CP or DP to the edge domain of V will create
a PIC violation. Incidentally, such a shell-based approachhas been developed for the
bridge/non-bridge distinction in Müller (1995) (based on Kiparsky & Kiparsky (1970)
and others); whether it might be tenable for variation in thedomain of extraction from
DP remains to be seen.28

28 Thus, adding more structure may produce CED effects that arereducible to the PIC which would oth-
erwise not be present. Does this imply an incompatibility with the seemingly contradictory statement in
the appendix of chapter 4, to the effect that more structure may help to circumvent CED effects that are
reducible to the PIC? The answer is no: Adding structurewithin a phrase – as in the approach to the bridge
phenomenon and variation with extraction from DP envisagedin the appendix of chapter 4 – may undo a
CED effect that would otherwise occur (melting, pseudo-melting). In contrast, adding structureoutsideof
a phrase – as in the approach to the bridge phenomenon and, possibly, variation with extraction from DP
just sketched – may create a CED effect.



Chapter 7

Island Repair by Ellipsis

1. Introduction

Like the previous chapter, the final chapter of this monograph is concerned with the
initially surprising absence of CED-type effects in a certain domain. More specifially,
I want to show that the approach to CED effects in chapter 4 offers a new perspective
on an old problem: the lack of CED effects under ellipsis in sluicing constructions,
where deletion takes place. The line of argumentation will be similar to the one given
in chapter 6: Recall that according to the approach developed in chapter 4, a CED
effect arises with movement from XP if the next higher phase head Y is not active
anymore, i.e., if it does not bear an operation-inducing feature at the relevant stage
of the derivation. In sluicing constructions, awh-phrase undergoes movement to a
SpecC[wh] position, which is accompanied by deletion of all material to the right of
thewh-phrase; interestingly, island effects that normally showup with movement can
be avoided in this construction type. This phenomenon ultimately remains a mystery
under many existing accounts, and where it does not, it is usually taken to require
specific assumptions, and a representational approach. In contrast, I will argue that
the effect follows without further ado from an independently motivated approach to
deletion, given the appraoch to CED effects in chapter 4: There are features on phase
heads that trigger deletion in ellipsis contexts, and thesefeatures keep the head ac-
tive at the relevant stage of the derivation, thereby makinga circumvention of island
effects possible. Thus, non-occurrence of CED effects withextraction from a verb-
second complement in the presence of verb-second movement in the matrix clause (as
it was discussed in chapter 6) and non-occurrence of CED effects in sluicing contexts
(as it will be discussed below) exhibit a similar pattern: What unites the two contexts
is the presence of an operation-inducing feature on a phase headafter the phase head
has discharged its final structure-building feature (whichwould normally be respon-
sible for the CED effect): a Münchhausen probe feature that triggers verb-second by
reprojection movement in the first case; and a feature that triggers deletion of comple-
ments of phase heads in ellipsis contexts. These features keep the head active at the
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relevant stage of the derivation.1

2. The Problem

2.1 Data

Run-of-the-mill examples involving sluicing in English and German are given in
(1-ab), respectively (see Ross (1969), Merchant (2001)).2

(1) a. John bought something, but I don’t know what1 Johnboughtt1
b. Fritz

Fritz
hat
has

irgendwas
something

falsch
wrong

gemacht,
done

aber
but

mir
medat

ist
is

nicht
not

klar,
clear

was1
what

Fritz
Fritz

t1

falsch
wrong

gemacht
done

hat
has

A standard analysis of the phenomenon that I will presupposein what follows is that
sluicing is to be analyzed as TP deletion triggered by a (certain kind of) interrogative
C, and subject to recoverability and a parallelism constraint (see, e.g., Lasnik (1999),
Merchant (2001), and Heck & Müller (2003)).

There is one generalization that is important in the presentcontext, and that is
that slucing may repair (or, more neutrally, circumvent) island effects (see Ross
(1969), Chomsky (1972), Chung et al. (1995), Merchant (2001), Fox & Lasnik (2003),
Boškovíc (2011), among many others).3 In what follows, this is shown for a number
of island contexts, often with examples that go back to Ross (1969) and that are by
now legendary. Thus, the example pair in (2) illustrates that sluicing in English can
circumvent Sentential Subject Constraint effects (cf. (69) from chapter 1).

(2) a. That he’ll hire someone is possible, but I won’t divulge who1 [TP [CP that
he’ll hire t1 ] is possible]

b. *That he’ll hire someone is possible, but I won’t divulge who1 [TP [CP that
he’ll hire t1 ] is possible ]

Next, Subject Condition effects with DPs (see (72) from chapter 1) are also absent
in sluicing constructions; compare the German examples with and without sluicing in
(3).4

1 Note that the argument is completely parallel to the one given in Assmann (2010) for the absence of
certain island effects in parasitic gap constructions, which instantiates a third kind of a priori unexpected
non-occurrence of CED effects.

2 Here and in what follows, deletion is indicated by crossing out the relevant material.

3 In this respect, sluicing differs from another syntactic deletion operation, viz., VP ellipsis, which cannot
repair island effects.

4 English examples showing the same pattern are given in (i) (from Merchant (2001).
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(3) a. Es
it

hat
has

wohl
PRT

ein
a

Buch
booknom

über
about

irgendwen
someone

den
the

Karl
Karlacc

beeindruckt,
impressed

aber
but

ich
I

weiß
know

nicht,
not

über
about

wen1
whom

wohl
PRT

[DP ein
a

Buch
booknom

t1 ] den
the

Karl
Karlacc

beeindruckt
impressed

hat
has

b. *Es
it

hat
has

wohl
PRT

ein
a

Buch
booknom

über
about

irgendwen
someone

den
the

Karl
Karlacc

beeindruckt,
impressed

aber
but

ich
I

weiß
know

nicht,
not

über
about

wen1
whom

wohl
PRT

[DP ein
a

Buch t1 ]
booknom

den
the

Karl
Karlacc

beeindruckt
impressed

hat
has

The same pattern arises with the Adjunct Condition (see (94)from chapter 1): Regular
movement as in (4-b) in English yields strong illformedness; but the example becomes
acceptable if sluicing takes place, as in (4-a).

(4) a. Ben left the party because one of the guests insulted him, but he wouldn’t
tell me [DP1 which guest ] heleft thepartybecauset1 insultedhim

b. *Ben left the party because one of the guests insulted him,but he wouldn’t
tell me [DP1 which guest ] he left the party because t1 insulted him

Island repair by deletion in sluicing constructions is shown for the relative clause part
of the Complex NP Constraint (see (65) from chapter 1) on the basis of English data
such as those in (5-a) and (5-b). The example pair in (5-b) is particularly instructive
because it shows that a violation of the Left Branch Condition (according to which
the leftmost item of a DP cannot be moved out of that DP; see Ross (1967)) is also
possible with sluicing.

(5) a. (i) She kissed a man who bit one of my friends, but Tom doesn’t realize
[DP1 which one of my friends] shekissedamanwhobit t1

(ii) *She kissed a man who bit one of my friends, but Tom doesn’t realize
[DP1 which one of my friends] she kissed a man who bit t1

b. (i) They want to hire someone who speaks a Balkan language,but I don’t
remember which1 theywantto hiresomeonewhospeaks[DP t1 Balkan
language]

(ii) *They want to hire someone who speaks a Balkan language,but I don’t
remember which1 they want to hire someone who speaks [DP t1 Balkan

(i) a. *Which Marx brother1 did she say that [DP2
a biographer of t1 ] interviewed her ?

b. A biographer of one of the Marx brothers interviewed her, but I don’t remember which Marx
brother1 abiographerof t1 interviewedher



292 Chapter 7. Island Repair by Ellipsis

language ]

The same asymmetry arises with the noun complement part of the Complex NP Con-
straint; see (6-a) vs. (6-b).

(6) a. I believe the claim that he bit someone, but they don’t know who1 I believe
theclaim thathebit t1

b. *I believe the claim that he bit someone, but they don’t know who1 I believe
the claim that he bit t1

Freezing effects (cf. (36) in section 4 of chapter 4) also do not show up under sluicing;
see the following pair of examples taken from Merchant (2001).

(7) a. *Which Marx brother1 did she say that [DP2 a biography of t1 ] she refused to
read t2 ?

b. A: [DP2 A biography of one of the Marx brothers] she refused to read t2.
B: Which one1 (did) [DP2 a biographyof t1 ] sherefuseto readt2 ?

Finally, consider the example pair in (8). (8-a) shows thatwh-movement in English
obeys the Coordinate Structure Constraint (according to which no conjunct may be
moved in a coordinate structure, nor may any element contained in a conjunct be
moved out of that conjunct; see Ross (1967)); and (8-b) showsthat sluicing lifts the
ban on moving an item out of a coordinate structure.

(8) a. Irv and someone were dancing together, but I don’t knowwho1 Irv andt1
weredancingtogether

b. *Irv and someone were dancing together, but I don’t know who1 Irv and t1
were dancing together

As mentioned in footnote 3, VP ellipsis behaves differentlyfrom sluicing (i.e., TP
ellipsis) in that it does not give rise to island repair of anykind. This is shown for
Adjunct Condition effects by the lack of contrast in (9) (seeChung et al. (1995)).

(9) a. *What1 did you leave [CP before they started playing t1 ] ?
(We left before they started playing party games.)

b. *What1 did you leave before they did [VP startplayingt1 ] ?

2.2 A Standard Analysis

The classical approach to island repair by ellipsis in sluicing constructions is due to
Chomsky (1972). In brief, the analysis works as follows. First, when movement
crosses an island, a diacritic signalling ungrammaticality (like #) is assigned to the
island. Second, an output filter blocks structures in which# shows up. And third, if
deletion applies,# is removed together with the lexical material of the clause.This
is why sluicing can circumvent island effects. Could such anapproach be compati-
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ble with the approach to islands and movement developed in this monograph? The
answer would seem to be yes if one assumes that violations of the PIC do not neces-
sarily lead to a breakdown of the derivation but may only result in the assignment of
# to the phrase structure, which may then eventually be deleted in sluicing construc-
tions.5 Then again, such an approach would be inherently representational in that it
would depend on inspecting full phrase structures at the endof the derivation in order
to detect diacritics which are possibly very deeply embedded. Moreover, it would be
stipulative because of the very presence of the diacritic# that is assigned after an
island violation.6 These are good reasons to investigate whether some other, deriva-
tional approach to island repair by ellipsis is available, one that fits into the overall
system of assumptions developed in the preceding chapters of this monograph. The
key to such an approach is the concept of cyclic, phase-baseddeletion, to which I will
now turn.7

3. Deletion by Phase

As a starting point, I would like to point out that there are two widely held assumptions
about spell-out and deletion that may easily be construed asmutually incompatible.
These assumptions are given in (10).

(10) a. Sluicing is TP deletion.
b. Spell-out is cyclic and proceeds phase-by-phase.

The first assumption has already been introduced above (cf. Lasnik (1999), Merchant
(2001), Heck & Müller (2003)). On this view, there is only onedeletion operation
in sluicing contexts: A TP that is the complement of an interrogative C is deleted,
and with it all the material that it contains. Note that this deletion operation must be
syntactically visible because it interacts with syntacticoperations like multiplewh-
movement in multiple sluicing constructions in German (seeHeck & Müller (2003)

5 This option is of course not available if the PIC is associated with (ultimately, reduced to) a non-
metaphorical concept of cyclic spell-out of complements ofphase heads; recall footnote 5 in chapter 2,
and see below.

6 Also compare the use of the feature [±γ] for the purposes of the ECP; see the discussion of (5) in chapter
1; and see Merchant (2004) on the similarity of the two concepts. In addition, see Kitahara (1999) for an
attempt to get rid of these kinds of features that only serve the purpose of flagging earlier events for later
reference (led by considerations related to the Inclusiveness Condition).

7 Needless to say, many other approaches to island repair by ellipsis have been developed since Chomsky’s
(1972) original analysis. I cannot possibly list all proposals here, let alone go through them one by one.
Let me just mention Merchant’s (2001) influential idea that for at least some types of island effects, the
non-occurrence of the island effect in sluicing (i.e., PF deletion) constructions may be explained by the
hypothesis that the island effect in question isitself a PF phenomenon.
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and references cited there). Thus, consider the two examples in (11), which instantiate
a legitimate and an illegitimate case of multiple wh-movement in German sluicing
constructions, respectively.

(11) a. Irgend jemand
someone

hat
has

irgend etwas
something

geerbt
inherited

aber
but

der
ART

Fritz
Fritz

weiß
knows

nicht
not

mehr
more

[CP wer1
who

was2
what

[TP t1 t2 geerbt
inherited

hat
has

]]

b. *Irgend jemand
someone

hat
has

behauptet
claimed

dass
that

die
ART

Maria
Maria

irgend etwas
something

geerbt
inherited

hat
has

aber
but

der
ART

Fritz
Fritz

weiß
knows

nicht
not

mehr
more

[CP wer1
who

was2
what

[TP t1 behauptet
claimed

hat
has

[CP

dass
that

[TP die
ART

Maria
Maria

t2 geerbt
inherited

hat
has

]]]]

As argued in Heck & Müller (2003), bothwh-phrases in (11-a) have indeed undergone
overtwh-movement to an embedded SpecC position. Such multiplewh-movement is
exceptionally possible in German (which otherwise only tolerates onewh-phrase per
SpecC position) because it is the only way to fulfill the general recoverability require-
ment in (11-a) – if the secondwh-phrase (whichever one that is; cf. chapter 3) stays
in situ, important information will fatally be lost, leading to ungrammaticality (or
uninterpretability). However, as shown by the illformedness of (11-b), multiplewh-
movement in sluicing constructions in German is not always possible; if one of the
wh-phrases has to undergo long-distance movement from a CP that is further embed-
ded, ungrammaticality arises. Independently of which analysis of this phenomenon is
ultimately adopted, the contrast in (11) shows that TP deletion in sluicing construc-
tions must be syntactically visible – it clearly interacts with syntactic movement.8

Now let us turn to the second assumption in (10), according towhich spell-out
applies cyclically; see Uriagereka (1999) for the originalidea, and Chomsky (2001b;
2008) and Epstein & Seely (2002) for two further developments of this assumption.9

Chomsky’s phase-based approach to cyclic spell-out is arguably the most widely
adopted approach among those that incorporate the general concept. Here it is as-

8 On the analysis in Heck & Müller (2003), (11-b) qualifies as aninstance ofcounter-feeding(see Chomsky
(1975), Kiparsky (1973)): The ultimate representation is opaque; viewed representationally, it looks as
though multiplewh-movement should be able to apply to make the multiple question reading possible
under sluicing (in analogy to (11-a), which shows that recoverability can in principle force multiplewh-
movement in German). However, the trigger for multiplewh-movement (viz., sluicing, i.e., deletion of TP,
and the recoverability problem it creates) comes too late inthe derivation; when it is there, the chance for
multiple sluicing to apply has passed (because the in-situwh-phrase is now too deeply embedded).

9 Also recall from chapter 2 that Uriagereka’s analysis is radically incompatible with the phase-based ap-
proach proposed by Chomsky.
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sumed that when a phase head has carried out all the operations that it can trigger and
the phase is completed, its complement is sent to PF and thereby rendered inaccessible
for any further operations in the derivation.

The dilemma that arises if both these assumptions are taken seriously is the follow-
ing: If cyclic spell-out proceeds phase-by-phase and sluicing is a deletion operation
applying to syntactic structures, the latter operation will only be able to affect that part
of the structure created by the derivation so far which has not yet undergone spell-
out. In other words: If some part of a structure has already been affected by regular
(cyclic) spell-out, and thus been sent off to PF, subsequentdeletion of the whole struc-
ture will only be able to affect what is left. More specifically, if a subpart of a TP that
is to be deleted in a sluicing construction has already been sent off to PF via cyclic
spell-out of phase head complements, subsequent TP deletion cannot affect all mate-
rial that was originally present in TP. This will give rise toselective (and sometimes
non-constituent) deletion effects which do, however, not seem to be attested in sluic-
ing constructions. Based on the standard assumption that vPand CP are phases (which
I have abandoned in the present work), combining cyclic spell-out and sluicing as TP
deletion would give rise to sentences like those in (12). In (12-a), we should expect
only the subject pronoun to be successfully deleted by sluicing sinceein Buch bringt

is the complement of the next-lowever phase head (v), and already PF-realized when
TP deletion applies. In (12-b), the non-constituent sequenceKarls-D would undergo
deletion, but the rest of the the embedded clause (i.e.,Katze, von uns mag) would be
immune to deletion because it has already been spelled out asthe complement of a
phase head (v again), and is thus PF-realized when TP deletion applies.10

(12) a. *Sie
she

bringt
brings

irgendwem
someone

ein
a

Buch,
book

aber
but

ich
I

weiß
know

nicht,
not

wem1

whomacc

[TP [ vP

sie
shenom

[ v′ [VP t1 ein
a

Buch
bookacc

[V bringt ]]
brings

v ]]]

b. *Karls
Karl’s

Katze
cat

mag
likes

einen
one

von
of

uns,
us

aber
but

ich
I

sage
say

nicht,
not

wen1
whom

[TP [ vP [DP

Karls
Karl’s

D [NP Katze ]]
cat

[ v′ [VP [DP t1 von
of

uns ]
us

mag ]
likes

v ]]]]

It is clear that these problems can only get worse (especially in other deletion con-
structions) if every phrase is a phase, as assumed throughout this monograph. The
solution that I would like to suggest in view of this state of affairs is the following:

10 I assume here that the main verb V stays in situ. If it undergoes movement to v (notwithstanding what has
been said in chapter 6), it will also be affected by phase-based deletion, producing non-constituent deletion
throughout.
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Deletion must be successive-cyclic, proceeding phase by phase.11 As a matter of fact,
this looks like null hypothesis from a conceptual perspective: On this view, deletion
is just a special form of PF realization, and there is no reason to assume that it pro-
ceeds differently from other (‘regular’) instances of PF realization. So, if regular PF
realization applies phase-by-phase, deletion should do so, too.12

Here is a proposal that implements this assumption. Supposethat deletion, as a
special kind of cyclic spell-out, is brought about by a designated operation-inducing
feature [†]. A feature [†] on a phase head triggers a certain kind of spell-out of the
complement, viz., zero realization. In sluicing (and otherdeletion) contexts, there
must then be an uninterrupted sequence of [†] features on all heads dominated by the
ultimate deletion site TP (except for those heads that do nottake complements, i.e.,
that qualify as phrases), ending with the interrogative C that takes TP as a complement.
(The sequence of [†]s must not be interrupted because every phrase is a phase.) Of
course, such a spreading of [†] features must be effected in some way. For the moment,
I will abstract away from this issue, but I will come back to itat the end of the chapter.
Let us for now just take the presence of [†] features on all phase heads within a TP
deletion site for granted, and see what this predicts for theoccurrence of CED effects.

4. A PIC-Based Approach

4.1 Analysis

Spell-out of a complement is the very last operation that takes place in a phase; after
this operation, the derivation moves into the next phase cycle, merging a further phase
head with the current phase. Given the proposal made in the previous section, there
are two kinds of complement spell-out. On the one hand, thereis regular spell-out that
leads to a phonological realization of the lexical materialcontained in the structure that
is sent off to PF; on the other hand, there is deletion. The latter operation is triggered
by a feature on a phase head: [†]. Crucially, as long as a phase head is equipped with
an operation-inducing feature [†] for complement deletion, it is active. Technically,
this implies that the Edge Feature Condition (see (11) in chapter 6) must be enriched
as in (13) (as before, to simplify matters I leave out the additional requirement that the
edge feature can only be inserted if this is the only way to produce a balanced phase;
see chapter 3); it now recognizes three kinds of operation-inducing features which are

11 A qualification is in order here: I have nothing to say about other deletion operations like gapping and
pseudo-gapping, which may require a very different analysis.

12 There may be alternatives to this conclusion. For instance,one might assume that TP deletion may
affect all pieces of structure that have so far undergone regular cyclic spell-out after all, byreversing, in
the phonological component, earlier decisions concerningthe type of spell-out as they result from regular
cyclic spell-out. However, this looks like a clear deviation from the null hypothesis.
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located on three separate feature stacks.

(13) Edge Feature Condition(EFC):
An edge feature [•X•] can be assigned to the headγ of a phase only if (a) and
(b) hold:

a. γ has not yet discharged all its structure-building (•), probe (∗) or deletion
(†) features.

b. [•X•] ends up on top ofγ’s list of structure-building features.

Since a [†] feature on a phase head is necessarily discharged as the final operation in
the phase, it keeps the phase head activeaftera last-merged specifier (or complement)
has been introduced into the structure. Therefore, a phase head that is part of a deletion
structure permits edge feature insertion for some item in the edge domain of a last-
merged phrase, and this item is thus accessible on the next cycle without violating the
PIC. This, in a nutshell, accounts for the lack of CED effectsin sluicing constructions.
Thus, [†] plays a role that is completely analogous to the roles played by expletives
in pseudo-melting (chapter 4), and by Münchhausen probe features on matrix verbs in
extraction from verb-second clauses (chapter 6).

As a case study of how CED effects can be circumvented with thehelp of [†] fea-
tures in sluicing constructions, consider Subject Condition effects and their a priori
unexpected absence in sluicing constructions (see (2), (3); and (i) of footnote 4). Fo-
cussing on the German examples in (3), two cases can be distinguished: In the first
case, there is movement from a DP that is last-merged in vP, and there is no deletion
of v’s complement VP. In the second case, there is movement from a DP that is last-
merged in vP, but this time deletion of v’s complement VP musttake place (as part of
a sluicing construction). I address these two cases in turn.

4.2 Extraction from Specv without VP Deletion

The ill-formed example in (3-b) is repeated here as (14).

(14) *Es
it

hat
has

wohl
PRT

ein
a

Buch
booknom

über
about

irgendwen
someone

den
the

Karl
Karlacc

beeindruckt,
impressed

aber
but

ich
I

weiß
know

nicht,
not

über
about

wen1
whom

wohl
PRT

[DP ein
a

Buch t1 ]
booknom

den
the

Karl
Karlacc

beeindruckt
impressed

hat
has

This is just a regular CED effect as it has been extensively discussed in chapter 4. The
subject DP that is last-merged in vP is a barrier because, at the point where DP has
been merged in vP, no operation-inducing feature can be lefton v. This is so because
(i) v has discharged its last structure-building feature bydefinition; (ii) v cannot retain
any probe features (e.g., case andφ-features, but the same conclusion can be drawn
for any other kind of potential probe feature on v, includingperhaps features encoding
status-government, as envisaged on page 182 in chapter 4) after the subject DP has



298 Chapter 7. Island Repair by Ellipsis

been merged because these features could then not be discharged anymore, due to a
conspiracy of the Strict Cycle Condition (which precludes Agree with an item in the
complement VP) and the c-command requirement on Agree (which blocks Agree with
the subject DP itself); and (iii) there is no feature triggering deletion present on v that
might keep v active. The changes in feature composition on the phase head v at the
crucial stages of the derivation are shown in (15).

(15) Specifiers of v as barriers, no[†] on v:
v: [•V•] ≻ [•D•]

[∗acc∗], [∗φ∗]
→ v: [•D•]

[∗acc∗], [∗φ∗]
→ v: [•D•]

[∗φ∗]
→ v: [•D•]

v: —

 [•X•] insertion impossible

Since v is therefore inactive at the stage of the derivation when its DP specifier has
come into being, no edge feature can be inserted on v that would permit extraction of
some item from the subject DP; consequently, the PIC will have to be violated once
the derivation moves beyond the vP domain and tries to attract thewh-PP1 to a higher
position (i.e., SpecT).

4.3 Extraction from Specv in Sluicing Constructions

Now consider the well-formed example involving extractionfrom a subject DP in a
sluicing construction given in (3-a); the example is repeated here as (16).

(16) Es
it

hat
has

wohl
PRT

ein
a

Buch
booknom

über
about

irgendwen
someone

den
the

Karl
Karlacc

beeindruckt,
impressed

aber
but

ich
I

weiß
know

nicht,
not

über
about

wen1
whom

wohl
PRT

[DP ein
a

Buch
booknom

t1 ] den
the

Karl
Karlacc

beeindruckt
impressed

hat
has

There is one minimal difference to (14); this time, v bears a [†] feature because it will
eventually be part of a bigger TP deletion structure. This feature keeps the phase head
active after the subject DP has been merged. Consequently, an edge feature can be
instantiated on v at this point, and movement can take place out of the subject to a
further (higher) Specv position. This way, a PIC violation can be avoided when the
derivation moves beyond the vP domain. (17) shows how the stacks of operation-
inducing features on v change in the relevant part of the derivation; in particular, it is
shown here that an edge feature can be inserted even though both structure-building
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and probe features are absent when this needs to be done.

(17) Specifiers of v as non-barriers,[†] on v:
v: [•V•] ≻ [•D•]

[∗acc∗], [∗φ∗]
[†]

→ v: [•D•]
[∗acc∗], [∗φ∗]
[†]

→ v: [•D•]
[∗φ∗]
[†]

→ v: [•D•]
[†]

→ v: [†]
→ v: [•X•]

[†]
→ v: [†]
→ v: —

 violates nothing

4.4 [†] Discharge and the Strict Cycle Condition

At this point, a question needs to be addressed that arises for derivations incorporating
a sequence of operations like (17) with respect to the StrictCycle Condition; this
constraint is repeated once more in (18) (= (14) in chapter 6).

(18) Strict Cycle Condition(SCC):
Within the current domainζ, a binary syntactic operation may not exclusively
apply to positionsǫ, τ if ǫ andτ are both included within another domainπ that
is dominated byζ.

Discharge of [†] seems to violate the SCC: The derivation has reached the vP level, but
[†] discharge applies only to v (which bears the feature) and VP(which is the target
of the operation, thus clearly making [†] discharge abinary operation in the sense of
(18)). However, v and VP are included in v′, which in turn is dominated by vP; so the
operation would seem to be counter-cyclic. Thus, if this option is available with [†]
features, there is a fundamental difference to probe features: Recall that the option of
counter-cyclic feature-discharge must not be available with probe features; otherwise
the barrier status of (last-merged) specifiers could not be derived.

Still, there is good evidence that such an asymmetry betweenprobe features and
[†] features triggering deletion is not an artefact of the theory. Complement spell-out
violates strict cyclicity virtually by definition: The complement of a phase head X
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is spelled out within the local domain X′ after the more inclusive XP has been com-
pleted; and [†]-driven complement deletion is just complement spell-outof a certain
type. Thus, we may conclude that SCC violations are unavoidable under a cyclic
spell-out approach, and therefore unproblematic for [†]-feature discharge.13

5. Some Further Issues

The account of the absence of island effects just given raises a number of further
questions. I will confine myself to briefly discussing three of them, concerning (i)
the generality of the phenomenon, (ii) the consequences forVP ellipsis, and (iii) the
spreading of [†] features through syntactic structures.

5.1 Island Types

First, notwithstanding Merchant’s (2001) arguments that absence of islands effects
with sluicing should not be treated as a homogeneous phenomenon (with clausal is-
lands differing from non-clausal ones, and only the latter motivating the hypothesis
that islands can be a PF phenonomenon; also see Abels (2011) for an even more rad-
ical view), I assume that a homogeneous approach to the non-occurrence of island
effects with sluicing should ideally be given. The approachdeveloped here works for
all legitimate island violations with sluicing where the island can be traced back to a
CED (or barrier) effect derivable from the PIC, like the Sentential Subject Constraint,
the Subject Condition, the Adjunct Condition, the Complex Noun Phrase Constraint
(with both the relative clause and complement clause subcases), and the Freezing Gen-
eralization. At present, I take it to be an open question whether the approach can be
generalized to other legitimate island violations, like the lack of Coordinate Structure
Constraint and Left Branch Condition effects with sluicing. The simplest approach
would seem to suggest PIC-based approaches to these phenomena, too; but I will not
make any attempt at deriving Coordinate Structure Constraint and Left Branch Condi-
tion effects from the PIC (or at least from the inactivity of aphase head at the relevant
stage of the derivation) in this monograph.14

5.2 VP Ellipsis

Second, the question arises of why VP ellipsis, unlike TP ellipsis, cannot circumvent
islands; see (9), repeated here in (19).

13 Strictly speaking, this means that either the Strict Cycle Condition in (18) would have to be altered so
as to reflect this, or that cyclic spell-out (including [†]-feature discharge) would have to be classified as not
purely a “binary syntactic operation”. But since both options are straightworward, I refrain from doing so
here.

14 As far as I can see, such an attempt would not have to be classified as futile from the start, but it would
need to involve highly complex reasoning, and abstract structures.
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(19) a. *What1 did you leave [CP before they started playing t1 ] ?
(We left before they started playing party games.)

b. *What1 did you leave before they did [VP startplayingt1 ] ?

A simple analysis that covers the examples of sluicing and VPellipsis mentioned so
far on the basis of the standard approach is discussed in Merchant (2001) and Fox &
Lasnik (2003): In (19-b), the island that is crossed by movement, and consequently
assigned the diacritic#, shows up outside of the deletion site; therefore, repair isim-
possible. In contrast, in all the sluicing examples involving island repair discussed so
far, the island is within the deletion site; therefore, a# that shows up here disappears
once deletion takes place. The very same consequence would in fact also directly
follow under present assumptions: The headbeforeof the adjunct CP in (19-b) does
not bear a [†] feature. Therefore, a CED effect that is reducible to the PIC cannot
be avoided: Deletion in lower parts of the structure is irrelevant. However, Merchant
(2001) and Fox & Lasnik (2003) show that this kind of analysiscan ultimately not be
the whole story because it turns out that there are cases where VP ellipsis fails to cir-
cumvent an island even though the island is within the deletion site. The two accounts
given by Merchant (2001) and Fox & Lasnik (2003) in view of this are not compatible
with the present approach. (For instance, Fox and Lasnik’s analysis necessitates the
assumption that one-step long-distance movement is in principle an option.) At the
moment, I cannot offer a full-fledged solution to this problem. An assumption that
might work from a purely technical point of view (even thoughit is not substantiated
by independent syntactic evidence) might be that differentkinds of deletion-inducing
features may be involved in the two kinds of constructions; this then may or may not
be related to the fact that different syntactic licensing requirements (concerning, e.g.,
lexicalization requirements for the head adjacent to the deletion site) are clearly im-
posed on the two deletion operations (in English at least). Assuming that there are
two types of deletion features, one might simply stipulate that one type is in effect too
weak to keep the head active at the decisive stage of the derivation, thereby making a
circumvention of island effects impossible in the case of VPellipsis even if the island
itself also undergoes deletion.

5.3 Spreading of [†]

Third and finally, something must be said about the required spreading of [†] features
through all head positions (except for those that are non-complex phrases) up to the
ultimate TP deletion site in sluicing constructions. Thereare various standard tech-
niques of passing on non-local information locally in a bottom-up fashion that have
been suggested in strictly derivational approaches that strive to do without look-ahead
(involving, i.a., feature movement to head or specifier positions, or checking or selec-
tion mechanisms, as they have been proposed for binding (seeFischer (2006)), or for
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agreement (as in the concept of cyclic Agree, see Legate (2005), Frank (2006), Lahne
(2008)). However, these kinds of mechanisms do not seem applicable in the case at
hand. They can propagate features along a projection line, thereby creating a path, but
they cannot easily capture the intended top-down effect of spreading from the sister
of the ultimate deletion source (i.e., the C[wh] head that is eventually the trigger of
sluicing) to (nearly) all the embedded phase heads (again, except for heads that are
trivial phrases) of the whole subtree under the deleted TP. There are two reasons for
this failure: First, the intended relation is not one-to-one (as with standard Agree or
movement operations) but one-to-many. And second, as noted, at least at first sight it
looks as though the spreading could best be described by a top-down algorithm. To
see this, consider the abstract representation in (20). In the cyclic, phase-by-phase ap-
proach to deletion via repeated complement spell-out as zero, [†] features must show
up on the phase heads Z, X, and Y (but not on J, H, R, and U, assuming that these
phase heads are trivial XPs – JP, HP, RP, and UP).

(20)

α[•wh•],[†] XP

YP X′

UP Y′ X[†] ZP

Y[†] RP HP Z′

Z[†] JP

In view of this situation, it seems to me that the best way to proceed is not to try
to assimilate [†]-induced operations to well-established syntactic operations (e.g., by
adopting a less restrictive approach to Agree operations that might permit multiple
Agree (see Hiraiwa (2005)) or feature sharing (see Pesetsky& Torrego (2007), Bhatt
(2005), Heck & Cuartero (2011), among many others)); rather, I take it that one should
dispense with the idea that cyclic deletion works exactly like other syntactic operations
(driven by probe or structure-building features).15 For concreteness, I would like to
suggest the following approach to [†] feature spreading (but I hasten to add that alter-
native approaches are also conceivable, and readily available). Suppose that [†] can

15 This reinforces the conclusions reached earlier, based on the inherently counter-cyclic nature of phase-
based spell-out and the assignment of [†] features to a third stack.
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optionallybe inserted on any lexical item in the numeration.16 Spreading of this fea-
ture in syntactic structures is then brought about by (21), which acts as a constraint on
external Merge operations.17

(21) Spreading of[†]:
Suppose thatα externally merges withβ as a consequence of [•β•] on the head
of α. Then, the head ofα bears [†] iff the head ofβ bears [†], unless the head of
β is C[wh].

The first thing to note here is that discharge of [†] by complement spell-out (as zero)
must not imply that the feature is not available on the phase head aynmore that has
triggered the operation. The feature persists on a phase head in some form, and is
visible for further selection.18 From (21), it then follows that a TP deletion operation
in a sluicing construction can only be successfully carriedout on the basis of a given
numeration if (i) a [†] feature has initially been instantiated on all lexical items that
will eventually end up in the c-command domain of the licensing C[wh] head;19 and (ii)
a [†] feature has not been instantiated on any lexical item that will end up outside of
C[wh]’s c-command domain. The only way to stop spreading of [†] at some point is to
introduce C[wh] into the structure. C[wh] must then also bear [†], but when some other
head (typically V) is subsequently merged with the CP headedby C[wh], this head
does not have to bear [†], and [†] propagation (hence, deletion) is stopped. Nothing in
(21) precludesthe placement of [†] on, say, a matrix V selecting CP with a C[wh],[†]
head; if [†] is inserted on such a V, spreading will continue, eventually yielding a
syntactically legitimate sentence without PF-realization, which will (presumably) be
uninterpretable because of recoverability.

16 Thus, [†] can never be added in the course of the derivation, which avoids problems related to the
Inclusiveness Condition and (more importantly, given the Inclusiveness Condition’s minimal violability in
favour of edge feature insertion) the Strict Cycle Condition.

17 “Head of some category” is to be understood reflexively, suchthat the head of XP, X′, and X is X.

18 Thus, the last two steps in (17) might actually look as in (i).

(i) Specifiers of v as non-barriers,[†] on v, last two steps
→ v: [†]◦

→ v: [†]—

On this view, [†]◦ would be the basic, active feature, and [†] would be the form that the feature takes when
it has been discharged and becomes inactive.

19 Note that lexical items that are trivial phrases now also have [†] features even though there is no comple-
ment spell-out to trigger. However, this consequence is harmless: Either [†] can be discharged vacuously,
or it need not be discharged at all if there is no spell-out operation. Alternatively, if this consequence were
to be avoided, an additional clause that ensures this could be added in (21).
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How can moved items (in particular, movedwh-phrases in sluicing constructions)
avoid being assigned [†]? The answer to this is twofold. First, (21) is a constraint on
external Merge; so internal Merge does not require the presence of [†] on the moved
item even if the head that attracts it (C[wh],[†], in the case at hand) bears this feature.
Second, how can the moved item avoid bearing [†] in situ where it has undergone
externalMerge with some other item? Here the answer may be based on an assump-
tion that I have extensively motivated in the preceding chapters: Movement must be
successive-cyclic (given the PIC), and assuming that all phrases qualify as phrases,
it must take place via all phrase edges intervening between its base position and the
ultimate target position. For awh-phrase externally merged as a complement of, say,
V, this means that is has to undergo extremely local movementto SpecV first before
moving on to SpecC. Assuming that (21) is not a derivational constraint but a (mildly)
representationalconstraint checked at the phase level (see the discussion inchapter
1, and note that (21) may be viewed as a requirement imposed bythe PF interface),
extremely local movement ofβ to a specifier of a phase headα can satisfy (21) even if
α bears [†] andβ does not. For awh-phrase externally merged as a specifier of V or v,
things are slightly more complicated. Here the most straightforward assumption might
be that externally merged specifiers are in fact not part of the edge domain of a phase
head; only internally merged specifiers are; see the pertinent discussion in section 5 of
chapter 4 (page 210); thus, string-vacuous movement would be required here, and this
would exempt a movedwh-phrase (or another item, for that matter), from obligatory
deletion.

Such an approach to [†] spreading answers the basic questions that it was sup-
posed to answer, but, needless to say, it also raises new ones. For instance, how
can the analysis be conservatively extended to VP ellipsis?How can the apparantly
construction-specific assumption concerning C[wh] be avoided in (21)? And finally, is
there a way to make numerations “smarter” (in the sense made precise in chapter 3) so
as to avoid the consequence that given general optionality of [†] feature insertion, the
vast majority of derivations will now be doomed to crash fromthe start, even though
they may be filtered out fairly late in syntactic derivations? I firmly believe that the
enterprise of providing reasonably principled answers to these (and other) questions
is far from hopeless. However, since these questions do not affect the main point of
the current chapter, I will, for now, leave it at that.
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130, 134, 142, 147, 148, 150, 151,
154, 155, 158, 161, 169, 170, 188,
193, 194, 209, 223–225, 237, 254,
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processing accounts
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Relativized Minimality, 59, 60, 235
remnant movement, 198
remnant movement, 41–43, 140–141, 150, 154,

156, 191, 194, 195, 197, 206, 213
renumeration, 89
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