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1. Background

Three possible analyses of (apparent) correlations ofsyintand morphological phenomena:
e The morphological phenomenon makes the syntactic phenamp@ossible.
e The syntactic phenomenon makes the morphological phenamp@ossible.
e Closer inspection reveals that there is no interaction afte

(1) V-to-T movement and rich verb inflection
a. Rich verb inflection makes V-to-T movement possible.
— Roberts (1993), Vikner (1997, 2001b), Holmberg & Platzek%95), Rohrbacher
(1999)
b.  V-to-T movement makes rich verb inflection possible.
«— Bobaljik (2002)
c. There is no (synchronically relevant) correlation betwé&/-to-T movement and rich
verb inflection. «— Alexiadou & Fanselow (2000), Vikner (2001a)

(2) Pro-drop and rich verb inflectian
a. Rich verb inflection makes pro-drop possible.
— Rizzi (1986), Jaeggli & Safir (1989), Miiller (2006), Neelem&a Szendrdi (2006)
b.  Pro-drop makes rich verb inflection possible. < no-one?
There is no (synchronically relevant) correlation betwpro-drop and rich verb inflec-
tion.

o

«— Grimshaw & Samek-Lodovici (1998)

d. Pro-drop is not a syntactic phenomenon. «— Adger (2003), Holmberg (2004)

(3) Scrambling and rich nominal case inflection
a. Rich nominal case inflection makes scrambling possible.
«— Haider (1988), Fanselow (1992)
b.  Scrambling makes rich nominal case inflection possible. «— Miiller (2002))
c. There is no (synchronically relevant) correlation betwscrambling and rich nominal
case inflection. — Mdller (1995)

(4) Successive-cyclic movement and movement-related mogyhol
a. Movement-related morphology makes successive-cyaiement possible
< no-one so far?
b.  Successive-cyclic movement makes movement-relatephotogy possible: morpho-
logical pieces act aeflexes of successive-cylic movement
«— the standard view: McCloskey (1979, 2002), Clements e18Bg), Collins (1993,
1994), Chung (1994, 1998), Cole & Hermon (2000), Fanselo®@aar (2001), Sabel
(2000), Lahne (2008), many others

c. There is no (synchronically relevant) correlation betwsuccessive-cyclic movement
and movement-related morphology
< no-one (but see Lahne (2008) on independent occurrencasually all pieces of
movement-related morphology).

(5) Claims

(i) The approach to CED effects developed in Miller (200&)gasts a concept plseudo-
meltingas a way to avoid island effects.

(i) This concept can be extended to the domain of movemaated morphology:
Movement-related morphology can be viewed as effectinggaenelting, in the sense
that a category which would otherwise act as an island besdraasparent for move-
ment. On this view, movement-related morphology is not exeftather, it makes
(certin kinds of) successive-cyclic movement possible.

(iii) So far, there is little independent empirical suppfrtsuch a view of movement-related
morphology; but on the conceptual side, the new approachtroifer an account as to
why this phenomenon exists in the first place (unlike stashdacounts).

2. Outline of the Analysis in Muller (2008)
2.1 Context

Question
How can the effects of the Condition on Extraction Domain QCHuang (1982), Chomsky
(1986, 1995, 2005), Cinque (1990), Manzini (1992)) be madeltow in the minimalist program?

Background
Chomsky (2000, 2001, 2005): PIC forces successive-cyctiwament via phase edges; such
movement is possible because edge features that drive litecarserted.

(6) Phase Impenetrability Conditiof?IC):
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 (where edge opEciigr(s) of X).

Claim:
CED effects can be derived from the PIC if the following fossamptions are made:

. All syntactic operations are driven by features of lekitzans.

. These features are ordered on lexical items.

. All phrases are phases.

. Edge features that trigger intermediate movement stepse added only as long as the
phase head is still active.

A WN PR

(7) Condition on Extraction Domai(to be derived from the PIC):

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



2.2 Assumptions
(i) All syntactic operations are feature-driven

(8) Two types of features that drive operations
a. Structure-building features (edge features, subceiegion features) trigger (external
or internal) Merge: §Fe]
b. Probe features trigger Agree:Hx].

(i) Features on lexical items are ordered

(9) a. ©O-roles
O1 > 605> O3
b.  Subcategorization features
[ePe]3 >~ [eDe]3 = [eDe];

(10) Last Resor(LR, revised):

a. Every syntactic operation must discharge (and deleteregpFe] or [*F*].
b.  Only features on the top of a feature list are accessible.

(AGENT > THEME > GOAL)

Extension

The same goes for probe features: They show up on a sepaaeke ahd if there is more than
one, they are ordered on a lexical head (the latter assumytibnot be important in this lecture,
though).

(iii) All phrases are phases

(11) Phase
All phrases are phases.

Consequence
Whmovement must proceed via every XP edge domain on its wayg tdtimate target position
(the G,,ne) NOde that attracts it), given the PIC.

(iv) Edge feature insertion

(12) Edge Feature Conditio(EFC):
An edge features[Xe] can be assigned to the heaaf a phase only if (&) and (b) hold:

a. ~ hasnotyetdischarged all its structure-building or pradmidres.
b. [eXe] ends up on top of’s list of structure-building features.
2.3 Deriving the Condition on Extraction Domain

2.3.1 Analysis: Merge
Deriving the CED

1. If an edge featureKe] is to be inserted on a phase hegdt must go to the top of’s list
of structure-building features. (EFC)
2. v must contain at least one other feature at this point (otiserivis inert). (EFC)

3. Butthen, $Xe] is discharged again immediately (last-in/first-out). LR

4. Thus, it is impossible to insert an edge feature for a categ that is merged i as the
last operation taking place in (EFC)

5. Therefore, a moved item in the edge domain ofaamerged last il is not accessible
anymore outsid&' (assuming a non-recursive notion of edge). (PIC)

6. Consequently, extraction fromis predicted to be impossible. (PIC)

7. Given that (outer) specifiers are last-merged in theijeptmns, they are thus barriers for
movement. (CED derived)

(13) Why specifiers are barriers
«; is a specifier that is last-merged in its phase.

a. Edge feature insertion follows specifier feature disgbar

~: [ecve]
—|v: @ ~ violates (12-a)
—|v: [eXe]
b. Edge feature insertion precedes specifier feature digeheersion 1:
~: [ecve]
—|y: [ece] > [eXe] ~ violates (12-b)
—|v: [eXe]
c. Edge feature insertion precedes specifier feature digeheersion 2:
~: [ecve]
—|v: [eXe] = [ecre] ~ does not help because of (10-b)
— |7 [ecve]

Conclusion
Specifiers are barriers because of the PIC: There is ho wagritg aut an intermediate movement
step from a last-merged specifier to the specifier of the nahphase above it.

(14) Why complements do not have to be barriers
v: [efe] = [ecre]
~: [ecve]

~: [eXe] = [ecre]
~: [ecve]

v @

(14) Edge feature insertion precedes complement featschalige, version 1:
~: [efe] = [ecre]

v: [ee] = [eXe] > [ecre]
~: [eXe] = [ocre]

~ violates nothing

L

~ violates (12-b)

—
—

(14) Edge feature insertion precedes complement featschalige, version 2:
~: [efe] = [ecre]
—|v: [eXe] >~ [eFe] > [ecre]
— 7. [efe] = [ece]

~ does not help because of (10-b)




Conclusion

Movement out of complements can respect the PIC: There sge $h the derivation where the
complement feature has already been discharged (so thetcudnt edge feature insertion can
attract an item within the complement), but the specifietuigmhas not yet been discharged.

Note
Under this approach, intermediate movement steps to ploges enust take pladeeforea (final)
specifier is merged.

(15) DP; ... [vp DPy [y t [y V4V [vp DPs [y t [y tv t2 11111
Consequences

e Subjects are barriers (both Specv and SpecT).

e Adjuncts are barriers (assuming that they are last-merpediféers of special functional
projections).

¢ Indirect objects bearing dative are barriers (assumingthiey are last-merged in SpecV).

2.3.2 Analysis: Agree

Problems

(i) So far, the prediction is thatHEME (accusative) objects can avoid becoming a barrier in VP
only if there is something else that is merged later. Thiglist®n is not borne out; see (16-ab)
(examples from German).

(i) Movement out of THEME (accusative) objects is known to depend on a tight relateween

V and N (“natural predicate”); see (16-bc) (Cattell (1976)his fact is not accounted for either
under present assumptions.

(16) Accusative DPs as partly transparent local domains
a. [pp, Worliber] hater derMaria [ppeinBuch t; ]gegeben?
about whahashe,,,, the Maria;,; a book,.. given
b.  [pp, Worliber ] hat derFritz [ppeinBuch t;]gelesen?
about whahasthe Fritz,, o, a book,.. read
C. *[pp, Woriiber ] hat derFritz [opeinBuch t; ] geklaut ?
about whahasthe Fritz,, ., a book,.. stolen

Analysis in Miller (1995), Sauerland (1995), Davies & Dudkin (2003), Schmellentin (2006);
based on Baker (1988)

e Abstract incorporation of N into V must apply to remove barrstatus from an NP. (As-
sumption: Head movement opens barriers, and abstracpio@iion is head movement at
LF.)

e Abstractincorporation can be viewed as co-indexing undeimality (see Head Movement
Constraint) in syntax.

e V-N:read-bookis a natural predicate resulting from abstract incorporati/-N:steal-book
is not (for most speakers).

Reanalysis

e Abstract incorporation is an instance of Agree: If V and Nnfioa natural predicate, they
share an abstract featurd {]/[f].
e Agree requires c-command, but is less local: An interveling unproblematic.

(17) Abstract incorporation as [*f*])/[f] Agree

a. [wp V[*f*] [op D [np N[f] PP Il
b.  [veV[orD[neNPPI]]

read book
steal book

Note
A similar account can be given for the bridge verb phenomerBridge verbs undergo Agree
(with respect tofx]/[f]) with C of its complement; non-bridge verbs do not.

(18) Bridge vs. non-bridge verbs
a. Wen denkstdu [cpdasssie t; getroffenhat] ?
whomthink you  that she met has
b. *Wen, weisstdu [cpdasssie t; getroffenhat] ?
whomknow you  that she met has

Note

This implies that either the PIC is relaxed for Agree, or tAgree can be successive-cyclic.
Something to this effect is required independently, undanynversions of the PIC (cf., e.g.,

agreement of T with nominative objects in Icelandic; andahalysis of long-distance agreement
in general).

Observation
Probe features on a phase head can never remove barriarfstatua last-merged specifier:

1. A probe feature cannot carry out Agree with (some itemtm¥ypecifier (Chomsky (2001,
2005)).

2. A probe feature cannot carry out Agree with (some itemtscomplement after a spec-
ifier has been merged. (For instance, Agree(n VP) (for accusative case assignment)
must precede Merge(RR,V').) This follows from a restrictive version of thgtrict Cycle
Condition(Chomsky (1973)).

(19) Strict Cycle ConditiofSCC):
Within the current domaim, a syntactic operation may not exclusively apply to posgio
that are included within another domairthat is dominated bw.

Consequences

(i) Last-merged specifiers continue to be barriers.

(i) Non-last-merged specifiers and complements are noigdvar

(i) Last-merged complements are not barriers if the pheessd has an additional probe feature
for Agree with/into the complement.



(20) Why last-merged complements do not have to be barriers
~ (e.g., V) is merged witly (e.g., DP) and has thereby discharged all its structuriglibgi
features.
a. Edge feature insertion follows complement feature disgpdy, no probe feature:
~: [ecve]
v @ ~ violates (12-a)
~: [eXe]
b. Edge feature insertion follows complement feature disgh, with probe feature:
~: [ecve]
[f]
: [xfx]
~: [eXe]
[f]

—
—

— ~~ violates nothing
N

Note

To avoid a SCC violation (as it would occur with specifierbg probe feature must be discharged
before the structure-building edge feature in (20-b) (ihisinproblematic given that the two
features are on different stacks).

Clausal heads

(i) A clausal head (V, v, T, C, ...ptatus-governgBech (1955/1957)) the head of its verbal com-
plement.

(i) This can be viewed as co-indexing of heads (abstradriparation, hence Agree in the present
approach); Sternefeld (1991), Miller (1995).

(iii) Consequently, clausal projections are not barriev@n if there is no specifier present (and the
projection is thus last-merged). (... but see beloyv

3. Melting

An interesting effect is predicted under present assumgtié specifiera of I' ceases to be an
barrier when somg becomes an outer specifierloby movement.

3.1 Melting effects with scrambling in German

(21) Melting effects with was-flr split; subjects
a. *Was haberpp, t; fur Leute] [pp, denFritz] getroffen?
what have for people,om the Fritz,.. met
b. Was haber[pp, denFritz] [pp, t; fiir Leute] t; getroffen?
what have the Fritz,.. for peoplg,,, Mmet

(22) Melting effects with PP extraction from DP; subjects
a. *[pp, Uber wen] hat[pp, einBuch t ] [pp, denFritz] beeindruck®
aboutwhomhas a book,om the Fritz,.. impressed
b. [pp, Uber wen] hat[pp, denFritz] [pp, €inBuch t ] t; beeindruck®
aboutwhomhas the Fritz,.. a book,,, impressed

Analysis

(i) Scrambling is triggered by a designated structureeling feature on v: {Xe]

(i) If v still has a [eXe] feature left after discharge osDe] (= Merge of the external argument
DP), an edge feature@Xe] can be inserted before the phase is complete.

(iii) Therefore, the phase head can now attract an item otihe@®xternal argument to its edge
position.

(23) PR ..[wDP: [y t{ [y [oPy tf - L] [v [vp - o .V V]I

(24) How the melting effect is derived
[eGe] > [ecxe] >~ [ele]
I [ece] = [ede]

: [ede]

I [eXe] = [ede]

: [ede]

]

=

~ violates nothing

Ry
22222

Prediction
The same effect arises in double object constructions; ¥cadicy as such is irrelevant.

(25) Melting effects without V adjacency; subjects
a. *Was haberpp, t; fir Leute] [pp, demFritz] [pp, Blicher ]geschenkt ?
what have for people,. the Fritzg,; books,.. given
b. Was haberpp, demFritz] [pp, t; flr Leute ]tz [pp, Blcher Jgeschenkt ?
what have the Frithgy, for people books given

(26) Melting effects with indirect objects
a. *Wag hater [op, t1 flr Leuten] [pp, denFritz] vorgestellt ?
what hashe, ;. for peopley; the Fritz,.. introduced
b. Was hater [op, denFritz] [pp, t; flr Leuten] tp vorgestellt ?
what hashe, ., the Fritz,.. for people,; introduced

3.2 Melting effects with scrambling in Czech

The same phenomenon shows up in Czech; it can be seen verly aeBP split constructions
(Fanselow & Lenertova (2007), Kerova (2006)), but also with other instances of movemem fr
DP. The analysis is essentially identical to that given ferr@an (assuming that Czech scrambling
of the type shown here targets Specv); the different posibiothe verb is irrelevant. (Data and
judgements in this section are due to Petr Biskup and Demrartova; they have been confirmed
by Pavel Caha, Ivona Kigrova, and other Czech linguistis.)

(27) Melting effects with DP split constructions
a. *[np, Holka]neudéila [pp, Z&dnat, ] Petra,

girlom hit NOnomn  Pelfe.
‘No girl hit Petr.

b. [np, Holka]neudéila Petra [pp, ZAdnat; ] t2
girl,om hit Pett,.. NGyom



‘No girl hit Petr.
c. [np, Holku] neudéil Petp  [pp, Z&dnou; ]
girlgee  hit Pett,om NOuce
‘Petr hit no girl.’

(28) Melting effects with PP extraction from DP

a. *pp O starychautech Joslovila [pp, kniha t ] Petra
aboutold cars fascinated book,o,m Peth.c.
‘A book about old cars fascinated Petr.’

b. (?)pp, O  starychautech Joslovila Petra [pp, knihat ]t

aboutold cars fascinatedPet,.. book,om
‘A book about old cars fascinated Petr.

c. [pr O starychautech Eetl Pets [pp, knihut ]
aboutold cars readPetr, book,..
‘Petr read a book about old cars.’

(29) Melting effects with wh-movement from DP (in violation & tteft Branch Condition)
a. *Cij uddila[pp, t; sestra] Petra ty ?
whosehit sisterom Petlee
‘Whose sister hit Petr?’
b.(*)Ci,  uddila Petra [pp, t; sestra] ty ?
whosehit Pety,.. Sistehom
‘Whose sister hit Petr?
c. Cip uddil Petr [pp, t; sestru]?
whosehit  Petr,m Sistef,cc
‘Whose sister did Petr hit?’

4. Pseudo-Melting

4.1 Transparent Subjects
Observation
It has sometimes been claimed, for certain movement typesrtain languages, that subjects are
not necessarily barriers for extraction.
e Haider (1983, 1993) on German
e Frantz (1980) on Blackfoot
e Bickel (2004) on Belhare

e Lasnik & Saito (1992), Takahashi (1994), Rackowski & Riasa(2005) on Japanese (for
null operator movement).

e Stepanov (2007) on Navajo, Turkish, Palaun, Hungariansiaos

Assumption

(i) Many of the putatitve counter-examples to the geneatilim that subjects in Specv are islands
can be rejected by showing that they either involve VP-mearguments or no extraction at all,
or melting.

(i) However, it may be that such a way out is not availabledibconstructions, and all languages
where apparent exceptions from the CED have been observed.

What can be dorie

e One can adopt a freezing approach: Specv is transparert] $pe barrier. (See Kitahara
(1994), Takahashi (1994), Boeckx (2003), Gallego & Uriagar(2006), Stepanov (2007);
and Rizzi (2006, 2007) for a somewhat narrower concept @zirey that does not derive
CED effects).

Problem: This is not compatible with the data given above.

e One can weaken the basic assumptions, and invoke paraatieiniz
Example: Rackowski & Richards (2005, 585) assume that CEesfwith subjects can be
avoided if a language can establish an Agree relation betwead a specifier.
(Also cf. Gallego & Uriagereka (2006).)
Problem: This violates the c-command requirement on Agrletions assumed in Chomsky
(2001, 2005) and much related work.

e One can pursue pseudo-meltingpproach and look for a (possibly covert) item that is
merged externally after an external argument DP (CP) iretbases.

Terminology

e Melting: Internal Merge of some (typically overt) non-expletive diBove a specifiet
within the same phase makegransparent for extraction.

e Pseudo-Melting External Merge of some (possibly covert) expletive XP aba\specifier
« within the same phase makedransparent for extraction.

4.2 Expletive Constructions in English

ObservationMoro (1997), Lasnik & Park (2003)):
The associate DP in English expletive constructions is ma¢iiently a barrier; see (30-ab). (In
contrast, DP is a barrier for extraction in locative inverstonstructions, as in (30-c)).

(30) English expletive constructions
a. Which wall do you think thergwas [p t3 [/ V [pp, @ picture of { ]]] ?
b.  Which candidatewere therg [pp, posters oft ] all over town ?
C. *Who; do you think pp, on this wall ] hung bp, a picture of { ] t3 ?

Assumptior{Williams (1994, 2006), Hazout (2004), Hartmann (2005)):
The expletive is a subject, and the DP its predicate, with iets merged in the same projection
(VvP).

Consequence

DP; in (30-ab) is in fact not last-merged in its projection besthereis merged later, in the same
projection (subsequentlthereundergoes raising to SpecT). Therefore ,IBes not have to be
an island for extraction.

10



4.3 Subject Clauses in German

Caveat

What follows is not a full analysis; it is just supposed towshe direction in which one might
profitably look upon encountering exceptions to the CED witternal arguments in Specv that
are transparent for extraction (or related configuratioimsa given language: In those cases, it
might well be that there is a (possibly non-overt) item tlsanierged later, in the same projection,
which thereby permits the insertion of an edge feature fonesdtem in the specifier of an
otherwise opaque XP, thereby creating a pseudo-meltiegteff

Speculation

Another case that might shed some light on this issue is that@erman expletive pronouss
optionally accompanying a finite subject clause from whixtnaetion has taken place. Fanselow
& Mahajan (2000) claim that (31-a) (extraction in the presenfeg is just as good as (31-b)
(extraction from a subject clause withagbeing present); interestingly, for some speakers, the
presence oesactuallyimprovesthe example. (That said, for what is perhaps the majority of
speakers, both examples are equally ungrammatical, as onkl wxpect under the approach
developed above; also see Stechow (2000).)

(31) Extraction from finite subject clauses with and without apletive
a. #Wen, argert esdich [cpdasssiet liebt]?
whom,.. annoysit Youye. that she,,,, loves
b. #Wen argert dich [cpdasssiet liebt]?
whomy,.. anN0YSyOUg.. that she,,,, loves

Data judgements

(i) Fanselow & Mahajan (2000): (31-ab) are both well formed.
(i) Stechow (2000): (31-ab) are both ill formed.

(iii) Some speakers: The presenceesfmprovesthe example.

Assumptions needed to derive (iii) (pseudo-melting)

(i) The (phrase headed by the) expletive does not stand inmandmce relation with the subject
clause (as in Ross (1967) and much later work).

(ii) The expletive is merged after the finite subject clalme within the same projection.

Consequence

Some item in the left edge of the subject clause will be ablertdergo edge-feature driven
movement to an outer vP specifier (while the subject clausgllisn situ), and a CED effect can
be avoided.

(Speculation on (31-b) if it is accepted as grammaticalo zapletives.)

Conclusion for what follows

(31-ab) are in fact ungrammatical. Consequently, eithsamagtion (i) or (i) must be given up.
For concreteness, suppose that (i) is wrong: Expletiveestibg dominates the CP in the base.
(I.e., the “expletive’esis in fact the argument.)
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Possible extension to uncontroversial data
(Zero or overt) expletives might exempt subject infinitive&erman from barrier status.

(32) Extraction from subject infinitives in Germgiaider (1983, 1993), Sternefeld (1985),
Grewendorf (1989)):

a. Was hatessich nicht gehorfcpt] PRO  zubeanstandeh?
what,.. hasit not been proper to object to

b. Was hat[cpt] PRO t zubeanstandehsich nicht gehort ?
what,.. has to object to not been proper
c. Was hatsich nicht gehorfcpt) PRO § zubeanstandeh?

what,.. hasnot been proper to objectto

A similar reasoning
Bittner & Hale’s (1996) treatment of accusative case ass@it in terms of abstract pseudo-
coarguments

4.4 Pseudo-Melting in Last-Merged Complements?

Recall from section 2.3:2

(i) Extraction from last-merged complements prima facisgma problem.

(i) This problem was solved by postulating probe featufes ‘(natural predicates”) which can
render a phase head active ewadter the last structure-building (subcategorization) featuss
been discharged.

(iii) However, this made it necessary to assume that Agreesgade the PIC (an assumption that
is arguably independently motivated, given long-distaampeement).

Alternative

(i) Perhapsead as a lexical property, is accompanied by an empty pseudorgexpletive (at
least in the context dfiook, whereastealis not.

(i) Perphapghink, as a lexical property, subcategorizes for an empty pseuwgltng expletive in
addition to its CP complement, wherdawwdoes not.

Note

This would be at variance with proposals according to whicbre ismore structurewith
non-bridge (e.g., factive) verbs than there is with bridgebg; see the additional “operator of
some sort” in Manzini (1992, 115), also Roberts & Rousso®230

Note 2

Both bridge verbs likglauben denkerand non-bridge verbs likeissencan co-occur with overt
expletivees Assuming that such an overt expletive does not improveaetitn (but see above),
it must be postulated thas either dominates its “associate” CP in the base, or is meiged
different projection. (I assume the former.)

A further consequence
To maintain barrier status of subjects in Specv and Spead ¢aimdirect objects in SpecV), an

12



additional restriction on pseudo-melting expletives isassary; e.g.:

(33) Restriction on subcategorization featulgsntative, possibly parametrized):
A subcategorization feature that does not go backdegead can only be dominated by at
most one subcategorization feature on a feature stack afcalétem.

Note

(i) This (trivially) permits a subcategorization featuce ¥P on v (pVe]), for vP on T (feve]), for
TP on C (pTe]), none of which go back té-grids.

(i) This permits subcategorization features for explketiyf there is only one other XP in the same
phase that has been merged earlier (as in Entiisfeconstructions, or in pseudo-melting analy-
ses of transparent last-merged complements).

(iii) This does not permit subcategorization features fquletives with subjects and indirect ob-
jects. (As such, (33) is incompatible with the approach t@mine subject clause transparency in
German sketched above.)

5. Movement-Related Morphology
5.1 Hypothesis
Hypothesis

¢ Movement-related morphology is not a reflex of successpsticemovement.

e Movement-related morphology is introduced as a last resoas to avoid an island violation
with last-merged XPs (typically complements) where pragetdres (that would keep the
phase head active, and accessible as a target for edgesfaetartion) are not available.

5.2 Complementizer Selection in Modern Irish

5.2.1 Data
Ref: McCloskey (1979, 2002)

Observation

(i) The regular form of declarative C go.

(ii) If SpecC is targetted by movement, C takes the faim

(iii) (If a long-distance dependency is expressed withoavement, by a resumptive pronoun in
situ, C takes the formN.)

(34) Movement-related morphology of C in Modern Irish

a. Creidimgu-r inis sé bréag
I-believeC:go-PasT tell helie
‘| believe that he told a lie.

b. Céacweanqa dhioltd t;?
whichone C:alL sold you
‘Which one did you sell?’

c. ant-ainmOP; a hinnseadhlldinna bhit; ar an ait
thename C:al was toldto us C:aL was ontheplace
‘the name that we were told was on the place’

13

Analysis in McCloskey (2002, 203)

(i) C which bears both the Op-feature and the EPP-featuesized asl.

(ii) C which bears only the EPP-feature is realizedbis

(iii) C which bears neither the Op-feature nor the EPP-fieaisirealized ago.

5.2.2 Sketch of an Analysis

Pseudo-melting analysis

(i) VP and vP are inherently transparent in Modern Iristhaitbecause they are not last-merged
in their projections, or because they are status-goveamehterged complements.

(ii) Suppose that TP is not inherently transparent in Modesh: It is the last-merged comple-
ment of C, and C does not have a probe feature for T that migi keactive after TP is merged.
(iii) TP should then qualify as a barrier in Modern Irish.

(iv) As a last resort strategy, a subcategorization fedmran expletive item can be inserted on
C.

(v) This creates a pseudo-melting effect: TP becomes temaap because an edge feature can
now be instantiated on C that attracts an item in the edge thoofd.

(vi) The expletive that is required by the newly added exypdefeature on the phase head is
merged in the C domain.

(vii) The expletive is a functional category. Functionategories are mere bundles of morpho-
syntactic features in syntax; they are subject to postegjict morphological realization (see
Halle & Marantz (1993)).

(viii) Post-syntactic morphological spell-out can affestibtrees not justnodes(see Ackema &
Neeleman (2003, 2004), Neeleman & Szendrdi (2006), Cah@8f2daraldsen (2008), among
others). Alternatively, there ision(see Halle & Marantz (1993), Halle (1997)).

(ix) As a result, the expletive in the outer SpecC positionm caly be spelled out together with C
(see Lahne (2007)).

(x) Bare C is realized ago, expletive+C is realized ..

In a nutshell

1. TP is a barrier in Modern Irish.
2. To remove barrier status, an expletive is added to C: psenglting.
3. The pseudo-melting expletive is the locus of movemelatted morphology.
Note
This approach raises a number of questions:
e How can the syntactic last resort effect be implementediieelly?
e How does post-syntactic morphological spell-out in the @édim work technically?

5.2.3 Movement-Related Morphology as a Last Resort in 8ynta

Observation
Intermediate steps of successive-cyclic movement by thiesare already last resort operations.
There are two possibilities to implement this in an optityatheoretic system:
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¢ Intermediate movement steps are not feature-driven; thagte the LAST RESORT re-
quirement that all operations are feature-driven in ordesatisfy higher-ranked constraints
(Heck & Miiller (2000, 2003)):
FEATURE CONDITION, INCLUSIVENESS> EOC > LAST RESORT

¢ Intermediate movement steps are driven by edge featureshahé inserted on phase heads
in the course of the derivation; they violate thech USIVENESSCONDITION in order to
satisfy higher-ranked constraints (standard minimapigraach; the present analysis):
FEATURE CONDITION, LAST RESORT>> EOC > INCLUSIVENESS

(35) a. FEATURE CONDITION: triggers discharge of all structure-building and probatdiees
b. LAST RESORT blocks syntactic operations that are not feature-driven
c. EmpTY OuTPUTCONDITION (EOC): is the only constraint violated by the null parse:
an optimal empty output models a crash of the derivation
d. INCLUSIVENESS blocks insertion of material that is not part of the numieratas in
Chomsky (2001)

Observation

(i) Edge feature insertion violatesiCLUSIVENESS

(i) Expletive feature insertion violatesiCLUSIVENESS
(iii) Insertion of the expletive also violatesICLUSIVENESS

Analysis

(i) INCLUSIVENESSISs a regular [EP constraint in optimality theory.

(ii) We can distinguish betweene>(feature) and BrP(category): NCL([eXe]), INCL(XP)

(i) Only when all INCL constraints are ranked below EOC can pseudo-melting (hence
movement-related morphology) arise.

Problem

As it stands, the system seems to require look-ahead: If guage has the option of saving
an otherwise illegitimate extraction from a last-mergechptement by expletive insertion (i.e.,
pseudo-melting), it has to make use of it: If it doesn't, ngedeature can be inserted for an
item in the last-merged complement, and a PIC violation sulbsequently arise. However, the
derivation may continue for a while before this can actua#yseen (e.g., subsequent phase heads
also fail to insert an edge feature, and the PIC problem ardgs at what might be the very last
step, when the phase head of the ultimate landing site bexaatige). Thus, given the PIC-based
analysis, anNcL-violation may be required early on but turns out to be leggtie only much
later in the derivation. (This problem is well known in loacgrivational approaches to syntax:
resumptive pronounsAnd the same problem of course also arises with edge femseetion as
such, given that it violatesNICLUSIVENESS)

Solution

There is a local way of determining whether arcL violation will or will not pay off: PHASE
BALANCE (Heck & Muller (2000, 2003)).
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(36) PHASEBALANCE (PB):
Every phase P has to be balanced: If P is a phase then for eeegmment-inducing feature
[eFe] in the numeration there must be a distinct accessible nregagoal for F.

Note

PB can take over the role of the PIC in the analysis of CED effdedge feature insertion as such
continues to be optional, but if it does not take place, d faBaviolation with non-accessiblé
on thel" cycle will result (rather than a fatal PIC violation on the ¥fle, as assumed so far), in
(37).

@7 . bpY[ry[ad-.

Consequence
Domains for optimizations are local: the phase (i.e., thagpd).

(38) Some competing CP outputs for movement constructions ireividdsh:

a. [cpClrpd ... Il — *IPB.
b. [cpEXPL[c C [P0 ... 1]] — *INCL(XP), *IPB
c. [erdile Clrti.. ]l —*ILR
d

[cPEXPL[c 61 [ Clrptr ... 1NN — **| NCL([eFe]), *I NCL(XP)

Note

A candidate that proceeds by inserting an edge feature ameatphase head cannot be generated
in the first place, given that the Edge Feature Conditionvilable. (Alternatively, it could also
be assumed to be high-ranked.)

Two problems

e The additional structure-building featureekple] that creates pseudo-melting must show up
belowthe regular (inherent) complement feature on a lexical it€his is just what had to
be excluded with inserted edge features. Recall the fortionlan (12-b): feXe] ends upon
top of s list of structure-building features (a pushdown autamngiroperty).

e What exactly doesegxple] stand for? How do we know what kind of feature has to show
up here?

Solution

(i) The [eexple] feature arises as a resultadpyingthe complement feature: The higher copy then
triggers complement Merge, and the lower feature triggeptedive insertion.

(i) “Expletives” are minimal feature bundles grouped ardwarious kinds of category labels (see
Grimshaw (1997)).

(iif) The copying option does not exist for edge featureggthare specific features without cate-
gory information).

(iv) The expletive feature can never attract a category brival Merge (either by definition, or
because of various conspiracies involving, e.g., a ban tremely anti-local movement from
complement position to specifier).
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(39) Pseudo-melting and movement-related morphalogy
7 [ef3e]

— (copying) v: [of3e] = [e30]

— (complement Merge) |7y: [o[e]

— (edge feature insertiofr): [eXe] > [e¢/e]

— (Move from compl.) |v: [efe]

— (expl. insertion) v @

~ optimal output

Complication

The approach sketched so far works well for languages whagh movement-related morphology
in all intervening domains, but not in the C domain assodiatéh the final landing site. There
are various languages of this type (despite McCloskey'8Z2@laims to the contrary). Cf., e.g,
u as a C realization in Wolof (see Torrence (2005)), and Heck &lé4 (2003) for more general
remarks. However, Modern Irish i®t like this: Movement-related morphology also shows up in
the final landing site. This poses a problem for the analy6iG: has a pwhe] feature left at the
point where TP is merged, TP cannot be a barrier for extrgetmitem out of it. Various options
arise:

1. The final landing site of movement is actualyoveCP, in a separate projection.
2. McCloskey’s own approach: What looks like the moved itanini fact base-generated,;

the moved item is an empty operator. Under this view, it mgjhiply be that the empty
operator gets the same kind of default spell-out as the psmedtingexpL item.

3. C has a [*wh*] probe feature but ne\he]; the probe feature alone may be classified as
“too weak” to keep a head active once the complement has besgech

5.2.4 Morphological Spell-Out

Question
How come the expletive and the C head are morphologicallizeshas a single unit?

Two options
(i) post-syntactic spell-out of subtrees
(i) post-syntactic fusion of expl and C before spell-ouhotles

Note

Spell-out of subtrees would for the most part work withoutkgems for Modern Irish: At the
point where morphological realization BkPL+C is to take place, the originally intervenindnas
already gone on to the next phase, axeL and C have become adjacent.

(40) Derivation with post-syntactic spell-out of subtrees

a. [cPEXPL[¢ 61 [ Clrety ... NI —
b. ..0..[cPEXPL[c ) [ Clrptyi ... ]II]

Potential complication
As noted, movement-related morphology in Modern Irish alsows up in the final landing site.
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For this last step, it might be that actual dislocation ofékpletive to the position of C is required
(otherwise, the moved item would intervene; but recall theous options discussed above). For
concreteness, | will assume option (ii).

(41) Derivation with post-syntactic fusion akpL and C

a.  [cPEXPL[¢ 01 [¢ Clrpts .. ]Il -
b. ..0..[cPEXPL[c t] [ Clrpty ... ]II] -
c. ..0..[ep—I[ct)[c EXPLAC[rp

Question

How exactly does morphological realization take place?

Answer

(i) Given fusion, the feature specifications XPL and C are combined into a single feature
specification that is targetted only once by spell-out.

(i) Since the feature specifications®XpL and C are different from the original C specification, it
is likely that different morphological exponents will rezd the two specifications: This accounts
for the movement-related morphological effect.

(42) Simplified analysis of Modern Irish
a. C bears the features,f-.

b. EXPL bears the featuresF
Cc. EXPL+C bears the features A, Fs.
d. go < F, F.
e. aL — F, R, F5
Consequence

(i) gois the most specific compatible exponent for C alalei¢ more specific, but not compatible
because it has an additional feature), and is thereforeeohvaa the Subset Principle (Elsewhere
Principle) if EXPL is not present.

(ii) aL is the most specific compatible exponent forPL+C, and is therefore chosen via the
Subset Principle (Elsewhere Principleki&pL has undergone fusion with C.

ObservationLahne (2008)):
It seems that, across languages, movement-related mogphtyipically involves aetreat to the
general cas€Halle & Marantz (1993)): A less specific (default) exponsnnserted.

Lahne’s (2008) approach

(i) Itis the edge feature itself that gives rise to movenretated morphology.

(ii) Edge features, once assigned, are integrated intolheghead’s feature specification in such
a way that they combine with some specific feature(s) fouaceth

(iii) By triggering movement, the ‘fused’ edge feature ideded, and with it a part of the original
feature specification of the phase head.

(iv) The feature that is deleted (as part of the edge featsrept available for post-syntactic
morphological realization anymoranpoverishmenin the syntax.
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(v) Consequently, a less specific, default exponent is chbgespell-out.

A potential alternative

The Subset Principle is replaced by tBaperset PrincipléStarke (2006), Caha (2007, 2008),
Taraldsen (2008)). In Superset Principle-based apprsachmorphological realization, default
exponents are those with more features (rather than thakdemier features).

(43) Superset Principle
The phonological exponent of a vocabulary item is inseméd & node if the item matches
all or a superset of the grammatical features specified imtite. Insertion does not take
place if the vocabulary item does not contain all features@nt in the node. Where several
items meet the conditions for insertion, the item contagjdewer features unspecified in the
node must be chosen.

(44) Example: Inflection of “be” in English
Singular Plural

1 am are
2 are are
3is are

(45) Feature decomposition
participant, addressee, group, present

(46) Exponents
a. [lam/< [pres,part]
b. [fis/< [pres]
c. larel— [pres,part,addr,group]

(47) Competition
Features @ Group
part amare are
part,addr are are
1] is.amare are

Note

e The default exponent is overspecified.
e The exponents that block its insertion in certain environte&ave fewer features.

e The feature specification of a vi does not have to be coheserfapture a natural class of
instantiations of a grammatical category.

Back to movement-related morphology

Lahne’s observation can be accomodated in the presentrsyfstee Superset Principle governs
morphological realization: Fusion @&XxpL and C blocks the regular exponent for C (which now
does not realize a superset of the feature specificati@xpf+C anymore), and forces insertion
of the less specific default exponent (which does realizeparset ofexpL+C but is blocked in
bare C contexts as not being specific enough).
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5.3 MeN-Deletion in Malay
Ref: Cole & Hermon (2000), Fanselow €avar (2001)

ObservationCole & Hermon (2000, 110)):

Overt movement of avh-argument NP or NP operator requires the omission oftle®Nprefix
on the verb in Bahasa Melayu. (It therefore looks as thowftin situ does not involve overt
movement; but cf. Fanselow &avar (2001) for a reanalysis.)

(48) a. Alimem-beritahlkamutadi|[ Fatimahmem-bacapa ] ?

Ali meN-told you just FatimahmeN-readwhat

b. Apa (yang)Ali (*mem)-beritahikamutadi[ (yang)Fatimah(*mem)-baca; ] ?
what dass Ali (meN)-told you just that Fatimah meN-read

c. Ali (mem)-beritahlkkamutadi[ apa (yang)Fatimah(*mem)-baca; | ?

Ali (meN)-told you just what that Fatimah meN-read

Sketch of an analysis

(i) AspP intervenes between vP and TP in Malay.

(ii) Asp does not status-govern vP, and by itself, Asp dodgai@ a specifier.

(i) Given low-ranked NcL constraints, expletive insertion is possible in SpecAsp.

(iv) This creates a transparency of vP: pseudo-melting.

(v) meNis the standard realization of Asp; fusion|tpPL and Asp makemeNinsertion impossi-
ble (via the Superset Principle).

(vi) Consequently, a zero default marker is inserted (asaimrie (2008)); but the default marker is
radically overspecified (given the Superset Principle).

(vii) Alternatively, there may simply be no exponent avbi&for insertion.

(49) Simplified analysis of Malay
a. Asp bears the features,f.
b. EXPLbears the featuresF
C. EXPL+Asp bears the features H, Fs.
d. meN— Fq, F.
e. D Fl, F2, F3

5.4 Complementizer Selection in Kinande
Ref: Schneider-Zioga (2005)

Observations
(i) C andexpL may be subject to separate spell-out: In (50-c), C is redl@smnga andexpPL as

kya
(ii) There iswh-agreement in the sense that the pieces of movement-related morphalifigr,
depending on properties of the moved item.

(50) Movement-related morphology in Kinande (Bantu)
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a. [cpEkihi; [c kyo ] Kambalealangirat; ] ?
what  that Kambalesaw
‘What did Kambale see?’
b. [cplyondi; [¢c yo ] Kambalealangirat; ]| ?
who that Kambalesaw
‘Who did Kambale see?
c. [cpEkihi; [c kyo ] Maryaalengekanaypcp t; nga-kyoKambaleasoma; ] ?
what that Mary thinks C-that Kambaleread
‘What does Mary think that Kambale read?’

Sketch of an analysis

(i) To account for (50-c), it can be assumed thabL does not necessarily attach to Cfoigion

an operation likenerger loweringor local dislocation(that leaves the two feature bundles intact)
is also an option (see Embick & Noyer (2001)).

(i) The agreement effect suggests that properties of theeghdtem may also influence mor-
phological realization. This is to be expected if (a) a moiteth’s trace may potentially retain
morpho-syntactic features, and (b) this trace may alsaqggaate in fusion (with onlyexpL, in the
case at hand).

(iii) An alternative would be to assume that different baesifions of the moved items are rele-
vant; see Lahne (2008) on the intricatb-agreement patterns in Chamorro.
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