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Abstract
This paper shows that a version of tBendition on Extraction Domai(CED; Huang

(1982)) can be derived from tlihase Impenetrability Conditiofi’IC; Chomsky (2001;
2008) if the following assumptions are made: (i) All syntaaperations are driven by
features of lexical items. (ii) These features are ordereléxical items. (iii) All phrases
are phases. (iv) Edge features that trigger intermediateement steps can only be added
before the phase head becomes inert. Given (i-iv), it fadlénom the PIC that extraction
from XP is blocked if the operation that has merged XP is thel fiaperation taking place
in a phase: A last-merged specifier is a barrier because reofedtyre can be inserted that
might extract some item out of it; this induces a PIC violatim the following cycle. The
analysis can be extended to cofieezingeffects. Furthermore, it predicts the existence
of a phenomenon that | catheltingeffect. | show that melting effects occur in German
and Czech: Local scrambling in front of what would otherwgsrulify as a last-merged
specifier renders the specifier transparent for extraction.

The single most important assumption of the present propodaat the timing of edge
feature insertion is crucial (‘before’ vs. ‘after’ in (iv)Accordingly, the analysis can be
viewed as an argument in support of a strictly derivatiomghaization of grammar.
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1. Introduction

The goal of this paper is to answer the question of how the&sftef the Condition on Extraction
Domain (CED; Huang (1982), Chomsky (1986; 1995; 2008), Ga(L990), Manzini (1992))

can be made to follow under minimalist assumptions, acogrth which concepts like govern-
ment, L-marking, and barrier are not available and specifitstraints on movement (like the
CED) are to be abandoned if possible. A simple version of BB @hat is based on the notion

of barrier is given in (1}.

(1) Condition on Extraction Domai(CED):

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

| will argue that CED effects follow from the Phase Impenketiity Condition (PIC; see Chom-
sky (2000; 2001; 2008)) that is first and foremost motivate@ @onstraint that reduces com-
putational complexity by minimizing search space in ddrorss. The version of the PIC that |
adopt here is one of the two versions envisaged in Chomsl81(2A@he stricter one, at least at
first sight; see Richards (2004; 2007) for extensive dison}s

(2) Phase Impenetrability Conditiof1C):
The domain of a head X of a phase XP is not accessible to opesatutside XP; only X

and its edge are accessible to such operations.

! There are other attempts to derive (some version of) the @EOnvoking, for instance, specific assumptions
about cyclic spell-out (see Uriagereka (1999), Nunes & @igiaka (2000), Nunes (2004) for one type of appraoch,
and Johnson (2003) for another), or by relying on specifiaragsions about the nature of elementary operations
like Move and Agree (see particularly Sabel (2002) and Rasko & Richards (2005)). Alternatively, CED
effects have been approached in terms of a general theomgedifig (see Kitahara (1994), Takahashi (1994),
Boeckx (2003), Gallego & Uriagereka (2006), Stepanov (208id Rizzi (2006; 2007) for a somewhat narrower
concept of freezing that does not derive CED effects). | oadiscuss these alternative approaches in any detail
here, let alone do them justice; see Miiller (2009, ch. 2) foritical overview. Suffice it to note that the first
kind of approach is incompatible with the assumption thdy dime complement of a phase head is affected by
spell-out whereas the specifier domain and the head itseliireavailable for further operations on subsequent
cycles (Uriagereka/Nunes), or with the assumption thaketiea phrase-structural difference between specifiers
and adjuncts (Johnson); that the second type of approachssteeinvariably rely on special assumptions that
mimic assumptions in Chomsky’s (1986) theory of barrierg.(eRackowski & Richards (2005) postulate that
an argument needs to undergo Agree with v in order to becoamsparent for extraction, which distinguishes
specifiers of v from complements of V but looks similar to tledion of L-marking in Chomsky (1986); in Sabel’s
(2002) approach, extraction from subjects and adjunctsgseal to be impossible because these items are not



For present purposes, we can assume that an item is in thededggn of a head X iff it

is a (possibly non-unique) specifier of X, where a specifiea ison-first merged (i.e., non-
complement), non-head item. The PIC forces successiM&aypovement via phase edges.
Accordingly, it must be ensured that the intermediate mamsteps that are required by the
PIC are indeed permitted. Given a general Last Resort ptmeiccording to which all syntac-
tic operations are feature-driven (see below), movemenmitesmediate phase edges must be
triggered by appropriate featuréThese edge features cannot be obligatorily present on phase
heads because they lead to a crash if the number of itemsdhbdtto be attracted to a phase
edge in the course of successive-cyclic movement does n@i ¢ge number of movement-
triggering features on the phase head. To ensure that edtyeds for intermediate movement
steps are only present on a phase head if they are neededjidarohike (3) can be assumed
(see Chomsky (2000, 109), Chomsky (2001, 34), and Chom<}8(2149)). | refer to this
condition as the Edge Feature Condition here and in whaivisll

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

Given (3), phase heads can be assigned additional (i.einhenent) edge features in the course
of the derivation “if that has an effect on outcoume”, i.éthiat serves to implement interme-
diate movement steps required by the PIOf course, an important question is what it means
for edge feature insertion to have “an effect on outcome”weleer, | will not focus on this
issue in what follows since it is orthogonal to the main pliaihds paper — for present purposes,
it may suffice to assume that there is a sufficiently local wageétermine whether features

merged with a lexical head, and the required S-projectiomeotbe formed); and that the third type of approach
is incompatible with the existence of CED effects where ani® barrier in its in situ position. Perhaps most
importantly, all these approaches have nothing to say aheliing effects, a class of data that | will introduce in
section 5 below, and that | will argue to corroborate the gsialto be developed in what follows.

2 Throughout this paper, | assume that intermediate movesteps involve genuine movement operations rather
than acyclic locality-driven trace insertion, as propoisedhomsky (1993), Takahashi (1994), and Boeckx (2003).
If movement to intermediate positions exists, it may beagitteature-driven or forced in some other way, in
minimal violation of Last Resort; see McCloskey (2002) veeck & Miller (2003) for the two options. | adopt

the former approach in what follows.

3 Such an introduction of edge features in the derivation priisumably have to be construed as violating the
Inclusiveness Condition (see Chomsky (1995; 2000; 20008P0Thus, this reasoning would seem to imply that
whereas the prohibition against non-feature driven moveiisestrict, the prohibition against feature insertion is
not; in other words, the Inclusiveness Condition is minignaiolable whereas Last Resort is not.

2



for successive-cyclic movement are needed or not, withctuishlook-ahead being requiréd.
From now on, | will simply tacitly presuppose that a requighlike “having an effect on
outcome” is to be understood as part of the EFC.

The crucial assumption that | would like to put forward instlgaper is that a minimal
change in (3) effectively derives a version of the CED (irerattion with certain other, inde-
pendently justified assumptions). In a nutshell, | suggeseplaceafter with beforein (3).
More specifically, the claim is that CED effects can be detifrem the PIC if the following
four assumptions are made: First, all syntactic operatoasiriven by features of lexical items.
Second, these features are ordered on lexical items. Tdllrgdhrases are phases. And, most
importantly, fourth, edge features that trigger internagglimovement steps can be added only
as long as the phase head is still active. The version of th2 iG&t can be derived under these
assumptions differs from the one given in (1) in a subtle btéresting respect: It is not simply
non-complement XPs that are barriers; rather, those XPigarers that come into being as a
result of the very last operation taking place within theggheBee (4).

(4) Condition on Extraction Domaifnew version; to be derived from the PIC):

a. Movement must not cross a barrier.
b. « is a barrier if the operation that has mergeth a phasd’ is the final operation i

In the following section, | introduce the four assumptiomattare needed to derive ().

4 Some strengthened version of Chomsky’s (2001) Activity @itton might achieve this. Alternatively, the ap-
proach in terms of a constraifhase Balance&leveloped in Heck & Miller (2000; 2003), Fischer (2004), and
Mdiller (2004) correctly predicts under which circumstasirtgermediate movement steps are legitimate. Adapting
this latter approach (which originally envisages nondeadriven movement) to the present set of assumptions,
we might say that edge feature insertion has an effect oromédin the sense presupposed in (3)) iff this is the
only way to balance a phase; a phase counts as balancedef;dor movement-inducing feature on items in the
numeration, there is an available matching feature. Binalfeature is available (in this technical sense) if it is
part of the edge domain of either the present root of the dioin, or part of the workspace of the derivation (i.e.,
the numeration and trees that have been created earlidg) efibures that exactly one edge feature will be added
to an intermediate phase head in English questionsiikat did Mary give to whomattracting only one of the
two VP-internalwh-phrases to an intermedate phase edge.

5 The four assumptions are not equally important. In factib$ out that only the last assumption, concerning
the timing of edge feature insertion on phase heads, isyre@lispensable. The first three assumptions could in
principle be replaced by alternative (for instance, wepkitements, which would still yield some version of (4).

| will address this issue in the conclusion. For the time belrtreat the four assumptions as equally important —
on the one hand, because they help to derive what seems tolmadhe empirically most adequate version of the



2. Assumptions

2.1 All syntactic operations are feature-driven

It is often assumed that the operations Agree and internay®i@¢.e., movement) are feature-
driven. In addition, | presuppose that external Merge,(Merge applying to items from the
numeration, or from the workspace of the derivation) alsesdnot come for free but must
be triggered by appropriate features, viz., subcategiwizdeatures (see Svenonius (1994),
Collins (2003), Adger (2003), Lechner (2004), Kobele (20@ernefeld (2006), and Peset-
sky & Torrego (2006), among others). Thus, on this view, alib syntactic operations are
feature-driverf. More specifically, following Heck & Miiller (2007), | will assne that there
are two types of features that drive operations: strudbuitging features (edge features and
subcategorization features) trigger (internal and ex¢iMerge operations; and probe features
trigger Agree operations. Here and in what follows, streestouilding features (for both basic
Merge and movement) are accompanied by bulletfSe{), and probe features are embraced
by asterisks §F«]).” In addition, there is a Last Resort condition which requaksyntactic
operations to be driven by (structure-building or probe}dees; see (5).

(5) Last Resor{LR):
Every syntactic operation must discharge eitl€®o] or [«Fx].

2.2 Features on lexical items are ordered

Consider the question of how linking can be brought aboutuiment derivational syntactic
theories, i.e., how the order &¥-roles in argument structures of predicates in the lexicon i
mirrored by argument realization in syntixzor examples like (6), the task is to derive that

CED; and on the other hand because they ensure that theloeassining is maximally perspicuous and explicit.

6 See Chomsky (2001; 2008) for a different view with respecebtternal Merge; and Chomsky (2007; 2008) on

an extension of this position to internal Merge.

’ This represents a combination of notational conventioasdhn be found in Roberts & Roussou (2002), Adger
(2003), Sternefeld (2006), and Heck & Miiller (2007). Notsoathat | presuppose that just like subcategorization
features, edge features that trigger movement do not have teeutral with respect to the properties of the items
they attract. Thusewhe] is a feature on C that forces movement offlaphrase to C's domainsfope] induces
topic movement; and so forth. On the other hand, for the tigieadit can be assumed that edge features for
intermediate movement are blind to the properties of thaettd item (§Xe]); but see section 4 below.

8 | am assuming here a standard approach to argument strticiirelies on ordered lexical entries which predict
a hierarchy of©-roles (see, e.g., Bierwisch (1988), Wunderlich (1997} &eim & Kratzer (1998)). Things
would be different under radical approaches like the oneld@ed in Borer (2004), where argument structures are
not basic, but are read off syntactic representations.
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John is interpreted a8GENT, a book asTHEME, andMary; asGOAL.
(6) John gave a bookto Mary;

| will adopt an approach to linking in minimalist grammarsathas its roots in categorial gram-
mar, and a long tradition in transformational and phrassctiire grammar (see Lewis (1972),
Pollard & Sag (1994), Wunderlich (1997), Lechner (2004)] &obele (2006; 2009), among
many others). According to this approaéroles are ordered in lexical entries of predicates,
and they are mapped onto a list of categorial subcategmniztgatures (i.e., structure-building
features: ¢Fe]) in reverse order, as schematically depicted in (7). Tinewst then be a condi-
tion ensuring that subcategorization features are digelamne after the other, beginning at the
top of the hierarchy (see below for a specific suggestion).

(7) a.O-roles
01> O, > O3 (AGENT > THEME > GOAL)
b. Subcategorization features
[ePe]; ~ [eDe]; = [eDe];

Furthermore, | assume that there can also be subcategomifeatures that do not go back to
©-grids. These kinds of subcategorization features playeainostructure-building operations
involving functional categories, and they also enter argnifists of lexical items. For example,
VP is not©-marked by v, but v has a subcategorization feats¥&] that permits Merge of v
and VP; and similar reasonings apply in the case of MergeP(Tand Merge (C,TP) (also
see Adger (2003) for discussion of this issue, with a difie@nclusion). At this point, the
guestion arises of how an external argument DP comes to leedeaerated as the specifier
of v. Based on Larson (1988) and subsequent work, two optians been pursued. One
possibility (adopted in approaches that correlate v withseéion or some related semantic
concept; see Hale & Keyser (2002), Harley (1995), Kratz606), Adger (2003), Ramchand
(2003), Schafer (2007), and references cited in these Wizkisat AGENT DPs are introduced
by v. In the present approach, this would amount to a featstgeMe] - [eDe] 0N v, with
[eVe] discharged by Merge (v,VP) beforel)e] is discharged by Merge (\DP). On this view,
transitive verbs take only one argument; and ditransiterbs subcategorize for two arguments
(rather than three arguments, as in (7-b)). Alternatiwelg,motivated solely by considerations
pertaining to phrase structure geometry; external argtsmemain true arguments of V, even
though they are merged in the specifier of v (see Haider (20006) for an analysis along
these lines, and Georgi & Muller (2008) for an implementatdd this idea in terms of head
movement by reprojection). Here | adopt the former viewseAT DPs are arguments of v.
Thus, (agentive) v is equipped with an ordered set of stradbuilding featureseVe] — [e¢De]



— first, the VP argument of v is merged (dischargisgd]), and then its DP specifier enters the
structure (dischargingDe]). Of course, Last Resort must be revised appropriatelysdo ae
sensitive to the order of structure-building featuress thidone in (8).

(8) Last Resor{LR, revised):

a. Every syntactic operation must discharge eitRes][or [«Fx].
b. Only features on the top of a feature list are accessible.

(8-b) presupposes that a discharged feature is removedfi@bexical item, and deleted. Issues
related to morphological realization of case and agreelfieattires may ultimately demand a
slightly more complicated approach (according to whiclthkigsged features become inactive
for further processes in the sense of (8-b) but remain atdeger morphological realization;
see Adger (2003), Muller (2008) for discussion); but forgenet purposes we may keep to the
simplest assumption.

The question arises of whether probe features on a lexeral @re treated in the same way
as structure-building features. In line with the definition(8), | assume that this is indeed
the case, for reasons of symmetry alone: Probe features sh@m a separate stack (though
their order will not play a role in this paper). Under thessuamsptions, there are two stacks
of features on lexical items — one for structure-buildingtéees, and one for probe features.
Consequently, given Last Resort in (8), lexical heads ldakpush-down automatdl hey are
characterized by a last-in/first-out property (althouglfiespl have exclusively been concerned
with the first-out part; the last-in part will be highlightedlow).

2.3 All phrases are phases

The third assumption concerns the notion of a phase itselhdardly, it is assumed that vP and
CP are phases (see Chomsky (2000; 2001; 2008)), plus pddRajsee Svenonius (2004), Heck
& Zimmermann (2004), Matushansky (2005), Kramer (2007 ket al. (2007)), and possibly
TP as a (parametrized) alternative (see Richards (2004)20th contrast, it has also been
argued that all XPs qualify as locality domains for movemeee Koster (1978), Riemsdijk
(1978)). Successive-cyclic movement via all intermedidReedges has been assumed, inter
alia, in Sportiche (1989), Takahashi (1994), Agbayani 89€homsky (1995; 2005; 2008),
Boskovic (2002), Boeckx (2003), Miiller (2004), and Boeckx & Grohmd@007)° Given
the present set of assumptions as background, it seems thanthé simplest way to bring
about highly local successive-cyclic movement via phrakges is to assume that all phrases

9 Also compare the concept of. 8sH feature percolation in Gazdar (1981); Gazdar et al. (198%),the related

concepts of “gap phrase” and “operator feature percolatiooster (2000) and Neeleman & van de Koot (2007).
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are phases; and this is what | will do in what follows. Thusgvery XP is a phase, the PIC
forces intermediate movement steps to all phrase edges.

Needless to say, such an approach makes it necessary teicsroa substantial part of the
evidence that has been brought forward in support of a lassrgk category-selective concept
of phases. | cannot possibly provide comprehensive digmssf all the relevant issues here; |
will confine myself to a few remarks concerning the core céses Muller (2009) for extensive
treatment of these issues).

First, phases have been correlated with cyclic spell-outains. However, the first thing
to note is that the correlation is not perfect in the first pléit is the complement domain of
the phase head that is spelled out, rather than the phaselas sdge and head material must
be available for operations on the next phase level). Maealomains for cyclic spell-out
have also been argued to be potentially smaller than theiciphase (cf. Uriagereka (1999)),
perhaps radically so (see Epstein & Seely (2002)).

Second, closer inspection of the literature on morphokd@nd other reflexes of successive
cyclicity reveals that that they are not always confined 8@ or vP domains (as is the case
with, e.g., complementizer selection in Modern Irish dssad in McCloskey (1979; 2002), or
possibly the instances afh-agreement in Chamorro discussed in Chung (1994)). Fanost
focus movement in Ewe looks like a clear counter-exampléegt at first sight) because the
morphological reflex shows up in the TP domain (see Colli®®81 1994)). Similarly, tonal
downstep in Kikuyu is a reflex of successive-cyclic moventleat does not exclusively identify
CP or vP edges (cf. Clements et al. (1983)). See Lahne (200®)dre general discussion.

Third, as far as | can tell, assuming all intervening phradges to be landing sites for
intermediate movement steps is fully compatible with emiefrom reconstruction (see Fox
(2000), Nissenbaum (2000)).

Fourth, Abels (2003) advances an argument for designatedmediate landing sites that
is based on reflexivization options in English, and thateses the TP domain from the set of
intermediate landing sites; but the validity of the arguimsrtalled into question in Boeckx &
Grohmann (2007), Boeckx (2008), and Abels & Bentzen (2008).

Assuming that other arguments for designated phase caeg@n be refuted in the same
way, | would like to contend that there is every reason (nastef all because phases are
motivated on the basis of complexity considerations) tamesthat all phrases are phases.
Consequentlywh-movement must proceed via every XP edge domain on its wag tdtimate

10 An alternative type of approach that | will not pursue hergisages phases as more flexible objects; see
Grohmann (2000), Marusi(2005) Gallego & Uriagereka (2006), den Dikken (2007), Gadlego (2007).



target position (the ,,.) Node that attracts it), given the PIC.

2.4 Edge feature insertion

Finally, as noted, the most important assumption that isie@¢o derive the CED in (4) from
the PIC concerns the insertion of edge features. Accordirthe Edge Feature Condition in
(3), an edge feature may be inserted on a phase head so gg&y &in intermediate movement
step (and thereby avoid a PIC violation) omlfter the phase is otherwise complete. Chomsky
(2000, 109) defines the stage of the derivation at which aglsa%complete” in this sense
as follows: A phase is complete if it has “exhaust[ed] thedalksubarray from which it is
derived”. Assuming that all syntactic operations are teiggl by the phase head, this would
seem to strongly suggest that the phase head is inert onpbake is complete. Hence, the null
hypothesis surely is that the phase is inaccessible fdrduihternal modification at this point.
From this perspective, subsequent edge feature insea®m((3)) is a peculiar operation. |
would therefore like to propose thatfteris to replaced witlbeforein the definition of the Edge
Feature Condition in (3): Edge features can only be insertddng as the phase head is active
Given the assumption that all syntactic operations areuiad by properties of a phase head
and) feature-driven (see subsection 2.1 above), activitypghase head (in the relevant sense)
can be defined as follows: A phase head is active as long as (stracture-building or probe)
features to discharge; otherwise it counts as inacétivehis leads to the revised version of the
Edge Feature Condition in (9).

(9) Edge Feature Conditio(EFC, new version):
An edge featureeXe] can be assigned to the headf a phase only if (a) and (b) hold:

a. ~ has notyet discharged all its structure-building or prastres.
b. [eXe] ends up on top ofy’s list of structure-building features.

(9-a) incorporates the new assumption about the timing géddature insertion; (9-b) just
makes precise the assumption that phase heads act likequusladitomata — an edge feature
that is assigned to a phase head ends up on top of the staclaifise-building features that is
present on the phase head (this then fully accounts for sitrérldirst-out property mentioned at

11 Thus, access to a concept like “lexical subarray” is notireglin the present approach to determine inertness of
a phase head. As a matter of fact, the Phase Balance appreationed in footnote 4 depends on the assumption
that the whole numeration is accessible at all points of #vdtion; and the same goes for the approach to
freezing developed in section 4 below. In principle, it webstill be possible to postulate designated subarrays of
the numeration that correspond to phases; | will leave opegtiestion of whether such a move is warranted.



the end of subsection 2.2.To sum up, the important consequence of (9) (in interactiidh w
the first three assumptions) is that the assignment of a meweimducing edge featureXe]
to a phase heag can take place only to the top of a feature listgrand thaty must have a
non-empty feature list at this point.

From these four assumptions, the CED in (4) follows as a #morThis is shown in the
following section.

3. Deriving the Condition on Extraction Domain
3.1 Merge

Let us ignore probe features on phase heads for the momehfpams on structure-building
features only. Given this proviso, the CED in (4) can be datias follows. First, if an edge
feature featuree[Xe] is to be inserted on a phase heady must contain at least one other
feature at this point; otherwise it is inert and cannot beaéd by edge feature insertion (this
follows from clause (a) of the EFC in (9)). Second, edge fiesitusertion must go to the top of
~’s list of structure-building features (this follows frontaase (b) of the EFC in (9)). Third, if
an edge featureKe] has been inserted on a phase head’s stack of structudidgifeatures,
itis discharged again immediately, as an instance of then&sst-out property of phase heads
(this follows from clause (b) of LR in (8)). Fourth, and mostgortantly, this means that it

is impossible to insert an edge feature for a categotlgat is merged if” (i.e., the maximal
projection of a phase heag as the last operation taking placelin(because of the EFC in
(9) — in this case, at the point wheteis part of the structure, the head bfhas no feature
left, and has therefore become inert, making edge featsextion impossible). Fifth, this in
turn implies that a moved iterfi in the edge domain of a categafymerged last in a phade

is not accessible anymore outsidelf « is last-merged, an edge feature cannot be placed on
the head of" anymore, and a category that is partco€annot be moved out af, to an outer
specifier ofl". Therefore, once the derivation proceeds by combitingith some new item
from the numeration, the PIC in (2) rendetdn o inaccessiblé3 Sixth, it thus follows that
extraction fron is predicted to be impossibledfenters a phase as a result of the last operation
taking place in that phase, as a consequence of the phase fezddres (because of the PIC).

12 As observed by Winnie Lechner (p.c.), the fact that featssigmment must always go to the top of a feature
stack is arguably just a consequence of a general princdglelating derivational structure generation, viz., the
Strict Cycle Condition (SCC). The SCC will become relevaet.

13 Note that this reasoning presupposes a non-recursivemattiedge, such that the edgeof a categoryy is not
part of the edge of a phaseeven ifa is part of the edge df.



Therefore, and this concludes the argument, given tha¢(pspecifiers are last-merged in their
projections, they are predicted to be barriers for movememt CED in (4) is derived.
As an illustration, consider the (possibly simplified) mbaolieclause structure in (10).

(10) (..) [p a1 Clrpaa T [vp s VH+V [vp au [v ty BN

Assume thaty,, in (10) is a specifier that is last-merged in its phase wheseas complement.
The task then is to derive (in accordance with (4)) thais a barrier whereas is not (neces-
sarily; see below) a barrier. Turning to (last-merged) s first, it remains to be shown that
no order of operations can yield a legitimate outcome if sdara is to be extracted out af,

in (10). Suppose first that edge feature insertion follovecHjer feature discharge. This gives
rise to the sequence in (11-a), which violates (9-a) — an &lgare is assigned to a phase head
that has discharged all its inherent structure-buildirajifees and has thereby become idért.
Suppose next that the order of operations is reversedgdge feature insertion precedes speci-
fier feature discharge. There are two possible scenarios pOssibility is that the edge feature
is assigned to the phase head, but does not end up on top dfdke pead’s stack of structure-
building features; see (11-b). This violates (9-b) — insgtdge features must go to the top of
a feature stack. Alternatively, edge feature insertiorc@des specifier feature discharge, but
this time, the edge feature is indeed assigned to the topedtttk, as in (11-c). Unfortunately,
this does not help either, because of (8-b): After the edgrife is inserted, it has to go away
directly, given Last Resort (attracting some category mithe complement of the phase head
to an outer specifier). Therefore, such an edge feature taeng to move anything out of:
Whena enters the structure (as a result efi¢] discharge), the edge featur€{e] has come
and gone already.

(11) Why specifiers in (10) are barriers

I

—|v: @ ~ violates (9-a)
J00

!
)

oae]
: [ecve] > [eXe] ~ violates (9-b)
: [oXe]

!
> 2

!
)

1 A remark on notation:a refers to a syntactic category (a phrase, possibly with in¢@rnal structure); in
contrast, pae] is a subcategorization feature selecting the categoms lattrv. Thus, strictly speaking, “alpha” is
ambiguous between a syntactic category and its label. Thigification is harmless.
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i [ecve]
— |v: [eXe] = [ecve] ~ does not help because of (8-b)

— 7t [sare]

To conclude, specifiers are barriers because of the PICeT&an way to carry out an interme-
diate movement step from a last-merged specifier to the figreai the minimal phase above it.
At this point, the question arises of why complements ardaaiers (or, more precisely, do not
have to be barriers — see below). In (10) VP, vP, TP, and CP are complements that are first-
merged in their phases and have not yet discharged the fatwte-building feature of the
respective phase head’s feature list; in other words, tleeadion that brings the complement
into the structure is not the last structure-building operacarried out in the phase. Again,
several a priori possible derivations need to be considégdow, there has to be at least one
derivation that succeeds. As it turns out, this derivatgostiaightforward. As shown in (12-a),
no constraint is violated if edge feature insertion followeanplement feature discharge but
precedes specifier feature discharge. At the point whergramsent of the edge feature to the
phase head is called for (so as to move an item out of the con@pi to an outer specifier of
the phase), the complement featusgd] must have been discharged, but the specifier-creating
feature pave] is still present on the head. Therefore, edge feature tiosefinds a stage of the
derivation where it can apply non-vacuously without vimigtthe ban on modifying inactive
phase heads incorporated into the EFC. Of course, alteenddirivations that mirror those in
(11-b) and (11-c) are excluded for the same reasons as béfedge feature insertion applies
very early and precedes complement feature dischargey ¢ftb inserted edge feature fails to
end up on top of the phase head'’s feature stack (as in (12#1))e edge feature is discharged
again immediately (by merging some arbitrary categoryjhaut being able to attract anything
out of the complement (which is not yet part of the structuseg (12-c).

(12) Why complements in (10) do not have to be barriers

[e3e] > [scre]

[ecie]

a.

[eXe] = [ecve] ~+ Violates nothing

[ecie]

%)

2R 2R

1Ll

b.  [of36] = [oare]
~v: [efe] = [eXe] = [ecve] ~ violates (9-b)
7: [eXs] = [eas]

)

}

l
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C. |5: [ofe] > [eas]
— |7v: [eXe] = [efe] = [ecre] ~ does not help because of (8-b)

— |7 [efe] > [ecre]

Thus, movement out of complements can respect the PIC: Tiherestage in the derivation
where the complement feature has already been dischargdtgissubsequent edge feature
insertion can attract an item within the complement), batspecifier feature has not yet been
discharged.

The present approach makes an interesting prediction oangethe exact nature of the
landing site of intermediate movement steps: Intermedieteement steps to phase edges must
take placéeforea (final) specifier is merged. Assuming that tucking in (ingaaese of Richards
(2001)) is not an option in natural languages (see belowg,ithplies that subsequent Merge
of a specifier ends up in a higher position. Thus, we end up tivéhresult that an intermediate
movement step (triggered by an edge feature that is notenkigrpresent on a phase head)
ends up in a specifier that is asymmetrically c-commanded feeceded) by a category whose
presence is due to an inherent (e.g., subcategorizatiat)réeof the same phase head. | take
this consequence to be somewhat unusual but entirely ulgpnaltic. It is shown schematically
in (13), where successive-cyclic movement of the compléméry (rather than out of the
complement of V) first takes place to an inner specifier of ¥ntto an inner specifier of v (out
of the complement VP); and then on to some specifier outsitieeafomplement vF.

(13) DR ... [vp DPy [ t5 [ V+V [vp DPs [y t [v tv t2 ]1]]]

This way, standard CED data are derived, like the SenteBdilaject Constraint effect in English

shown in (14) (assuming that the effect is indeed real, gffebefore clausal extraposition, and
not an instance of something else, as argued by Koster (};3%8je standard Subject Condi-

tion effect with DPs in (15). External argument CPs and DIesnagrged in Specv as the last
operation taking place in vP; an edge feature cannot bentiatad on v after the external argu-
ment has been merged (because the phase head is inert atititjsgnd subsequent movement
of thewh-phrase in (14) and (15) out of the external argument thezefimlates the PIC.

(14) a. [p, Who ] did the reporters expectd that the principal would fire t] ?
b. *[op, Who ] was [p that the principal would fire t] expected by the reporters ?

15 |t can also be noted that the present approach is incomeatith Anti-Locality requirements on movement, as
they have been advanced in Grohmann (2000; 2003) and AlIS)2The first movement step to SpecV, e.g., is
extremely local.
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C. *[pop, Who ] did [cp that Mary was going out with t] bother you ?

(15) a. *[pp, Who(m) ] has pp, a comment about § annoyed you ?

b. *[pp, About whom ] has fp, a comment4] annoyed you ?

The CED in its classical formulation covers subjects andrets. The barrier status of adjuncts
follows immediately if we assume that adjuncts are to bealaed as last-merged specifiers
of special functional projections (see Alexiadou (1997hdDe (1999)). The reasoning is then
identical to the one given before for subjects. Some stahEaglish examples instantiating the
Adjunct Condition part of the CED are given in (16).

(16) a. *[pp, Who ] did you get jealousdr because | talked tq § ?
b. *[pp, To whom ] did they leavedr before speaking t] ?
C. *[pop, Who ] did they leave {p before speaking tq { ?

Finally, given that dative (‘affected’) GaL arguments are merged last in VP, in SpecV (in
contrast to other GAL arguments that are realized by PPs), they are predicted/aoiaily
qualify as barriers, just like external arguments mergeggacv. This prediction seems correct
for German; cf. (17-a) (external nominative DP as a baread (17-b) (dative DP as a barrier);
see Fanselow (1987; 2001a), Grewendorf (1989), and MUlg9%)?’

(17) a. *[pp, Uber wen] hat[pp einBuch t, ] denFritz  beeindruck®
aboutwhomhas a book,,,, the Fritz,.. impressed

16 That said, it has sometimes been observed that adjunctsdesestricter islands than subjects, and less sus-
ceptible to cross-linguistic variation. The present agsalyloes not rule out the possibility that some other factor
might additionally block extraction from adjuncts, or prete what might exist as a way out for extraction from
subjects in some languages after all (see section 6 for spewikations).

17 Subject raising to SpecT is optional in German; so both avdoin in which the subject DP in (17-a) is in Specv,

and one in which it is in SpecT, must be excluded. Also seea)(#R08) for an experimental study showing that
there are CED effects with in situ subjects in Specv in German

It has sometimes been argued that certain kinds of subjestdd® transparent for extraction in German; see,
e.g., Haider (1983; 1993) and Diesing (1992). As noted bys€lamv (2001a, 422), many of the putative counter-
examples in German involve passive or unaccusative cartigtng with the nominative DP in situ, in a complement

position, as in (i-ab). See the next subsection for an aizalgsd also (22) below.

() a. [pp, Uber wen] wurde[ppeinBucht ] gelesen ?
aboutwhomwas a book,,,, read

b. [pp, Uber wen] ist[ppeinBuch t ] erschienen ?
aboutwhomis a book,,,, appeared

The contrasts between extractions from nominative DPs iidlvidual-level and stage-level predicates noted in
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b. *[pp, Uber wen | hatderVerleger  [ppeinemBuch t; ] einenPreis gegeber?
aboutwhomhasthe publishey,,,,, a book;,: a price,.. given

3.2 Agree

The present analysis makes two related predictions foaetktn from objects that look prob-
lematic. First, given what has been said so far, we expetiflthaME (accusative) objects can
avoid becoming a barrier in VP only if there is something éhse is merged later (e.g., addL
(dative) object). This prediction is not borne out; consiéey., the German examples in (18-a)
(extraction from an accusative object in the presence aflagnidative object with a ditransitive
verb) and (18-b) (extraction from an accusative object witimple transitive verb). Second, as
has been observed by Cattell (1976) and (from a slightherbfiit point of view) Bach & Horn
(1976), movement out of HEME (accusative) objects is known to depend on a tight relation
between V and N (the formation of a “natural predicate”); eecontrast between (18-b) and
(18-c), which so far also remains without an explanationushhhe fact that accusative DPs in
German (and other languages) that are simultaneouslydinstlast-merged in VP are partly,
but not fully transparent local domains is not accountedifater present assumptions.

(18) a. [pp, Wortber ] hater  derMaria [ppeinBuch t;]gegeben?
about whahashe,,,,, the Maria,,; a book,.. given

b. [pp, Woruber] hatderFritz  [ppeinBuch t; ] gelesen?
about whahasthe Fritz,,,,,, a book,.. read

C. *[pp, Woruiber ] hatderFritz  [pp einBuch t; ] geklaut ?
about whahasthe Fritz,,,,, a book,.. stolen

Diesing (1992), to the extent that they are real, can preblynfar the most part be reinterpreted along the same
lines, as reflecting a difference between VP-internal cemmgints and specifiers of v; see (ii-ab) (my judgements;
Diesing assigns a * to (ii-a)).
(i) a. ??Was sind[pp t; fir Leguane ] intelligent ?

what are for iguanasg,, intelligent

b. Was sind[ppt; fir Leguane] verflugbar ?
what are for iguanasg,,, available

(Here and in what follows, | presuppose thads fir(‘what for’) phrases are DPs; however, the exact categorial
status and internal organization of these arguments arealb important for any of the substantial points made in
this paper. Still, it can be noted that the kind of structutelauted towas furphrases by Leu (2008) is incompatible
with the present approach because it relies on the avaifjadflextraction from a last-merged specifier.)

Other apparent counter-examples involve PPs headedhby'of’), as in (iii-a). For these, a hon-movement
analysis seems systematically available; see the dismuasbund (29) in section 4. A similar reasoning applies in
the case of DP split constructions such as (iii-b), whichesysitically violate constraints on extraction in German
and may not involve movement at all in this language.
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There are various ways to account for the contrast in (18-#) approach that | assume
to be essentially on the right track centers around the naifd‘abstract incorporation” and
can be traced back to Baker (1988); versions of this genpmbach have been developed in
Muller (1995), Sauerland (1995), Davies & Dubinsky (20@8)d Schmellentin (2006), among
others. The basic idea is as follows: Abstract incorporatibN into V (i.e., head movement
of N to V at the level of Logical Form (LF)) must apply to remoaa initial barrier status
from an NP Abstract incorporation may take place only at LF, but it canviewed as co-
indexing under minimality (cf. the Head Movement ConstraitMC) in syntax!® Whether
abstract incorporation can apply or not is partly determhibg lexical factors: V-Nread-book
is a natural predicate resulting from abstract incorporatbut V-Nsteal-bookis not (for most
speakers); so abstract incorporation may take place indimeefr, but not in the latter case,
removing the barrier in (18-b) but leaving it intact in (18-c

This analysis arguably works well as such; however, thegesevere problem with the ap-
proach: The analysis is incompatible with DP-over-NP stries (see Abney (1987), Szabolcsi
(1994); and Alexiadou et al. (2007) for a recent overviewhe Teason is that N cannot ab-
stractly incorporate into V in the presence of an intervgrin such a movement step would
be expected to give rise to a HMC (or minimality) violationwbuld therefore like to sug-
gest a reanalysis of the abstract incorporation approaekttaction from nominal projections.
Suppose that abstract incorporation does not involve meweat any stage of the derivation.
Rather, it is an instance of Agree, in the following sensé&/ End N form a natural predicate,
they share an abstract featurg@$]/[p] (where ‘p’ is mnemonic for ‘natural predicate’). Agee
requires c-command, but is less local: An intervening D igrablematic. Given that abstract
incorporation is reanalyzed as an instancex@k]/[p] Agree, we can now assume thatad-

(iija. ?[pp, Zu diesemProblem Jhaber pp einige Briefe (t;) ] denSendekerreicht
to/concerninghis  problem have severaletters,,,,, the stationreached

b. [wpBriefe] habermmich[ppkeine (t;)]erreicht
letters,,,, have me none,um reached

Finally, the most convincing counter-examples to the galimation that subject DPs in Specv (or, optionally,
SpecT) are barriers for extraction in German typically Iimeoconfigurations where the subject DP is adjacent
to V as a result of object scrambling. | take this phenomendmetreal. As | will show in section 5, this is an
instantiation of a systematic melting effect, and entietpected under present assumptions.

18 Thus, head movement opens barriers. See Bobaljik & Wurnib{2003), Gallego & Uriagereka (2006), and
den Dikken (2007; 2008) for recent implementations of theaithat head movement extends local domains and
thereby opens up barriers.

19 Alternatively, abstract incorporation may be viewed asrpwyntactic head movement that is accompanied by
a pronounciation of the trace, as in Stechow (1992) and Famg$2001b).
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bookinvolves a kp«]/[p] Agree relation (hence, a natural predicate), whestaal-bookdoes
not; cf. (19).

(19) a. [vp Viups) [op D [np Ny PP ]] read book
b. [veV[opD[ne NPPI] steal book

Of course, this analysis implies that Agree operations cahdfiway to avoid PIC violations that
does not exist for movement (from non-edge domains of a phadere specifically, it seems
that either the PIC is relaxed for Agree operations (as has peoposed by BoSkowi(2007),
among others), or that Agree can be successive-cyclicepring from one head to the next
one higher up (see Legate (2005)). A relaxation of Agrediogla along these lines is required
independently, and under standard (i.e., somewhat leg$) loenceptions of what a phase is
(see Chomsky (2000; 2001)) for cases of long-distance aggeE at least for those cases of
long-distance agreement that can be shown not to be parasi¥P movement (as proposed by
Polinsky & Potsdam (2001) for Tsez), and that cannot be tgaed in terms of extremely local
domains after all (see Boeckx (2004)). Given that casesngj-tistance movement should not
be taken to motivate a less restrictive concept of phasedms(as argued by Chomsky (2001)
for Agree applying to T and a nominative object in Icelandind by Bhatt (2005) for long-
distance agreement in Hindi), exempting Agree from the RiI€ @assuming cyclic Agree look
like the most plausible optiorts.

Given that probe features on V can remove barrier statusdimaccusative object DP in VP,
it must be ensured that this option does not arise for datiects in SpecV — more generally,
probe features on a phase head can never remove barries 8tatua last-merged specifier
(like an external argument in Specv). This follows if two@sgtions are made. First, a probe

20 Note that under the present set of assumptions, Agree amesahust be permitted to cross a phase boundary
even for instances of local case assignment — e.g., aceaisatse assignment by v to DP in VP. Note that this
reasoning already suggests that it cannot be a case or agreestated Agree relation between v and an object
DP in VP that is responsible for the latter's mobility andnsparency for extraction (notwithstanding the lexical
variation visible in (18-b) vs. (18-c), which would remainaccounted for): When an edge feature is needed
to move an object DP (or something contained in that objegtfixn (within) the complement position in VP

to a SpecV position, v is not yet present — so the pertinerthgfeature must be located on V. Thus, a case-
based approach might arguably work with instances of léxiase assignment by V, but it would not work with
structural case assignment by v. — Curiously enough, legase-marking typically induces barrier status on the
lexically case-marked DP, at least in a language like Gerndais does not yet follow in the present approach.
In fact, additional assumptions would be necessary to ernthgr merepossibilityof a barrier status of lexically
case-marked DPs. A stipulation that would yield the intehdsult would be that V can assign lexical case only

after movement to v; note that this would be compatible wigh $CC to be discussed below, in (20).
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feature cannot carry out Agree with (some item in) its speci{ee Chomsky (2001; 2008)).
This follows from the assumption that Agree requires c-ca@nd) and is thus restricted to the
complement domain of a head.

Second, a probe feature cannot carry out Agree with (someiiteits complement after a
specifier has been merged. To see why this must be excludesideo the following scenario:
Suppose that a phase headhas been merged with some other category which becomes its
complement, with one structure-building featusEd] remaining oy in the stack of structure-
building features, and one probe featux€+{] remaining ony in the separate stack of probe
features. For instance, v has been merged with VP, and now Babcategorization feature
[eDe] left that will generate an external argument specifier, afiehcct] case feature (alterna-
tively, a probe that captures a relevant bundle-d&atures) on v for Agree with an object DP
in VP. Then, Agree(w in VP) (for accusative case assignment gnigature agreement) must
precede Merge(DR;,V) — if it did not, i.e., if the two operations were permittedapply in
reverse order, v would still be active (in the sense of the ER@)) after the external argument
DP has been merged, and could be provided with an edge festtaeting an item out of the
external argument DP, to an outer specifier of v, after alls Would make it possible to avoid a
PIC violation in the next step, and would thus undermine avdeon of the CED in (4) from the
PIC. Therefore, it must be ensured that all probe featuraegpbiase head are discharged before
a specifier (with which the probe can never check a probe fieagiiven the first assumption)
is introduced. Indeed, the ban against leaving probe featumdischarged on a phase head fol-
lows without further ado, from a restrictive version of tBict Cycle Conditiorfsee Chomsky
(1973)), as it is given in (20}

(20) Strict Cycle ConditiofSCC):
Within the current domair’, a binary syntactic operation may not exclusively apply to
positionsa, 3 if a and are both included within another domahnthat is dominated by
I

Consequently, if a phase headhas an undischarged probe featutieq] after it is merged with

a category that becomes its specifier, no legitimate coation of the derivation will be pos-
sible: If [xF«] on v undergoes Agree with’s specifier, the c-command requirement on Agree
operations is violated; and i&F«] undergoes Agree with (an item within)s complement, the
SCC is violated (within the projection ofthat includes the specifier, such an Agree operation

21 The Strict Cycle Condition in (20) also rules out scenamwsiving tucking in, as they are envisaged in Richards
(2001); recall the discussion of (13).
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would exclusively apply to the lower projectiongthat only includes and its complementy

In sum, the account of the (lexically determined) poterdgiadence of barrier status with
last-mergeccomplements can be schematically depicted as in (21). Sepbat a phase head
v (e.g., V) is merged withn (e.g., DP) and has thereby discharged all its structuriehbgi
features. The first possibility then is that edge featureriien follows complement feature
discharge, and there is no probe feature on the phase hetids brase, edge feature insertion
violates clause (a) of the EFC (and if no edge feature candmetied, subsequent extraction from
the last-merged complement violates the PIC); see (2148grrfatively, edge feature insertion
follows complement feature discharge, with a probe feastilepresent on the phase head, as
in (21-b). This derivation violates nothing.

(21) Why last-merged complements do not have to be barriers

& 15 [eas]
—|v: @ ~ violates (9-a)

— |71 [oXe]

i [ecve]

[#Fx]
— | y: [xFx] ~ Violates nothing
—|v: [eXe]
[#Fx]

22 At this point, a remark may be due concerning the assumptiainstructure-building and probe features show
up on separate stacks of a head, which | have adopted throtigifipaper (cf. page 6). The alternative would be
that the two feature types show up in a single hierarchy, irtkvbase they would have to be interleaved: Probes
can only be discharged after a complement has been mergeédhedore a specifier is merged, given the SCC;
otherwise, the derivation would break down. However, tlig@econceptual and an empirical problem with such
a view. On the conceptual side, the order of the mixed claskésatures on a single head would then have to
be stipulated as a lexical property of the head even thouganitbe predicted from the interaction of the SCC
and the fact that an Agree operation can only be carried dleit are two distinct categories involved (with one
of them c-commanding the other). The two-stack approacltdavhis redundancy. In addition, there is another,
more pressing, empirical problem with the one-stack apgroA probe feature on a phase head that makes edge
feature assignment to that phase head possible must bedjscheforethe derivationally assigned edge feature
is discharged, for the reasons just discussed in the main Bax there is no way to derive this if there is only
a single, mixed stack of features: An assigned edge featatddwend up on top of the stack, above the probe

feature, and the probe feature could then not be dischargfeddthe specifier is introduced.
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Crucially, to avoid a SCC violation (as it would occur withegjfiers), the probe feature must
be discharged before the structure-building edge feasidisicharged in (21-b) (and this is
unproblematic given that the two features are on differeattks; see the last footnote).

The same reasoning as the one given here for last-mergedememt DPs may also be
relevant for projections of the clausal spine, which do rextessarily take specifiers. For in-
stance, in German, there are clauses where VP, vP, TP, anlif@iPta be inherently equipped
with structure-building features that generate a specifi#ill, as shown in (22), extraction
from an object DP in VP may take place (here, the sole DP argtiofean unaccusative verb
stays in situ, and there is long-distanel-extraction from the DP; see Grewendorf (1989) and
Fanselow (2001a)).

(22) Worlbey denkstdu [cpty” dasqtpty” [w 1y’ [vety [ppt; €in[npt, Buchty ] ty ]

about whathink you that a book

erscheint-v [T ]] ?

appears
In (22), the projections of the clausal spine (CP, TP, vP, ¥&) avoid barrier status if their
heads undergo Agree relations with the minimally c-comnraptead. Extending the concept
of status-governmemmtroduced in Bech (1955/1957) in such a way that a clausad s&atus-
governs the head of its verb complement, it is assumed imé&fdd (1991) and Muller (1995)
that such a status-government systematically removebatatus from clausal projections in
German (and other languages). In the studies just citettissgpvernment is modelled in terms
of abstract incorporation (co-indexing of heads); in thespnt approach, this translates into
Agree relations encoding the concept of status-governn@misequently, clausal projections
are not barriers, even if there is no regular specifier pte@erd the projection is thus last-
merged). Exactly the same reasoning can be taken to apptidastructure of DPs (see, for
instance, the D-N relation in (22)). Arguably, the diffecerbetween bridge verbs and non-
bridge verbs can be modelled in the same way: A bridge vekie enken(‘think’) in the
German example (22)) may undero Agree with the head of itsselacomplement CP; a non-
bridge verb (likewissen(‘know’), which gives rise to ungrammaticality if it replasdenkenn
(22)) may fail to be able to undergo Agree with the head of RssiBter

23 |f a C-T Agree relation were to fail to obtain in certain lamges if C has certain properties, complementizer-
trace effects could possibly arise as consequences of a fierb@e., the impossibility of inserting an edge
feature on C for an item in the edge domain of TP). See Kos&8q)Land Miiller (1995) for such an approach
to complementizer-trace effects in languages like Englisbwever, a bit more would have to be said under these
assumptions to make non-subject movement across a lexiogblementizethat possible. The more general
guestion that arises in this context is how to account fdietkhces between various types of categories with
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To sum up, the extended version of the present approachatkes into account probe fea-
tures on phase heads makes some interesting, and largedgtc@redictions. First, last-merged
specifiers continue to be strict barriers. Second, lasgatecomplements are not barriers if the
phase head has an additional probe feature for Agree wibithe complement; otherwise last-
merged complements are barriers. However, there is alsodapitediction that | have not yet
mentioned: Non-last-merged specifiers (i.e., non-firstgee items) and non-last-merged com-
plements (i.e., first-merged items) are expected not to tréeebs, independently of whether the
phase head has appropriate probe features. Radical atitougy be, this prediction actually
seems to be confirmed in many cases; see, e.g., the Germaplegam(23) (from Mdller
(1995), based on analogous Dutch data discussed in KoS&T))L Here, a (non-argument) PP
specifier of an unaccusative V is transparent for extragtiwore specifically: topicalization) of
an R-pronoun in the presence of a higher VP-internal spedifie sole argument DP of the un-
accusative verb); cf. (23-a). In contrast, the same (ngaraent) PP specifier of an unergative
V is a barrier for R-pronoun extraction (see (23-b)) becdhsesole argument DP is merged in
Specyv rather than in SpeéV.

(23) a. Da ist[yper [y [ppt; mit] [y [ppzum Doktor ] gegangen ]|V

thereis he with to thedoctor gone
‘He went to the doctor with it.’

b. *Da; hat[per [v [vp [ppt; Mit] [v» dasRennerbeendet |\ ]]
therehas he with  therace finished
‘He finished the race with it
Still, it is very well possible that this consequence maym#itely prove too far-reaching: For
instance, certain accusative objects might be barrierpitdethe presence of a higher dative
object. If so, this might be taken to suggest that the two abjdo in fact show up in two
distinct verbal projections, as has sometimes been argued.

4. Freezing

The approach developed so far predicts that last-mergeifigpg that arise as a consequence of
the lowest-ranked subcategorization feature on a phaskdnedarriers. At this point, the ques-
tion arises of whether last-merged specifiers that comeeixikience because of a movement-
inducing (inherent) edge feature on a phase head are alserbar and if so, whether this can

respect to island violations (subject vs. object, and aentnas. adjunct). | have nothing insightful to say about

this issue here.

24 The difference between unaccusative V and unergative Vuppssed here is independently motivated by a

variety of tests, an immediately obvious one being perfegiliary selection -sein(‘be’) vs. haben(‘have’).
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be derived within the general theory adopted here. As fortheirical part, it seems fair to
conclude that there is disagreement in the literature contg the question of whether moved
items (that have reached their final position) are alwaysdyarfor extraction to a higher posi-
tion (i.e., whether there is a general freezing effect;efy,, Ross (1967), Wexler & Culicover
(1980), Browning (1991), Collins (1994), and Rizzi (200&)) whether in at least some cases,
a moved item may stay (or, indeed, become) transparent toaation (see, e.g., Chomsky
(1986)). To give a few more specific examples: Whereas Ciig@@0) and Sternefeld (1991)
argue that SpecC is invariably a barrier (even if the item @do this position is transparent
in situ), Chomsky (1986) and Lasnik & Saito (1992) assumée SpeecC is transparent for ex-
traction (even if it is a barrier in situ). Similarly, Browng (1991), Collins (1994), Chomsky
(1995), Rezac (2004), Broekhuis (2005), and Boeckx & Gratnm@007) (among many oth-
ers) postulate that SpecT is a barrier; but Chomsky (2008)eGo & Uriagereka (2006), and
Neeleman & van de Koot (2007) suggest that this is not (or lnedys) the case. As for SpecC,
Chomsky (1986) bases his assumption that SpecC is tramsgar¢he Spanish data in (24-ab)
(based on unpublished work by Esther Torrego), where itdaak though movement from a
wh-moved subject is possible even though the subject is agpanrsitu2®

(24) a. *Esteesla autora[pp, de la que Jpp, varias traducciones; | han ganado
this is theauthor by whom varioustranslations  havewon

premiosinternacionales
awards international

b.(*)[pp, Deque autora]no sabes [cp[pp, que traducciones, | han ganadd,
by whatauthor notyou know whichtranslations  havewon

premiosinternacionales | ?
awards international

Comparable judgments for analogous cases of extractiom 8pecC in English are provided
by Lasnik & Saito (1992); see (25).

(25) a. ??(*)Whe do you wonder §p, which picture of { ]| Mary bought ¢ ?
b. ??(*)Whq do you wonder fp, which picture of t ] t, is on sale ?

A set of examples used to argue for a transparency of Spechgtdh given in Chomsky
(2008) is (26-ab).

(26) a. *[pp, Of which car ] did pp, the drivert ] [p t; cause a scandal ] ?
b.(*)[pp, Of which car ] is bp, the driver t ] likely [ 1p t}, to t, cause a scandal ] ?

25 Here and in what follows, (*) characterizes an example whpaenmaticality status is disputed. In the context
of the present discussion, (*) in (24), (25), and (26) stdodérelative, in (25)) wellformedness.
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Notwithstanding the empirical issue of what the correct eivgd generalization is, the question
can be raised what the approach developed so far predittsaegpect to the presence or absence
of CED effects in the context of (regular, non-intermediat®vement to specifier positions.
As it stands, the prediction is clear enough: If nothing &ds#aid, it follows from the present
system that freezing effects can be avoided with complemevement (as in (25-a)), but not
with movement of a specifier that is last-merged in its basétipn. Here is why complement
movementis so far not predicted to create a freezing effe@&Xtraction out of the complement:
Suppose that is a complement of V, and in’s edge position is a category: Botha andj
are needed by categoriesd that have the appropriate movement-inducing structurehibg
features that recognize and § (alternatively, some iteny is equipped with both features);
~ ando are still part of the numeration on the VP cycle. Since insgredge features to the
phase head V at this point will thus have an effect on outcamég sense made precise in
footnote 4), it is legitimate (if the phase head is not yettiia¢ the stage where assignment of
an edge feature must take place). Consequenitan move out ofr to SpecV, andv can also
move to SpecV; the two movement steps can apply in any orderonly requirement being
that the second movement goes beyond the landing site ofrthenovement (because of the
SCC, which precludes tucking in). From this point on, the ttgans move hand in hand (but
separately), to higher specifiers, until they reach thepeetive ultimate landing sites (see Heck
(2004) for extensive discussion of derivations of this Jydeor last-merged specifiers, such a
way of avoiding a barrier effect would not exist, howevergentsuch a specifier has been base-
merged with a phase head, the phase head invariably becoeresand no edge feature can be
established on the phase head that might attract a speaifief the last-merged specifier.

However, | do not take these predictions made by the preggmbach to be empirically
correct; therefore, additional assumptions are called Tdre empirical problem is that there
are many well-established, entirely uncontroversialZireg effects. For instance, a topicalized
VP is always a barrier blocking any kind of extraction ouf d? Vh German; see (27) (from
Muller (1998)): (27-a) illustrates VP topicalization; (®J illustrates ordinarywh-extraction
from VP; and (27-c) shows that the two operations cannot be&baaed. Similarly, as observed
by Postal (1972), a topicalized PP is a barrier for furtheraetion from PP in English; see
(28): Postposition stranding becomes impossible undeppieadlization. And there are many
more freezing effects of this type.
(27) a. Ichdenke][cp [vp dasBuchgeleser], hatkeiner t, |

| think the book read hasno-one

b. [op Was], denkstdu [cpt; hatkeiner [vp t; geleseri, ] ?
what think you hasno-one read
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C. *[pp Was ], denkstdu [cp[vp t; geleser], hatkeiner t; ] ?
what think you gelesen hasno-one

(28) a. Whaq do you think that he will talk§p, to t; ] ?
b. *Who, do you think that fp, to t; ] he will talk t, ?

Furthermore, closer scrutiny suggests that the putatigepmions to freezing in (24), (25), and
(26) may to a significant extent be misanalyzed, and may wotue extraction from a moved
item after all (the derivations involving extraction indted above would then be ungrammat-
ical). Thus, the exceptional examples tend to invai4phrases (or their equivalents in other
languages), which are known to be independently availablepgional arguments in many
cases. For instance, this is the only possibility in a Gerexample like (29), which would oth-
erwise have to involve long-distance scrambling from adiglause in German (indicated here
by “(*t1)") — an operation that is known to be strongly excluded, withvariation whatsoever
involved (see Ross (1967), Muller & Sternefeld (1993), Ba§eornfilt (1994), Grewendorf
& Sabel (1994), and Fanselow (2001a), among others).
(29) dassch [pp vonPeter Jglaube[cp dasqpp, €ineneueCD (*t;) ] erschienenst ]

that | of Peter believe that a newCD appeared is
A reanalysis of what may at first sight look like an instancefgbhrase movement (with excep-
tional properties from the point of view of locality theorg$ resulting from external Merge of
an optional argument has been argued for with respect tdrcmtions such as those in (24) and
(26) by Koster (1987, 196f.), Cinque (1990, 47), Sterneté@P1, 121), Muller (1995, 397f.),
Barbiers (2002, 54), and Gallego (2007, 349) (the list idpldy not exhaustive). | assume
that this reanalysis is essentially correct (and that, iditaah, data like those in (25) can be
classified as ill formed). If so, (30) can be maintained aslial empirical generalization (also
cf. Rizzi (2006))%®

(30) Freezing Generalizatian
A trace t may not be included in a moved XP (i.e., an XP that $iadrace) if the an-
tecedent of t c-commands XP.

26 Barbiers (2002, 49) discusses a Dutch construction thatsltike a good candidate for a genuine counter-
example to (30); see (i), wheveh-extraction from PP strands P in the matrix clause.
(i) Waan hadjij dan [pp, t; mee Jgedachfcpdat je de vis t; sou moetersnijden] ?

wherehadyouthen with thought  thatyouthefish would must cut

‘What had you thought to be forced to cut the fish with?’

The account to be developed in this section will have nottorgpy about the wellformedness if (i).
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(30) is formulated in such a way that it does not block tranesaved items (with the antecedent
outside of the moved item) as such: Remnant movement coafigns, where the antecedent
eventually shows up in a lower position than the trace inetlich a moved XP, are permitted;
remnant movement systematically exhibits an anti-fregeeffect?’ Typical examples involving
remnant VP topicalization in German are given in (31) (cf.ieféch (1985), den Besten &
Webelhuth (1990), Grewendorf & Sabel (1994), and Mullerd@9: A VP from which some
item (here, D) has been scrambled subsequently undergoes topicatiztitereby producing
an unbound trac®.

(31) a. |, t; Zulesen Jhat[pp, es ] keiner  t, versucht
to read has it,.c NO-0Ne,,,, tried

b. [vp, t; Gelesen hatderFritz  [pp, dasBuch] nicht
read hasthe Fritz,,,,,, the book, .. not

As a first step towards deriving (30), let me make explicit s@asumptions about movement-
inducing features. First, given that there are only twoueaistacks associated with lexical
items (viz., a stack of probe features and a stack of stredtuilding features),efe] features
that trigger internal Merge are on the same stacleBé] [features that trigger external Merge.
However, the former must be lower on the hierarchy — they tecaccessible only after all sub-
categorization features of a lexical item have been diggthrNext, suppose that movement-
inducing features include{vhe] (on C or some related functional head of the left periphteny,
wh-movement); ¢tope] (on C or some related functional head of the left periphfenytopical-
ization); [eXJe] (0N V, for highly local scrambling to SpecV, or on v, for sprbling to Specyv;
see Grewendorf & Sabel (1999) and Sauerland (1999), amdmy)f® and pDe] (on T, for
EPP-movement to SpecT). Against this background, | wokkl b suggest that multiple edge
feature insertion follows a feature hierarchy going bactitiams (1974).

27 A side remark: Nothing in this paper forces a decision wipest to the question of whether movement leaves
a trace, a full copy, or nothing at all. None of the primitivanstraints adopted here (like the PIC, the EFC, or the
SCC) refer to traces or copies; and where such items argedftr (as in the Freezing Generalization (30)), this
is just for expository convenience.

28 This analysis implies that restructuring (or ‘coherentfjiitives as in (31-a) are bare VPs. See, e.g., Wurmbrand
(2001).

29 To simplify matters, | assume here that moved unstresseatbprts (i.e., ‘object-shifted pronouns’) and scram-
bled items both occupy a Specv position in German, triggbsefe>e] on v. Since the two movement types
behave differently in a number of respects (e.g., with resfzeobligatoriness, order preservation, and interaction
with optional subject raising triggered by an optional EBRtfire on T in German), this may perhaps ultimately
not prove correct. However, this question does not affectdbues currently under consideration.
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For concreteness, consider a derivation that has reachetéye indicated in (32), with WP
a specifier of Z and ZP a complement of X (e.g., WP could be a DAPp&ind VP (= ZP) could
be a complement of v, showing up to the left of v in German; Ba) {s more general, and the
linearization options indicated here, although modelleth@ concrete case just mentioned, are
irrelevant for the discussion that follows). Suppose tlhiWP, and ZB are phrases that will
eventually (in the course of the derivation) be needed byemmnt-inducing featuresfe] on
lexical items that, at this point, are still part of the nuaten. Then, X has to be provided with
edge features that attract both Wahd ZB to SpecX. This presupposes that X in (32) either has
an undischarged structure-building feature or an undigetgprobe feature left; let us assume
the latter (as is indicated in (32)).

(32) [x [zp, WPy [z ... Z]I Xi[#F+] ]

An important assumption that | would like to put forward hésehat the assignment of the
required edge features to X does not proceed in an uncamstraray; rather, there is a fixed
order of edge feature insertion which follows a feature driglny that mirrors the typical hi-
erarchy in phrase structuresi}fe] > [eDe] > [etOpe] > [ewhe]. Thus, if WP in (32) is
required by a lexical item (in the numeration) with a struetbuilding featuredF;e], and ZR

in (32) is required by a lexical item (in the numeration) watBtructure-building featureft;e],
and [eF;e] > [eF;e], then the corresponding edge feature fonfust be established first on X,
and F; is assigned to X later (both in accordance with the EFC). Ably the simplest way
to execute this idea is to give up the assumption that edderésaassigned to phase heads in
accordance with the EFC are category-neutral; thus, in Willaws | assume that the edge
feature assigned to a phase head identifies the categoryioh ivts based® Suppose further
that there is an additional condition stating that an edg&ufe cannot be inserted for a lower
category WP after the insertion of an edge feature for a higher, morausicé category Zp
has been triggered. The two conditions are summarized }*t33

30 still, category-sensitive edge features should presupriabkept distinct from movement-inducing features that
are inherentto lexical items, so as to ensure that, e.ge th@aowh-movement from a targeth-position associated
with an interrogative C (but see Reis & Rosengren (1992) foossible exception in German); however, accounts

of effects like these would still be available if the distion is not made.

31 See Grewendorf (2003; 2004) and Abels (2006) for analyseswfiant movement asymmetries that incorporate
a condition like (33-a) (and that either are, or could edsdymade, compatible with the present approach); and
Williams (1974; 2003) and Sternefeld (1992) for the origaighe condition, which apparently was informally
referred to as the ‘Williams cycle’ in Chomsky’s 1974 MIT s&lectures. Also note that (33-b) would follow from

a minimal extension of the Strict Cycle Condition in (20).UBhit is not inconceivable that (33-a) and (33-b) will
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(33) Restrictions on multiple edge feature assignment

a. Multiple assignment of categorially marked edge featysE;s], [oF;¢] to a single
phase head respects the hierarcify{] >> [eF;e] (Where [oF;e] is intrinsically asso-
ciated with a higher position in the clausal structure thetie]]).

b. An edge feature cannot be assigned to a hefad a categorys if an edge feature has

been assigned tpfor a categoryy, anda includesg.

Returning to (32), assume first that WR an item that qualifies as an-Element (that will
eventually be attracted by a lexical item beariag;$], which so far is still part of the numer-
ation); that ZR is an item that qualifies as an-Element (that will eventually be attracted by
a lexical item bearinge[F;e]); and that pF;e] > [eF;e]. The derivation of (32) can then be
legitimately continued as in (34): Based on X’s activity ¢do the probe featurefx], which

is not yet discharged), the edge featwE;$] is first added to X; see (34-a). Assuming that
feature checking obeys an earliness requirement (seesRe$£989; 2000), Chomsky (2001)),
[xFx] is then discharged immediately in the next step, undemAgree with some goal in WP;
see (34-b). Next,eF,¢] is assigned to X, ending up on top of the stack of structwiéding
features; see (34-c). This step is unproblematic becausesXlli active at this point, having
received an edge feature in the last but one step (disclupfefine] would have made this in-
sertion impossible). In the fourth stepHe] is discharged, moving the;felement ZR to a
specifier of X (an instance of string-vacuous movement thaekeded nevertheless because it
is the only way to satisfy the PIC on the cycle defined by the pease head, given that ZP

is initially a complement, hence, not part of the edge of g §34-d). Finally, 4F;e] is dis-
charged by moving the;Felement WR out of ZR,, to an outer specifier. As a consequence, the

phase head has lost all its operation-inducing featurestr@nphase is completed; see (34-e).

(34) [x [zp, WPy [z ... Z]] X:[xFx]]
a. [x [zp, WPy [z ... Z]] X:[*Fx], [eF;e] ]
b. [x [zp, WPy [z ... Z]] X: [eF;0] ]
C. [x' [zr, WP [z ... Z]] X:[oF;0] - [oF;e] ]
d. [x [zr, WPi [z ... Z]] [x ta X: [eF;e] ]
e. [xp WPy [x [zp, ti [z -« Z]] [xr t2 X]]]

This derivation respects all conditions, including the n&strictions on multiple edge feature
assignment in (33-a) and (33-b). The continuation of thisvd&on is such that WPand ZRB

eventually both be derivable from a more general concepydfdity. For reasons of space and coherence, | will

not pursue these issues here, though.
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move together through the next cycles (with edge featurgas®nt for WR, viz., [eF;e],
preceding edge feature assignment fos,ARz., [eF;e] On each phase head), until the ultimate
landing sites associated with the lexical items are reathatlbear the pertinent structure-
building features as an inherent property. Given thé&td] corresponds to a lower landing
site in the phrase structure tree thafr;p], derivations of this type will create licit remnant
movement configurations, such as those in (31) (where, @] is [eXe], and [oF;e] is
[etope], the F-element WR is DP,, and the F-element ZR is VP,).

In contrast to this, consider the ill-formed continuatidii3®) in (35). Suppose that the only
relevant difference is that this time, ZB the F-element (i.e., the item that must be moved to
the specifier of the phase so as to provide an accessible midonesubsequent movement to
the specifier of a lexical item inherently bearing-fe]), and WR is the F-element. In this
case, a dilemma arises because (33-a) and (33-b) canndbddulfilled. (33-a) demands that
[eF;e] is inserted as the next step in (35), as in (34); see (35fgpkie] is assigned first,
the derivation breaks down immediately). Probe featurehdigge in (35-b) is unproblematic.
However, any continuation of (35-b) will now run into probis. It is clear thatdF;e] would
have to be added next, and that this feature would have toegtofhof the feature stack on
X (given the EFC), as in (35-c). However, given thef Je] corresponds to WPin this case
(which is the F-element), and WPis included in ZR at this point, such an assignment of
an edge feature invariably violates (33-b). Consequeffy,e] cannot be assigned to X, and
WP; cannot move out of Zfon the XP cycle. Furthermore, given that edges are defined non
recursively (cf. footnote 13), such that the edgjef an edgex of a phasd” is not part of the
edge ofl", the PIC ensures that WHRvill not be able to move out of ZPat any subsequent step
of the derivation either.

(35) [x [zp, WPy [z ... Z]] X:[Fx]]
a. [x [zr, WPy [z ... Z]] X:[*Fx], [eF;e] ]
b. [x [z, WPy [z ... Z]] X: [eF;e] ]
C. *[x' [zp, WPy [2 ... Z]] X:[oF,0] = [oF;e] ]

Thus, freezing effects like those in (26) are accountedHiare, pF;e] is [eDe] (i.e., the EPP
feature of T), anddF;e] is [ewhe] (a feature on interrogative C); the-Element ZR is DPR,,

and the F-element WR is PR (PP, must have undergone edge-feature driven movement to
the edge of DPRfirst because of the PIC). Similar reasonings apply to athimses of freezing
effects where two different movement types are involved.(€24-a) in Spanish, if raising is
involved here). For freezing effects where two identicalcture-building features occur (as

in (24-b) in Spanish and (25) in English), a minimal extensid what has been suggested so
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far is required: It suffices to assume that there is an addio(33-a) such that in cases of
identical structure-building features, the higher, modusive category must be targetted first;
insertion of an identical feature for a second category dateid by the first one is then always
impossible, because of (33-).

To sum up this section, it has turned out that whereas theprepproach (which centers
around the assumption that edge feature insertion is dessily as long as a head can in prin-
ciple drive operations, and has not yet become inert) fullgceeds in deriving CED effects
with externally (last-) merged specifiers from the PIC, anfnitre must be said to ensure that all
internally (last-) merged specifiers are barriers, toodssicertain kinds of remnant movement
are involved). To achieve this result, | have adopted therggtrictions on multiple edge fea-
ture insertion in (33), both of which seem natural; morepleth restrictions can arguably be
viewed as independently motivated extensions of the SIgrcte Condition (see footnote 31).

Interestingly, the present approach may have to dependdinathl assumptions to derive
freezing, but it automatically (and in the simple, non-exked form sketched in sections 2-3)
predicts a reverse phenomenon that | cadliting

5. Meélting

There is a suprising further effect that is predicted unbersystem of assumptions laid out in
sections 2-3: A specifier of a phasd’ thatis normally (i.e., if itis last-merged in its projeatip
an island for extraction should “melt”, i.e., cease to begibawhen some becomes an outer
specifier ofl' by movement to a higher position within the same phase. Tdést of my
knowledge, melting has not yet been discussed as a natasalaf phenomena in the literature;
but the effect seems real enough.

A melting effect can be observed with highly local movement.( scrambling) in front of
base-merged argument DPs in languages like German and.Czech

32 The present approach does not simply draw the line betweeaifrg effects with bound traces, and an absence
of freezing effects with unbound traces (i.e., remnant momet). Remnant movement constructions of the type
in (i-ab) (see Takano (1994), Grewendorf & Sabel (1994)aKara (1997), and Mller (1998)) are also correctly

excluded.

(i) a. *dasqvp, t: zulesen ]Jes keiner t; versuchthat
that toread it no-one tried has

b. *dasgyp, t1 gelesen HerFritz dasBuch; nichtt, hat
that read the Fritz the book not has

These examples differ minimally from those in (31) in thatb\&#idd DR are moved because of the same structure-
building feature (viz., ¢Xe]).
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5.1 Melting effects with scrambling in German

Consider first melting effects with scrambling in German(36-ab), it is shown that one and
the same subject DP is a barrier foas fur(‘what for’) split if it precedes an object DP, but
becomes transparent for extractiormadsif the object DP undergoes local scrambling in front

of the subject?

(36) a. *Was habenpp, t; flr Bucher ] [pp, denFritz] beeindruck®

what have for books,,,, the Fritz,.. impressed
b. Was habenpp, denFritz] [pp, t; fur Biicher ] t, beeindruck®
what have the Fritz,.. for books,,,, impressed

The same kind of melting effect with subject DPs created bgllobject scrambling to a posi-
tion in front of the subject shows up with extraction of a P& £§37-a) (with subject and object

both in situ) vs. (37-b) (with local object scrambling).

(37) a. *[pp, Uber wen | hat[pp, einBuch t ] [pp, denFritz] beeindruck®
aboutwhomhas a book,,,, the Fritz,.. impressed

b. [pp, Uber wen] hat[pp, denFritz] [pp, €inBuch t ] t, beeindrucke
aboutwhomhas the Fritz,.. a book,,, impressed

The empirical evidence seems fairly uncontroversial. Téta thave been checked with a num-
ber of native speakers; and, as mentioned above, examples type in (36-b) and (37-b) have
figured prominently in approaches that strive to classityject DPs as transparent for extrac-
tion in German even in constructions which are neither unsative nor passive (see footnote
17).

The analysis of melting effects is straightforward. Firgtgall that | have assumed that
scrambling is feature-driven: It is an operation triggelbgddesignated structure-building fea-
tures pXe] Oon V or v; only the latter option is relevant in cases of sdoéing to a position
in front of agentive subject arguments in situ, i.e., SpeBecond, suppose that v still has
a movement-inducing featureXe] left on the stack of structure-building featurafter dis-
charge of its final subcategorization featus®4¢] (which has triggered external Merge of the
subject DP). Thus, the phase head v is still active at thistpafithe derivation, and an edge

feature pXe] (or, given the reasoning in the previous sectiemle]) can be inserted in accor-

33 As shown by Grewendorf (1989) on the basis of a number of,tagisych verb likdbeeindruckerf'impress’)
takes a regular external argumentin German; i.e., the ratiw@DP here is never VP-internal. (As a matter of fact,
one of the ten or so tests employed in that work is based oaatidn from DP, as in (36-a); see Grewendorf (1989,
182).) However, it may be worth pointing out that the pattier(36) would be identical iBlicher(‘books’) were

to be replaced with.eute (‘people’), andbeeindruckt'impressed’) with the agentive, non-psych veybtroffen
(‘met).
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dance with the EFC before the phase is complete. Third anliifitias implies that the phase
head v can now attract an item out of the external argumertennner Specv position to an
outer specifier, and thereby ensure that this item is addedsir further movement as part of
the edge of the phase (given the PIC). As in the derivatiossudised in section 3 (cf. (13) in
particular), it follows from the phase heads’ last-in/fiosit property that the item extracted out
of the subject must land in a specifier position that is lowantthe position of the scrambled
object (but, of course, within the same XP). The relevant pathe derivation (focussing on
the vP domain) is shown for a melting example like (37-b) iB)(@vhere DR is the scrambled

object argument, and BRs the subject argument in its base position).

(38) ﬂ [vP DP, [v’ t_/1, [v’ [DPS tll E] [v’ [VP B 5 V] V]]]]

(39) illustrates schematically how the stack of structomédeing features associated with a
phase head in a melting derivation changes, and is eventually reduoezketo. As before,
[¢(e] creates the complement of the phase head, anél [creates the specifier. However, by
assumption, the phase head also has a movement-inducingef@as] (the scrambling feature
[eX2e], in the case just discussed — also recall from the previeatan that features that trigger
internal Merge are initially ranked below features thagder external Merge on a lexical item),

so that an edge featureXe] (i.e., [ewhe], in the case at hand) can be assigned to the phase
head that extracts an item out of the specifier without inalyiei CED effect.

(39) How the melting effect is derived
v: [ef3e] = [ecve] >~ [ele]

7 [eas] > [ode]
v: E-f:]] - ~~ violates nothing
Y. [eXe] > |e0e

v [ede]
Y

%)

L1 L

The important difference to typical CED effects with subje®s is that in (39), the feature that
introduces the subject DP (vizede]) is not the lowest-ranked feature on the stack of strueture
building features; so the phase head is still active oncef#dture is discharged, and can be
targetted by edge feature insertion, which may then exsaicte item out of the subject DP’s
edge domain.

Given this approach, we expect that the same effect shostdaaise in double object con-
structions: A nominative DP externally merged in Specv &thomdergo melting and become
transparent for extraction if a dative DP (indirect objastscrambled in front of it, even if
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the accusative DP (direct object) stays in situ, in the VPsAswn in (40-a) vs. (40-b), this
prediction is borne out.

(40) a?*Was habenpp, t; fir Leute] [pp, demFritz] [pp, Blicher Jgeschenkt ?
what have for people,,. the Fritz;,; books,... given

b. Was habenpp, demFritz] [pp, t; flr Leute ] t; [pp, Blicher Jgeschenkt ?
what have the Fritz,,; for people,,. books... given
(40-b) is particularly interesting because it shows thatrielting effect is not aadjacency
effect — as a result of indirect object scrambling to Spec@idb), the subject and the verb
do not become adjacent because the direct object stillvemes. Thus, V adjacency may
sometimes be a side effect of melting, but it is irrelevarguash.

Finally, the present analysis also predicts that local {(MBrnal) scrambling of the direct
object to a position in front of the indirect object shouldegrise to melting of the indirect
object; as shown in (41-a) (with the direct object in situ) (&1-b) (with a locally scrambled
direct object), this is the case.

(41) a. *Was hater  [pp, t; fUr Leuten] [pp, denFritz] vorgestellt ?
what hashe,,,,, for people,; the Fritz,.. introduced

b. Was hater [op, denFritz] [pp, t; fUr Leuten] t; vorgestellt ?
what hashe,,,,, the Fritz,.. for people,; introduced

To sum up so far, it is correctly predicted that local scrangko a position in front of a
specifier that would otherwise be last-merged in its phasates 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 verly aldaP split constructions
(see Fanselow & Lenertova (2007) anddewova (2006) for recent discussion), but also with
other instances of movement from DP. The analysis that stiggself for this effect is essen-
tially identical to that given for German (assuming that €@zscrambling of the type shown
here targets Specv); the different position of the verbridevant3

Consider DP split constructions first. (42-ab) show thatnehs the subject DPadna stara
(‘the old (one)’, with a missing noun) is a barrier for extian of the adjectivestarg, it becomes
transparent when the accusative objeetra (‘Peter’) is locally scrambled in front of it; (42-b)

34 Data and original judgements in this subsection are due tioBskup and Denisa Lenertov4; the judgements
have been confirmed by Pavel Caha and Ivonédfava.
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may not be fully well formed, but it is perceived as a drastipiovement over (42-aj.

(42) a. *Stara neudéila [pp, zadnat, | Petra
old,,,,, hit NO,om Petr,..
‘No old one hit Petr.

b.(?)Stara neudéila Petra [pp, zadnat, ] t,

old,,,, hit Petr,.. NO,om

‘No old one hit Petr.’
The same kind of melting effect with splits taking place freabject DPs can be seen in (43).
In (43-a),holka(‘girl’) is moved from a subject DP, strandiriidna(‘no’), while both subject
and object are in their canonical positions. In (43-b), latgect scrambling makes the subject
transparent for extraction; the result has the same statusstances of extraction from the
object DP itself; see (43-¢¥.

(43) a. *[wp, Holka ] neudéila [pp, Zadnat, ] Petra

girl,.om hit NOuwom  Pelf.
‘No girl hit Petr.’

b. [np, Holka ] neudéila Petra [pp, Zadnat; ] t,

girl,op, it Petr,.. NOLom
‘No girl hit Petr.’

C. [np, Holku ] neudéil Pets  [pp, Zadnou; ]
girl,. hit Petr,.., NO,cc
‘Petr hit no girl.’

Turning next to cases of PP extraction from DP (as an instafimpicalization), the examples
in (44) show the same kind of subject DP melting that we hase geen with DP split con-
structions. (44-c) involves extraction from an object DRjck is possible; (44-a) illustrates
the fact that extraction from a subject DP is not possiblethlsubject and object occupy their
base positions; and (44-b) is again a case of melting: ThesubP ceases to be a barrier for
extraction when the object DP is scrambled in front of it.

(44) a. *[pp, O  starychautech Joslovila [pp, knihat ] Petra
aboutold cars fascinated book,,, Petr,..

35 | assume here that DP split constructions in Czech are adbiyeegular movement of the displaced item, not by
some combination of copy movement plus deletion (as, edranselow & avar (2001)), or by base-generation.
The very fact that CED effects can be noted here would seeentd $trong support to this view (in contrast to

what we have seen with DP split constructions in German;caembte 17).

3¢ Based on work by Beck (1997) and Pesetsky (2000)¢efova (2006) identifies intervention and anti-
intervention effects in DP split constructions in Czech.l the examples in this subsection are constructed in
such a way (e.g., by avoiding certain verb placements) tispbtentially interfering issue does not arise.

32



‘A book about old cars fascinated Petr.’

b.(?)pp, O  starychautech Joslovila Petra [pp, knihat ] t,
aboutold cars fascinatedPetr,.. book, ..
‘A book about old cars fascinated Petr.

C. [pp, O  starychautech [Cetl Petp [pp, knihut ]
aboutold cars readPetr,,,, book,..
‘Petr read a book about old cars.

Finally, the same pattern emerges with-movement from DP. As is well known, such extrac-
tion may violate the Left Branch Condition in various Slalaoguages; | will have nothing to
say about this here. Extraction €if('whose’) from an object DP is possible (see (45-cd), with
variable positioning of the verb); in contrast, extract@frti from a subject DP is impossible
(see (45-a)) — unless, that is, the object is scrambled sithessubject, as in (45-BJ.

(45) a. *Ci, uddila[pp, t; Sestra] Petra t, ?
whosehit sister,,,, Pett,.
‘Whose sister hit Petr?’

b.(*)él’l uddila Petra [pp, t; Sestra] ty ?
whosehit Petr,. sister,
‘Whose sister hit Petr?

c. Ci, uddil Petr [pp,t; Sestru]?
whosehit  Petr,,,, sister,..
‘Whose sister did Petr hit?’

d. Ci, Petr uddil [pp,t; Sestru]?

whosePetr,,,,, hit sistef,..

‘Whose sister did Petr hit?’
Thus, the Czech data illustrate the same pattern as the Getata in the previous section:
Local scrambling creates a melting effect. Interestintig, Czech examples differ from the
German examples with respect to the position of the verb.lith@ cases listed here (except
for (45-d)), the verb precedes both subject and obffe@ince extraction from the subject is
only possible when the object is scrambled, and as a resulés®o separate the verb and the
subject, the conclusion arrived at on the basis of data #ket) in German is reinforced: The
melting effect (as it can be seen with subjects in Germanh@iabe reduced to an adjacency
effect.

37 1t should be noted, however, that the contrast may not beyatatrclear as those discussed before, as indicated
by (*) in (45-b).
38 Of course, the question arises which position V occupiebésé cases. It seems clear that V has undergone

movement here, but what exactly the nature of the landiedsdoes not seem to be important for present purposes,
so | will leave this issue unresolved.
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5.3 Further Issues

The present approach differs from other theories of logalith a focus on CED effects in
that it envisages the possibility that some XFnay or may not be a barrier in two syntactic
contexts that do not differ with respect to the relation leswo and the surrounding heads
of the clausal projection. Thus, | have assumed so far thatiDB6), (37), (40), and (41) in
German occupies exactly the same position in the (a)-e>esgpid in the (b)-examples; and the
same goes for (the subject) Pia the Czech examples (42), (43), (44), and (45). Neversisele
DP; qualifies as a barrier if it is last-merged in vP, but becomassiparent by local scrambling
of some item to an immediately preceding position in vP (thedtimg effect). If the structural
position of DR itself is identical throughout, the differences with resip® extraction options
do not seem to be accountable for under standard approactines@ED for principled reasons.
Consider, for instance, the classical approach to CED tsfia@ pre-minimalist setting: XP is
a barrier iff it is not L-marked by an appropriate head (as hhm@sky (1986), Cinque (1990),
and much related work). If the relations between the paéintielevant heads (C, T, v, V) and
DP; are identical in all the German examples in (36), (37), (40 (41), DR should either
uniformly qualify as a barrier, or it should uniformly be tigparent; and the same goes for
the Czech examples in the previous subsection. Similarlgsionis apply in the case of more
recent, minimalist reconstructions of CED effects (cf. literature mentioned in footnote 1).
Therefore, if it can be shown that BBccupies identical positions in the (a)-examples and in
the (b)-examples, this can be taken as direct support fquriggent analysis.

Indeed, all available evidence points in this direction. give an example (and focussing
on German), topicalization of V plus object DP (strandingibjsct DP) typically yields well-
formed results in German, whereas topicalization of V plugect DP (stranding an object DP)
does not. Thus, the generalization suggests itself thatariPuadergo topicalization whereas
vP cannot undergo topicalization (at least not as easigyHsader (1993) for a few, systemati-
cally classifiable counter-examples). For present pupage may ignore the question of what
accounts for this generalization (and how the putative gtkals are treated); it may suffice to
note that the examples in (46) instantiate this contrast.

(46) a. *[yp, [pp, EinBuch ]t beeindruckt hatihn, nichtt,
a book,,, impressed hashim,.. not

b. [ve, [or, EInBuch ] gelesen hater;  nichtt,
a book,. read hashe,,,,, not
As shown in (47), this contrast is maintained in those cadesrewh-extraction from DR has
taken place. Herayh-extraction from DR (subject in (47-a), object in (47-b)) to the embedded
SpecC position is followed by long-distance topicalizatad V+DP;. This involves a remnant
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movement configuration. However, the configuration is legite as such (abstracting away
from a weakwh-island effect that cannot be avoided; see Fanselow (19Bvjarticular, no
constraints on remnant movement are violated (see Mul@®g)). Therefore, the fact that
(47-a) is ungrammatical strongly suggests that B&es not show up in a lower, VP-internal
position even ifvh-extraction has taken place, and a melting effect due tabbjnting cannot
be excluded?®
(47) a. *[yp, [pp, EinBuch t ] t, beeindruckt weil3 ich nicht[cp [pp, Uber wen ] ihn,

a book,,, impressed knowl now aboutwhomhim,,.

ty hat ]
has

b. ??Lp, [op, Ein Buch t ] gelesen Jwveil3 ich nicht[cp [pp, Uber wen] er, t; hat ]
a book read know! not aboutwhomhe has

| thus take it to be uncontroversial that subject DPs in Geriia., nhominative DPs in con-
structions that are neither unaccusative nor passive) iséwasv up VP-internally®

The remaining alternative is that the subject DPs (labdligg) in (36), (37), and (40) are
in Specv in the well-formed cases, and in SpecT in the iliffed cases; and that the theory of
locality is then somehow sensitive to this difference. Hegvesuch an account does not seem
viable either. The first thing to note is that whereas thegomd evidence that the subject DP
is within vP in examples like (36-b) (given that scramblimgGerman cannot target a domain
beyond vP), there is no evidence whatsoever that the subiebias undergone optional raising
to SpecT in ungrammatical (non-melting) examples like §36mdeed, from a theory-internal
point of view, it is hard to see what could force (string-vas) subject raising to SpecT in
(cases like) (36-a) while (at least optionally) blockingni{cases like) (36-b).

Second, Webelhuth (1992), Diesing (1992), Haider (1998l @thers have proposed that
certain items (like the particlga, doch denn etwg demarcate (what is in current terminology)

39 As a matter of fact, the illformedness of (46-a) might alseadggest the same thing (depending on further

assumptions).

40 Note that this is the main reason for excluding a version efittesent analysis according to which scrambling
does not involve movement, but is rather due to an operafignlicategorization feature reversal in the lexicon,
as envisaged by Haider (1988) and Fanselow (2001a) for Ger@asuch a view, a “scrambled” object would be
externally merged above the subject, and this would themadsount for the melting effect. | do not adopt such
an analysis for various reasons here (having to do with wiibs$tsikes me as significant evidence for scrambling
as movement in German, despite the arguments to the cogikany in Fanselow (2001a)), independently of the
issue just discussed in the text. However, these considesatotwithstanding, it is at least worth bearing in mind
that there is no principled incompatibility of a scrambliag-base generation approach with the analysis of CED
effects suggested in the present paper.
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the vP edge. Suppose that this is the case (for base gemess®below). It can then be noted
that the addition of a particle preceding the subject DP am#smprove extraction from the
subject DP in the examples that do not involve local objecrmsbling; on the other hand, the
melting examples stay well formed. See (48-a) vs. (48-bu), (@8-d) vs. (48-ef). This state
of affairs implies that the barrier status of subject DPs &rr@an discussed so far uniformly
involves Specv, which confirms the reality of the meltingeeff It also implies that particles
like dennandwohl either do not enter the syntactic derivation via structurgding features, or
fail to be part of the vP proper. | will assume the former baeatlhe examples in (48-cf), with
object scrambling to a position in front of the particle, arell formed; given that scrambling
is confined to the vP/VP domain in German, this implies that phrticles in question may
demarcate the vP edge before movement, but do not have towghaivthe left phonological
border of vP after scrambling has appligd.

(48) a. *Was habendenn[pp, t; fUr Blcher ] [pp, denFritz] beeindruck?

what have PRT for books,,,, the Fritz,.. impressed
b. Was habendenn[pp, denFritz] [pp, t; fUr Blcher ] t, beeindruck®?
what have PRT the Fritz,.. for books,,,, impressed

c. Was habenpp, denFritz] denn[pp, t; flr Blcher ] t, beeindrucke®
what have the Fritz,.. PRT for books,,,, impressed

d. *[pp Uber wen ] hat wohl [op, €inBuch t ] [pp, denFritz ] beeindruck®
aboutwhomhaspPRT a book,,,., the Fritz,.. impressed

e. [pp, Uber wen] hatwohl[pp, denFritz] [pp, €inBucht ] t, beeindruckt ?
aboutwhomhaspPRT the Fritz,.. a book,,, impressed

f.  [pp, Uber wen] hat[pp, denFritz] wohl[pp, €inBuch t ] t, beeindruckt ?
aboutwhomhas the Fritz,.. PRT a book,,, impressed

Consider finally what happens when these kinds of partickesdded in a position to the right

of the subject DP. On the one hand, it does not come as a suthasjudgements for (49-ac)

stay as they are for the corresponding examples in (48-aé)s(ibject DP is an island to begin
with, independently of a freezing effect, and there is naimglconfiguration because the object
has not passed the subject). On the other hand, an orderheitpatrticle following both the

41 The data reported here are based on an informal survey angimignative speaker linguists. The judgements
were nearly unanimous: Adding a particle in front of the sgbpDP does not improve grammaticality. Diesing
(1992, 32) has contradictory judgements for data of the y§48-a) and (48-d). | do not follow her judgements
here; but it might still be worth noting that if one were to atlBiesing’s (1992) view, this would in fact follow in
the present approach as a melting effect under the assuntp#ibparticles likelennandwohl enter the syntactic
derivation as a result of designated structure-buildireguiees on v, rather than by some other (adjunction-like)
operation, as assumed here.
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subject (from which extraction takes place) and the objsct Eeads to ungrammaticality; see
(49-bd). This follows as a freezing effect: Given that theipkes demarcate the left edge of vP
after external Merge, movement of the subject must be imdhere (to an outer specifier of
v, since optional raising to SpecT would exclude subseqoiejeict scrambling to a position in
front of it); this creates a freezing effect which cannot belene by object fronting (given the
assumptions laid out in the previous section).
(49) a. *Was habenpp, t; fur Bucher ] dennt; [pp, denFritz] beeindruck®

what have for books,,,,, PRT the Fritz,.. impressed

b. *Was habenpp, denFritz] [pp, t; flr Blicher ] dennts t, beeindruck®?
what have the Fritz,.. for books,,,, PRT impressed

c. *[pp, Uber wen] hat[pp, €inBuch t; ] wohl t; [pp, denFritz] beeindruck®
aboutwhomhas a book,,, PRT the Fritz,.. impressed

d. *[pp, Uber wen] hat[pp, denFritz] [pp, €inBuch t; ] wohlt; t, beeindruckt ?
aboutwhomhas the Fritz,.. a book,,, PRT impressed

To end this section, let me turn to a derivation that may att $igght seem problematic for the
present approach because it looks as though it might iredeclatophole offering melting deriva-
tions for non-melting (i.e., ungrammatical) construcorConsider the following, alternative
derivation of a non-melting example like (36-a):

(50) *Was haben+p [pp, t; fur Bucher ] [\p [pp, denFritz] [y t) [ t3 [v [ve t2

what have for books,,,, the Fritz,..
beeindruckt V]]]] T]?
impressed

Here, the object DPis scrambled to an outer specifier of vP, in front of the sutgdmase
position. Before the object undergoes scrambling, theestibyould therefore be predicted to
be transparent for extraction: An edge feature can be asgignv because the phase head is
still active at this point, bearing theXe] feature for local object scrambling; and twé&-phrase
wasmay thus move to an outer specifier before the object is sdemmBrom this position, it
may then move to SpecC in accordance with the PIC (via Spddfileer intermediate step that
is not indicated in (50)). All this is as in genuine meltingaexples like (36-b). However, there
is a crucial difference between (50) and (36-b): In the ftagteample, the subject DP stays in
situ; but in the former, it undergoes optional raising to Spériggered by an EPP feature that
can optionally be present on T).

Given the assumptions made so far, there is nothing wronfy twé derivation in (50), but
it must of course be excluded in some way. Various possildlgieas suggest themselves; |
will briefly sketch two. First, note that (50) instantiatetype of Duke-of-York derivation (see
Pullum (1979)) based on the interaction of optional movetstrat is well known as a potential
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problem for theories of movement, independently of theasdhat are presently under consid-
eration. The order AB is first changed into the order-BA, which is subsequently changed
into an order A-B again, with no interaction with other material (C) invaliveAs argued by
Ross (1967) and Haider (1993) (among many others), sucls cdggobally string-vacuous
optional movementvhich reproduces the very same order that was preserglipiat the end
of the derivation, need to be blocked in any theory that emgas optional movement; otherwise
sentences could have infinite numbers of legitimate déoinaf? Duke-of-York derivations re-
sulting in globally string-vacuous movement of the typeifl)(could be prohibited by adopting
an economy constraint on optional features in numeratidhs: insertion of optional features
in numerations is blocked if these features do not have &etefin outcomé?

An alternative solution to the problem of excluding (50) Wbhbe to assume that subjects
are in fact not part of the edge domain of vP in their base pwosibnly a derived specifier
would count as part of the edge (see Miller (2007)). Then,emm@nt of the subject BHN
(50) would have to proceed via a further specifier of vP, arsMiould give rise to the dilemma
for freezing derivations sketched in section 4 — both thgesuilDP;, and thewh-element to be
extracted from it then need to move to an outer specifier aiggered by $De] in One case,
and by pwhe] in the other, with the edge feature for the more inclusiviegary inserted first
(and, as a consequence, insertion for the dominated cgtagbavailable anymore). The two
solutions differ slightly in their predictions, but bothese viable in principle?

There may well be other derivations that may at first sighk lidee they provide loopholes
for extraction, but it seems to me that there is no reasonstionas that they cannot be excluded

42 Note that whereas globally string-vacuous movement woelexzluded, this would not hold for locally string-
vacuous movement, as it in fact had to be assumed to be legitiabove. Locally string-vacuous movement differs
from globally string-vacuous movement in that it eventyédit the end of the derivation) leads to new orders of
items.

43 See Mulller (1998) for such a constraint, which also derivasowus kinds of improper movement effects that
were subsumed under the Principle of Unambiguous BinditB)Rn Miller & Sternefeld (1993).

44 An object DP may cross adverbial material (adjuncts) origiagt but end up below the subject. As for adverbs,
it could be assumed that they show up in a position c-comnwhbgler in this case, either in a VP specifier, or
in a designated functional projection intervening betwerand VP — recall that the barrier status of adjuncts is
derived if these items are last-merged specifiers of sp&aiational projections (see Alexiadou (1997), Cinque
(1999)). As for particles, which | have explicitly assumediemarcate the vP edge (following standard practice),
the order DR,,,,~DP,..~PRT, which is possible as such, would have to be derived by mowmeriée subject DP

remains a barrier in this construction:

(i) *Was, habenpp, t; fur Blicher] [pp, denFritz] dennt; t; beeindruck®
what have for books,om, the Fritz,.. PRT impressed
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a similar way, by invoking independently motivated conisitst™® In general, then, | take the
melting effect to be well established. Most of the examplésve discussed involve the vP
domain, and this is certainly not accidental. The vP domaméxactly the properties that are
favourable to the occurrence of melting: It is as a domainhbats an externally merged spec-
ifier (the external argument), as well as possible furthierimally merged specifiers (scrambled
items that stay in this position for the rest of the derivatioThe VP domain is similar in this
respect in double object contexts, and a melting effect easbiserved here, too. Other domains
lacking this dual role (e.g., CP and TP, which only have detigpecifiers, except perhaps for
items like expletives that extraction cannot take placenffor obvious reasons) are therefore
not expected to show melting effects. Still, it is likely timaelting effects can be found in other
domains as well (e.g., NP and PP); but | will have to leavefibraftuture research.

6. Outlook and Conclusion
6.1 Outlook

It has sometimes been claimed, for certain movement typesrtain languages, that subjects
are not necessarily barriers for extraction, or that, memegally, the CED does not hold; see
Haider (1983; 1993) on German, Frantz (1980) on Blackfomtk® (2004) on Belhare, Lasnik
& Saito (1992), Takahashi (1994), Rackowski & Richards &0gh Japanese (for null operator
movement), and Stepanov (2007) on Navajo, Turkish, Paladangarian, and Russidh.As

Here, the second analysis (in terms of a narrower conceptgd)emight offer a somewhat simpler account than
the first analysis (that relies on a ban on globally stringexais movement): Movement in (i) is not globally
string-vacuous, but it instantiates a freezing effect i @Bligatorily moves to Specv.

45 To name just one example: As observed by Winnie Lechner)(@manelting effect fails to show up in cases
like (i-a), where v could be assumed to be equipped with w0e] features, and both PPs undergo scrambling
to Specyv, with PP being extracted out of BRafter the latter has undergone scrambling (and v still edivthis
point, due to the remaining}e] feature).

(i) a. *dasssie [vp [pr, Gber Bakunin][,, [pp, voneinemVortragt;] [ [pp, eineAufzeichnung; ]
that she,,,, aboutBakunin of a talk a recording..
machte ]]]
made

b. *dasssie [ve [pp, Uber Bakunin][,/ [pp, eineAufzeichnung pp, von einemVortragt; ]] machte ]]
that she, .., aboutBakunin a recording.. of a talk made

However, notwithstanding the fact that extraction of a Rifnfia PP is ungrammatical for independent reasons in
German (see (i-b), with BRn situ), (i-a) instantiates scrambling from a scrambledhit which is a configuration
of just the type shown to be generally impossible in sectiabdve.

46 Rackowski & Richards (2005, 585) assume that CED effects stibjects can be avoided if a language can a

establish an Agree relation between v and a specifier, iatiay of the c-command requirement on Agree relations
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noted above, at least for German, it seems to me that manyegiutative counter-examples
to the generalization that subjects in Specv are islandsearjected by showing that they
either involve VP-internal arguments or no extraction af@l melting); and it does not strike
me as unlikely that similar explanations can be given for yregpparent counter-examples in
other languages. However, at present | take it to be an opestign whether such a way out is
available for all constructions, and all languages whepaegnt exceptions from the CED have
been observed.

One case that is instructive in this context is the behavadugxpletive constructions in
English. In English expletivéhereconstructions, the associate DP is not inherently a barrier
see (51-a). In contrast, DP is a barrier for extraction irate inversion constructions, as in
(51-b) (see Moro (1997)).

(51) a. Which walj do you think thergwas [p t3 [/ V [pp, & picture of t ]]] ?
b. *Who, do you think pp, on this wall ] hung fp, a picture of { ] t5 ?

Does the wellformedness of (51-a) raise a problem for the Wt last-merged specifiers of
vP are islands? Given the present system of assumptionsptttgast in (51) would seem to
suggest that Dfin (51-b) is last-merged in its projection whereas,MP(51-a) is not. | take it
to be uncontroversial that DRs indeed last-merged in its projection (51-b), with;Ptially
occupying a lower position and then undergoing raising tower specifier position (perhaps
SpecT). As for (51-a), the absence of a CED effect follows ediately if one assumes that
thereis a subject and DPis its predicate (see Williams (1994; 2006)), with the twemt
merged in the same projection (vP), as argued in Hazout §2&@d Hartmann (2005). If so,
DP; in (51-a) is in fact not last-merged in its projection beatl®reis merged later, in the
same projection, as indicated (subsequetitgreundergoes raising to SpecT). Therefore,DP
does not have to be an island for extraction.

Another case that might shed some light on this issue is that®@erman expletive pro-
nounesoptionally accompanying a finite subject clause from whixtnaetion has taken place.
Fanselow & Mahajan (2000) claim that (52-a) (extractiorhia presence ad9 is just as good
as (52-b) (extraction from a subject clause withesbeing present); interestingly, for some
speakers, the presenceadfactuallyimprovesthe example. (That said, for what is perhaps the
majority of speakers, both examples are equally ungrancadatis one would expect under the
approach developed above; also see Stechow (2000).)

assumed in Chomsky (2001; 2008) and much related work.
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(52) a.#Wen, argert esdich [cpdasssiet liebt]?
whom,.. annoysit you,.. that she,,,, loves

b. #Wen,  argert dich [cpdasssiet liebt]?
whom,.. annoysyou,... that she,,,, loves

Suppose, at least for the sake of illustration, that the imma¢ion effect triggered by the pres-
ence ofesis real. In the present system, this could then be intergrasea kind of “pseudo-
melting” effect, similar to the situation ithere.constructions: If one assumes (i) that the (phrase
headed by the) expletive does not stand in a dominanceaehaith the subject clause (contra
Ross (1967) and much later work), and (ii) that the explasuwaerged after the finite subject
clause, but within the same projection, then some item ingthi@dge of the subject clause will
be able to undergo edge-feature driven movement to an oBtapecifier (while the subject
clause is still in situ), and a CED effect can be avoided. Sarchnalysis in terms okgxple]
features (which presumably would by definition have to beeoed between standard subcate-
gorization features and movement-inducing features itufea stacks of lexical items) might
then possibly be extended to cases like (52-b) — in other syaero expletives might underlie
an absence of CED effect.Still, as remarked above, it is far from clear whether eiibiee

or both of the examples in (52) should indeed be categorigegtammatical in the first place
(and if they are not, giving up assumption (i) or assumptipmfll suffice to maintain the CED
effect).

The problems just noted notwithstanding, it is worth paigtout that this approach might
also contribute to a solution of a well-known problem thabwhk up with many theories of
locality in a domain where judgements are much less conts@leviz.,wh-extraction (or rela-
tivzation, or topicalization) from infinitives in Germam tontrast to finite clauses, subject (and
object) infinitives are transparent for extraction in Gennfef. Haider (1983; 1993), Sternefeld
(1985), and Grewendorf (1989)). A pair of examples that shitws effect is (53-bc), with the
subject infinitive in the pre-subject (base) and in an exisagd position. In (53-a), the subject
infinitive is accompanied by an expletieg and extraction is also possilffe.

(53) a. Was hatessich nicht gehorfcpt; PRO { zu beanstandeh?
what,.. hasit not been proper to object to

47 The analysis sketched here presupposes that CP extrapdsiim a Specv (or, for that matter, VP-internal
complement) position does not create an island, as an oesta#ifreezing. A freezing effect can be avoided with
extraction from a CP if CP extraposition targets a high pasjtmaking it an instance of remnant movement; see
Miller (1998).

48 Note that (53-a) must involve extraposition, as is typioahie presence of expletives that accompany clauses.
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b. Was hat[cpt) PRO { zubeanstandehsich nicht gehort ?

what,.. has to object to not been proper
c. Was hatsich nicht gehorfcp t; PRO { zubeanstandeh?
what,.. hasnot been proper to object to

Assuming that evidence for a zero expletive alternatindgnwgcan be found in this case, the
transparency of all kinds of subject infinitives in Germailddbe treated as another instance
of a pseudo-melting effect.

Needless to say, all these remarks are highly speculatidethe late-merged items creating
pseudo-melting effects postulated by these analyses vewaldtually have to be substantiated
by independent evidence. However, the main purpose of titisextion is not to justify actual
analyses, but rather to show a direction in which one migbtifably look upon encountering
exceptions to the CED with external arguments in Specv tteatransparent for extraction (or
related configurations), in a given language: In those ¢asesight well be that there is a
(possibly non-overt) item that is merged later, in the samogeption, which thereby permits the
insertion of an edge feature for some item in the specifienaftherwise opaque XP, thereby

creating a pseudo-melting effeet.

6.2 Conclusion

| have shown that the version of the Condition on Extracti@miain (CED) in (4) (according
to which some item is a barrier if the operation that has neeigén a phrase is the final
operation taking place in that phrase) follows as a theorem derivational theory of syntax
that incorporates the Phase Impenetrability Conditio@RInd the four assumptions in (54).

(54) a. All syntactic operations are driven by features widal items.
b. These features are ordered on lexical items.
c. Allphrases are phases.
d. Edge features that trigger intermediate movement stapbe added only as long as
the phase head is still active.

The question arises to what extent these four main assunspiiderlying the present analysis
are crucial; after all, it might be that abandoning one or enairthese assumptions does not
necessarily imply that no (relevant) version of the CED cadérived. In fact, closer inspection

reveals that the four assumptions are not equally impartant

49 This reasoning is comparable to Bittner & Hale’s (1996) imeent of accusative case assignment in terms of

abstract pseudo-coarguments.
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Consider first assumption (54-c). As argued in section 2t8nk there is solid independent
evidence (both empirical and conceptual) for assumingathahrases are phases, in the sense
of the PIC. Still, if one assumes that there are fewer phdabesmay diminish some of the
empirical impact of the CED then derivable, but it in no waydemines the theorem status
of the CED as such. For concreteness, suppose that only vERiade phases; then the (last-
merged) specifiers of vP and CP are derived as islands. If BBasa phase, then DP specifiers
come out as islands, too; and so on. This arguably does netr @the observable CED
effects, but it covers most of the effects discussed in tiesgnt paper, and thus represents an
interesting resuf?

Turning next to assumption (54-a), | would again like to eot that whereas adopting
it is well motivated (given an incremental, minimalist apach to structure-building where the
Inclusiveness Condition ensures that all operations averby the properties of lexical items);
but it can easily be replaced with alternative assumptiatisowt threatening to undermine the
overall approach. The main task of assumption (54-a) is tkenitgpossible to decide, at any
given step of the derivation, whether a phase head is stillegoor has become inert. In the
present approach, the (in-)activity of a phase head can teendimed by inspecting whether
it has any (probe or structure-building) features left tectiarge; but if the (in-)activity of a
phase head can be determined in some other way (e.g., byncpoyt semantic interpretation
cyclically), then this will also be sufficient for derivingD effects from the PIC.

Similar considerations apply in the case of assumptionb(b4-The hypothesis that
operation-inducing features on a lexical item are orderedtacks can be taken to be inde-
pendently motivated, and it permits a simple account of #s&-in/first-out property of edge
feature insertion, but replacing it with an alternativelemsption that does not rely on feature
hierarchies would leave most of the reasonings above i{patentially giving rise to analyses
of the type discussed in footnote 48)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 (54-d): Edge features thggér intermediate movement
steps can be added only as long as the phase head is stiéd.aB@placingafter with before
in the Edge Feature Condition (as documented in the diftetefinitions in (3) and (9)) forms

50 Since phases thus help to account for CED effects, underefinyitibn (narrow or broad), the present paper can
be viewed as an argument in support of the general concepplése. It certainly calls into question the claim

that “locality doesn'’t offer any argument for phases” (cbeBkx & Grohmann (2007, 214)).

51 Of course, dispensing with assumption (54-a) implies dispgy with assumption (54-b) as well, whereas the
opposite does not hold.
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the gist of the present paper. At least at first sight, thisld/seem to be the sole indispens-
able part of the derivation of CED effects from the PIC. Hoereven here we can distinguish
between the underlying idea and its technical implemesriatind replace the latter within alter-
native systems of movement and structure-building. Wha¢exled is some way of classifying
intermediate movement steps as costly; some operat®nequired to effect them, ands ap-
plication is restricted to contexts in which the phase heatill active. In the present approach,
¢ is the insertion of an edge feature; utould in principle be any other means triggering
intermediate movement step’sThis is then the irreducible core of the present proposak Op
eration( (however it is defined) is responsible for inducing moventer{intermediate) phase
edges, and can only apply at any given step of the derivation if the pHeesd providing the
phase edge qualifies as still “active” (however this is defjn&nder this assumption, the CED
effects follow from the PIC, in line with Chomsky’s informploposal that “what yields the
subject-island effect, it appears, is search that goesdplgénto a phase already passed” (see
Chomsky (2008, 154)).

Last but not least, | would like to emphasize a general p@etiving CED effects from the
PIC in the way laid out in this paper is only possible in a datitnal approach to syntax that
recognizebeforeandafteras basic theoretical concepts, and in which there is a talal of all
operations in a derivation (and thus no room for operati@ptyéng simultaneously in a single
phrase marker). Therefore, to the extent that the accounbeaharacterized as successful, it

provides an argument for a strictly derivational organ@abf grammar.

52 Here are two possible options that do without edge featwtkse(s are conceivable): First, on the basis of
the non-feature driven approach developed in Heck & MUB&0Q; 2003) (see footnote 4),could be assumed

to be movement to an intermediate position that violates Rasort in order to satisfy Phase Balance; and the
assumption replacing the EFC in (9) might be that a phaseraittcally counts as balanced if its phase head is
inert. An inert phase head would thus make a Last Resorttigaléncurred by an intermediate movement step
fatal, thereby yielding a PIC violation on the subsequetewith last-merged specifiers. Second, against the
background of Chomsky (1993), may be understood as movement to intermediate positionsiblates the
Fewest Steps condition but is required for convergence efdtrivation; the assumption replacing the EFC in
(9) might then be that convergence holds by definition if thadhof the landing site is not syntactically active
anymore. This would imply the selection of a derivation thrimizes the number of movement steps in CED
contexts, which violates the PIC.
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