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Marguerite Browning 

Submitted to the Department of Linguistics and Philosophy on 
August 14, 1987, in partial fulfillment of the requirements of 

the Degree of Doctor of Philosophy in Linguistics. 

ABSTRACT 

Thie dieserkation defends the hypothseis that certain con- 
etructione involve covert At-movement resulting in the crea- 
tion of A/-chains headed by null categoriee commonly referred 
to ae Rnull operators." The constructions which have been 
widely analyzed as involving null operators fall into two 
categories. In the firet category, designated ROWM WH- 
movementn) constructionen, are relative clauses (tensed and 
infinitival), purpose clau~es, degree clauses, adjectivai com- 
plements, clefts and comparativee, all of which are treated as 
covert wh-movement structures in Chomsky (1977). More recent- 
ly, the null operator hypothesis has been extended to parasi- 
tic gap conetructione, which conetitute the second category. 
The goal of this dissertation ia to develop an analysis of the 
nature of null operator chains and the conditions which apply 
to them which will account for the similarities and differen- 
cee between the two categories of constructions in e unified 
manner. Three types of constraints are discussed and proposed: 
constr-ainte governing the licensing of the null operator 
iteelf, the licensing of the variable created by null operator 
movement and the liceneing of the null operator chain as a 
whole. Chapter -one contains a history of the development of 
the null operator analysis, reviews the basic phenomena to be 
examined and sef:s out the framework, essentially that of 
Chomsky (1986a, 1986b), within which the reaearch has been 
carried out. 

Chapter two examines the relation between predication and the 
operatore, both overt and null, which allow clausal categories 
to function as predicates 1.: OWM constructions. It is proponed 
that predication reletione which are not licensed by 0-role 
assignment must bc licensed by the existence of an "agreement 
chainn between the subject of predication and a predicate in- 
ternal category. An agreement chain exists when two categories 
are connected by an unbroken sequence of independently motiva- 
ted inetances of agreement, e.g. subject-predicate agreement, 
SPEC-HEAD agreement, etc. It is further argued that null ope- 
rators are pure prono~ninals, 1. e. pro. and that the agreement 
chain which licen~es predication is sufficient to identify A / -  =. 



Since A/-pro in OWM constructions receives phi-fsatures via 
the agreemefit chain, it is licensed as the head of an A ' -  
chain. In chapter three it is shown that the fundemental dif- 
ference between OWM constru~tions and parasitic gap construc- 
tions is that A/-pro in the latter does net participate in an 
agreement chain and, therefore, does not receive phi-features. 
The result is that A/-pro in parasitic gap constructions is 
not licensed to head a chain; however, under the appropriate 
assumptions about the constraints governing A/-chains, uniden- 
tified At-pro may act as an intermediate empty category. This 
position is embedded in an analysis of parssitic gap construc- 
tions which treats the parasitic chain and the "realn chain an 
a single ncomplex chainw derived by chain formation, a non- 
exceptional, non-construction specific process. The Subjacency 
Condition is interpreted as a condition on chain links which 
applies at SS to the output of all chain formation operations 
and which, therefore, governs the formation of comp.Lex chains. 
Conditions on the identification of variables are a l ~ o  shown 
to affect the distribution of parasitic gaps. At LF A/-pro in 
these constructions, like other intermediate empty cateyorles 
in argument chsins, deletes via Affect a, yielding representa- 
tions identical to those resulting from the Chomsky (1982) 
analysis, in which the matrix operator directly binds two 
variables. The anti-c-command constraint is once again ana- 
lyzed as a Binding Condition C violation. The chapter ends 
with some speculative remarks concerning the typology of empty 
categories and the nature of chains. 

Other aspects of A/-chains involving both null and overt ope- 
rators are explored in chapter four, in particular, the great- 
er sensitivity of extracted subjects in a variety of contexts 
to the presence of intervening barriers. It is shown that this 
sensitivity is not a unified phenomenon and that it does not 
motivate certain revisions of the ECP which have been proposed 
in recent work. The marginality of subject gaps in OWM con- 
structions, parasitic gcp conntructions and within certain 
types of islands in English is attributed to the Subjacency 
Condition, in a revised relativized form which imposes a 
stricter SS bounding constraint on non-complement chains than 
on complement cnains. Another group of constructions which 
exhibit stronger violations and which share the property that 
extraction of an argument requires the obligatory presence of 
an intermediate empty category in an A/-position at LF, are 
brought within the scope of the ECP by means of a condition on 
LF argument chains involving A/-positions. A discussion of 
several other topics, including the appropriate formulation of 
the Minimality Condition, the nature of antecedent government 
and head government, the proper definition of "barriern, ends 
the chapter. 

Thesis Supervisor: Noam Chomsky 
Title: Institute Professor 



ACKNOWLEDGEHENTS 

tly deepest gratitude goes to my committee: Noam Chomsky, 
Richard Kayne, Wayne O'Neil and Esther Torrego. The opportu- 
nity to work closely with a group of such principled people 
has been a privilege and a gift. The impact of their work and 
teaching, especially that of Noam Chomsky, Is (hopefully) 
apparent throughout this dissertation. 

Several linguists have bee9 important to the writing of this 
dissertation, even though I know them primarily (only, in some 
caees) through their articles; I gratefully acknowledge my 
intellectual debts to G. Cinque, R. Faraci, C. Jones, G. Lon- 
gobardi, L. Rizzi, T. Stowell and E. Williams. My thanks also 
go to the following faculty members: to Morris Halle, for un- 
failing, though not always recognizable, support; to Jim Hig- 
ginbotham for suggesting that I take a look at touqh-construc- 
tions; and to Richard Lareon for helpful challenges. Thanks 
also to the support staff in the department, especially Haggie 
Carracino end Nancy Peters. 

Among my teachers at Utlass/Boston there were three who made 
all the difference: Jeanne Ambrose-Grillet, whose enthusiasm 
for linguistics first sparked my own interest; Nelson Lande, 
vho believed in my ability to think abstractly; and Esther 
Torrego, who sets high standards in work and in life. 

Hy colleagues and friends in (and around) the department have 
enriched my life both intellectually and otherwise. Sam 
Epstein, Elaine McNulty, Esther Torrego and Peggy Speas 
deserve special mention for their support, friendship and 
intellectual generoaity. My thanks also go to Tova Rapoport, 
Betsy Ritter, Steve Abney, Ur Shloneky, Andy Barss, Kelly 
Sloan, Gabe Segal, Kyle Johnson, Yosef Grodzinsky, Carme 
Picallo, Doug Saddy, Vivian Deprez, Marc Ryser, and Janis 
tlelvold. 

I gratefully acknowledge the support I received during my atay 
at HIT from the Ida Green Foundation, the National Science 
Foundation and the Department of Linguistics & Philosophy. 

Finally, my gratitude and love go to the people who made life 
worthwhile during the laet days, my life support system: 
Crispin Birnbaum, Maya Honda, Wayne O'Neil, Silvia Gruner, 
Peter Steven, Liz Segal, Hazem Sayed, Diane Singermen, Debbie 
Shelton, Bob Shelton, Alex Alexander, and Barbara Breslau, 
Very special thanks go to Robert Vita.116, best friend and 
unindicted co-conspirator. 



A Note to the Reader: 

A s  is often the case, this dissertation will undergo signifi- 
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linguistics community. Please refer to the later revised 
version, available from the author, for the moat developed 
statement of the analyses herein. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

1.1 The Oriqin of Null Operators 

A'-chains headed by empty categories first appear in 

Chomeky (1980; hereafter OB), where it ie argued that, in 

certain  construction^, baee-generated PRO moves to COUP, cre- 

eting an operator-variable chain analogous to that created by 

overt wh-operator movement. The impetus for poeiting the exle- 

tence of empty category-headed A'-chains originates in the 

proposal in Chomaky (1973) that relative clauses such ae (1) 

are derived by deletion of an overt wh-operator which has pre- 

viously been moved to COUP, as ahown in (2). 

1) the person Bill saw 

2 )  a. C w r  the person [a' C c O m C  who1 1. Bill saw I l l  
b. C w p  the perslon 10' C c o w r  I C.  Bill saw 1 3 3  

Rose (1967) had pointed out that the rules forming infinitival 

relatives, purpose clauses, clefte, pseudoclefts, topicalize- 

tione and comparatives ehow the same island effects a8 wh- 

m ~ v e m e n t . ~  Chomeky (19771 hereafter OWU) develope this obser- 

vation into the hypothesie that the  characteristic^ eeeociated 

with canonical wh-movement in questions are a diagnoetic for 

1. Chomeky (1973) discusses briefly the proposal (attributed 
to D. Vetter, fn. 32) that, since comparative deletion obeye 
the Complex NP Conetraint, it ehould also be derived via wh- 
movement and deletion. 



the occurrence of covert wh-movement (i.e. wh-movement + 

deletion of the overt operotor) in a wide range of other 

contexts. The relevant characteri~tics of canonical wh- 

movement appear in (3) in the terminology associated with the 

OWM framework. 

3) The rule of wh-movement has the following general 
characteristicsr8 

a. it leave8 a gap 
b. where there ie a bridge, there is an apparent 

violation of eubjacency, the Propoeitional Island 
Conrtraint (PIC) and the Specified Subject 
Condition (SSC) 

c. it observe6 the Complex NP Constraint (CNPC) 

2. The Subjacency Condition is defined in (i). The PIC ie the 
Tensed S Condition of earlier work. (ii) combinee the Speci- 
fied Subject Condition (a), the Tensed S Condition (dl and the 
Subject Condition (b) with a special proviso (c) ellowing for 
COMP-to-COHP movement. In (iii) wmajor categorya meane "maxi- 
mal projectiona. All definitions are from Chomsky (1973). 

i i The Subjacency Condition: a cyclic rule cannot 
move 8 phrase from position Y to position X (or 
conversely) in the etructure 

where u end R are cyclic nodes, 1.e. S t ,  NP. 

No rule can involve X, Y ( X  superior to Y )  in the 
etructure 

... X . . .  I. ... Z . . .  -WYV... I ... 
where a) Z is the subject of W Y V  and is not 

controlled by a category containing X 
b) u ie a subject phrase properly 

containing HMC(Y) and Y is subjacent 
to X 

or C) Y is in COMP and X is not in COMP 
or d) Y ie not in COHP and a is a tensed S. 

MMC(X) is the minimal major category dominating X 
(X itself, if X ie a major category). 



d. it observes wh-island constraints 

The etatue of the statements in (3) will be discuseed further 

below. 

This hypothesis takes on great significance in light of 

the nbounded ve. unbounded transformationsn debate, which was 

especially lively at that time (see eepecially Eresnan (1976, 

1977); also, Ross (19671, Postal (1972)). Briefly, the two 

positione differed ae follows: Chomeky propoeed that the Sub- 

jacency Condition constrained movement transformations, there- 

by forcing movement to proceed in bounded increments." The PIC 

and SSC applied both to movement traneformatione and nrulee of 

construal", which governed coreference and anaphoric depen- 

dence', applying as conditione on representations whether the 

representations were base-generated or derived via movement. 

The alternative position held that both deletion and 

movement traneformations were unbounded, that ie, variable 

terme could intervene between the constant terme of a struc- 

tural descripti~n.~ mConetraints on variablesn, i . e .  condi- 

3. Strictly speaking, the Subjacency Condition applied to only 
cyclic movement traneformations: "a poetcyclic rule such as 
the major case of French clitic movement (cf. Kayne (1975)) 
need not, on theee assumptions, meet the condition of subja- 
cency.n ( p . 7 3 )  

4. Within the OWM framework these were the rules concerned 
with the assignment of the feature I+anaphoric to 11 to some 
element in a structure containing NP,, that is, the equivalent 
of the Chomsky (1981) Binding Conditions. 

5. A s  an example, a vereion of the Relativization transforma- 
tion is given below, with the structural description (SD) in 
(1) and the etructural change (SC) in (11). "relW in a dummy 
relative marker deleted by the relativization trannformation. 



tions on the manner in which the structural description af a 

transformation could apply to a phraee marker, limited the 

power of t~cansformations. As an example, consider the con- 

straint in ( 4 ) ,  vhich is proposed in Bresnan (1977). (See fn. 

5 for relevant definitions.) 

NP c.' COMP X re1 Y 1 

ii ) SC: 1 2 3 0 5 or 
1 4 3 0 5 

1, 2, and 4 are "constant termsn and 3 and 5 are "variable 
terms.n Bresnan (1977) gives the following succinct definition 
of "proper analysis" in fn. 4: 

iii n A  proper analysis of a structure s with respect 
to a transformation T is a factorization (p,,.. .,p,) of s 
which eatisfiee the structural Cdescriptionl of T and on which 
the transformational mapping (structural change) of T is 
defined. 

A proper analysis of (iv) with respect to the Relativization 
transformation, which would give either the eentence in (v) or 
in (vi), is shown in (vii). 

iv) the man COMP John liked re1 
v the man that John liked 

vi the man who John liked 

/ \ 
I the man I COHP 

I \  

I I I 
I I I NP Aux 
I I I I 
I I I John V 

I \  
NP 

I I I I I 
I I I likes I rel I 
1 I I I I 
1 1 I 2 1 3 1 4  I S  



4 The Complementizer Constraint en Variables: For any 
proper analyeis (. . . ,X,A, Y.. . ) such that X and Y are 
variable factors and A is a constant factor to be 
deleted, if X = . . . COMP, then . . . . must be empty (of 
terminals). 

The generalization which ( 4 )  is intended to express is "that 

variable factors cannot split off complementizers from the 

clauses they mark and lump them together with arbitrary 

material" (p.173). This constraint rules out the factorization 

of (5a) shown in ( 5 ~ 1 ,  correctly predicting that (5b) will be 

ungrammatical. (Recall that "rein is a dummy relative marker 

deleted by the relativization transformation.) 

5 1 a. the woman COMP I think COMP re1 will win the race 
b. * the woman that I think that will win the race 

c. the woman COMP I think COMP re1 will win the race 
I I I 1 I 
1 1 1 2 1  3 1 4 1  5 

Notice that this approach doee not imply that there is no 

movement or that there are no generalizable characteristics of 

movement; it argues instead that sensitivity to island con- 

etrainte is not a diagnostic for movement.' This position 

received support if it could be shown that there are construc- 

tione which are demonstrably not derived by movement, but 

which nevertheless exhibit what are for Chomsky bounding 

effects. 

6. See, for example, Breenan (1977) where the fcilure of pied- 
piping in comparatives is argued to be an indication that wh- 
movement (which allows pied-piping) is not involved; that is, 
pied-piping is taken as a diagnostic for movement. 



Although the queetion of whether transformations were 

bounded or unbounded was a central topic of this debate, there 

i s  a core distinction between the two appr*oaches which has 

been somewhat neglected in the brief summary above. In Chomsky 

(1975) it had already been suggested that the terms of a 

structural description of a transformation be limited to the 

terms affected by the etructural change and variables. The 

structural description of Passive could therefore only be as 

shown in (6b), not a s  in (6a). 

6 )  a. (vbl, NP, AUX, V, NP, by, #, vbl) 
b. (vbl, NP, vbl, MP, vbl) 

Adopting Emonds (1976) structure-preserving hypothesis allows 

the further reduction of (6b) t o  nMove NPn, m transformation 

with only one constant term. This move represented a radical 

departure from construction-specific transformations, such as 

that in fn. 4, in the direction of a generalized transforma- 

tion wMove an constrained by general conditions. For a con- 

straint on variables t o  Rave meaningful content, the structu- 

ral descriptions of transformations must contain at least two 

constant terms, that is, no constraint on variables can be 

formulated t o  apply t o  a structural description of the form 

(vbl, a, vbl). The Subjacency Condition could be considered a 

constraint on the content of a variable in the structural de- 

scription of a movement transformatlzm BO long as the trans- 

formation was formalized a s  in (6h). Once movement becomes 

"Move a n  the Subjacency Condition must be regarded as a 



constraint on the mapping from one level to another; the no- 

tion Rconstraint on variables" loses significance altogether 

within this new theoretical context. The importance of the OWM 

programme, to demonstrate that constructions which do not 

involve overt wh-operators but which exhibit bounding effects 

could be convincingly derived via covert wh-rnovemel~t, becomes 

clear within the framework of this debate. 

The increasing articulation of the theory of empty cate- 

gories made possible the final step from movement of overt 

operator + deletion to null operator movement. In OB Chomeky 

proposes that the object in a purpose clause is base-generated 

an PRO, as shown in (7a). 

7) a. John bought it 1.' C o  PRO, to play with PROp 1 
b. John, bought it, l a f  PROp C .  PRO, to play with to I 

PRO, even in COMP, was oubject to the OB rule of Control 

( ( 9 5 ) ,  p.331, which was constrained by the Opacity Condition 

( (27 1 ,  p. 13). In its DS position PRO. is in an opaque domain 

and cannot receive an index; these considerations force the 

movement shown in (7b). Once in COMP, PRO. will be accessible 

to the rule of Control and will be assigned the index of by 

the !Iinimal Distance Principle (951, p. 33). The position of 

null operators within a more current typology of empty catego- 

ries will be discussed in chapters two and three. 



1.2 Propertiee of OWM Constructions 

1.2.1 The Status of (3) 

Within the OWM framework (3c,d) derive from the SSC, PIC 

and the Subjacency Corrdition. It was shovn in later work, that 

the SSC and, less straightforwardly, the PIC did not apply t o  

the trace of wn-movement. Evidence that the SSC does not apply 

t o  variables comes from both Italian and English. ((8a) i s  

from Rizai (1978/82); (8b) i s  from OB.) 

8) a. tuo fratello, a cui mi domando [che storie abbiano 
raccontato t, era molto preoccupato 
'your brother, t o  whom I wonder [which stories 
they told tl was very troubled' 

b. Whatr d o  you know howJ [ P R O  to do t, tJ I 

In both cases, grammatical wh-extraction takes places from 

within the domain of a subject. (Any marginality associated 

with (8b) i s  attributable t o  other factors.) 

There i s  conflicting evidence as t o  the applicability of 

the Nominative Island Constraint (NIC), the OB reformulation 

of the PIC, t o  variables.' Freidin & Lasnik (1979) suggest 

that the ungrammaticality of sentences such as ( 9 )  indicates 

that the NIC doe8 not apply t o  variables. 

9) -+ who1 d.:.d he1 say C t o t  C t l  knew John I 1  

7. In 08 the NLC i s  defined as in (1); the case assignment 
condition in (ii) i s  a necessary concomitant of this reformu- 
lation of the PIC. 

i A nominative anaphor cannot be free in S'. 
ii The subject of a tensed clause is aesigned Eamina- 

tive case. 



If t, were an anaphor subject to the NIC, then, since it is 

bound in S' by t,', the sentence would be grammatical. Freidin 

& Lasnik conclude that the ungrammaticality of (9) indicates 

that variables behave like names rather than anaphors. On the 

other hand, :he far more serious ungrammaticality of (lob), as 

compared to that of (loo), suggests that the NIC does apply to 

variables. 

10 a. ? ?  whatr did John wonder how well, Bill did t, t, 
b. + who did John wonder how wellJ t, did hia work t, 

In Chomsky (1981; hereafter these asynmetries and appa- 

rent contradictions motivate e major reorganization of the 

theory, with the following results, among others: (1) Binding 

Conditions A and C respectively account for the phenomena 

which formerly motivated the application of the SSC to ana- 

phors and for the cases of apparent non-application of the NIC 

to variablee, such as (9). (ii) The Empty Category Principle 

11) C .  e I must be properly governed 

ie proposed to account for the phenomena which formerly 

motivated the application of the NIC to variables, 1.e. (lo).& 

While there have been many developments in the theory 

since LGB, the basic outlines of the GB framework have 

a. For discussion of this principle as it was first proposed 
see LGB. chapter 4 and chapter 5. A more recent formulation of 
the ECP and the notions government and proper government 
appears below. 



remained more or lees the eame. Therefore, I will restate the 

propertiee in (3) in more current terms rather than as they 

would be stated within the LGB framework. 

12) Wh-movement has the following general characteristics: 

a. it leaves a gap 
b. it obeys the Subjac~.ncy ConditionP 
c. the trace left by wh-movement is subject to the 

ECP and Binding Condition C 

The Subjacency Condition, the ECP and Binding Condition C are 

defined es followe. 

13) a. The Subjacency Condition: If (a,,a,., ) is a link 
of a chain, then a,, , is 1-subjacent to at . 

b. f3 is n-subjacent to a iff there are fewer than n+l 
barrier6 for A that exclude a . 1 °  

9. If Huang (1982) is correct then (12b) does not hold of LF 
Wh-movement. See Langobardi (forthcoming), Fukui (19871, and 
Peeetsky (1982) for arguments that the Subjacency Condition 
does apply to LF Wh-movement. 

10. The following deiinitions are essentially those which 
appear in Barriers. 

i a excluder f3 if no segment of a dominates R. 

In the etructure in (ii), the category a (which is made up of 
the two segments a and a * )  excludes 7, fails to exclude R and 
includes b .  

iii Where a is a lexical category, a L-marke R iff R 
agrees with the head of T that is 0-governed by a. 

i v )  a 0-governr A iff a is a zero-level category that 
0 - m a r ~ s  R and a,l3 are sistere. 



14) The ECP: Non-pronominal empty categories must be 
properly governed at LF." 

15) Binding Condition C: An R-expression must be A-free 
(within the domain of the head of its maximal chain). 

(13) and (14) are taken from Chomsky 11986b; hereafter Bar- 

r i e r ~ )  and (15) is from Chomsky (198Ga; hereafter u). 
Null operator constructions are still of great theoreti- 

cal importance as given the controversy concerning the status 

v 1 7 is a BC for R iff T is not L-marked and 7 
dominates R. 

vi T is a barrier for R iff (a) or (b): 
a 7 immediately dominates 6, d a BC for R; 
b) T ie a BC for R, 7 # IP. 

11. The Barriers aaaptation of the Lasnik & Saito (1984) 
reformulation of the ECP is essentially as given below; some 
modifications have been made based on Chomsky (1986, claas 
lectures). 

1) a governs R iff a m-commands R and every barrier 
for R includes a. 

id. 1 a a-commmndm f3 iff every category which fails to 
exclude a includes R. 

iii a antecedent governa R iff a is coindexed with R 
and a governe R. 

The ECP consists of two  part^: the assignment of a 7-feature 
as shown in (iv) and the LF filter in (v). 

iv) t -> [ + T I  when antecedent governed 
t -> 1-71 otherwise 

The point in the derivation when 7-aesignmer~t occurs is 
extremely important, as is the ordering of Affect a and 7- 
assignment. Chomsky aeeumptions about these iasues differ from 
those made by Leenik & Saito in several ways; see chapter four 
for discussion. 



of the Subjacency CondiLion (as a condition on movement vs. a 

condition on repreeentation) and the status of the ECP (as a 

local vs. nan-local condition on empky categories). Kayne 

(1981, 1983) subsumes some of the phenomena traditionally 

dealt with by the Subjacency Condition under a revised version 

of the 9CP which is non-local, i.e. one which impo~les condi- 

tions not only on the empty category but also on the etructure 

or wpatRw, in the graph-theoretic sense, which intervenes 

between the empty category and its antecedent. These path 

conditions apply to both movement and non-movement derived 

structures. Such an approach (adopted and expanded on by 

Cinque (1986a, 1986b1, Longobardi (1984, 19861, Pesetsky 

(1982) and others) does not presuppose that there is no move- 

ment. However, by generalizing what are essentially bounding 

conditions so that they apply to non-movement representations, 

this approach remove6 an indirect argument for the existence 

of the movement transformation. With respect to this debate, 

the OWM constructions become once again significant, since 

they exhibit some of the characteristics of A/-movement 

derived constructions without the overt At-operator. 

1.2.2 Evidence for (3) and (12) 

The constructions analyzed in OWM as involving wh-. 

movement on the basis of the characteristics in (3) included 

comparatives, topicalizations, clefts, finite and infinitival 

indirect questions, finite and infinitival relatives, infini- 



tival  complement^^^ of the degree specifiers too and enouqh, 

and infinitival complements of adjectives of the easy class.lJ 

In this and subsequent subsections I will review some of the 

data and arguments found in OWM and discuss their continuing 

validity given the reformulatfon of (3) as (1,2). 

Finite relative c!.auses and indirect questions, the con- 

structions which most closely resemble canonical wh-movement, 

receive little discussion in OWM. Data which illustrate the 

properties (3b,c,d) for relative clauses and indirect ques- 

tions appear in (16) and (17). (18) - (23) illustrate that the 

properties in (3) hold of the other target constructions. 

((18) - (23) are taken from OWM. 

Indirect Questions: 

16 1 a. I wonder who Bill met t 
b. I wonder who Nary thinks that Bill met t 
c. I wonder what Bill discussed the claim that John 

had mishandled t 
d. I wonder what Bill knew how John had fixed t 

Tensed Relatives: 

17 1 a. the man who Bill met t 
b. the man who Mary thinks that Bill met t 
c. the case that Bill discussed the claim that John 

had mishandled t 

12. While Chomeky refers t o  the clauses asaociated to adjecti- 
val qualifiers such a s  too and enouah as complements, it is 
not clear that they have the status of, for example, verbal 
complements. In particular, it i s  unlikely that too aesigns a 
8-role to the CP in (i). 

i) John is too angry C C p  to talk to I 

13. Purposives are not discussed in OWN, though they are 
analyzed a s  involving movement in OB. Purposives do exhibit 
the characteristics in (3)/(12). See section 1.2.3 for discus- 
sion. 



d. * the car that Bill knew how John had fixed t 

Comparatives: 

18 a. Mary isn't the same a s  C she was five years ago I 
b. Nary isn't the same as C John believes C that Bill 

claimed C that she was five years ago I 
c. * Mary isn't the same as C John believes C Bill's 

claim C that she was five years ago I 
d. * Mary isn't the same as C I wonder C whether she 

was five years ago I 

Topicalization: 

19 a. this book, I really like t 
b. this book I asked Bill t o  get his students to 

read t 
c. * thie book, I accept the argument that John should 

read t 
d. * this book, I wonder who read t 

Clefts: 

20 ) a. it i s  this book that I really like t 
b. it i s  this book that I asked Bill to get his 

students t o  read t 
c. * it is this book that I accept the argument that 

John should read t 
ti. * it is this book that I wonder who read t 

Infinitival Relatives: 

21 a. I found a book for you t o  read t 
b. I found a book for you t o  arrange for Mary t o  tell 

Bill t o  give t t o  Tom 
c. * I found a book for you t o  insist on the principle 

that Tom should read t 
d. * who d!d he find a book t to read t 1  

14. In the discussion of infinitival relatives, adjectival 
qualifier complement clauses and touah complements, Chomsky 
gives examples which indicate that these constructions create 
wh-islande rather than examples which indicate that the 
presence of a wh-island within the construction results in 
ungrammaticality, cf. (17d), (lad), (19d) and (20d) in the 
text. Examples for (211, ( 2 2 )  and (23) which are comparable to 
the (d) examples in (17) - (19) are given below. 

i) * a book t o  wonder whether to read t 
ii) * the job was dangerous enough (for us) to wonder 

whether to offer t to John 
iii) ? John is fun for us to find out how to annoy t 



Degree Clauses: 

22 a. John is tall enough for you to see t 
b. John is tall enough for us to arrange for Bill to 

see t 
c. + the job is important enough for us to insiat on 

the principle that the committee should 
advertise t 

d. + whoJ was the jobi good enough for us to offer t i  
to t, " 

Easy Complements: 

23 a. John is easy for us to please t 
b. John is easy for us to convince Bill to do 

business with t 
c. John is easy for us to describe to Bill a plan to 

assassinate t , 
d. * what, is John, fun for us to give tJ to ti 

It is easy to see that the constructions under consideration 

do exhibit the properties characterized in (3). 

Additional data are needed to determine whether thece 

constructions have the properties in (12). The (dl examples in 

(16) - (23) indicate that the process by which these construc- 

tions are derived is subject to the Subjacency Condition. ( 2 4 )  

illustrate6 what is a variant of t h i ~  same point within the 

Barriers framework, namely, that these constructions obey the 

Subject Condition (Huang's (1982) CEDI. (25) indicates that 

the empty categories in these constructions are subject to the 

ECP. 

24 a. + I wonder who Mary thought [friends of tl left 

While (i) and (ii) are pretty seriously ungrammatical, (iii) 
seems to me to be less deviant. This might have to do with the 
generally weak (perhaps nonexistent) subjacency violation 
created by en infinitival h~ wh-island, 



b. * the man who I think that Cfriends of tl left 
c. * I interviewed more students than [friends of tl 

signed up 
d. John, I think that Cpictures of tl will be on sale 
e. It was John that [pictures of tl were on sale 
f. * a man (for us) to convince Nary that [pictures 

of tl should appear on the front page 
g. John is too well-liked for us to think that 

[friends of t3 would betray him 
h. * John would be difficult to convince Mary that 

[pictures of tl should appear on the front page 

I wonder who Mary thought that t left 
the man who I think that t left 
I interviewed more students than Bill said that t 
signed up 
John, I think that t left 
It was John that Bill thought that t left 
a man (for us) to convince Mary that t should get 
the job 
(cf. ? man (for us) to convince Mary that she 
should hire t) 
John is too incompetent for us to convince Mary 
that t should get the job 
John would be difficult to convince Mary that t 
should get the job 

The question of whether and how Binding Condition C is rele- 

vant to these constructions will be taken up in 53.3. 

1.2.3 Purpoeives 

Although purposivee are not discussed in OWM, they 

exhibit the properties in (3)/(12) and appear in OB as the 

canonical example of "PRO movementu, the original null opera- 

tor hypothesis, as mentioned above. The following examples 

illustr~te the existence of a gap (26a); the possibility of 

embedding (26b); the relevance of the subjacency condition 



. . 
(26~1, (26d) and, as a special case of this condition, the CED 

(26e); and the relevance of the ECP (26f).13 

26 1 a. John bought Bill a new toy/it C Op C PRO to play 
with e ] I L C  

b. ? John bought it C Op C PRO to (try to) convince 
Bill tc play with e 1 1  

c. * John bought it C Op C PRO to devise a plan to play 
with e I 1  

d. ? ?  John bought it C Op C PRO to try to figure out I: 
how t.o play with e 1 1 3  

e. Mary brought him, in C Opr far C [friends of el to 
give him a birthday present I 1  

f. * John brought him, in C Opr C PRO to convince Mary 
that e, ~ h o u l d  get the job I 1  

From now on any discussion of "OWM constructionsn will be 

taken to refer to purposives as well. 

1 . 2 . 4  Tensedness 

The data in the preceding section offer convincing evi- 

dence in favor of the hypotheeie that wh-movement occurs in 

all the OWM constructione. Nevertheless, there are points 

where the analogy between canonical wh-movement constructions 

and the OWM constructione breaka down. Chomsky discusses one 

such point in OWN having to do with the marginality of embed- 

ded finite clauses in infinitival indirect questions, infini- 

tival relatives, degree clauses, and easy complements. 

15. For clarity, I will represent the trace of an overt A'- 
operator as t and the trace of a null operator as e. 

6 In constructions where there might be confusion between an 
infinitival relative and a purpose clause, I will give both a 
full NP and a pronoun to help disambiguate the sentence in 
favor of the purposive reading. 



27 a. ? ?  I wonder who to persuade Mary that I took t to the 
party 

b. ? I found [a book for you to convince Bill that I 
wrote el 

c. ? *  John is incompetent enough for Bill to think that 
we fired e for a good reason 

d. ? ?  John is too arrogant for me to believe that Mary 
likes e 

e. ? ?  John was easy for us to convince Bill that we 
liked e 

f. ? *  John bought this book/it for us to convince Mary 
that he wrote e 

The judgements on the above sentences are my own. I found that 

while speakers vary widely in their assessment of these sen- 

tences, it is generally agreed that they do not exhibit the 

total grammaticality of wh-extraction from within tensed 

complements in direct questions, e. g. (28 1 .  

2 8 )  Who did you persuade Mary to tell John that we visited t 

There are two possible explanations for the unexpected 

deviance of the sentences in (27): (i) wh-movement in the OWM 

constructions either possesses or lacks some property which 

differentiates it from canonical wh-movement or (ii) some 

other property of these constructions interacts with wh- 

movement to produce the ungrammaticality. Naturally, a third 

possible explanation exists: both (i) and (11) may be true. I 

will leave this question unanswered for the moment since it 

calls for an investigation of the precise articulation of 

bounding theory and the idiosyncrnatic properties of the con- 



structions in question, issues which will be taken up in 

detail in chapter dour.'' 

1.3 Parasitic Gaps 

1.3.1 Extending the OWM Diagnostic 

Many current accounts of parasitic gap constructions 

(e.g. Chomsky 1986a, hereafter, Barriers; Contreras 1984; 

Stowell 1985a and others) posit the existence of a null 

operator binding the so-called nparasiticn gap, as illustrated 

in (29). (I aasume the standard judgement for parasitic gaps, 

namely, a mild marginality indicated by a single question 

mark. 

29 ) a. ? Which paper, did you read tr before C Opl C PRO 
filing el 11  

b. ? an artist that C Opl close friends of el I 
admire ti 

In chapter three I will argue for a variant of the null opera- 

tor hypothesis which holds that null operators in sentencee 

such as those in ( 2 9 )  differ functionally from the operator& 

in the constructions discussed in previous sections. The func- 

tional difference is that the null operator in parasitic gap 

conetructions acts as an intermediate link in an A/-chain, 

while the null operator in OWM constructions heads a chain. 

This approach is developed and motivated in the next two chap- 

17. Given that the topic of thia diseert~ation is null operator 
constructions and that indirect questions never appear with 
null operators (presumably for selectional reasons), I will 
hereafter exclude them from the discussion. 



ters and I will not elaborate on it now. The point that is 

relevant for this introductory overview is that any version of 

the null operator hypothesis predicts that parasitic gap con- 

structions will exhibit all the properties associated with the 

OWM constructions discussed in S1.2, in particular, the pro- 

perties in (3)/(12). The following examples illuatrate the 

possibility of embedding (30a); the relevance of the Subja- 

cency Condition (30b), ( 3 0 ~ )  and, as a special case of this 

condition, the CED (30d); and the relevence of the ECP (30e). 

30 a. which package did you measure t C before trying to 
wrap e I 

b. + this is the man John interviewed t C before asking 
you which job to give to e : I b  

c. + this is the man John interviewed t C before 
hearing abcut the plan you proposed to e I 

d. + this is the candidate John hired t C because 
C close friends of e I threatened him 

e. + who did you invite t C without believing C that t 
liked Mary 1 3  

The data in (30) is consistent with the presence of a null 

operator in the aparasitic domain." 

Depending on which sub-group of the OWM constructions 

pareeitic gap constructions pattern with, we might also expect 

that they will decrease in grammaticality when the parasitic 

gap is embedded in a tensed clause. 

31) ? which book did you review t C without even telling the 
author that you had read e I 

18. I will depart from the notational convention established 
in fn. 15 somewhat when dealing with parasltic gaps by using t 
for the *realn gap and e for the parasitic gap even when the 
real gap is derive by null operator movement, as in (30b). 



The contrast between (31) and sentences such as (30s) seems to 

me to be minimal, perhaps not even as strang as the contrast 

between the sentences in (27) and their infinitival counter- 

parts? but some speakers find it rather strong, so I will 

assume that the tensedness constraint applies to parasitic gap 

constructions as well. 

1.3.2 Some Differences 

There are two well-kncwn propertiesis of peras1t.i~ gap 

constructions which the OWM constructions do not share: 

32) Parasitic gaps -- 
a. are licensed only in the context of SS A/-movement 
b. are ruled out if the "realn gap c-commands the 

parasitic gap at SS 

Data illustrating the first property appear in (33); the 

second property, which has been called the nanti-c-commandw 

constraint, is illustrated in (34). 

33 a. * Mary filed every paperi without reading el 
b. * Who filed which paper, without reading el 

34) * Which paperi ti fell off the desk before John read e, 

It is obvious from the data presented in previous sections 

that (32a) does not hold of the OWM constructions; the gramma- 

tical sentences in (17; - (23) do not involve A/-movement 

other than the movement of the operator native to the con- 

19. These properties were originally noted by Taraldsen 
(1979); see also, Engdahl (1981a, 1981b) and Chomsky (1982). 



etruction. To see that the presence of. a coindexel NP in a c- 

commanding A-position does not affect the grammaticality of 

OWM constructione, it is necessary to examine the (a) examples 

of (17) - (23) and (26), repeated below as (35). 

the man who/that Bill met e 
Mary isn't the same as she was five years ago 
t.hie book, I really like e 
it is this book that I really like e 
I found a book for you to read e 
John is tall enough for you to see a 
John ie easy far us to please e 
John bought a new toy to play with e 

In (35a,b,c,e) the NP which is coindexed with the gap ia not 

in an A-position; the examples are, therefore, irrelevant to 

the discussion. However, the NPs colndexed with the gaps in 

( 3 5 f , g , h )  are in A-positions. Therefore, if the anti-c-command 

constraint applied to OWM constructions, we would expect 

(35f,g,h) to be as ungrammatical as (34). As illustrated hy 

the grammaticality of (36), we can also rule out the p~ssibi- 

lity that OWM constructions do not exhibit anti-c-command 

effects becauee these effects are somehow crucially linked to 

matrix wh-movement. 

36 a. Which professori tr is easy to talk to el 
b. Who, t, is too angry to talk to ei 
c. Which toys, did you give the kids ti to play 

with el 

It could be argued that the anti-c-command effect is obviated 

in (35f,g,h) and (36) by extraposing the infinitival clause 

containing the gap outside the c-command domain of the coin- 

dexed NP in an A-position. Evidence that the clauses in these 



constructions are not extraposed outside the domain of the 

coindexed NP is found in (36). 

37 1 a. * Hel is easy to convince Johni's friends to visit 
e I 

b. * Hei isl too drunk PROapr to give Johni the keys 
c. * Mary gave the toy to himl Cto play with e while 

Johni was in school1 
d. ? ?  We interviewed him1 before we hired John, 

For many speakers, the violatione in (36a,b,c) are signifi- 

cantly worse than that in (36d), indicating that the coindexed 

NP c-commands, rather than,*weakly c-commandsn the clause 

containing the gap.'" 

Not only do the  sentence^ in (36) fail to exhibit anti- 

c-command effects, SS movement of the matrix antecedent of the 

null operator does not even result in the customary mild mar- 

ginality associated with parasitic gap constructions. The 

grammaticality difference betveen ( 2 9 )  and (36) cannot simply 

be attributed to varying degrees of complexity as both, by 

hypothesie, contain the same number of gaps and operators in 

virtually the same configuraticn. This, then, is another point 

of dissimilarity between parasitic gaps and O W M  constructions: 

in their canonical forms the latter are dully grammatical, 

while the former are somewhat marginal. 

To summarize briefly: in addition to accounting foA- the 

shared properties of null operator constructions any analysis 

20. See Contreras (1984), and Hudson (1984) for arguments that 
c-command holds in sentences such as (29a) and Barriers for 
the proposal that it holds only nweakly.n 



of parasitic gap conetructions based on the null operator 

hypothesis must answer the following questions: 

38) a. What is the anti-c-command constraint and wh y  does 
it affect only parasitic gap constructions? 

b. Why do parasitic gaps require an SS A'-antecedent 
while the gaps in OWM constructions do not? 

c. Why are canonical parasitic gap canstructi.on~ 
marginal while canonical OWH constructions are 
not? 

These questions, and othere which will arise during the 

examination of particular constructions and theoretical 

issues, motivate the inquiry into the nature of null operator 

constructions which appears in the chapters to come. Before 

beginning the investigatron proper, I will discuss briefly 

some null operators which differ from those we have seen thus 

far. 

1.4 Null Operators and PRO,,, 

In recent work eeveral authors have proposed analyses 

involving null operators which do not resemble overt wh-opera- 

tors as straightforwardly as those previously discussed. In 

this section I will review proposals made by Epetein (1984), 

Lebeaux (1984) and Borer (19861, which involve null operators 

that determine various properties of PRO.,b interpretation. 

All three authors bring to light interesting aspects of arbi- 

trary null subjects and, in the case of Lebeaux and Borer, 

their proposals are embedded in more comprehensive analyses of 

control phenomena. My argument in the remaining aections of 

this chapter is not that, a ~riori, null operators should not 

- 31 - 



play e role in an account of PRO,,., but that the null opera- 

tor accounts of PRO,,. which have been proposed fail to 

provide interesting alternatives t o  default arb assignment and 

complicate the "theoryn of null operators to an extent which 

i s  not justified by the explanatory gains of the analyses. 

1.4.1 Benef active Null Operators 

Epstein (1984) argues that PRO,,. in English is, at LF, 

a variable bound by a universal quantifier. His argument turns 

on the interpretation assigned to the sentence in (39). 

39) it i s  fun [PRO to  play baseball] 

He points out that (39) has the interpretation in (40b), 

rather than that in (40a), a surprising fact if the LF and SS 

representations of (39) are isomorphic. 

40 a. it ie fun C (Vx) I x t o  play baseball I 1  
b. (Vx) C it i s  fun C x t o  play baseball 3 1  

(40a) may be paraphrased a s  "if everyone plays baseball, it is 

fun," which ie not equivalent in meaning t o  (39). While (39) 

seems t o  indicate that the subject of the complement clause 

takes scope over the predicate, (41) shows that this scope may 

not be extended any further. 

4 1 )  a. Josh said it is fun to play baseball. 
b. Josh said C ( V x )  C it i s  fun C x to play baseball 

1 1 1  
c. ( V x )  C Josh said C it i s  fun C x to play 

baseball I 1 1  



The interpretation of (41a) corresponds to the representation 

in (41b) rather than in ( 4 1 ~ ) .  Epetein rejects one possible 

approach, namely, that PRO... is a quantifier which is subject 

to a marked (1.e. non-clause-bound) form of QR, and offers 

instead an analysis which takes into account the actual 

argument structure of easy predicates, His proposal is that 

the benefactive argument of these predicates (whether adjecti- 

val or nominal) is an obligatory argument subject to the 

Projection Principle, i.e., structurally represented at every 

level. Familiar sentences such as ( 4 2 )  show that this argument 

may be lexically, and therefore structurally, represented. 

42) It is easy for the rich for the poor to do the hard 
work. 

Epstein argues that the argument must be structurally repre- 

sented even when it is not lexically repre~ented.~' He goes on 

to argue that the base-generated empty category in this argu- 

ment position at SS is pro, which receives universal quanti- 

fier interpretation only when it is antecedentless and which 

controls the PRO subject of the complement clause.PQ The scope 

21. For analyses of these constructions within earlier 
frameworks, see Grinder (1970, 1971), Kimball (1971), Lasnik & 
Fiengo (19741, and LGB. among others. 

22. Epstein suggests (fn. 8) that pro in these constructions 
is licensed by benefactive 8-role assignment, possibly the 
only means of licensing pro in English. See Epstein (1984) fn. 
8 and Epstein (1983) for discussion of some problem6 that 
arise for this analysis. 



of pro is given by unmarkqd, clause-bounded application of 

QR. 

This approach allows two different representations for 

(43a), namely, those in (43b) and ($3~). 

43 a. it's fun for everyone to join in the game 
b. it's fun for everyone C PRO to join in the game I 
c. it's fun pro C for everyone to join in the game I 

As we would expect the two, representations correspond to two 

different interpretations., (43b) means something like (40b1, 

which is expected given the aseumption that the benefactive 

argument con-tsols the complement subject. ( 4 3 ~ )  may also mean 

(40b); this would presumably correspond to "accidentaln coin- 

dexation of pro and everyone. However, ( 4 3 ~ )  may also mean 

something like (441, where X, Y are (possibly overlapping) 

sets. 

44 (Vx :x  6 X )  C it is fun for x (Yy:y 6 Y )  C y to join in 
the game 1 I 

A rougher, but perhaps more cogent, paraphrase of ( 4 4 )  is "for 

everyone (the spectators and the team), it is fun for everyone 

(on the team) to join in the game." In this case, pro and 

everyone are not coindexed. Note that the sets X, Y may be 

coextensive, but even in this case the relation between the 

variables x and y ie not one of control or variable binding. 

23. As Epstein notes in fn. 5, this approach predicts that 
arbitrary PRO will only be possible in contexts where there 
exists an nimplicitm argument, i.e. quantificational pro, to 
act as a controller for PROapb. This leaves the sentences in 
(73) below unaccounted for. 



An alternative analysis of the PRO,,. scope facts 

discussed by Epstein derives from Rizzi'e (1986) analysis of 

null objects in Italian and English. Rizzi explores the possi- 

bility that null object sentences such aa (45b) are instances 

of universal quantification which, by analogy with the nrough- 

ly eynonymousa (45a), have a logical repreeentat-ion of approx- 

imately the form shown in ( 4 5 ~ ) .  ((45)=Rizzi's (33)) 

45 a. Questa decisione rende C tutti felici I 
'This decision makes C everyone happy I' 

b. Questa decieione rende C -- felici I 
'This decision makes C - happy I ' 

c. For all x, this decisian makes C x happy 1 

Rizzi shows, however, that the scopal properties of overt 

quantifiers, like tutti, and the alleged null quantifier of 

(45b) diverge in certain contexts. In particular, overt quan- 

tifiers in the subject pasition of small clauses may not take 

scope over matrix negation. Consider the sentences in (461 ,  

Rizzi'e (34) and (35a). 

46 a. Questa decisione non rende C molt1 cittadini 
felici I 
'This decision doeen't make C many citizens 
happy 1 '  

b. Questa decieione non rende C solo Gianni felice I 
'This decision doesn't make C only Gianni happy 1' 

c.  Questa decisione non rende C tutti felici I 
'This decision doesn't make C everyone happy 1' 

According t o  Rizzi, the only interpretations available for 

these sentences are those in which negation takes scope over 

the quantifier. That is, ( 4 6 ~ )  corresponds t o  (47cm) rather 

than (47b). 



47 1 a. it la not the case that (Vx) this decision makes x 
happy 

b. (Yx) this decision does not make x happy 

In contrast, null subjects of small clauses take scope aver 

matrix negation; the interpretation of (48) corresponde ta 

(47b), rather than (47a). 

4 8 )  Questa decisione non rende C - felici I 

Rizzi suggests that these empty categories are analogous to 

generic NPs rather than lexical quantifiere, since generic NPs 

also take scope over matrix negation; that is, (49a) corre- 

sponds to ( 4 9 ~ ) ~  not (49b). 

49 a. Questa decisione non rende C la gente felice 3 
'This decision doesn't make C people happy 3 '  

b. it is not the case that this decision makes people 
happy 

c. people are such that this decision does not make 
them happy 

The "flavor of universal quantificationn in (45b) and (48) is 

present also in (49a1, suggesting that the null object in 

Italian should be represented as a generic pronoun rather than 

an operator-variable chain." 

These obeervations hold of the benefactive arguments of 

easy predicate6 in English as well. Compare the sentences in 

( 5 0 ) .  

50 ) a. it isn't fun for everyone to play baseball 

24. This approach is, naturally, inconsistent with one which 
deals with generice as wide-scope quantifiers subject to OR. 



b. it isn't fun t o  play baseball 

51 a. it'a not the case that (Vx) C it's fun for x C for 
x t o  play baeeball 3 1  

b. (Vx) C it isn't fun for x C for x to play 
baseball 11 

The wide scope reading, (Sib), is the reading assigned t o  

(Sob). As noted in the discussion of (43) above, sentences 

with only one lexical $or + NP sequence are ambiguous. This 

should mean that, even given the preeence of negation, (50a) 

could have the two SS repre~entations in ( 5 2 ) .  

52 a. it isn't fun for everyone C PRO t o  play baseball I 
b. it isn't fun pro C for everyone t o  play baseball I 

Structural ambiguity should result in interpretational ambigu- 

ity; thia seems t o  be the case in (521, although the judge- 

ments are difficult. (50a), on the basis of (52a), should have 

the reading aesociated with (51a). (50b) i s  also a possible 

repreeentation for (50a) and, since pro appears in the bene- 

factive position in (52b), we would expect it t o  be able t o  

take wide scope and have the reading in (Sib); that is, it 

should be possible t o  get the wide scope reading for the quan- 

tifier in (50a) by accidental coindexation of the quantifier 

and pro. I think that this "accidental coreference" reading is 

poseible, e.g. 'for all of us, it won't be fun if all of u s  

play baaeball (because the battlng lineup will be too long)." 

This should not be taken as evidence that the quantifier takes 

wide ecope in (52b), since another reading is also available: 

'for everyone (the epectators), it isn't fun for everyone (on 



the teem) to play baseball.weB This reading corresponds to the 

representation (53). 

53 (Vx:x 6 X )  C it isn't fun for x (Vy:y € Y )  C y to play 
baseball I 1  

The accidental coreference reading of (52b) occurs when X=Y, 

just as in ( 4 3 ~ ) .  

In order to have an argument (analogous to Rizzi's for 

Italian null objects) that benefactives are interpreted as 

generics rather than quantifiers, it must be shown that overt 

quantifiers which are undeniably in the benefactive position 

may not take wide scope. This task is complicated by the 

structural ambiguities which arise when only one for-phrase is 

present, as discussed in the preceding paragraphs. Neverthe- 

less, sentences such as those in (54) seem to make this final 

point. 

54 a. It isn't fun for everyone for the kids to play 
baseball in the living room. 

b. It isn't fun for everyone for John to sing songs. 

25. I believe that the *overlapping setsw reading is also 
available as well, e.g. nfor everyone (spectators and play- 
ers), it isn't fun for everyone (players) to be on the court 
at the same time. 

26. Epstein (p.c.1 suggests that while the scope of the null 
benefactive differs from that of everyone, it matches the 
scope of non-negative polarity anvone in the same structures, 
e. g. 

iii) It's fun for anyone to play baseball 
iv) It isn't Pun for anyone to play basebail 

However, several authors have argued that anvone is not 
subject to QR, but rather behaves like a name./See LGE. Aoun, 
Hornstein, & Sportiche (19811, Hornetein 
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As far as I can tell, the wide-scope reading is unavailable 

for the quantifiers in ( 5 4 ) .  It could be argued that overt, 

quantifier scope is limited by the presence of a PP node, 

whereas the scope of the null benefactive is not so limited. 

The sentences below suggest, however, that benefactive PPs do 

not inherently limit quantifier scope. 

53 1 a. (Sooner or later, 1 someone causes problems/makes 
life difficult for everyone. 

b. (Sooner or later,) somethins is difficult for 
everyone. 

Both of the sentences in (55) allow the wide-scope reading for 

the quantifiers. 

If R i z z i ' ~  observations about the generic interpretation 

of null object pro in Italian extend to the interpretation of 

null benefactives in English, as I believe the foregoing dis- 

cussion demonstrates, the question then arises as to whether 

the English null benefactive is structurally represented on a 

par with the Italian null object. Within Rizzi's theory of 

pro, generic objects in English are not structurally represen- 

ted, in contrast to Italian null objects. This distinction is 

supported by aeveral empirical arguments, most of which focus 

on the ability of the Italian null object to be syntactically 

naetivew in situations where the English null object is syn- 

tac.tically *inertw. The argument which is relevant for this 

discussion is the ability of Italian null objects to control 



PRO and the inability of English null objects to do so. The 

relevant paradigms appears in (56) and (57). 

56 ) a. This leads people to the following conclu,3ion. 
b. This leads to the following conclusion. 
c.  This leads people C PRO to conclude what follows I 
d. This leads C PRO to conclude what follows 1 

57 a. Queeto conduce la gente alla seguente conclusione. 
b. Queeto conduce - alla seguente conclusione. 
c.  Questo conduce la gente a C PRO concludere quanto 

segue I 
d. Ciuesto conduce - a C PRO concludere quanto 

segue I 

From this we might conclude that the benefactive argument is, 

as Epstein argues, structurally represented at all levels, 

eince it is able to control. 

The facts concerning control by dative arguments make it 

unclear whether ve can actually come to this conclusion of the 

preceding paragraph. Null dative arguments may control PRO in 

both English and Italian. (See Bresnan (1982) and Roeper 

(1985) for discussion. 

58 1 a. John gave the order t.o Bill PRO to leave 
b. John gave the order PRO to leave 

Null dative arguments differ from Italian null objects (which, 

by Rizzi's hypothesis, are structurally represented) in one 

crucial respect: while they may control, they may not serve as 

anaphor binders. As Rizzi notes, the distinction between null 

and overt dative arguments is not as strong as that between 

null and overt non-dative objects since even the overt dative 



arguments bind anaphors only marginally. Nevertheless, there 

is a clear contrast, as illustrateei in (55). 

53 a. + John said something about themselves/each 
other/oneself 

b. ? John said something to them about themselves/each 
other 

In a very simplified form, Rizzi's analysis of these facts is 

as followe: control is a syntactic process which consists in 

the SS coindexation of PRO with a lexically unsaturated 8- 

role. A 0-role saturated in the lexicon (the process by which 

(56b) is derived) is not visible for control. If direct object 

9-roles are not saturated in the lexicon they must be projkc- 

ted, 1.e. structurally represented. Indirect object 8-roles 

need not be structurally represented even if they are not 

saturated in the lexicon. Therefore, at SS, an indirect object 

8-role which has been neither saturated in the lexicon nor 

etructurally projected is available for control. Binding, 

however, always requires a structurally present binder. 

Although it is difficult to construct a binding test for 

the benefactive arguments of easy predicates, null benefac- 

tivee do not seem to be able to bind an anaphor.=' 

60 ) a. ? ?  Such problem8 are easy for John in spite of 
himaelf. 

27. There is, of course, the question af whether there is an 
appropriate command relation between the null benefactive and 
the anaphor. The anaphor is contained in an adjunct and might, 
therefore, be in a VP-adjoined position. The relative gramma- 
ticality of (60a) suggests that, whatever the etructural rela- 
tion between the position of the benefactive and the anaphor, 
it is enough like c-command to permit marginal binding. 



b. * Such problems are easy in spite of oneself. 

If Rizzi's criteria for determining whether null arguments are 

structurally represented are correct., then we need not assume 

that benefactive arguments of easy predicates are structurally 

represented when they are not lexical. 

The evidence against structurally representing benefac- 

tives is admittedly shaky, but the question of how to repre- 

sent these arguments is distinct from the questlon of how 

their scopal properties are to be dealt with, although natu- 

rally the two are related. Concerning the latter question, the 

preceding discussion has presented strong evidence that the 

scopal properties of the null benefactive of easy predicates 

may be explained without recourse to LF movement of the argu- 

ment, i.e. without positing the existence of an LF null 

operator. 

1.4.2 PRO,, , Operators: An LF Approach 

Lebeaux (1984) argues that null operators are always 

involved in PRO.,b interpretation, even when benefactive or 

other sorts of nimpl,citR arguments are not present." His 

account of PRO,,, is embedded in a unified binding theory for 

PRO based on (61)-(63). 

61) Binding category: R is the binding category for PRO if 13 

28. The proposals in Sportiche (1983) ars simiiar to Lebeaux'e 
and, therefore, the comments in thie section apply to them as 
well. 



is the minimal NF, S dominating 7 ,  vhere 7 in the 
minimal S' dominating PRO. 

62 1 Cloeure: If PRO is unbound in its binding category, 
adjoin el coindexed with PRO1 to the binding category. 

63) Operator interpretation: An e in an At-position, not 
bound by an A'-antecedent, is con~trued as an operator 
0. If O1 is coindexed with an antecedent NPI, interpret 
it with the reference of that NP. Otherwise, intnrpret 
it ae free (1. e. arbitrary), or, in marked cases, with a 
pragmatically picked out referent. 

This approach acco~nts for the obligatory linked reference af 

the two PROS in eentences such as thcse in (64).ns It also 

predicts that, if the binding categories of two PROS are 

distinct, disjoint reference will be possible. The contrast 

between a eingle binding category for two PRO8 and distinct 

binding categories is illustrated in ( 6 5 ) .  

29. Lebeaux notes that the subjects in double gerund construc- 
t i o n ~  need not be identical if they are lexical and gives (11 
as an example. 

1) His getting up on time will require her setting 
the alarm clock. 

However, consider the same sentence with identical pronouns in 
the subject positions. 

ii 1 Hisr getting up on time will require hisJ setting 
the alarm clock. 

The strongly preferred reading ie one which sets i=j. The i#j 
reading is available only with a stroagly deictic interpreta- 
tion of the pronouns, a possibility not available for PRO. (N. 
Chomsky (p.c.1 auggests that the i#j reading is easily svai- 
lable if (ii) is properly contextualized. 

iii 1 Johnr told BillJ that his, getting up on time 
would require hisJ setting the alarm clock. 

I do not find that this is the case, but the existence of 
dialects in which this la BO strengthens Lebeaux's point. 



64 a. C PRO making a large profit I requiree C PRO 
exploiting the tenants I 

b. C PRO to knoa him I is C PRO to love him I 

65 a. C PRO winning the trust of the populace I requires 
C PRO having to serve in the army 1  

b. C PRO winning the trust of the populace I  requires 
that C PRO having to serve in the army I be 
abolished 

The (simplified) LF representations that Lebeaux's system 

assigns to the sentences in (65) are given in (66) and (67). 

66 Err. (vx) L I P  C e r  .PRO. ... 3 require8 C C p  PRO* ... 1 3 3  

67 ) C X L .  (Vx) C l r  C C p  PRC* ... I  requires C c r  that t l r o  ( V y )  
C a r  [ C L  PROr ... 2 be abolished 1 1 1 1 1  

The universal quantifier8 which appear in (66) and (67) are 

inserted at LF, rather than derived by movement of PRO. If PRO 

itself were subject to QR, such movement would preeumably 

leave a variable in the position of PRO, a non-case-marked 

position. 

Lebeaux argues that the null operator which he propoeee 

to ineert at LF creates a representation which i~ subject to 

"croeeing coneth-aintsw end that it is interpreted in a manner 

similar to relative claueee and touuh-movement conetructions. 

The croseing constraints portion of Lebeaux's argument turna 

on contrast between (68a) and (68b). 

68 a. John, wondered if Mary, thought 0, that CPRO, 
telling him about the dangers3 would make real Cot 
the difficulty of PRO, climbing by himself1 

b. + John1 wondered if Mary, thought 0, that CPRO, 
telling her about the dangers1 would demonstrate 
10, the difficulty of PRO, climbing by herself1 



However, (68b) markedly improves with the changes in (69). 

69) Johnl wondered if MaryJ knew that [PROl telling her 
about the dangers1 was supposed to demonstrate Cthe 
difficulty of PROJ climbing by herself1 

Lebeaux aeuumes a path theoretic approach to crossing; see 

Pesetsky (1982). In order to maintain that crossing is rele- 

vant for control, he must (as he notes on p. 270) examine only 

the NPl...OI segment of the "control chainw. Including the PRO 

tail of such a chain in (68a), for example, creates a segment 

( 0  ,...PROJ which is not contained in the larger chain 

(John l...Ol...PRO1 ). This diverges from the account of cross- 

ing in Pesetsky (1982) and casts doubt on the applicability of 

a crossing constraint to control structures. 

Lebeaux's null operator also differs from the null ope- 

rator in OWM constructions in that the latter is never subject 

to the operator interpretation algorithm in (63); null opera- 

tors binding gaps in governed positions never receive arbi- 

trary interpretation, as ehown in (70). 

70 a. John. is tco angry C Op, ,, C PROl to talk 
to t,,b I 1  

b. + Johnl went to Paris C Op, ,, C PROl to talk to t a r  
I I 

c. * John bought a dogl C Op., C PROl to guard t,, I 1  

71) a. Johnl is too angry C C  PRO, to talk to anyone I 1  
b. Johnl went to Paris C C  PRO, to talk to Bill I 1  
c. John bought a dogl C C PROl to guard his kids 1 1  

(71) illustrates that, unlike infinitival relatives and touqh- 

movement constructions, the embedded clauses in (70) do not 



require the presence of a null operator chain coindexed with a 

matrix NP in order to be licensed. 

At this point in our understanding of control theory, 

PROarb is as an anomaly. An explanation of the arbitrary in- 

terpretation of PRO is an analysis which either demonstrates 

that PROarb, in spite of appearances to the contrary, behaves 

like controlled PRO or one which derives PRO.,b'e anomalous 

behavior from other, independently motivated aspects of the 

grammar. Lebeaux attempts the former strategy, but his 

analysis involves positing the existence of an anomalous null 

operator, i.e. one which itself requires an explanatory analy- 

sis. In effect, we could replace (62) and (63) above with ( 7 2 )  

72 1 a. If PRO is unbound within its binding category, 
assign arb,. 

b. If arb, and arb, are minimally contained within 
the same binding category, then i=j. 

and obtain a eimpler, equally adequate analysis. 

1.4.3 PRO,, , Operators: An SS Approach 

Borer (1966) also proposes an account of PRO.,. which 

involves a null operator. This account differs substantially 

from those discussed above in being formulated within an 

innovative approach to control which aeeumes (i) that all null 

subjects are pro and (ii) that AGR can be anapheric and, as 

such, requires a binder which can transmit i(nflectione1)- 

features (en g. person, number, gender). Like Epstein, Borer 

arguee that the null operator responsible for arb interpreta- 



tion is base-generated in a VP-internal argument position. 

This is, of course, problematic given the sentences in (64) 

and ( 6 5 ) .  Her analysis differs from Epstein's in two important 

respects: the null operator is not base-generated as pro and 

it moves to,an IP-adjoined position at SS. 

The proposal that quantifier movement in at SS is 

intended to explain the scopal propertiee of PRO.,b discussed 

with respect to (411, since SS movement is generally con- 

strained by the Subjacency Condition. (Recall that Epstein 

ascribes these scopal properties to the allegedly clause- 

bounded nature of QR. ) This proposal has two problems. The 

first is that, while SS adjunction is subject to the Subja- 

cency Condition, this does not bar successive cyclic adjunc- 

tion creating "long-distance dependenciesR of the sort 

illustrated in (73). 

73) This bookl, Mary thinks that John would like ti 

Therefore, in a sentence such as (41a1, repeated as (74a), 

there should be no problem in obtaining a wide scope inter- 

pretation with a representation as in (74b). 

74 a. Joeh said it i8 fun to play baseball. 

b. 1 (Vx) C Josh said C t. / C it is fun t. C pro. to 
play baseball 1 1 1 3 1  

c. This game,, Mary thinks it's fun to play tl 

( 7 4 ~ )  indicates that extraction via adjunction is possible 

from within the complements of easy predicates. 



In addition, if this null operator is a quantifier, it 

is unclear why it should be forced to take acope, i.e. move to 

an adjoined position, at SS. No other quantificational opera- 

tor in English exhibits such behavior. If this operator is not 

a quantifier, but rather should be compared to the operators 

in OWM constructions, its behavior is even more puzzling given 

that, in English, other SS null operators do not (1) receive 

arbitrary interpretation in the abeence of a ncloee enoughn 

antecedent, (11) allow split antecedentsao, or (iii) allow 

long distance antecedents. ( 7 0 )  illustrates (1); (75) and (76) 

illustrate (ii) and (ill), respectively. 

7 5 )  a. * Maryl knew that BillJ was too angry C Op, +,  for 
C John to photograph t l + ,  I 1  

b. * John, bought the dog1 a ballJ C Opl + J C PROr to 
play with t, + J I 1  

c. Mary sent Johnr C a studentJ Op, +, that C she 
had introduced to each other 3 1 1  

76 a. Maryr knew that BillJ was too angry C Op, C PROJ 
to talk to tr 1 1  

30. Kirkpatrick (1982) has argued that null operators in OPCs 
do take split antecedents, giving (1) as an example of this. 

1) He gave e gold ring, to Sue and a silver one, to 
Harry to exchange e l e J  at their wedding anniver- 
sary. 

Notice, however, that the split antecedent reading is unavail- 
able when a conjoined structure is not involved. 

11) * He gave a gold ringl to Sue after giving a silver 
oneJ to Harry to exchange e l + ,  at their wedding 
anniversary. 

This is not the case for PRO subjects. (Example from K&.) 

iii 1 Billl wanted TornJ to agree that it wee time PIZOI ., 
to swim across the pond together. 



b. Nary warned Billl C that Johnl had bought a dog 
C Opt C PROJ to irritate tl I l l  

c. the dog, bit C the man, 1 Op, that Mary wondered 
whether he, owned tl I 1  

AB noted at the end of the previous subsection, proposing the 

existence of a null operator with the properties of PRO.,, 

does not offer a raal solution to the problem of arbitrary 

interpretation of null subjects. 



Chapter Two 

OWU Conetructions 

2.1 Introduction 

This chapter will focus on a set of constructions which 

includes relatives (tensed and infinitival), adjectival corn-- 

plements, degree clauees, clefts and purposives. All but the 

latter are firet analyzed ae covert movement constructions in 

"On Wh-Hovementn (Chomeky (1977)); hence, the name given to 

this set in chapter one: "OWM constructionsw. (Purpose clau~les 

are added to the set in OB.) As mentioned in chapter one, cer- 

tain of the constructions discusoed in OWM will be left aside 

here, specifically embedded wh-questions, topicalization con- 

structions and comparatives. Embedded wh-questions will not be 

diecuseed because they always involve an overt operator. As 

for topicalization, I will follow Laenik L Saito (forthcoming) 

who argue that sentence8 such as (la) involve adjunction to IP 

and no null operator, as shown in (lb). 

1) a. John, I like. 
b. C l p .  John, C r p  I like ti 1 1  

Finally, although I believe that comparatives involve null 

operators, a coherent analysis of the various types of compe- 

rative constructions, which display a complex array of syntec- 

tic and semantic properties, im beyond the scope of this dis- 

aertation. Neverthelees, at eome points I will include exam- 
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ples of comparatives in the discussion when their behavior is 

transparently related to that of other OWM constructions. 

In OWN and OB, Chomsky takes the clause minimally con- 

taining the null operator chain to function as a predicate by 

virtue of the "open positionn created by null operator move- 

ment. The interpretation of OWM constructions is then given by 

a rule of predication which reletee this predicate and the NP 

antecedent of the null operator chain. One might, therefore, 

regard the null operator as the syntactic equivalent of a 

lambda operator; the same is naturally true for overt opera- 

tors which appear in these constructions. I will have little 

(in some cases nothing) to say about the semantics of OWM con- 

structions, though the topic is one which, especially in a 

discussion of syntactic predication, always lurks nearby. 

The conditions under which null operator chains are 

licensed to appear in OWM constructions cannot simply be sta- 

ted in terms of predicatee: not all predicates support null 

operator chains and many predicates exist as such without a 

null operator chain to ncreate an open sentence." Therefore, 

the first task of this chapter will be to clarify what I mean 

in using the terms "predicaten and wpredicationn in the dis- 

cussion of null operator constructions and to determine the 

nature of the re.Lation between clausal predicates and their 

operators, whether overt or null. This introductory discussion 

constitutes 12.2. In 82.3 I will show how the general licens- 

ing mechanism for clausal predicates plays a role in licensing 

null operators, which I take to be the null pronominal, pro. 
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The argument in 52.3 is developed in the course of a detailed 

analysis of purpose clauses which begins by sorting out seve- 

ral properties which are not contingent on the null operator. 

The conclusion of 82.3 is that operator pro, like subject pro, 

is identified via agreement; in the case of operator pro the 

agreement relation is set up by means of an "agreement chainn. 

In 82.4 I extend this analysis to relative clauses, showing 

that it is this relation which is responsible for the pheno- 

mena attributed in Safir (1986) to "R-bindingw. In E2.4 I will 

also sketch an possible analysis of degree clauses with impli- 

cations for the analysis of adjectival complement construc- 

tions. 

2.2 Predicates and Operators 

Natural languages are full of examples of predicates 

which are fully licensed without the intervention of null ope- 

rators. In 52.2.1 I will try to clarify what, if anything, 

such predicates have in common with predicates which require 

the presence of a null operator. In addition, if null operator 

chains do "create open sentences", it is necessary to define 

what this means syntactically and in a manner which is consis- 

tent with the other options for creating open sentences which 

exist. This is the subject of 82.2.2, which contains a survey 

of the predicate-creating options available in various OWM 

conetructions. Finally, in 92.2.3, some examples are discussed 

which indicate that certain predicates are incompatible with 



null operators under any circumstances; two possible explana- 

tions for this incompatibility are discussed. 

2.2.1 What is Predication? 

In Williams (19801, predication is the relation which 

holds between the bold constituents in the examples below, 

which are predicates, and the underlined NPs, which are 

subjects of the predicates. (Examples from Williams (19801.1 

2 )  John died. 

3) a. John made Bill sick. 
b. John made Bill a doctor. 
c. John kept near him. 

4 a. It was John that I ean. 
b. a man to do the job 
c. I bought it to read 

5 a. John promised Bill to leave. 
b. John persuaded Bill Lo leave. 
c.  John tried to leave. 
d. John died waiting for a bue. 
e. It is clear that he is here. 

According to Williams, any of the categoriee AP, PP, NP, VP, S 

and S/ may be predicates. (2) end (3) show the first four of 

these acting as what Williams calls "simple, or headed, predi- 

cates". In the case of simple predication, the subject is the 

external argument of the head of the predicate. As proposed in 

Williams (1980) and developed in subsequent work (Williams 

(1981, 1983, 1984, 1986) an "external argumentR is one which 

appears outside of the maximal projection of a head and which 

receives its 8-role by virtue of the predication relation 

holding between it and the maximal projection of the head, not 
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by being a sister to (or governed by) the head, as is the case 

with complements. 

In contrast, the clausal categories S and S t  are "corn- 

plex predicatesn and are able to function as such only when 

they contain a "pr~dicate variablen, that is, when they take 

the following forms: 

6 )  a. f a  PRO VPI 
b. Cp' {PRO/WH) 51 

In (Gal, PRO is the predicate variable and in (6b), either PRO 

(Williams' null operator) or WH (an overt wh-operator) is the 

predicate variable. PRO cannot be replaced by a lexical NP in 

(6a) since, by definition, there would no longer be a predi- 

cate variable to create a predicate from S. VP may also be a 

complex predicate when it contains an NP-trace. That is, in 

(7a) Bill is not the subject of seen t by virtue of the 9-role 

it receives from the verb. The structure assigned to (7a) by 

Williams (1981, 1986) is shown in (7b). 

7) a. Billi w a ~  seen ti 
b. Bill, was Cseen ti 1" , 

Williams (1981) argues that the VP in (7b) becomes a complex 

predicate because it contains a predicate variable, ti. A 

similar analysis is given of constructions with raising verbs. 

(For a summary of the Williams (1986) analysis of these 

constructions see fn. 3. I 

According to Williams' (1980) predication theory, all 

predicates must be XPs, Subjects and predicates share the same 
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referential index and the index on the predicate functions as 

an abstraction operator. Subjects and predicates must also 

meet a locality constraint which is adequately characterized 

as mutual c-command for the purposes of this discussion.' 

Since no XP, whether subject or predicate, can have more than 

one referential index, Williams is able to derive the fact 

that no lexical head has more than one externalized argument 

and no predicate has more than one subject. (The cases covered 

by the first assertion are a proper subset of those covered by 

the second assertion, since the second includes complex predi- 

cates; the subject of a complex predicate is not the externa- 

lized argument of any lexical head.) 

Leaving aside the examples in ( 5 )  and examples such as 

(7) which involve complex VP predicates, the remaining cases 

of predication, in (2) - ( 4 1 ,  can be divided into two groups: 

those which involve the assignment of a 8-role by the predi- 

cate to the subject and those which do not. In order to illus- 

trate how these two types of predication are related, I ~4.11 

summarize the predication-based theory of 0-role assignment 

1. In Williams (1980) this constraint is related to a c- 
command requirement on antecedents and their traces by the 
following filter: 

i In [Predicate Structure], NP must c-command any 
predicate or trace coindexed with it. 

This generalization is licensed by the assumption that all 
indices involved are referential indices (in the sense of 
Chomsky (1980) 1 .  



found in Williams (1986IP, but first the following point 

should be noted: the thematic/non-thematic distinction just 

mentioned has nothing to do with Williams' (1980) "thema- 

tically governedn and "grammatjcally governedR cases of predi- 

cation. Thematically governed cases of predication involve 

predicates in the VP and require the subject of predication to 

be a theme of the verb. Some examples are in (81, where again 

the predicate is bold and the subject underlined. 

8 1 a. John gave Bill the doa dead. 
b. John became sick. 
c.  John made Bill sick. 

Grammatically governed cases of predication are those which 

meet the structural descriptions in (9). 

(e. g., John died. ) 
(e. g., John left angry. 
(e. g., John is sick. 

All of the cases in (8) and (9) involve the assignment of a 0 -  

role by the predicate to the subject. Since I am interested 

primarily in the distinction between 8-related predication and 

non-8-related predication, I will ignore Williams' proposed 

distinction between thematically and grammatically governed 

environments of predication. 

Three sorts of 8-role assignment are discussed in 

Williams (1986): (i) internal 8-role assignment, (ii) external 

8-role assignment (vertical binding), and (ill) predication. 

2. Thanks to Tova Rapoport for bringing this article to my 
attentian and for helpful discussion of these issues. 



The subject NP in (9a) receives its 0-role as a result of both 

(ii) and (iii). The external 0-role of a verb is "vertically 

boundA by the VP. Vertical binding, according to Williams, is 

a kind of lambda abstraction which allows the external @-role 

to be assigned by the VP to the subject NP by predication. 

These relations are shown in (Lob). 

10 a. John gave it to him. 

VI predication 

b. Johnl give ... l v p 1  

I vertical bind'ng 
: v 

(agentl, ... 

The relation between 0-role assigners and assignees is 

governed by the 0-Role Assignment Constraint (TRAC). 

11) TRAC: No phrase at all can intervene between an assigner 
and an assignee. 

In general, the TRAC prevents a VP from vertically binding an 

cxternal 0-role in the 0-grid of a category vhich is not its 

head, s.g. the verb of a complement clause. Only in cases such 

an (12a) (and in the case of r-eising and passivesa) doe6 the 

3. Williams (1986) eTguea in favor of a predication theory 
approach to NP-trace which eliminates the need for A-chains, 
NP-niovement and small clauses. He also argues against a mixed 
approach, e.g. a theory involving both A-chains and predica- 
tion such as that adopted in this dissertation. I will not 
argue against the "pure predicationn analysis of raising and 
passive but will continue to assume the mixed approach. I 
include a summary of Williams' (1986) analysis of NP-trace 
(which constitutes the rest of this foot.note) to further 
clarify the role of predication in his theory. 

Williams' 0-crit.erion differentiates between "assign- 



VP vertically bind something that is not the external argument 

of its head, 

12) a. John seems sad. 
b. Johnl C seems APA I v p  

A '  I 

sad 

In (12a), as illustrated in (12b), the VP may bind the exter- 

nal argument of the AP, since seeme has no external argument. 

Notice that the TRAC subsumes the mutual c-command requirement 

on predication (see fn. 1). 

In the normal case of 0-role assignment to a nan-derived 

subject, the TRAC imposes a locality constraint on two rela- 

tions: the relation between the eubject and predicate and the 

relation between the predicate and the element within the pre- 

dicate which allows it to act as such. In the case of non- 

thematic predication, e.g. ( 4 )  above, the eubject of the pre- 

ment" of 0-roles and nsatisfaction" of 0-roles. NP-trace may 
be assigned a 0-role but it does not satisfy a 0-role. In (i), 
killed assigns a 8-role to t l ,  but since ti can't satisfy this 
0-role, it reassigns the 8-role to the VP. The 0-role is then 
reassigned via predication to the subject NP. Therelore, in 
(11, all three means of 8-role assignment participate in the 
assignment of a 9-role to John, as illuatrated in (ii). 

i 1 Johnl was killed ti 

predication 
ii) internal 0-role ass't 

" k i l l  I... Johnl 

( vertical binding 



dicate does not receive a 8-role from any head within the 

predicate, nevertheless, similar locality const.raints seem to 

be at work. 

Consider the case of relative clauses: it is well-known 

that overt relative clause operators must be in the SPEC of 

the relative clause, i.e. they cannot appear in the SPEC of a 

lower CP contained in the relative clause, as illustrated in 

(13a). The same is presumably true for null relative opera- 

tors; like (13a), (lab) is generally assumed not to be a 

possible representation. 

13) a. a the man C C p  C I  I know who, Bill likes ti 1 I 
b. the man C c p  C ,  I know O1 Bill likes ti I I 

Similarly, in the case of infinitival relatives, such as ( 1 4 1 ,  

only the ntopmoetn subject in the relative clause can be the 

licensing gap, the "predicate variablen in the terms of 

Williams 11980). This is illustrated in (15). 

14)  a man1 C c p  C z p  PRO, to fix the slnk 1 1  

15) a. * the people, C C  P C l  it is illegal PRO, to cross 
this border 1 1  

h. * the womanr C C P  - C I  John, is ton stubborn PRO, to 
bother herself about eJ I I 

Note that the problem with (15) cannot be the status of the 

head of the relative clause as an antecedent for PRO, since 

the relative head in (14) is perfectly able to antecede PRO 

under the appropriate conditions. It might be argued that 

is out because PRO is in a position of obligatory arb 

interpretation and the "referenceR for PRO, as for any ele- 
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ment, cannot be fixed in more than one manner. Thi6: argument, 

while plausible for (15a), does not go through for (15b). 

Although PRO in (16a) may be given an arb interpretation, 

(16b) shows that it may also be controlled by an NP outside 

the domain of CP". 

16 1 a. John, is too stubborn PROmFb to bother about e, 
b. Mary, thinks L C D -  JohnJ is too stubborn PRO, to 

bother herself about e, I 

What is it that rules out (15b) in spite of the grammaticality 

of (16b)? 

Williams (1980) accounts for the facts in (13) - (15) by 

the stipulation that clauses are licensed to act as predicates 

only when they take the forms in (61, repeated below. 

6 a. C s  PRO VPI 
b. C p '  {PRO/WHI Sl 

(He analyzes (14) as a bare S (=IP) rather than an S /  (=CP). ) 

It should be obvious that whatever locality constraint is 

responsible for i 1 3 )  - (15) bears a striking resemblance to 

the TRAC. Consider the following predication structure: 

If vertical binding is a structural relation involved in, but 

distinct from, 0-role ansignment, then we can say that CP, 

vertically binds wh,, a non-interrogative wh-operator in the 

SPEC of CP,. If no phrasal boundaries (maximal projections) 

may intervene between a vertical binder and bindee, then the 



impermissibility of (13) and (15) follows. The relation of 

vertical binding and a version of the TRAC could be imported 

into the modified Barriers framework I have adopted, but this 

is not necessary since the means fcr building an account of 

(13) - (15) already exist within the theory. 

I take the relation which holds between a subject and 

predicate ta be characterized by (or to entail) agreement. In 

languages wlth richer systems of agreement than English, the 

effects of the agreement relation are visible on categories 

other than V. Extending the approach generally taken with re- 

gard to Case, I assume that relations which are overtly mani- 

fest in some languages (or some subset of a larlguage) hold 

covertly even when morphological evidence for them is lacking. 

Thus, agreement holds between all subjects and predicates, not 

just those which exhibit morphalogical agreement features. In 

the predication structure in (18) NP and CP agree by virtue of 

being subject and predicate; by convention, C agrees with its 

maximal projection CP and C agrees with wh (SPEC-HEAD agree- 

ment) as well. 

I propose that predicates which are not licensed as such by 

virtue of a 8-relation between the head of the predicate and 



the subject4, must be linked to their subjects by an "agree- 

ment chainn such as that which holds between the NP subject of 

predication in (18) and the category in the SPEC of the predi- 

cate. The proposal is summarized in (19). 

19) A subject-predicate relation is licensed if3 

a. the subject discharges the external 0-role of the 
predicate or 

b. the subject agrees with a chain contained in the 
predicate. 

(19b) need not be given a more specific formulation an long as 

'agreeR is understood to exclude the possibility of accidental 

coreference. Notice that, with (19b) in the grammar, there is 

no need to assume that relative COMPs are marked C+whl in 

order to motivate movement of an overt relative operator; 

movement of any relative operator, overt 01. null, will be 

necessary to set up the agreement chain which satisfies (19b). 

The infinitival relative case in (14) (and other cases to be 

4. I use the vague locution "a 8-relation which holds between 
the head of the predicate and the subjectn (rather than 
'assigning an external 8-role to its subject") so as to 
encompass the various types of 0-relations discussed in 
Higginbotham (19851, only one of which corresponds to the 
relation generally termed 'external. 0-role assignmentn. 

5. I do not use the stronger "if and only ifn here since I 
wish to leave open the possibility that there are other means 
of licensing the subject-predicate relation. For example, if 
the relation between the underlined and bold constituents in 
(1) is a subject-predicate relation, it would not fall under 
either clause of (19). The same is true of (ii) if there is no 
covert operator in English left-dislocation ~tructures. 

1) A s  for the party, I think we should make about 3 
gaLlone of chili. 

ii 1 This book, I think that every student should buy it. 



discussed in 52.2.2) falls under (19b) if, like Williams 

(1980), we assume that infinitival relative clauses such as 

those in (14) are bare IPS, as illustrated in ( 20 ) .  

20 C N p  a man C l p  PRO to fix the sink I 1  

In order to ensure that PRO is ungoverned, it is only necessa- 

ry, within the Barriers framework, that IP in ( 20 )  fail to be 

L-marked. Since it seems very likely that a relative clause is 

not L-marked, the status of PRO is not a problem for this ana- 

lysis. For ease of reference, I will adopt Williams' term 

wpredicate variablew to refer to the PRO subj~ct in predica- 

tion IPS such as that in ( 2 0 )  and to the operators in predi- 

cate CPs. 

2.2.2 Predicate Variables and OWM Constructions 

Two basic forms of predicates with predicate variables 

have been discussed so far: IPS with PRO subjects and CPs with 

operator SPECS (either overt or null). Thus far, the examples 

of the latter we have seen have all shown the operators bind- 

ing a null variable. The operators in clausal predicates (in 

certain constructions) may also bind resumptive pronouns, as 

illustrated in (21). 

21 the man, that/who, I can't remember whether he, likes 
Bill or not 

The acceptability of resumptive pronounE varies depending an 

the language examined, the construction in which they appear 



and a multitude of other factors gsverning their distribution. 

I will have almost nothing to say about resumptive pronouns 

and will certainly not offer anything like a complete analysis 

of the phenomenon, if indeed there is a unified "1-esumptive 

pronoun phenomenonR. (See Sells (1984) for an extensive treat- 

ment of resumptive pronouns which differs nubstantially from 

the approach sketched here. (19b) forces an analysis of con- 

structions with resumptive pronouns which obligatorily 

involves an operator, a type of analysis argued against by 

Chao & Sells (1983) and Sells (1984). Some consequences of 

thia position will be discussed in 5 2 . 4 .  For now I will simply 

assume it and go on to the main question to be answered in . 
this subsection: are all OWM constructions licensed equally 

well with each of the options for creating a predicate vari- 

able? OWM constructions will be tested for grammaticality 

under the following predicate variable options: a PRO subject, 

an operator (null or overt) binding a gap, an operator (overt 

or null) binding a resumptive pronoun, and no predicate 

variable. The distribution of null and overt operators will be 

discussed in chapter four. 

[ A  terminological note: in discussing OWM constructions 

I will, when necessary, refer to the CP which hosts the null 

operator (and which sometimes hosts overt operators, depending 

on the particular construction) as the "OWM clausen. This is 

intended to avoid confusion in the cases where there is more 

than one predicate or more than one operator in a construc- 

tion. 3 
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Consider first the case where there is no predicate 

variable in the OWM clause. Only degree word clauses are 

completely well-formed in this case. 

22 a. The coach is too incompetent for the team to win 
the championship. 

b. The guard is corrupt enough for us to take 
anything we want out of this bank. 

23 1 a. * This weather is difficult for John to arrive on 
time. 

b. ? ?  Mary bought a new car for Sugan to impress her 
friends. 

c. * I have fewer applen than Mary has too many 
oranges. 

d. * It was baseball that they discussed the Red Sox 
for hours. 

e. A book for Mary to cheer up arrived by mail today. 

By (19) the OWM clauses in ( 2 2 )  cannot be predicates. This is, 

I believe, a correct result: the clauses in ( 2 2 )  are negative 

result clauses, comparable to the result clause in ( 2 4 ) .  

2 4 )  John was so sick that we had to take him to the 
hospital. 

The proper analysis of ( 2 2 )  will be taken up in 52.4. 

Only infinitival OWM constructions could host a predi- 

cate variable which is a PRO subject. Of the infinitival OWM 

constructions, only degree word clauses, infinitival relatives 

and some kinds of purpose clauses are grammatical with this 

option, as illustrated in ( 2 5 )  - (27). Touuh-constructions, 

the remaining type of infinitival OWM construction, are 

6. I have tried to create as an example a sentence which would 
be plausible as a focus construction of a sort which did not 
require a gap, e.g. "as for baseball, they discussed the Red 
Sox for hours. " 



ungrammatical with the PRO subject predicate variable, as 

shown in (28). 

25 a. The union hired guards to protect the members on 
the picket line. 

b. John bought a Porsche to impress his friends. 
c. Mary built a shed to house the John Deere. 

26) a. The coach is too shrewd to let McHale play with an 
ir, j ured foot. 

b. This guy is gullible enough to believe Ted Koppel 
is sincere. 

27 a. a man to fix the sink 
b. the war to end all wars 

28) + John is difficult to solve these problems. 

The ungrammaticality of (28) is no doubt related to the 

exceptional 0-properties of this construction. 

A s  is well-known, English relative clauses host resump- 

tive pronouns at a certain marked level of acceptability given 

the essentially non-resumptive character of English. It is to 

be expe-ted that resumptive pronouns in any construction in 

English would display the same degree of markedness. This 

prediction is true for clefts, as illustrated by (29). 

29)?? It was John that I couldn't remember whether he was a 
good athlete or not. 

However, among the OWM constructions there are several (mild) 

exceptions to this prediction. One of these exceptions is the 

complete grammaticality of sentences such as those in (30). 

30 a. John is too angry for anyone to try to talk to him 
now. 

b. The pie is cool enough for us to eat it now. 



The apparently exceptional grammaticality of (30) obviously 

follows from the grammaticality of (221, that is, the senten- 

ces in (30) are not true resumptive pronoun constructions but 

rather are result clauses like the clauses in (22). The link 

between the matrix NP antecedent in the sentences in (30) and 

the pronouns contained in the result clauses is accidental co- 

reference. No operator is involved, as is the case in true 

resumptive pronoun constructions. Thus, the sentences in ( 3 0 )  

do not display the marginality associated with resumptive pro- 

noun constructions in English. 

Purpose clauses and infinitival relatives are also ex- 

ceptions to the prediction that OWM constructions with resurnp- 

tive pronouns will be only as marginal as relative clauses 

with resumptive pronouns. One would expect that infinitival 

relatives, in particular, would pattern with tensed relatives, 

but this the contrast between (31) and (32) indicates that 

this is not the case. 

31) ? the guy that I wonder whether we should invite him or 
not . . . 

32) I was assigned - -  
a. * a problem to figure out how to solve it7 
b. * a problem to solve it 
c. * a candidate La find out how to interview him 
d. * a candidate to interview him 

33)?? John gave his kid a new toy to play with it 

7. (32a) and (32~) become acceptable if the clause is inter- 
preted as a RatC-type purposive (see below), i.e. "I was 
assigned a problem (in order to) figure out how to solve it." 
This reading is irrelevant for the discussion, however. 



N. Chomsky (p. c, ) suggests that the ungrainmaticality of ( 3 2 )  

indicates that the clauses in ( 3 2 )  are not actual relatives. 

A s  evidence for this position he proposes that the sentences 

in ( 3 4 )  are not as grammatical as they should be if t.hey are 

relative clauses. 

34 ) a. a man to fix the sink arrived 
b. I met a man to fix the sink 
c. A problem to solve appears on page 15. 
d. I read about a interesting problem to solve in 

this journal. 

While I agree that these are not as acceptable as their tensed 

counterparts, I find that the comparable sentences below are 

fully grammatical. 

35 a. A man to fix the sink came by this afternoon. 
b. I bought [some cards to play poker with1 to give 

to Mary. 
c. So many people to interview came to the meeting 

that we had to schedule another session, 

Chomaky points out that many examples of infinitival relatives 

given in the literature appear with the matrix verb find; it 

is possible that the clause in such examples may be related to 

the verb rather than to the NP. This would explain both the 

ungrammaticality of examples which do not appear with verbs 

such as find, e.g. the sentences of ( 3 4 ) ,  and the unexpected 

grammaticality of (36). 

3 6 )  Which sink did you find someone to fix? 



( 2 6 )  should not be grammatical under current assumptions about 

extraction from within relative clauses. However, I find ( 3 7 )  

approximately as acceptable as (36). 

37) Which movie star did you meet someone who knew t 

The slightly greater marginality of (37) i~ to be expected 

given the tensedness of the relative clause; see chapter fcur 

for further discussion of the role of tensed IP in creating 

bounding violations. 

It might be that the incompatibility of infinitivai 

relatives and purpose clauses with res~mptive pronouns has to 

do with the interaction of the following two unrelated fac- 

tors: (i) infinitival relatives and purpose clauses generally 

resist embedding; (ii) resumptive pronouns are generally only 

possible within islands (i.e. in embedded positions). 

Contrary to the point just made, the relative acceptabi- 

lity of (38) might be taken as evidence that resumptive pro- 

nouns appear rather freely with purpose clauses. 

38) John brought Bill along to introduce him to the class. 

However, such a conclusion is incorrect since the adjunct 

clauses in (33) and (38) are of two different types. I will 

adopt for the moment the typology of purposives laid out in 

Jones ( 1 9 8 5 ) . a  According to Jones, there are three basic types 

8. Some  modification^ of this typology will be offered In 
82.3, aE well as an analysis which differs from Jones's in 
many crucial respects. 



of purposives, which differ in their interpretations and syn- 

tactic properties. Theee three types he calls rationale 

clauses (RatCs), subject-gap purpose clauses (SPCs) and 

object-gap purpose clauses (OPCs). Examples are given below. 

39 ) a. They brought John along C R a t C  (in order) to talk 
to him1 

b. They brought John along [ a P c  to talk about himself 
to the students3 

c. They brought John along C o p C  to talk to3 

RatCs may, as indicated, appear with the optional in order 

phrase as well as an optional lexical subject, e.g. "They 

brought John along in order for us to talk to him." RatCs 

without lexical subjects differ from SPCs in that a RatC sub- 

. jec'; is controlled by the matrix agent, while an SPC subject 

is controlled by a non-agent NP.9 ClFCs are characterized by 

the presence of an object gap; control of an OPC subject is by 

either the matrix subject or indirect object.I0 RatCs do not 

require a predicate variable, as illustrated by (40). 

40) John worked hard on his presentation (in order) to 
impress the owners of the company. 

A s  with --result clauses, a pronoun which occurs in a RatC 

need not be interpreted as a resumptive pronoun because RatCs 

9, That the appropriate distinction is thematic rather than 
structural is shown by the control facts below. 

i The boat was sunk in order to win a prize. 
ii John was sent to the store to buy some groceries. 

10. Control of OPC subjects is not free, however. See 52.3 for 
discussion. 



do not require a predicate variable; pronouns such as those in 

(38) and (39a) are simply ~ccidentally coreferential with a 

matrix antecedent. Looking back at the sentence in (331, re- 

peated as (411, it is possible tl-I interpret the bracketed 

clause either as a RatC or as an OPC with a resumptive 

pronoun. 

41 John, bought his scn, a train szt CPROl/J to piay 
with it3 

The construction i~ mrrkedly mor? acceptable when interpreted 

as a RatC, i.e. with matr:~x subject control, and becomes com- 

pletely acceptable (in my dialect, at least) with an emphat.ic 

reflexive: "PRO, to play with it himself,". When interpreted 

as an OPC with dative object control the construction i~ no- 

ticeably more marginal. Additional differences between the 

vnrious types of purpoFe clauses will be di~cussed in the next 

section. 

The array of possibilities just discussed is summarized 

in the chart below. I have not differentiated between null and 

overt operators as their function is e~sentially the same in 

OWM con~tructions and their dist.ribution is governed by fac- 

tors (to be discussed in chapter four) which are unrelated to 

this function. "Purposen refers only to OPCs, as defined 

above. "No PV" refers to the cage where the OWM clause con- 

tains no predicate variable. 



I no PV res pro PRO / gap I 
- _ _ _ _ _ - - - - _ - -  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - _ I _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ ^ _ _ _ _ I  

I tough " i I ok I " i I 
purpose ? ?  

inf. rels ? ? ok 

clefts o k 
- - -- .- -. 
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The purpose of this subsection has been to get the facts 

straight about the distribution of the various sorts of predi- 

cate variables among the OWM constructions. The general con- 

clusion to be drawn from the discussion is essentially thst of 

Williams (1980): clauses require predicate variables in order 

to functiori as predicates. All the available options are made 

use of within the general constraints imposed by the grammar. 

This nuggests that it is somewhat misleading to characterize 

the OWM canstructions under study in this dissertation as 

wnull operator constructionsw. Their defining characteristic 

is not that they host null operators, but that they require 

predicate variables, the null operator option being but one 

choice among several for fulfilling this requirement. 

2.2.3 Incompatible Predicates and Predicate Variables 

In an earlier paper (Browning (1986) 1 claimed that 

null operators obligatorily created predicates; that is, any 

category with a null operatar in its SPEC would be interpreted 



as a predicate at LF. This forced the deletion of the null 

operator in a parasitic gap construction in the mapping from 

SS to LF. If the null operator were to remain in the SPEC of 

CP at LF a violation would arise in a sentence such as (43) 

since CPm must be interpreted as a predicate, which would 

presumably be ruled out for several reasons (e.g., no subject 

in an appropriate structural relation, no pclssible inter- 

pretaticn, etc. ) .  

43 1 the book that I read t C p p  without C c p -  0 C PRO 
understanding e I 1  

This argument fails to account for the ungrarnmaticality af the 

sentences in (441, however.'' 

44 1 a. + I consider Johnl CO, Ca great admirer of el I 1  
b. + Jotln, is/has become CO, Cproud of G, I I 
c. + I czonsider John, CC, Cproud of these pictures 

cf e, I I 

In these sentences the null operator resides in a category- 

internal positl.on within an NP or AP which is a predicate 

independently of the presence of a null operator chain. By 

hypothesis, APs and NPs are structurally able to host null 

operators; this assumption is crucial to my a!-'alyeis nf para- 

sitic gaps (see chaptsr three) given the existence of gram-. 

matical sentencf?~ such as t h o ~ e  in (45). 

11. I am indebted to Tim Stowell for pointing out the s.ignif.i.- 
cance cf sentences such as th~se. 



45 a. Who, was John too proud of ti to criticize t i t P  
b. the man who, close friends of el admire ti 

Given that the categories containing null operator chains in 

(44) are predicates and that there is a "landing site" for 

null operators within those categories, what prevents the sen- 

tences in (44) from being well-formed? Any structural locality 

condition te.g. government, subjacency, or mutual c-command) 

satisfied in the licensing of grammatical null operator 

constructions, is surely met in the sentences in ( 4 4 ) .  

Notice that the ungrammaticality of (44~) indicates that 

these sentences cannot be ruled out by assuming that <John,O, 

e> is a mcomposed chain" a?d that there is a special condition 

which prevents the internal and external 8-roles of a head 

from being assigned to members of the same composed chain. I 

mention a hypothetical "special conditionn to rule out these 

sentences rather than simply the 0-criterion ,since, if we 

allow the existence of this sort of "composed chainn at all, 

the 9-criterion cannot be interpreted as applying to the chain 

as a whole. Each such c h a ~ n  would contain two arguments and 

two 8-po~itions, thereby standing in violation of the 8 -  . 

criterion (at least in its current formulation). Since the 8 -  

12. Bath empty categories occupy positic~ns which are possible 
launching sites for movement, at; shown by the grammaticality 
of (i) and (ii). Therefore, both are designated t,. 

j. 1 the person that John was too infatuated with t to 
concentrate on his work 

i i) t r 1 2  homework that John was Lao tired to complete t 



criterion could not apply to such a composed chain, it could 

not be the source of the ungrammaticality of ( 4 4 ) .  

An obvious difference between the O W M  constructinns 

which host predicational null operators and the sentences in 

( 4 4 )  is that in the former the host category for the null ope- 

rator chain is a CP, while in the latter it is either an NP or 

AP. If the distribution of nil11 operators in predicational 

structures corresponds more or less to the distribution of 

overt operators in such structures, then we would not expect 

the null operators in ( 4 4 )  to be licensed. This aspect of the r 

distribution of null operators could be expressed in the 

following condition, which is essentially a contextual 

definition of a null operator. 

4 6 )  An empty category is an operator only if it is in the 
SPEC of CP. 

To rule out (4.41, this condition must be combined with a re- 

quirement that variables be operator-bound. For the moment I 

will leave open the question of whether the latter requirement 

is incorporated into the definition of variable or imposed as 

an independent constrairrt; see chapter three for further 

discussion. The sentences in ( 4 4 )  are therefore ruled out 

because the variables fail to be operator-bound at any 

level. 

13. Notice that the condition on variables need not be 
nlocally operator-bound" so long as variables are subject to 
Condition C of the Binding Theory (or an equivalent condi- 
tion 1 .  



The ungrammatical sentence in (47a) offers further 

evidence for (46) and f3r the position of the null operator in 

less complex sentences, such as (47b). 

47 a. Johrr, in toe proud of e!' for us to criticize e, 
effectively 

h. John, is toc angry to talk to el 

The interpretation "John is too proud of himself for us to 

criticize him effectivelyC is perfectly coherent and a version 

of (47a) with only one gap, as below, is grammatical. 

48) John is too proud of himself for us to criticize e 
eff ectivelyl ' 

Therefore, the ungrammaticality of (47a) must have ~0mething 

to do with the null operator chain including e l / .  Keeping in 

mind that the null operators of predicational constructions 

such as these do license parasitic gaps when the gap is within 

the CP hosting the null operator chain, (49a), and that para- 

sitic gaps may occur within the complement of an adjective, 

(49b1, consider the (simplified) structure for (47a) in (50). 

4. (48) isn't perfect to my ear, though some speakers find it 
o. The presence of the adjectival complement may have some- 
hing to do with this awkwardness, as I find (i) much than 
(ii). 

i )  John is too arrogant for us to criticize e 
effectively 

ii John is too proud of his kids for us to criticize 
e effectively 

Note that construing the gap with the adjectival ~c~rnplerner~t is 
completely impossible in (ii). 



49 a. This spinach is too dirty to eat e without 
washing e 

b. Whor was John too proud of ti to criticize ti 

50 John, is Cn P 01 ' too I n  / proud of el ' I C 0, for us to 
criticize el I I 

It may be that copular constructions such as these are base- 

generated with a small clause structure and derived by raising 

the subject to CNP,IPI position. This is not relevant for the 

discussion and so I will keep to the simplified structure In 

(50). In this structure 0,' is the parasitic operator and e l 1  

the parasitic gap. (50) does not seem to violate any of the 

constraints which are known to rule out parasitic gaps: nei- 

ther gap c-commands the other; an operator c-commands both 

gaps; neither of the gaps is a subject or adjunct; neither gap 

is 'too farw from the other or an operator to be li~ensecf.'~ 

It might be argued that (50) is not allowed because the 

parasitic operator 0,' c-commands the oporator 0,. Taking 

15. I have not yet made any proposals regarding the internal 
structure of APs with a. This will be taken up in 52.4. If 
the CP associated with too is adjoined to AP, the relevant 
portion of the structure in (5C) would be as in (i). 

i Johni is C R p .  C R P  Oi' too proud of e l '  I :  C c p  0, for 
us to criticize el I 1  

The discussion in the text applies equally to this structure. 

16. (47a) pre~ents similar problems for the path theoretic ap- 
proaches of both Kayne (1983) and Longobardi ( 1 9 8 4 ) .  The 
Connectedness Condition is not able to rule out (47a) because 
in ( 5 0 )  the g-projection sets of the two e m p t y  cat-egories 
connect. (47a) could be taken as support for the S c o p e  
Condition of Longobardi (1985), which essentially requires 
that the DS position of the parasitic gap be within the scope 
of the SS position of the licensing operator. This would 
require adopting a condition such as (461,  however. 



(Sla) as an example, (Sib) and ( 5 1 ~ )  illustrate two possible 

structures in which the operator Or does c-command the para- 

sitic operator O,'." 

51 1 a. * John, is too proud of pictures of el for us to 
criticize er 

b. John, is C a p  O1 too C , /  proud of C M p  01/ pictures 
of el / I 3  C ti for US to criticize el I I t  a 

C. John, is C a p .  0, C a p  too 1,'  proud of C H p  0, ' 
pictures of e, / I 1  C c p  tI for US to criticize 
el I l l  

Once again, if (51b,c) are possible structures, it is diffi- 

cult to understand what would rule out the sehtence (51a1. The 

obvious problem with (47a is that, since 0, ' fa.ils to meet 

the requirement of condition ( 4 6 1 ,  el' is not baund by an 

operator. (47a) and (51a) also offer evidence that the 

17. Or if the structure is as in ( i )  of footnote 15, the 
modification looks as follows: 

i 1 John, is C a p .  0, C a p .  C A P  Ol ' too C n q  proud of el ' I 1  
C c p  ti for US to criticize el I I 1  

Again, the text discussion applies to this structure as well 
as to that in (51). 

18. The configuration 

i Opr . . . Op, '. . . el . . . el . . . 
where no member of the chain <Op, ',el ' >  c-commands s,, carlnot 
be to.blam2 for the ungrarnmaticality of (1) since t h i s  is 
exactly the configuration which arises with subject parasitic 
gaps, such as (ii). 

ii a man that [close friends of el admire e 



predicational null operator, O,, may not reside in an AP- 

adjoined or VP-adjoined position at S S . L q  

(46) cannot be interpreted as a condition on overt 

categories since Topicalization and Heavy NP Shift license 

parasitic gaps, as in (52). 

52 a. I insulted t, by not recognizing e, my great uncle 
from Cleveland. 

b. John, I insulted t by not recognizing e 

NPs which have undergone Heavy NP Shift are not in SPEC of CP; 

nevertheless, they are able to bind and license  variable^.^" 

The same is true for topics if they are adjcined to IP. In 

English, then, the following seems to be the minimal necessary 

characterization of "operator." 

53) If a is an operator then (a) or (b). 

a. a is overt and a is in an A/-position. 
b. a is non-overt and a is in CSPEC,CPI. 

There are two things to point out about (53). Clause (53a) may 

be open to cross-linguistic variation if Cinque (1984) is 

right about Italian Clitic-Left Dislocation constructions; 

according to Cinque, only a (lexically determinsd) subset of 

lexical A'-elements are true operators. Secondly, it is impor- 

tant that (53) n ~ t  be a biconditional since we must allow for 

19. This need not be a cnnstraint against adjunction to these 
categories; even if null operators are allowed to reside in 
adjoined positions they will not function as operators by 
(46). Thus, no further constraint is needed. 

20. Hawever, Larsan (in progress) and Lasnik (p.c. propose 
analyses of HNPS which do not involve A'-movement. 



the existence of empty categorips in SPEC of CP which are not 

operators, i.e. intermediate traces. 

While ( 4 6 )  may not be a condition on overt operators for 

the reasons just discussed, s0methir.g must said to rul-e out 

(541, the equivalent of (44) with overt  operator.^ in place of 

the null operators. 

54 a. * I consider John, Cwho, Ca great admirer of e, I I 
b. * John, is/nas become C who, Cproud of el I I 
c. + I consider Johni Cwho, Cproud of these pictures 

of e, I I 

In 52.2.1 I pointed out that (19b) obviated the role of the 

C+whl feature in the derivation of relative clauses with overt 

operators. With (19b) in the grammar it is no longer n e c r s s a r .  Y 

to motivate the movement of an overt relative operator to SPEC 

of CP by means of such a feature since the necessity of set- 

ting up an agreement chain to license the subject-predicate 

relation will serve this function. In ( 5 4 ) ,  (19b) is satis- 

fied, ( 4 6 )  does not apply and nevertheless the sentences are 

ungrammatical. One possibility for solving this problem is to 

differentiate between lexical operators and lexical A ' -  

antecedents. The latter category includes topics and shifted 

heavy NPs and the former includes both interrogative a r ~ d  rela- 

tive overt wh-operators. It would then be necessary to refor- 

mulate ( 4 6 )  as a condition on operators, as in (55). 

55) a is an operator at level L iff a is in SPEC of CP at L. 



The reformulation of (46) given in (55) requires a reformula- 

tion of the condition on variables briefly mentioned above 

(near (46)) along the lines of (56). 

56) A variable must be bound by an A'-antecedent. 

I assume that (56) holds for a variable at every level at 

which the variable occurs. In chapter three I will argue that 

(56) is (approximately) the correct formulation to of an iden- 

tification condition on variables, but it should be clear that 

(55) and ( 5 6 )  are independent, i.e., in particular, that the 

validity of (56) does not hinge on that of (55). 

There is another possible unified account of ( 4 4 )  and 

(54) which is not based, on the proper definition of "opera- 

tor".e1 The small clauses in (44) and (54) are of the form in 

( 5 7 ) ,  where X is either N or A .  

57 . . .  NP, C x p  O i  C X... el I 1  ... 

The subject-predicate relation between NP, and XP is licensed 

because NP, receives the external 8-role of the head X. How- 

ever, it is also licensed because NPI agrees with the chain 

e .  It might be that such structures are ruled out pre- 

cisely because both options in (19) are realized in one 

instance of predication; (55) could then be replaced by ( 5 0 ) .  

58) A subject-predicate relation may nut simultaneously 
satisfy both clauses of (19). 

21. I am grateful' to both N. Chomsky and T. Stowell for point- 
ing out this possibility. 



At the moment I know of no empirical basie for chooeing 

between the two p o e e i b i l i t i e ~ . ~ ~  

2.3 Licensinq Mull Operators 

In this section I will show how (191, the subject- 

predicate conetraint of P2.2, accounts for the distribu.tion of 

null operators in particular. Taking purpose clauses as the 

fir& case study, it will be demonstrated that null operators 

22. There ie en intereeting account of the ungrammaticality of 
( 4 4 )  and ( 5 4 )  available to a Williems-etyle analyeis if the 
revieions I propo~ed in S2.2.1 are adopted. Recall that P sug- 
gested that vertical binding be considered to hold between the 
XP in (i) and the operator in the SPEC of XP as well as 
between the X? in (11) and the 0-role it binds. 

The configuration in ( 5 7 )  would, under this analyai;3, involve 
both sort8 of vertical binding, as illustrated in (iii). 

iii S g ,  O p t  ... X... I . 
: 

( O , . . .  1 

Extending *bindinga to take into accsunt the relation of ver- 
tical binding, a configuration such as (ill) could be ruled 
out by a slightly reformulated version of Safir's (1984) 
Paralleliem Constraint on Binding. 



are not responsible for the di~tribution, B-propestiee or pro- 

dicationel propertiea of theee claueee. Drawing mainly on 

Faraci (1974), and to a lesser extent om Jones (19851, I will 

ahow that PPs with non-clausal complemente ahare the distribu- 

tion end many of the propertier of purpose clausee. An analy- 

sis of PPs aimilar to that in Rothetein (1983) is proposed 

which captures these similarities. Finally, I show how the 

condition on the subject-predicate relation, (191, interacts 

with the pro identification requirement to lidense null 

operators. 

2.3.1 Types of Purposc- Clauees 

There are at least three clausal constructions which are 

often referred to a=  purposive^ or purpose clauses. In 82.2 I 

introduced a typology of purposivee t ~ k e n  from Janee (1985) 

and exemplified in ( 5 9 ) .  

59 a. They brought John along C m m r c  (in order) to talk 
to him3 

b. They brought John along C r p c  to talk about himself 
to the etudentsl 

c. They brought John along t o p c  to talk to1 

T h e ~ e  three constructions fall into two baeic groups: ratio- 

nale clauaes (RatCs) and purpose clauses (PCs). RatCs appear 

with an optional eubject gap. The two PCs are dietinguished on 

the basia of where they have gaps: SPCs (Subject-gap PCB) 

obligetorily appear with only subject gaps, while OPCs 

(Object-gap PCs) obligatorily appear with object gaps and 



optionally appear with subject gaps.aa R o t C e  never appear with 

object gape. A note on terminology: when I use the term 

mpurpoeive clausesn I will be referring to all three types of 

clause8 in (59). I will use "purpose clausesR or, more often, 

PCs to refer to the SPC/OPC pair. 

Faraci (19741, in the first detailed study of these con- 

struction~, argues that RatC are VP-external while PCs are VP- 

internal. I will review briefly some of hie arguments, along 

with aome other8 from Jonee (1985). 

A RatCs prepose freely, while PCe may not. P~Plowing 

Chomeky (19651, Faraci assumes that only phrases outside VP 

are preposable without topicalization intonation. (Examples in 

(A), (B), and ( C )  are from Faraci (1974). 

60 1 a. To protect herself, nary hired a guard. 
b. * To spend some time by himself, Ann sent Ned to NY. 
c. To practice on, John bought the piano. 

Although Faraci stars prepceed PCB, Q60b) and (60~) are gram- 

metical with t~picaliaation intonation, . etress on the PC. 

B) PC8 are v,ose *dependentn semantically on the verb 

than RatCe. Faraci gives the following characterization of the 

conditions under which RatCa and PGs are liceneed. 

61 ) a. RatCs: volitional predicates, conditional predi- 
cates, and "some of the mcsdals" ; if a modal or 
conditional predicate 18 present, the valitia- 
nality of the matrix verb doeen't matter. 

23. Faraci (1974) calle (59a,b,c) respectively, rationale 
clauees, objective claueres and purpose clauses. I will adopt 
Jones's more psrspicuous terminology. 



b. QPCe: predicatee of traneaction (give, buy, cell, 
eteaP, teke, borrow, lend ; traneitive verbe of 
motion (send, bring, take); verbe of creation 
(bui.ld, construct, deviae, make) ; and the verb 
uee. 

c.  SPCsr verbs of mcltiari like  end, bring and teke. 

The asaunption la chat the leae dependent an element ie an a 

head the farther from that heed it will Re base-generated; see 

C When RatCu and PCQ co-occur, (non-prepoeed) RatCo 

mu& follow PCs. 

621 a. narc borrght Fidss t o p c  to play witnl Cr. (in 
c--derJ to please Anital 

b. * Hsrc bought Fido C I  (in order) to please Anital 
[ O P C  to play with1 

63) a, Ben took Alice to Ec~ton [ e p c  to amuee herself1 
[ I,.r to please him~a-kf 1 

F. @ Ben took Alice to B O E ~ O ~  to please himself1 
C c t n  amume hereelf 3 

Thie ie straightforwardly expLained if RqtCe are VP-external 

and PCB ere VP-internql. 

Jenee (19851 points out the following additional differ- 

zncee  between RatCe and PC8 in euppox-t of the VP-extarnal/VP- 

internal di~tAnctian. 

D 1 PCs cannot be errended by VP-deletion, VP-prego- 

64 1 a, ? John bought Hobv Dick to read end Fred did, toe, 
tcj keep on his shelf . ? Hia mathor east John to pick up the laundry and 
then hie father d i d ,  too, to buy some pizza 

C .  John dove from the cliff in urdsr to impress Mary 
ranr~ then Fred did. too, in order to get away from 
her. 



65 1 a. John said he'd buy it to read end buy it he did, 
to reed. 

b. John's mother eaid she'd send him out to pick up 
the laundry and send him out she did, to pick up 
the laundry. 

c. ? John said he'd jump off the cliff in order to 
imprese nary and jump off the cliff he did, in 
order to impreas Mary. 

66 a. * Buy it though John may to read, he'll never get 
paet the firet chapter. 

b. * Send John out though Hom may to pick up the 
laundry, he'll never make it past the corner bar. 

c. Dive off the cliff though John may in order to 
imprese nary, he'll etill never be as handoome as 
Bob. 

(Judgements are given au they appear in Yonee (1985). For me, 

( 64a )  and (64b) are a s  bad aa tho (a) and (b) aentencea of 

( 6 5 )  and (66). This dace not weaken the point made by theae 

examplee, but rather strengthens it.) 

E 1 RC cannot be atranded (or dependent an do) in 

peeudoclefts, while RatC can. 

67 1 a. * What John did to read was buy it. 
b. What Horn did to pick up the laundry was send John. 
c. What John did in order to imprews nary wee dive 

off the cliff. 

The date in ( A )  - (El offer rather convincing eupport far 

regerding PC8 ue VP-internal adjuncts. Faraci and Jones alao 

conclude from their evidence that RstCe are VP-external. If 

nVP-externaln can ha taken to incrude "VP-t A;joinedA, then the 

evidence above dnee not die,tinguish between the three poei- 

tions a, R, and .r as attachment sites for RatCs. 
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The conclusion that RatCs are VP-external ia based on their 

ability to be atrended by VP-preposing, though-movement and 

peeudoclefting, but, as shown in (691, RatCs may elso be 

included with VP-internal meterial in these constructions. 

69 a. John said he'd jump off the cliff in order to 
imprese Mary and jump off the cliff in order to 
impsese nary he did. 

b. Dive off the cliff in order to imprees Mary though 
John may, he'll still never be as handsome ae Bob. 

c. Whet John did was dive off the cliff in order to 
impress Mary. 

The gramnaticality of (69)  apparently contradicts the evidence 

presented above, which wee taken to euggest that RotCs were 

VP-external conetituents. There are, no doubt, several possi- 

ble eolutione to this paradox; I will adopt the poeition that 

7 ,  the VP-adjoined position in (681, is the correct attachment 

eite for RatCs and that the proceesee forming the conetruc- 

tione in (69)  may affect either VP or VP* given a structure 

such as that in (681. 

I heve been a-euming, as did Faraci, that all three 

typee of purposives are full cl~uses. Jonee, in contrast, 

arguee that, while SPCs end RntCs are claueal, OPCs ere bare 

- 87 - 



VPs. His argument for the bare-VP hypothesis is based in part 

on his assertion that OPCs never appear with overt subjects. 

The next section offers arguments againet thie assumption. 

2.3.2 OPC Subjects 

Jones oizars three piecee of evidence for the position 

that for + NP in (70) 

70) John bought it for nary to read e a 4  

must be analysed as a PP, rather than a complementizer + 

subject eequence. First, a PP may appear independently of the 

purpose clau~e, aB illustrated in (71a). Secondly, it is 

preposable, as in (71b). Finally, the NP which is interpreted 

as the subject of the embedded verb may appear in PPs which 

are not headed by for. as illustrated in ( 7 2 ) .  (All examples 

are from Jones ( 19851, ch. 2. 1 

71 1 a. I bought it C for John 3 
b. C For John 1, I bought it to look at himeelf in e 

72 1 a. I pushed it over to John C .to use e on his 
hamburger1 

b. We gave it to John C to put e on his trophy shelf1 
c. 1 left it with John C to use e as he pleases I 
d. We sent it rolling toward John C to train his yun- 

eights on e I 

Jones notee that there is e problem with his position that all 

for + NP eequences which appear with purpose clauaes are inde- 

24. Hereafter, I will sometimes omit the null operator in 
order to simplify repreeentatione; thie is for aesthetic 
rather than theoretical reaeons. 



pendent PPs, namely, that in certain cases the alleged PB and 

the purpose clauee act as e constituent. For example, far + NP 

and the purpose clause can appear as the focus of a cleft. 

73 a. He bought the piano for Jane to practice on e 
b. It was for Jane to practice on that he bought the 

piano. 

74 It was with John to use as he pleases that we left it. 

When the preposition/complementizer ambiguity does not arise 

and the PP in question clearly does not form a constituent 

with the purpose clause, the PP + purpose clause string may 

not be clefted, as shown in ( 7 4 ) .  

Purpose clauses preeent us with contradictory evidence 

ae to the nature of the for + NP eequence with which thoy are 

sometimes introduced. Jonee resolves the contradiction by 

arguing that OPCs are bare VPs which never have lexical sub- 

jects. He must then resort to a special rule which creates a 

constituent of a PP and VP under just the above circumstances 

in order to explain the constituency of the alleged PP and 

bare VP in (73). A lees ad hoc approach is available if we 

assume that the for + NP sequence in (70) hao properties of 

both an independent PP and a complementizer * subject sequence 

precieely because it may be analyaed as either one. 

Naturally, there are etructures involving purpose 

clause6 in which for + NP is clearly not a complementizer + 

aubject sequance, e. g. (71b). The Extended Projection Princi- 

ple requires that (71b) have the SS re,oresentation in ( 7 5 ) .  

(Note that the presence of the null operator binding the 

- 89 - 



object gap hae no bearing on the question of whether the 

purpose clauee has a subject.) 

75) C for John I I bought it I Op C PRO to look at himaelf 
in el 

The data in (71) do not show that that clausal conetructions 

which appear with separable PPe and no lexical subject are 

bare VPs. (71b) la consistent with both the bare VP and the 

full clause approach. Moreover, there are other caees which 

exhibit the alternation shown by purpose clausea. Consider the 

case of eentential eubjecte, ae shown in (76). 

76 a. C for John to lose the race I would be awful 
b. C for Johnr to lose the race I would be awful Cfor 

himr I 
c. C t.o lose the race 3 would be awful Cfor John1 I 

d. C for John1 I I bought it Cfor him, I 

That (76b) ie not simply a preposed PP preceding a eentential 

subject can be seen by comparing ( 7 6 ~ )  and (76d).88 The lesson 

to be drawn from ( 7 6 )  ie that the alternation between (76a) 

and (76~1, comparable to that between (70) and (71b), does not 

entail that all clauses which appear with aepareble far + NP 

eequencee must be analyeed as bare VPs. 

25. There is a left-dislocated reacting of (760) which probably 
has the structure a PP preceding a eentential eubdect, aa 
shown in (1). 

i C p p  for John1 C e p  PRO to lose the race3 would be 
awful 

The reading is something like "as for John, . . . "  and ia 
completely d i ~ t i n c t  from the natural reaaing of (76b). 



Now consider the following eentencee, wheh'e a marke the 

original position of the prepoeed PP." 

77 a. John bought it for nary for the kids to play with 
b. For Hary, John bought it a for the kide to play 

with 
c. For the kide, John bought It for Hary a to play 

with 

( 7 7 ~ )  is ungrammatical rith the kids as subject of play. Appa- 

rently, when two for + NP,aequences are preaent, only the 

firat may be preposed. Similarly, only the first may be wh- 

moved. 

7 8 )  [For whom], did John buy a dog, t, for the kids to play 
rith e, 

79) r, [For whoml, did John buy a dog, for Hary t, to play 
with el 

Note also that for + NP may co-occur with any of the indepen- 

dent PPs noted in (72). 

80 a. P pushed it over to John for him to use e on hia 
hamburger 

- 
b. We gave it to John for him to put e on his trophy 

shelf 
c. I left it with John for him to use e ae he pleases 
d. We sent it rolling toward John for him to train 

his gunsighte on e 

In some cames ae many as three for + NP_ sequence6 may occur in 

a sentence. 

26. I have resorted to the use of a to indicate the original 
position of the prepoeed PP ae I do not w i ~ h  to take a 
poeition at this time on whether preposing leaves a trace in 
all cases. 



81) For Mary, I bought it for John for hie kids to play 
with e 

The movable PP in (771, (78) and (Si), and in general, ie tho 

benefactive, 1.e. the interpr~tation of the preposed PP in 

(81) is 'to pleane Hary/for Mary's sake..." The next PP ($or 

John) is the goal and in the final for + N& sequence the kids 

la, apparently, the agent of play. Oddly enough, three for + 

W P  sequencee can appear even without the purposive clause. 

82 a. X bought it for John for Mary. 
b. For Mary, I bought it for John. 
c. ? For Mary, I bought it for John for hia kids. 

While ( 8 2 ~ )  seems lea9 than felicitous, it is not totally 

~ngrammatical.~~ Note however, that the aemantic role of the 

kids is different in (8J.I and (82~). In (81) the kids is 

pretty clearly tho agent of play. In ( 8 2 ~ )  there is no verb 

for it to be the agent of. Rather, it s e a m  to function as EA 

eort of secondary goal, giving the sentence the interpretation 

in (83;, where the parenthesized material roughly paraphrases 

the semantic content of each for in (82~). 

83) (To please) Mary, I bought it Cto give ,to) John (to give 
to) the kids. 

If my hypothesis that for + NP in a purfiose clause may some- 

times be a camplementizer + subject sequence is true, then we 

27. I find that ( 8 2 ~ )  imp:-oves with a slight pause before the 
final PP, indicating that it may be a kind of afterthought 
additian. This pause is not apparent when the third for + NP 
is part of a purpose clause. This provides further support for 
my hypothesis. 



ahould be able to get an@ more for + NP in a sentence with a 

purpose clause than ve can in a 8entence without euch a 

clause. Since three for NPs are marginally grammatical in 

( 8 2 ~ 1 ,  we ahould be able ta get four euch sequences by adding 

a purpose clause and not chuse any further decline in gramma- 

ticality. While (84a) is not perfect, it l a  certainly better 

than (84b) and, I believe, on a par with ( 8 2 ~ ) .  

84 1 a. ? For Mary, I bought it for John for the kide for 
their friends to ploy with e 

b. + For Mary, I bought it for John for the kids for 
their friend=. 

Finally, the relative grammaticality of (85a) ae compared with 

(85b 

63 ! a. It wae for the kids to play with e that I bought 
it for John. 

b. + It vas to play with e that 1 bought it for John 
for the kids. 

supports the hypothe~is that in eome cases the for + NP 

sequence which immediately precedea the purpoee c l a u ~ e  verb is 

actually a complementizer + subject sequence, rather than a 

PP. 

2.3.3 Control in RatCs and PCs 

It haa often been noted that the links between matrix 

NPs and the various gaps in RatCs and PC8 appear to be thema- 

tically governed. When RatCs do not have lexical subjects 

their PRO subjecta must be controlled by the matrix agent. 



86 1 a. John gave nary a car in order to ingratiate 
himaelf with her friende. 

b. + John gave nary a car in order to ingratiate 
herself with her friende. 

The sentences in (87) indicate that the operative notion is 

indeed agency and not etructurel subject. 

87 a, The bridge was blown up (by the guerillas) in 
order to demonstrate the power af the resistance. 

b. The ship sank in order to demonstrate the pcwer of 
the reelstance. 

(87a) is grammatical even wikhaut the &-phrase, indicating 

that winplicitm argrrmenta (see Raeper (1907) and references 

for diecussion) may control the subject of RetCs. As was noted 

above, RatCe never appear with object gaps, i.e. host null 

operator chains. 

88) + John, bought a new car, fin order PRO,  to drive e, all 
over town 3 

Though both Jones and Faraei treat RatCs with lexical subjects 

ae fully grammatical, they seem quite marginal to me. The 

deviance is particularly noticeable when the clause is not 

introduced by in order. 

89 a.?? John etuffed the ballot box in order for his son 
to win the election. 

b.?* John atuffed the ballot box for his son to win the 
election. 

It is important for Jones that RatCs be regarded as having a 

free alternation between overt and null subjects as he does 

not wish to characterize them am structures of obligatory 



control.Ra This dietinetion does not play a role in my unaly- 

aie so, in light of the difference6 in judgement, I will gene- 

rakly ignore this potentially significant fact. 

There are two thematic or  ema antic requirements govern- 

ing the choice of NP which may control the SPC subject or 

antaeede the QPC object gap. In both cases the NP must be a 

THEME, in t.he eense of Gruber (1965) and Jackendoff (1972, 

90 ) a. John told Maryi a joke CPRO: to repeat it to Bill1 
b. * Maryi bought a new car Cfor us to envy el I 
c. * I sent Maryi a student, [PRO9 to annoy el I 

a. ' John told Mary a joke, CPR!3j to repeat e, to 
Bill 1 

b. Mary bought a new car1 Cfor us to admire or J 
c. ' f sent himr to MaryJ [PROJ to advise @I 1 

Moreover, as Falac1 noticed, not all THEIlEs are appropriate 

91 1 a. Johni burned the evidence, CPRO; to get rid of e, I 
b. John buried some jewels, for Mary' CPRO, to 

hide e~ I 
c. Johnr displayed itj /a pan, [PROi to fry egge 

in e~ I 

92 1 a. John burned the evidencei [PRO; to disappear1 
b. * John buried some jewelsl CPROi to come in handy on 

a rainy day1 
c. John displayed iti /a carr CPROr to impress the 

undergraduates] 

Jones and Faraci characterize the class of appropriate THEMES 

as those which are somehow navailablew to participate in 

28. For Jones S', the category which he assumee RatCs to be, 
ie opaque to obligatory control. See his chapter 2, sec. 3.1.1 
for discussion. 



further action. This notion of availability is rather deli- 

cate, illustrated by the contrast in (93). 

93 ) a, * John took apart a chairl Cto get rid of e, I 
b. ? John took apart a chairl Cto build a fire with 3 

After being taken apart, surely the chair no longer exists ae 

such, yet (93b) is only slightly marginal. Consider also the 

examples in (941, from Faraci. 

94 1 a. Harold psinted the stove [to cook his meals in3 
b. Harold cleaned the stove Cto cook his meels in3 

Unlike the verbs in (921, paint and clean denote activities 

which leave their objects apparent and in existence. However, 

Faraci stara both of theee sentences. While they are admit- 

,tedLyl not perfect, they seem to me rather acceptable. The 

versions in (95) are even better than those in ( 9 4 ) .  

95 ) a. He painted a chairl/itl Cto oit on el at his desk1 
b. He cleaned this potr/itI out [to cook hie soup 

in el 3 

f have no insight into the proper characterization of thie 

navaiJ,abilityn at this time. 

The possibilities for control of OPC eubjecte are a l ~ o  

affected by the availability condition. Xn (96e) the matrix 

subject controls the OPC subject, while in (96b) and ( 3 6 ~ )  the 

matrix goal controls the OPC subject. 

96 1 a. Johnl bought a pianoJ/itJ [PROl to practice on e, 1 
b. John bought a piano, /itJ for Maryl [PROl to 

practice on e, I 



c.  John bought Maryr a piano, CPRO, to practice 
on e, 1 

In (96) the controller of the OPC subject is also, in E diffe- 

rent sense, the ucontrollerw of the piano, 1.e. the person for 

whom it is availsble by virtue of the action denoted by the 

matrix verb. When the indirect object is SOURCE, the matrix 

subject (which is now GOAL) controls the OPC subject. 

97 Jahilr bought a piano, from Maryl, [PRO, / . u  to practice 
on e, 1 

If we call control of the subject of the SPC and antecedence 

of the object gap in OPC the 'primary linksu for each of these 

PCs, then the generalization can be roughly stated as follows: 

the primary link for a PC is to THEME; any secondary link 

(e.g. control of OPC subject) is to GQAL. Jones encodes this 

generalization as a thematic hierarchy, such as that proposed 

by Chierchia (1984) and Nishigauchi (1984), which derives from 

that proposed by Jackendoff (1972).e9 

98) Thematic Hierarchy: THEME > GOAL > SOURCE/LOCATION ... 

Structural, rather than thematic, analyses of this phenomenon 

are possible. It could, for example, be argued that from, but 

not to or for, prevsnts its object from c-commanding into the 

29. The relevance for PC8 of the SOURCE/LOCATION level in the 
hierarchy is not obvious to me, as those 0-roles never control 
empty categories in PC=. For the analysis of purpose clauses, 
the Thematic Hierarchy is simply a ntipulation that the sub- 
ject of SPCs and the object of OPCe link to THEMES, while the 
subject of OPCs links to GOAL. 



OPC (under the sssumption that c-command is the necessary con- 

dition for control in these cases). This is pa~ticularly plau- 

sible given that t o  and far are two of the prepositions which 

were co-opted as case-markers in the transition to Middle 

English (see Lumsden (in progreso)). They might therefore be 

regarded as realizations of oblique case in NP rather than 

 head^ of independent maximal projsctions, as proposed by K. 

Hale. If the mapping from thematic relations to structural 

relations is fixed, as argued by Baker (1985) and Belletti & 

Rizzi (1986), then the structural argument is probably 

reducible to a thematic argument. 

The above characterization of OPCs and SPCs (essentially 

that of both Faraci and Jones) impliee that the two are dis- 

tinct entities. This, I think, is not so obvious. While the 

lack of an object gap in SPCs strongly differentiates them 

from OPCs, there are reasone to think the.two are m o r  closely 

related than SPCs and RatCs are. Notice that the verbs which 

support SPCs are a subset of those which support OPCs. The 

relevant portions of (611 are repeated below. 

61) b. OPCe: predicates of transaction (give, buy, sell, 
ateal, take, borrow, lend); transitive verbs of 
motion (send, bring, take ; verbs of creation 
(build, construct, devise, make); and the verb 
use. 

c. SPCs: verbs 02 motion like send, bring and take. 

However, the list of verbs in ( 6 1 ~ )  appearR to be incomplete. 

If the defining cheracteristics of SPCs are (i) they appear 

with only a subject gap and not an object gap and (ii) the 
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subject gap is controlled by a matrix THEME, then the PCs in 

(99) are surely SPCs. 

99 a. Mary bought a dogi/itr [PROI to guard her house1 
b. I gave a dogl /it1 to Mary [PROl to guard her 

house I 
c. Mary stole a piner from his forest [PRO, to serve 

as our Christmas treel 
d. Mary lent her spatsr to John [PROI to liven up his 

wardrobe1 
e. Mary borrowed some spat~t from John [PROl to liven 

up her wardrobe3 
f. Mary built a birdhousel/itl [PROl to hang in the 

oak treel 
9- Mary constructed a gatel/itl [PROl to fit the gap 

in the fence1 

Furthermore, while RatCs may coocur with either OPCs or SPCs 

(see (62) and (63) above), the latter two never appear toge- 

ther. 

100) a. + Mary sent her son to the nuns Cto educate el [to 
improve himselfl 

b. + Mary sent her son to the n'lns Cto improve himselfl 
Cto educate el 

There does seem to be a difference between SPCs and OPCs which 

deserves attention: some SPCs are not compatible with dative 

shift structures. It has been suggested that this is a defi- 

ning characteristic of SPCs (one which distinguishes them from 

OPCs in particular) and that the phenomenon derives from a 

requirement that the THEME controller of an SPC be invested 

with a kind of secondary agency by the matrix p r e d i ~ a t e . ~ ~  The 

effects of this phenomenon can be easily seen with the verb 

30. Faraci discusseo this at length; Barbara Partee is also 
credited with having polnted this out by both Jones and 
Nishigauchi (1984). 



send vhich allows its --phrase to be either a dative or 

directional phrase. SPCs can appear with glend, but not freely: 

when the &-phrase is a dative, SPCs are incompatible. 

101) la. John sent his sonl to the librarian PROI to get 
some help. 

b. J sent his soni to the librarian PROI to be 
properly trained. 

102) a. * John sent the librarian his son1 PROl to get some 
help. 

b. * J sent the librarian hie scrni PRO, to be properly 
trained. 

Dative shift makes it impossible to interpret the librarian as 

a directional phrase and ungrammaticality results. The gramma- 

ticality of dative shift structures writh OPCs, (1031, indi- 

cates that the ungrammaticality of (1021 is not due to some 

problem with the availability of the THEME. 

103) a. John sent the librarianl his son, PRO, to train e, 
b. John sent the librarianl these books, PROl to 

catalog e, 

This difference between SPCs and OPCs could be accounted for 

as follows: in the non-dative shifted structure send assigns 

the direct object (THEME) the additional role af secondary 

agent.=' This secondary 8-role is not assigned to the THEME in 

the dative-shifted s t r u c t ~ r e . ~ ~  Assume finally that only an 

31. This 1s not implausible if, as suggested in Keg1 (1984) 
and elsewhere, roles like AGENT and PATIENT are part of a 
system distinct from that comprised of THEME, GOAL, SOURCE, etc. 

32. Theae proposals have intereeting consequences for the 
structure of double object verbs given Baker's (1985) Uniform 
Theta-Assignment Hypothesis (UTAH). According to UTAH, one and 
only one DS representation is associated with a particular set 



argument that is itself agentive may control a fully agentive 

PRO. This account doesn't really hold up given the gr,ammati- 

cality of (104) and the examples in (99a,b,d), mast a$ which 
'$ 

involve non-animate controllers and an embedded agentike 

subject. \\ 
\ 

104) I sent my spats, to John PRO, to liven up his wardr be 4,,, 
In fact, there are even some dative shifted sentences with ' 

send which seem to allow SPCs. (The direct object in (105b) iu. 

given as an infinitival relative to force the PC reading for 

the final clause; the usual tactic of substituting a pronoun 

for the full NP will not work in this context for familiar 

reasons. 

I sent the librarian my sonr [PRO, to serve as her 
assistant1 
I sent John fa rack to hang coats on], [PRO, to 
stand in the front hallway1 

I would like to suggest that the trichotomy SPC-OPC-RatC does 

not sufficiently characterize the types of purposives that 

exist. A more complete typolrrgy includes, besides RatCs, the 

following three clausal purpasives: AGENT-oriented subject-gap 

PC, THEME-oriented subject-gap PC, and THEME-oriented object- 

gap PC. Examples of each type from the discussion above are 

repeated below. 

of 0-relations. If the 8-relations which exist in the dative 
shifted and non-dative shifted versions of send VPs are 
distinct, then we would expect the DS repr-esentations for 
these  structure^ to be distinct. 



John sent his sonl to the librarian PROI t-o get 
some help. 
(cf. "John, sent the librarian his son, in order 

to get some helpn) 

105) b. I sent John [a rack to hang coats on], [PROI to 
stand in the Pront hallway1 

103) b. John sent the librarianl these books, P R O l  to 
catalog e~ 

Notice that the AGENT-oriented subject-gap PC is not a RatC, 

as evidenced by its ungrammaticality with in order to. For 

typographical ease I will use the subacripted acronyms SPCn 

and SPCr to refer to AGENT and THEME-oriented subject-gap PCs, 

respectively. It should now be apparent that the analysis 

sketched in the paragraph after example (103) is relevant to 

SPCRs but not SPCTs. Before attempting e more complete 

analysis of the four purposive clauses, it is necessary to 

compare the behavior of purposive PPs. 

2.3.4 PPs: Distribution and Control 

There is an important, but little discussed, fact about 

purponive clauses which was first pointed out by Faraci: the 

distribution of these clauses and the control facts just out- 

lined (including "controln of the object gap in OPCs) are 

mirrored by the distribution and interpretation of purposive 

PPs. Except where noted, the arguments and data which appear 

in this section to illustrate this correspondence are based on 

Faraci (1974); my final analysis of the correspondence differs 

from his significantly. There are three points to be made: ( 1 )  



there are non-clausal for-PPs which have the same interpreta- 

tions as purposive clauses; ( 2 )  these PPs have the same dis- 

tribution as their clausal counterparts (cf. 5 2 . 3 1 ;  ( 3 )  they 

have the same wcontrolw properties as their clausal counter- 

parts (cf. 52.3.3). 

Consider first the pair of sentences in (106). 

106) a. Mort, sent his robot, to us [PRO, /, to get the 
prizel 

b. Mort, sent his robot, to us [for the prize1 

The clause in (106a) may be interpreted as either a RatC (with 

matrix subject control) or an SPCn (with matrix object con- 

trol). Both readings are avai1abJ.e for the PP in (106b) as 

 ell.^^ The same similarities are perhaps more clearly visible 

in pseudoclefted constructions. Recall that RatCs alone may be 

stranded in pseudoclefts. In the paradigm in (107) we can then 

identify ( 1 0 7 ~ )  as a RatC and (107b) as an SPCT.'4 

107) a. John built a robot to entertain his guests. 

33. In fact, a third possible reading: nMort sent us his robot 
as a prizew is also available for (106b). The difference 
between this reading and the one which corresponds to the SPC 
reading of the infinitive is the same as the difference 
between (i) and (ill. 

i John brought Mary home for dinner. 
ii John brought pizza home for dinner. 

I assume that the difference may be adequately characterized 
in terms of the 8-role which the PP assigns to the NP which 
is, essentially, its external argument: Mary in (i) and pizza 
in (ill. 

34. Optionally, the infinitive in ( 1 0 7 ~ )  and the PP in ( 1 0 8 ~ )  
may both be interpreted as rationale phrases. 



b. What John built to entertain his guests was a 
robot. 

c. What John did to entertain his guests was build a 
robot. 

When the infinitives are replaced with purposive PPs, pseudo- 

clefting disambiguates the sentence in exactly the same 

manner. 

108) a. John built a robot for entertainment. 
b. What John built for entertainment was a robot. 
c.  What John did for entertainment was build a robot. 

In both (107b) and (108b) thc source of the entertainment (for 

either John or his guests) is the robot itself. In ( 1 0 7 ~ )  and 

( 1 0 8 ~ )  the source of entertainment is the act (or event) of 

building the robot. Many more such examples may be construc- 

ted; see Faraci's chapter 2 for extensive discussion. 

Other parallels exist between purposive clauses and PPs; 

for example, when a PP is preposed, only the rationale reading 

is available without topicalization intonation (see the dis- 

cussion of (60) above). 

109) a. To entertain his guests, John built a robot. 
b. For entertainment, John built a robot. 

More importantly, purposive PPs occur with just those verbs 

which support their clausal counte~parts. Faraci's examples 

are b~low. 

110) a. John (+accidentally) let the cat out of the room 
for some peace and quiet. 

b. * Bill was short for maximal effectiveness. 
c. Bill must be short for maximal effectiveness. 
d. Bill needs to be short for maximal effectiveness. 



e. It is sufficient for Bill to be short for maximal 
effectiveness. 

In (11Ga) the adverb renders the action non-volitional and 

therefore incompatible with a rationale PP. The volitionality 

which is missing in (110b) is supplied by the modal and 

conditional predicates in (llOc,d,e). The verbs which support 

PCs also support their non-clausal counterparts, as illustra- 

ted by the paradigms below. 

111) a. Mary built/bought the board for her chess game. 
b. Mary built/bought the board for Spassky to play 

on. 

112) a. Harold made/used the stove for his gourmet 
cooking. 

b. Harold made/used the stove (for his chef) to cook 
on. 

113) a. ? ?  Mary destroyed the board for the bonfire she was 
making. 

b. ? ?  Mary destroyed the board for the scouts to burn. 

114) a. ? ?  Mary repaired the board for her chess games. 
b. ? ?  Mary repaired the board for Spassky to play 01,. 

1151 a. ? ?  Harold painted/cleaned the stove for his gourmet 
cooking. 

b. ? ?  Harold painted/cleaned the stove (for his chef) ta 
cook on. 

116) a. John's parents sent him to Stanford for an 
education. 

b. John's parents sent him to Stanford to get an 
education. 

Faraci notes that the ( a )  examples in (113) - (115) are 

acceptable under a non-purposive reading which might be 

translated as nin preparation forn. 

Like RatCs and PCs, rationale PPs and purpose PPs are 

ordered with respect to each other. ((117) is from Faraci.) 



117) a. Harold used his stove for his gourmet cooking far 
the thrill of it. 

b. * Harold used his stove for the thrill of it for his 
gourmet cooking. 

118) a. John sent his kids to the grocery store for potato 
I chips and ice cream for a little peace and quiet. 

b. * John sent his kids to the grocery store for a 
little peace and quiet for potato chips and ice 
cream. 

The control facts discussed in 92.2.3 also have their 

analog in the interpretation of purposive PPs. Recall that a 

matrix subject could control the subject of an OPC only in 

case there was no goal argument within the VP. This was 

illustrated in (961, repeated below. 

96 a. JohnI bought a piano, /it, [PRO, to praytice on e, 1 
b. John bought a piano, /it, for MaryI [PRO, to 

practice on e, I 
c. John bought Mary, a piano, [PRO, to practice 

on e, 1 

In (96b,c) it is impossible to ir~terpret the PRO as controlled 

by John. Now consider the sentences in (119). 

119) a. Mary bought her daughter a set of rosary beads for 
penance. 

b. Mary bought a set of rosary beads for penance. 

In both (119a) and (119b) the PP can he interpreted as a 

rationale phrase: the purpose of the act of buying was 

penance. On this interpretation the penitent is Mary in both 

sentences. The PP in both cases may also be interpreted as a 

purpose phrase (analog of OPC): the rosary beads are to be 

used during the act of penance. With this reading of the PP, 



the penitent in (119a) is,the daughter, while in (119bl it is 

Mary. That is, the same wcontroln facts hold in purposive PPs 

and in purposive clauses. The same fact is illustrated in a 

slightly different manner by the sentences in (1201, which 

should be compared with t.hose in (121). 

120) a. John borrowed a tent from Max for camping trips. 
b. John loaned a tent to Max for camping trips. 

121) a. John, borrowed a tent from Max [PRO, to take e to 
Montana I 

b. John loaned a tent to Maxl [PROl to take e to 
Montana I 

As noted above, a SOURCE argument does not preempt matrix 

subject control as a GOAL argument does. 

Finally, the well-known example in (122) indicates that 

with a verb which is ambiguously transitive and intransitive 

the PC is ambiguous between an OPC and SPC,. 

122) John brought the chicken home to eat. 

In this sentence the chicken may have been brought home as 

either the guest of honor or the main dish. The two readings 

correspond, respectively, to (123a) and (123b). 

123) a. . . . the chickenl . . . C C PROI to eat I 1  
b. . . . the chickenl . . . C Op, C PROJ to eat el 11 

124) John brought the chicken home for dinner. 

The same ambiguity is present in (1241,  where the Infinitive 

is replaced by a purposive PP. 



2.3.5 Predicati~n, Purposivos and PPs 

The correspondence between purposive clauses and pur- 

posive PPs, in distribution, interpretation and "control", 

seems evident. Faraci's approach to accounting for this cor- 

respondence is to propose that all purposiveo are in fact pre- 

positional phrases with clausal complements of a prepositional 

head. This seems reasonable for in order to RatCs where the 

possibility of the sequence in order for NP indicates the need 

far a prepositional head as well as a complementizer, Faraci's 

evidence for extending this analysis to PCs, besides the simi- 

larities between PC8 and PFs reviewed in the preceding sec- 

tion, comes from pseudocleft and cleft constructions. When PCs 

are pseudoclefted, they may appear with a stranded preposi- 

tion, (125a). Notice that the stranded fOr also appears when 

there is a complementizer with the clause in focus position, 

125) a. What Carol bought a rack for was to hang coats on. 
b. What Carol bought a rack for was for John to hang 

his clothes on. 

Unlike Faraci, I take this data as further evidence for the 

interpretational similarity between PPs and PCs rathe? than 

evidence that PCs ere PPs. What in a pseudocleft corresponds 

only to focus constituents which are NP arguments, clausal 

arguments and adjectival predicates. 

126) a. What I saw was a dog. 
b. What I heard was that you were leaving. 
c .  What I consider John is Zoolish. 



127) a. + What I live is in Somerville. 
b. * What I pu-t it was there. 
c. + What I left was Tuesday. 
d. + What I fixed the car was with a hammer. 

(127b,c) indicate that what may not even correspond to bare-NP 

adverbs (Larson (1985) 1. The relative acceptability of (128) 

indicates that adjuncts may be clefted, regardless of cate- 

gory, when the appropriate wh-phrase appears in the non-focus 

clause. 

128) a. ? Where I live is in Somerville. 
b. ? Where I put it was there. 
c. ? When I left was Tuesday. 
d. ? How I fixed the car was with a hammer. 

(The marginality of (128) is probably due to the general devi- 

ance of pseudoclefts with wh-phrases other than what.) Follow- 

ing Larson, the sentences in (128) are grammatical because the 

wh-phrases have the case-marking properties necessary to 

license their variables. What arguably does not have these 

properties and, when it is base-generated in an adjunct posi- 

tion, will leave a non-case-marked variable. Thus when the 

focus constituent is an adjunct what may only appear as the 

object of a stranded prepostion, a case-marked position. The 

correspondence between purposive PPu and PCB allows a catego- 

rial mismatch, along the lines of that in (126b).l5 

35. The same point is made regarding sentential complements of 
the verb hope in Brame (1980), where examples from Stockwell, 
Schachter & Partee (1968/73), Akmajian (1970) and Kajita 
(1972) which illustrate the categorial mismatch allowed in 
pseudoclefts are repeated. 



Faraci also points out that sentential complements do 

not cleft, while purpose clauses may. 

129) a. John intended for Mary to leave late. 
b. * It was for Mary to leave late that John intended. 

130) a. Sally bought the piano (for Todd) to practice on. 
b. It was (for Todd) to practice on that Sally bought 

the piano. 

This he also attributes to the categorial status of the pur- 

pose clause as a PP. As additional evidence he gives sentences 

such as those in (1311, which contrast with those in (129) in 

their relative grammaticality as clefts. 

131) a. I was hoping/waiting for Mary to arrive. 
b. It was for Mary to arrive that I was hoping for. 

132) I was hoping/waiting for a solution to the problem. 

He attributes the grammaticality of (131b) to the status of 

the.complement as a PP with a clausal object. A s  shown in 

(1321, these verbs do take PP complements. The status of for 

in clausal conetituents has long been debated in the litera- 

ture.'& The crucial question for this discussion is whether 

the f o r  which appears with infinitival clauses is a complemen- 

tizer (1. e., head of CP) or a preposition i .  e , head of PP). 

At this point I will restrict the discussion t-o purpose 

36. See Bresnan (19701, Chomsky & Lasnik (1977), Chomsky 
(19801, Brame (1980) and the references in the previous 
footnote. 



clauses leaving aside the questions raised by the data in 

(129) - (1321.'' 

If we assume that purpose clauses are PPs, as Faraci 

argues, there are two structures that could be assigned to 

them depending on whether one assumes that the prepositional 

head takes an IP complement or a CP complement. The two op- 

tions are in (133); a marks the position of a null operator in 

the case of OPCs. 

133) a. PP 
/ \ 

a P / 
/ \ 

P IP 
I 

for 

b. PP 
/ \ 

P / 
/ \ 

P CP 
/ / \  

for a C ' 
/ \ 

for IP 

Consider (133a) first. In 82.2 two proposals were discussed 

which would have the effect of ruling out sentences such as 

(134a) with the configuration in (134b). 

134) a. * I consider Johnl [proud of el I 
b. . . . NPi CXP, 0, C X . . . el I 1  . . . 

The two proposals, given in (46) and (58) in 92 .2 ,  are 

repeated below. 

46) An empty category is an operator only if it is in the 
SPEC of CP. 

58) A subject-pi-edicate relation may not simultaneously 
satisfy both clauses of (19). 

37. See Heggie (1986) for a different analysis of clefts. 
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19) A subject-predicate relation is licensed if 

a. the subject discharges the external 8-role of the 
predicate or 

b. the subject agrees with a chain contained in the 
predicate. 

( 4 6 )  rules out (133a) as a possible representation for OPCs 

since the empty category in the position of a would not, by 

definition, be an operator and the variable within IP would 

not be operator-bound.=' Is (133a) a possible repreeentation 

for OPCs if ( 4 6 )  is rejected in favor of (5811 Answering this 

question requires a brief discussion of the predicational ~ n d  

thematic properties of PPs in general. 

I adopt essentially Rothstein's (1983) view of PPs as 

predicates. A preposition namen a two-place relation, the 

second position of which is filled by the prepositional ob- 

ject. The external argument or subject of the preposition is 

designated as participating in the relation so defined. Roth- 

stein assumes that the relation between the preposition and 

its external argument is weaker than external 8-role assign- 

ment, the relation which holds between a verb and its exrter- 

nal argument. 

The subject of a preposition can be either an NP, as in 

"John gave a book to Maryw, or the E(vent)-position of a pre- 

dicate. Developing and extending an idea of Davidson's (1966), 

38. If the SPECS of NP (DP) and AP are A-positions then the 
constraint on where empty categories can be null operators 
would reduce to the A / A '  distinction. This would allow the 
adoption of (133a) if it could be shown that the SPEC of PP is 
not an A-panition. 



Higginbotham (1983, 1985, 1986) proposes that both active and 

stative predicates contain E-positions in their 0-grids (see 

Stowell (1981)) which are available for predication. According 

to Higginbotham, the lexical entry of a verb like walk is as 

in (135a); the E-position is discharged via existential gene- 

ralization giving giving the interpretation ( 1 3 5 ~ )  for (135b). 

135) a. 'walk', (+V, -N), <1, E>, Actor( 1) 
b. John walks. 
c. (3e) Cwalk (John,e)l 

Finally, PPs which are predicated of E-positions are interpre- 

ted as in (136). All examples are from Higginbotham (1986); 

for definitions and discussion of the execution and ramifica- 

tions of these proposals, see the references above. In all 

examples the contribution of tense to the interpretation is 

ignored. 

136) a. John fell down after Bill hit him. 
b. (3e) [fell down(John,e) & after(e, (the el) 

hit (Bill, John, e/ ) I 

Higginbotham assumes that the PP in (136a) is predicated of 

the E-position in the verb. Rothstein, however, regards the 

event, which she places in INFL, as an argument of the verb on 

a par with its lexical arguments. PPs such as that in (136) 

are, for her, predicated of INFL. Evidence for choosing be- 

tween the two might come from syntactic tests which determine 

the location of the PP, 1.e. VP-external vs. VP-internal. The 

tests performed on RatCs, which I take to be predicated of 

events, in 52.3.1 indicate that they are not VP-internal ele- 
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ments. The sentences in (137) and (138) indicate that prepo- 

sitions such as after and without are also not VP-internal. 

137) a. ... and complain he did after I had criticized 
him. 

b. ... and shoot you he would without even blinking. 
138) a. Bill complains after I criticize him and John does 

after I compliment him. 
b. Bill flies without a copilot but John does without 

a parachute. 

However, as noted in S2.3.1, there are reasons to believe that 

RatCs are base-generated in a VP-adjoined position; the sen- 

tences in (139) indicate that the same is true for PP adjuncts 

such as those in (137) and (138). 

139) a. ... and complain after I had criticized him he 
did. 

b. What John did was fly to Boston without a copilot. 
c. Fly to Boston without a copilot though you may, it 

will not mean that you are a competent pilot. 

Depending on how one formulates the locality condition on the 

subject-predicate relation, assuming that predicates of the E- 

position are VP-adjoined seems to be compatible with both 

Rothstein's approach and Higginbotharn's. ?'he position of the 

adjunct gives no evidence for choosing between the two, but 

the choice is not crucial for this discussion. 

Having summarized my approach to PPs, I return now to 

the question of whether (133a) and (58) are compatible. If, as 

I assume, the NP subject of the purpose clause in (133a) is 

related to the preposition via some form of 0-role assignment 

as well as being related to the null operator in the SPEC of 



PP, ( 5 8 )  will be violated. Therefore, I reject (133a) as a 

possible structure for purpose clauses. 

Turning now to (133b1, if this structure is adopted 

clearly one of the fors must go. If it is the complementizer 

which deletes, or fails to be generated as a lexical item, 

then the subject position of IP will not be case-marked. An 

alternative would be to allow the preposition for to case-mark 

the subject of IP in the absence of the complementizer. How- 

ever, if case-marking across both CP and IP is allowed in this 

instance, it would be very difficult to explain the ungram- 

maticality of sentences such as those in (140). 

140) a. * I assure you John to be intelligent. 
b. * Je crois Jean Ptre intelligent. 

Another possibility would be to base-generate a null prepo- 

sition with the case-marking properties of for as the head of 

CP in this construction. However, the ungrammaticality of 

( 141 1 

141) + I wae hoping John to win 

becomes inexplicable if null infinitival complementizers pos- 

sess the case-marking abilities of overt infinitival comple- 

mentizers. 

There is evidence which suggests that these prablematic 

proposals should be rejected in favor of the generally accep- 

ted view that PCs are bare CPs. Adriana Bellettti has pointed 



out that extraction of PPs from adjunct PPs is much worse than 

extraction of NPs from adjunct PPs. 

142) a. + the man to whom you left London without speaking 
b. ? the man who you left London without speaking to 

Extraction of PPs from within SPCs does not appear to be any 

more ungrammatical than the extraction of NPs. 

143) a. the children tcl whom you hired him to give French 
lessons 

b. the children who you hired him to give French 
lessons to 

144) a. the children to whom you persuaded him to give 
French lessons 

b. the children who you persuaded him to give French 
lessons 

I believe that (143a) is slightly marginal in comparison with 

(144a), but that the same degree of marginality distinguishes 

(143b) from (144b). This marginality is predicted given the 

status of the purpose clause as an adjunct. Interestingly, 

extraction of PPB from RatCs, with or without in order, is 

more deviant than (143a1, although slightly less so than 

145) a. ? ?  the friend for whom you fired Bill (in order) to 
make room 

b. ? the friend who you fired Bill (in order) to make 
room fora 

This suggests that PCs are bare CPs and RatCs are PPs. 

39. I find (145b) improves noticeably without the relative 
pronoun, I have no explanation for this. 



Some additional evidence that PCs in English are bare 

CPs comes from the distribution of gaps and resumptive pro- 

nouns in certain OWM constructions in Italian. In Italian 

degree word clauses (146a,b) and purpose clauses ( 1 4 6 ~ )  are 

ungrammatical with object gape, but fully grammatical with 

resumptive pronouns in place of the gaps. The following data 

is from Cinque (1986) 1. 

146) a. Questo libro P troppo di parte per addoter +(lo) 
noi 
'this book is too biased for us to adopt (it)' 

b. Questo lavoro non P abbastanza remunerativo per 
accettar *(lo) subito 
'this job isn't remunerative enough to accept (it) 
straightaway' 

c. Me lo hanno comprato per indossar *(lo1 stasera 
alla festa 
'they brought it for me to wear (it) tonight at 
the party' 

Notice that in all three constructions in (146) the preposi- 

tion per introduces the infinitival clause. There is another 

kind of purpose clause in Italian which supports null objects 

as well as resumptive pronouns; it appears with the comple- 

mentizer & instead of w. 

147) Me lo hanno dato da recensir(10) per domani 
'they gave it to me to review (it) by tomorrow' 

These facts are easily accounted for if we assume that per is 

a true preposition, i.e. one which heads a PP and which re- 

tains its 0-related properties, while d~ is, in constructions 

such as (1471, a complementizer on a par with the English for 

complementizer. 



An additional comment, and a bit of speculation, on the 

correspondence between PCs and purposive PPs: given that cam- 

plementizer for is historically derived from prepositional for 

I see no reason that the complementizer might not optionally 

retain some of the interpretational attributes of its histori- 

cal antecedent. Assume for the moment that we can, with impu- 

nity, characterize the 0-relation which holds between a prepo- 

sition and its external argument as 0-role assignment. (As 

mentioned above, Rethstein differentiates between this rela- 

tion and "realn external 0-role assignment such as that accom- 

plished by a verb. ) If ( 5 8 )  is correct, the ability of for to 

appear as a complementizer in CPs which are predicates by vir- 

tue sf an operator in their SPEC suggests that the preposition 

does not assign an external 8-role when it is a complementi- 

zer. The transformation from preposition to complementizer may 

then be characterized as precisely this loss of 0-role 

assigning capability. 

The distributional, interpretational and control pro- 

perties of the four types of purposive clauses and their PP 

counterparts derive, in part, from the nature of the subjects 

they take. RatCs/PPs are event predicates ascribing a particu- 

lar purpose to an event. OPCs and SPCls take THEME NPs as 

subjects and SPCAs take agentive NPs as subjects. The differ- 

ence between being predicated of an event (RatCs) and predica- 

ted of an agentive NP (SPCns) can be difficult to distinguish 

when the agentive NP is in subject position. However, it is 



just this difference which I beli~ve accounts for the two 

interpretations of (148). 

148) I went to Poston to amuse myself. 

The two interpretations associated with this sentence40 differ 

in what the source of amusement is taken to be. While the sen- 

tences in (149) are not "interpretations" of (1481, they bring 

out the relevant difference in interpretation which I am 

referring to. 

149) a. I went to Boston because the trip itself is so 
amusing. 

b. I went to Boston because there are so many amusing 
things to do there. 

A similar contrast, and one which offers easier insight into 

the problem at hand, is found between the sentences in (150). 

150) a. I sent my son to Boston to amuse him. 
b. I sent my son to Boston to amuse himself. 

(150a) corresponds to ( 1 4 9 a ) 4 1  and (150b) corresponds to 

(149b). Moreover, the reading similar to (149b) is unavailable 

with a pronominal object of amuse (as opposed to the reflexive 

object) and the reading similar to (149a) is impossible with a 

reflexive object. Thin suggests that control of the embedded 

40. This sentence is given a different analysis than the one I 
shall propose in Barss (1984); Faraci also noticed and dis- 
cussed this phenomenon. 

41. There is a slight difference interpretation which will be 
discussed below. 



subject is fixed: the matrix subject controls PRO in (150a) 

and the matrix object controls it in (150b). 

A s  should be obvious from the preceding dj.scussion of 

purposive clauses, the adjunct clause in (150a) is a RatC and 

that in (150b) is an SPCn. This can be tested by inserting in 

order, which is compatible only with RatCs. 

151) a. I sent my son to Boston in order to amuse him. 
b. ? ?  I sent my son to Boston in order to amuse himself. 

The ability to be stranded in pseudoclefts also distinguishes 

RatCs from other purposive clauses and, as expected, only the 

PC in (1,50a) may appear in that context. 

152) What I did to amuse him/+himself was send my son to 
Boston. 

The purposive in (148) behaves as expected with respect to the 

pseudoclefting test as well: (153) has only the interpretation 

corresponding to (149a).4P 

153) What I did to amuse myself was go to Boston. 

To reiterate, the correlation is as follows: the "trip = 

amusingw reading, (149a) and (lSOa), arises when a purposive 

is predicated of the event; the "activities in Boston = 

amusing" reading, (149b) and (150b1, arises when a purposive 

42. The in order test does not distinguish so clearly between 
the two readings when the SPCn is predicated of the subject. 

1) I went to Boston in order to amuse myself. 

I have no explanation for this. 
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is predicated of an agentive NP, subject or non-subject. The 

former purposive we have identified as a RatC and the latter 

as an SPC,. 

Faraci discusses another similar sort of phenomenon 

concerning the following sentences (from Faraci, ch. 2, exx. 

15-17). (I have altered (154b) slightly from Faraci's original 

to make the exposition below a little more plausible.) 

154) a. The usher is there to receive the tickets. 
b. The police are here to screen out undesirables. 
c. The accountant is here to look over the books. 

He distinguishes two readings for each of these: one which he 

calls the wfunctionR reading and another which he calls the 

nintentionw reading. With respect to (154b), the intention 

reading entails that the police are aware of their purpose in 

being here and intend ta engage in it actively. The function 

reading, on the other hand, could be true if the police think 

that they are here to guard the ticket money but it is their 

visible presence which we are counting on to screen out unde- 

sirables. Faraci attributes this ambiguity to the status of 

the subjects in (154) as both THEME and AGENT. The function 

reading is somehow more closely linked to the THEME role of 

the subject, while the intention reading is linked to the 

AGENT role, Within the typology I have proposed, the clause 

which results in the function reading should be an S P C T .  It is 

not clear whether the intention reading should correspond to a 

RatC or S P C n .  In fact, given the discussion above about (1481, 

the clause should be ambiguous between the two and there 
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should be two distinct readings in addition to the function 

reading. Moreover, only one of these two readings should be 

available when in order is inserted. 

155) a. The usher is there in order to receive the 
tickets. 

b. The police are here in order to screen out 
undesirables. 

c. The accountant is here in order to look over the 
books. 

My intuition, though not a strong one, is that what surfaces 

with the addition of in order is the function reading. There 

is an aspect of these sentences which may be respol~sible for 

this unexpected result (if, in fact, it is a result): the 

examples in ( 1 5 4 )  all involve be. Consider the three p~ssible 

interpretations which my analysis predicts should be available 

for (154a) given the existence of RatCs, SPCns and S P C T s .  ( 1 )  

RatC: the clause denotes the purpose of the event "the usher 

is therew; ( 2 )  SPCn: the clause denotes the intent of the 

usher in being there; (3) SPCT: the clauses denotes the pur- 

pose of ths usher in being there. It may be that with the verb 

be it is difficult to distinguish interpretation (1) from 

interpretation (3), which would lead to exactly the problema- 

tic situation described: insertion of in order seems to force 

a reading more like the function reading and less like the 

intention reading. 



2.3.6 Predication and Null Operators 

In §2.2 I proposed that the subject-predicate relation 

may be licensed either by 8-role assignment or by means of an 

agreement chain between the subject and a predicate variable 

contained in the predicate; I also offered evidence that these 

two means of licensing the subject-predicate relation are mu- 

tually exclusive. In the preceding subeections of 52.3 I fur- 

ther demonstrated that many of the control and distributional 

properties of PCs ore not related to the null operator. In 

this subeection I will argue that null operators are null pro- 

nominal~, that is, a null operator is base-generated as pro in 

an A-poeition at DS and moved to SPEC of CP in the mapping 

from DS to SS. I assume that pro in an A/-position, like pro 

in the subject position of tensed aentences, must be identi- 

fied by agreement. Movement of pro to SPEC of CP brings it 

into a position where this requirement may be satisfied by 

mean6 of the agreement chain discussed in 5 2 . 2 .  (157) indi- 

cates the agreement relations related to the OPC which hold in 

the sentence in (156); agreement relations are indicated with 

arrows. 

156) I bought it [PRO to read el 



The phi-features of pro are licensed by means of this wchainn 

of agreement and pro is thereby licensed to head a chain, an 

A /  -chain in this case. 

Given a typology of empty categories such as that pro- 

posed in CC, there are essentially two options for null opera- 

tors: PRO and pro. Host discussions of null operator construc- 

tions since (and including) OB have chosen PRO as the cate- 

gory-type of null operators. There ere two problems with this. 

First, null operators may coexist with lexical complementi- 

zers, as is demonstrated in many examples throughout this 

dissertation. If null operators are PRO, then we must assume 

that government is directional, i.e. that a head governs only 

its complements and not its SPEC. This position is probably 

untenable for Case reaeons; see, in particular, the discussion 

of the Uniformity Condition in m. It is also inconsietent 
with the approach to ruling out clauses such as that in (158) 

which takes tensed INFL as a governor of the subject position 

of IP. 

158) ... PRO wrote a bestseller. 

Secondly, as pointed out in chapter one ( 6 1 . 4 )  null operators 

share almost none of the "referentialw properties of subject 

PRO. While these differences might be accounted for on the 

basis of the A / A '  distinction between null operators and sub- 

ject PRO, such an analyaia would require a major revision in 

control theory. If, on the other hand, we take null operators 



to be the null pronominal, pro, no complication of the identi- 

fication mechanism for that empty category is required. The 

extension of the agreement relation proposed in 12.2, by means 

of which operator pro is identified, is independently motlva- 

ted by the analysis of syntactic predication offered in that 

section. 

The analysis of null operators just proposed has been 

formulated on the basis of the typology of empty categories 

found in Chomsky (19821, a typology based on the features 

C+pronominal, +anaphorl, which I will refer to as nbinding 

featuresn following Barse (1986). It should be obvious that 

this analysie is compatible with any typology of empty catego- 

ries which includes an element with the following properties 

(all of which are properties of pro): it may be governed, must 

be an argument, may heed an A/-chain, and must be identified 

via agreement. There la nothing in the analysis which requires 

the null operator to be a pronominal; the binding features are 

relevant only to the extent that they differentiate between 

ungoverned PRO and governed pro. Brody (1985) and Barss (1986) 

have proposed that the distribution and behavior of empty 

categories may be accounted for without assigning them binding 

features. Barss, in particular, points out several problems 

for the analyeie of certain OWH constructions and parasitic 

gap constructions which a binding featuroe-based typology of 

empty categories does not seem to be able to handle. A de- 

tailed reformulation af the theory of empty categories is 



beyond the ecope of this dissertation, but some further dis- 

cuesion of these iesuea appeers in 53.4 

Finally, Rizzi (1986) proposes a very int~resting 

account of generic null objects in Italian which takee these 

elements to be pro. Although an in-depth examination of the 

data and proposals contained in that article ore beyond the 

ecope of this work, I would like to suggest that the phenomena 

Rizzi analyzes might be equally well accounted for if we 

assume that Italian has non-overt object agreement and that 

object pro, like subject and operator pro, is identified via 

agreement. Such an approach would link Italian with languages 

such as Hindi which have overt object agreement capable of 

licensing null objects; aee Cole (1385). 

2.4 Relative Claueee and Others 

2.4.1 The Structure of Relative Clauses 

The structure of simple relative clauses euch as those 

in (159) has been, and continues to be, the topic of much 

debate. 

159) a. the manr that I met el 
b. the man, whol I met er 

Without going into detail, this section will, praeent some of 

the proposals which have been made regarding relatLve clause 

structure and offer some evidence in favor of the structure I 

wish to assume. Stockwell, Schachter & Partee (1973) end Par- 

tee (1975) argue for an analysis of relative clauee~ which 
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gave the determiner scope over both the heed noun and the 

clauoe, a structure analogoure to that in (1601, with N+ = Nf 

or Nom. 

A similar structure ia adopted by Vergnaud (19741, where it is 

argued that the head noun ie base-generated within CP and 

raieed into it SS position. Yet another approach ie found in 

Choweky (1965) where the base-generated structure of a rela- 

tive clause is 88 in (161). 

161 NP 
/ \ 

Det N 
/ \ I 

the CP man 

The claume in (161) reachea its SS poeition by a movement 

transformation akin to other inetences of eentential extra- 

position. (See ale0 Lees (1961) and Bowers (1970). ) The 

diacuesion of (161) in Chomsky (1965) is not explicit ae ta 

the location of CP after the application of the extraposition 

transformation; two options available within that framework 

are shown in (162). 

162) a. NP 
/ \ 

NP CP 
/ \ 

Det N 

b. NP 
/ 1 \ 

Det N CP 



Chomeky (1973) adopts the structure in (162a) without refe- 

rence to its derivational history; thie structure appears 

widely in much later work es well. More recently, Speas 

(19861, Speae L Fukui (1986) and Abney (1987) propoee veriante 

of en analyeia of NPs which regards the determiner as the head 

of a category DP, ae illuetrated in (163a) where N* = N' (for 

Speae & Fukui) or NP (for Abney). 

Abney then argues that the structure ehown in (163b) it3 the 

correct structure for relative clauses. Within the DP frame- 

work, the determiner selects NP as a complement, although the 

head-complement raltion here does not involve 8-role assign- 

ment. According to Higginbotham (1985), the relation between a 

determiner and noun is one of "8-binding": the determiner 

binde, and thue discharges, the 8-role which Higginbotham 

argues ie part of the 8-grid of rtvery noun. Given a ntructure 

such as (161) the relation between the clauee and the determi- 

ner is relatively clear; the determiner selects the clause. 

The nature of relation between them in (163b) is less obvioue; 

Abney suggeeta that the c l a u ~ e  selects the determiner. This 

eeems rather odd since eurely the clause is modifying what io 

traditionally called the NP heed af the relative rather than 

the determinsr. (To avoid confusion I will refer to thie nomi- 

nal element as the "relative NPn.) I will present only one 

- 128 - 



argument for the structure in (163b) and refer the reader to 

the referencee cited for further diecuesion of the DP analysis 

in general as well as for additional arguments in eupport of 

the etructure in (163b). 

There ie an interesting contraat between relative 

clauees and cleft8 which, I believe, offers evidence in favor 

of the etructure in (163b). Gape in relative claueee appear to 

be indefinite even when the relative heade are definite. ( 1 6 4 )  

give8 three contexts from which a definite MP is excluded. The 

grammaticality of the relative clauees in (165) indicates that 

the gap ie treated as an indefinite. (The (c) examples were 

discussed in Schachter (1973); The (b) examples were pointed 

out to me by N. Chomsky. 

164) a. * There were the men in the garden. 
b. * John had the question for the teacher. 
c. We mads the headway on that problem. 

165) a. The men that there were in the garden were all 
diplomatr. 

b. The queetion that John had for the teacher was a 
difficult one. 

c. The headway that we made on that problem was not 
euf f icient. 

In contrast, the gap in a cleft is not treated aB an indefi- 

nite when the antecedent is definite. 

166) a. It was the men that there were in the garden. 
b. It was the question that John had for the teacher. 
c. * It wae the headway that we made an that problem. 

The contrast between (165) and (166) mlght be explained by 

arguing that traces of relative clause operator movement are 



inherently indefinite, but thio could not be generalized to 

all tracem of A'-movement, as shown by the ungremmaticality of 

(166) and (167). 

167) There are t in the garden, ethe people who want to eee 
you. 

Alternatively, if we adopt the etructure for relative claueee 

in (163b) the antecedent of the relative operator could be NP 

(in fact, no other option oxista within the DP enalysira), e 

category which is unspecified for definite nee^.^^ In the came 

of (166a), with the structure in (1681, 

168) It waR l c r r  C m r  the men], C c r  Opr that [there were ti in 
the gardenlll 

the only possible antecedent for the operator is DP, a cate- 

gory fully specified as definite. In the next eection I will 

aesurne that the structure of relative claueee is as in (163b1, 

although the propoaale to be made are compatible with other 

etructurer a8 well; for further di~cueeion of iseuea related 

to relative clause etrueture, see Saddy (in pragreee) end the 

references contained therein. 

2.4.2 R-Binding vs,. Predication 

An interesting question concerning the praper analysis 

of relative clauses is whether the relative NP (if it is a 

43. In principle, this is aleo poesible if we adopt the NP- 
analyaie, the drawback being that there is no maximal projec- 
tion to serve as the antecedent of the null operator chain. 



constituent) la in an A-position or an A / - p ~ e i t i o n . ~ ~  Safir 

(1986) offere csnvincing evidence that binding by e relative 

NP, which he refer8 to ae 'R-bindingn, ie not A' -binding, 1. e. 

that the relative NP is not in an A/-position. (Safir assumes 

the relative clauae atructure in (162a) and, therefore, re- 

garde the determines + noun taequence a8 a constituent.) The 

main argument ageinst regarding R-binding as a epecies of A ' -  

binding comes from the data in (169), which indicate that R- 

binding does not licenae paramitic 

169) a. the report, [the author of whichl I ,  Mary married 
t, without filing e, 

b. the reportl [the author of which, 1, Mary filed ti 
vithout reading e, 

(169b) ie an example of the well-known constraint against 

vacuoue A/-binding. Safir notee, crediting Woolford (1981) 

44. In the DP structure in (163b) the determiner and noun (NP) 
for a constituent, but not 8 maximal projection. Nevertheless, 
the question of whether the relative NP 18 in en A-position or 
an A/-poeition can etill be formulated with respect to the NP 
alone, 1. e. is men in (i) in an A-position or an A' -position? 

1) DP 
/ \ 

D ' CP 
/ \ 

D NP 
I I 

the man 

It is not eo clear that the eame question could be formulated 
within the framework of Speas L Fukui (1986) and Speas (1986) 
since they regard the NP in (i) ae an N', a non-maximal pro- 
jection. Thus, for - to be a binder of any sort, it would be 
neceeeary to include X I  categoriee in the set of potential. 
binders. 

45. The data in (169) - (176) and in fn. 49 are from Ssrfir 
(1986). 



with tho observation, that R-binding may be vacuoue within IP 

but not within CP. More op~cificelly, he arguee that the 

relative NP must bind eomething within Comp ( =  the SPEC of the 

relative CP; I will retain Safir'e terminology during this 

summary of hie article). 

170) John, , C a picture of whom, 3 ,  nary tore up t, , . . . 

Safir expresses the obligatorineeu of R-binding in hie Locali- 

ty Condition on R-Binding (LCR)o 

171) If X ie locally R-bound, then X is the structurally 
highest element in Comp, 

It followa that R-binding of a gap in a relative will alwaye 

be mediated by A' -binding. 

Relative clausea with heavy pied-piping, such as (1721, 

appear to be counterexamples to the LCRo 

172) Those reportm, the height of the lettering on which the 
government prescribes, are tedious. 

However, such etructures ceaee to be counterexamplee if there 

ie wh-movement within Comp at LF, as Safir argues. 

His firet argument for thi8 propoeal ie that there 

appears to be an overt counterpart to the propoeed operation 

of LF movement within Comp. This counterpart ie at work in 



deriving rentencen much am (1731, which ere relatively gram- 

maticel for mom* speakerr.44 

173) Those reporte, which the height of the lettering on the 
government prescriber, are tedioue. 

The inability of the piad-piped NP to license a peraeitic gap, 

ae nhown in (1741, 

174) a. theee report., [which, tho height of the lettering 
on el I ,  John changed e, without filing e, , . . . 

b. these reporte, Iwhich, the height of the lettering 
on el I ,  John chnnged e, without meaeuring e, , . . . 

is taken am evidence that (173) cannot be e topicalizetion + 

wh-movement structure. 

Additional evidence for the wh-movement-in-Camp hypothe- 

sis comee from some facta, noted by K ~ y n e  (19831, concerning 

the dietribution of wh-phraaee in-aitu within pied-piped con- 

stituents. Kayne noticed that if one wh-phrase in Comp c- 

coamande another coreferential wh-phrase in Comp, the reeult- 

ing mentence im ungremnatical. 

175) a. o John,, whome, picture of whom1 Hery liked, ie 
late. 

b. John,, whoo~, brother's picture of whomr nary 
liked, ie late. 

An illustrated by (175b), if neither of the two wh-phraees c- 

commande the other, the eentence is grammatical. Sefir l i n k ~  

46. What Safir actually saye about the grammaticality of (173) 
ia that "some opeakere do not dietinguieh it8 acceptability 
from that ofa (172). 



this phenomenon with the ungrammeticality of such sentences as 

thoee in (1761." 

176) a. Any mont hist portrait of whoml nary eees, ehe 
deepilses. 

b. * ?  Any man1 hisi brother'e portrait of whoml nary 
eeeo, @he despisee. 

Preeumobly ( 1 7 6 ~ )  would be ruled out for the same reaeone as 

(175a1, but the ungrammaticality of (176b) is unexpected, 

given the grammaticality of (176b). Given Safir's proposals 

that there ie wh-movement in Comp at LF end that the PCOB 

applies to the output of this operation as well as to more 

traditional instances of Hove wh, the data in (175) and (176) 

is accounted for as follow8: (175e) is, as Kayne argued, ruled 

out by Binding Condition C, eince LF movement of whoml leaves 

a variable c-commanded by a coindexed NP in an A-position, 

(175b) is grammatical because whoeel faile to c-command the 

Variable left by LF movement of whom,. (176a) is ruled out 

both by Binding Condition C and by the PCOB; (176b) is ruled 

47, In epite of the awkwardness of heavy pied-piping with re- 
strictive relativea, the phenomenon in question must be tested 
with etructures such as those in (176). As will be discussed 
in the text immediately below, the ungrammaticality of these 
relatives results from a weak crossover violation (a PCOB 
violation in Safir's terme) and weak crossover violations do 
not arise in nonrestrictive relativee. We therefore expect the 
nonrestrictive relative in (i) should be a8 grammatical as 
(ii), abstracting from marginality induced by complexity. 

1) Johnl, hisl brother 's portrait of whomi Mary 
liked, moved to Canada. 

ii John, who his mother loves, moved to Canada. 

(i) should also be more grammatical than (176b1, which seeme 
to be the came. 



out only by the PCOB, hence tho weaker nature of the violation 

in (176b).4L To mum up Sefir's propoeals, the data above may 

be accounted for by an analyeie incorporating the PCOB end 

obligatory LF wh-movement in Comp. The lattur operation ie 

obligatory because of the requirements of the LCR, a con- 

mtraint which can only be formulated on the baeie of R- 

binding, the relation holding between the relative NP end a 

wh-phraae in Camp.** 

Although Safir suggeets that R-binding may play a role 

in liceneing resumptive pronoune in Engliah, the primary moti- 

vation for introducing thie relation into the grammar is to 

allow the formulation of the LCR, which in turn forcee LF wh- 

movement in Comp. However, the licensing constraint on the 

subject-predicate relation propoeed in 52 .2 ,  (191, indepen- 

dently require8 the wh-phraee in a pied-piped constituent to 

be the .highest element in Campa, in Safir'e terms. To see 

that this is so it ie necessary to examine the etructure of a 

48. The examplee below ehow that the same effects cannot be 
captured by a reconstruction analyoia of the  fact^. 

P * ?  Johni, C whose, sieterl her, child loved, doesn * t 
ueually like kida. 

ii Johni, Cwhose, sister1 loved her, child, doesn * t 
uauelly like kids. 

If whose sister is reconetructed to its DS position and whose 
ie eubeequently extracted, no weak croeeover effecte are 
expected, since there is no pronoun in the relative clauee 
which ia coreferential with whoee. 

49. Safir (1986) contains eome other interesting propoeale, 
which ere not relevant for thie diecussion, relating to the 
exietence of the level LF' and the appropriate analyaia of 
nonreetrictive relatives. 



relative clauee with heavy pied-piping, such ae that in (1721, 

which in repeated a m  (177a) with the relevant partionm of the 

relative clause etructure given in (177b). 

177) a. Thoee reports, the height of the lettering on 
which the government preecribee, are tedious. 

b. C o r a  Cr' thoee Crr reportell 3 C C P  C B P .  the height 
of the lettering on whichl I, IP 1 1  

To be licenmed in accordance with (19b), an agreement chain 

m u ~ t  be formed linking the NP re~orte with which in the rela- 

tive clause. However, in (177b) the SPEC of CP ie the DP the 

heiaht of the letterina on which, not which. Therefore, no 

agreement chain may be formed and the structure will be ruled 

out. If there is LF wh-movement within SPEC of CP then which 

might be able to reach a poeition from which it could be 

regarded as the element in agreement with the head of CP, 

thereby allowing an agreement chain to form. 

Two aeeumptions are neceeeary to make thie approach 

work: the firet  it^ that SPEC-HEAD agreement in CP need not 

hold at SS. If, in (177b), DP2 agrees with the head of CP the 

configuration in (178) will reeult and predication will not be 

licenmed. 

The second necessary assumption ie that (19) muet be regarded 

a8 a post-SS constraint, since, in the heavy pied-piping 

caees, the appropriate agreement relatione will not hold until 

LF. In addition, if Safir (1986) ie correct in eaying that 
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nonremtrictive relativefa are not attached until LF' then the 

eubject-predicate relation which (19) governs in (172)/(177a) 

will not even exist until LF'. 

While the eecond aseumption is unproblematic, the first 

raiees questions which are not easy to answer. Safir gives ae 

the output of LF wh-movement in SPEC of CP ( =  Comp) a struc- 

ture which (given the clausal structure I have adopted) 

trsnslatse into that in (1791.30 

A s  indicated, whl io adjoined to the pied-piped category; eee 

fn. SO. To permit agreement between wht and C, the SPEC and 

head of CP respectively, one of two options must be adopted: 

ti) the index and features of wh, may percolate to XP* or (ill 

C may agree with an element in its SPEC which it governs. If 

the 1-within-i condition exiete, then option (i) would proba- 

bly be untenable. Notice that whichever option is adopted, 

SPEC-HEAD agreement muet be regarded as the reeult of an 

operation, in contrast with structural relations such a8 "c- 

50. Safir gives only the structures in (i) and (111, which 
correepond to ungrammatical relative claueee. 

1) ' r c Q M c l whoml [hiel portrait of el 11 C . . . 
ii 1 a '  t c o w r  [whomr [hiel mother's portrait of el I I 

at... 

These etsuctures are not ruled out because of some problem 
with the execution of wh-movement in COnP and, therefore, I 
aaeumo that the etructure given is that which would ariae in a 
grammatical relative clause as well. Although the brackets I 
have given in bold ere not labelled, I assume that (1) and 
(ii) represent adjunction structuree, 1.e. that the wh-phrase 
adjoins to the COHP which contains it. 



cornmenden or mgovernen. Resolving theme technical iseues also 

require8 a more precise understanding of specifiers and the 

nature of the relation which holds between specifiers and 

heads in general and between C and the SPEC of C, in purticu- 

lar. I take up the problem of SPEC-HEAD agreement in CP in 

more detail in work in progress. 

Ae a final note, although the data in this sectian indi- 

cate that (19) needs to be aatiefied at a poert-SS level, it is 

neceesary that the agreement chain form at SS when operator 

pro la involved, mince pro muet (like all other empty catego- 

ries) be identified at SS if it is present at SS. This cor- 

rectly predicts thet pied-piping will be impoesible with null 

operators. 

180) a. * Those reports, the height of the lettering on pro 
the government preecribes, are tedious. 

b. C B P ~  C B '  those C M P  r=portsI, I C C P  C B P L  the height 
of the lettering on pro, 3 ,  f P I I 

At SS pro remains in an A-position where it cannot form an 

agreement chain with an NP capable of identifying it. Although 

(1SOa) doee not violate (19b1, under the assumption that pro 

could adjoin to DP2 at LF giving a structure comparable to 

that in (1791, the sentence is ruled out because pro fails to 

be identified. This approach also predicts thet, if Safir's 

analyais of nonrestrictive relatives ie correct, null opera- 

tors will not be able to appear in nonreetrictives. At SS (and 

LF) the relative clause ie not attached to the etructure con- 

taining the NP which it will eventually be predicated of at 
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LF'. At SS there l a  no NP which operator pro in the SPEC of 

the relative clauee agrees with; therefore, sentence8 such ae 

(181) will be ruled out. 

181) John, nary likes el, lives in Maine. 

While this prediction l a  fine for English, it is problematic 

for languages such a% Italian and French which allow nenre- 

~trictive relatives to appear vithout overt wh-phraaee. 

(Examplee from Cinque (1982). 1 

182) a. Elaine, che rbbiamo vieto proprio ieri, ... 
b. Elaine, que nous avons vu juetement hier, ... 

'Elaine, that we saw juet yesterday, ... ' 

I have no account of these croes-linguietic difference8 at the 

moment. 

2.4.3 Notee on Some Other OWH Constructions 

The analyeita of null opesatore in purpoes claueee given 

in the preceding sectionst extende naturally to ether O M  son- 

etructione, although, of couree, each constructian has its own 

idiosyncrasiee which interact with various aspect13 ob the 

principles governing null operator dietribution to produce 

different behaviore. Time conetrainte prevent the kind of in- 

depth analyeie of each of these conetructions which I hope to 

develop in future work. In t h i ~  section I will sketch same 

ldeee for dealing with degree clauses which also indicate 

possible directions to take in accounting for adjectival 

complement conetructions. 
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A serious enelyais of degree clauees is contingent on 

thorough analyses of NP/DP-internal structure, AP-internal 

structure and determiners of all sorts. In the absence of 

theae, it is still possible t o  get an idee of what a reaaon- 

able analysis of degree clauaee might look like, or, at least, 

what such an analysis would have t o  account for. First of elL, 

the degree specifier too can appear with both adjectives and 

certain  quantifier^. 

183) a. Sohn is too angry t o  taik to. 
b. John iikes eating too much t o  diet. 

Too can appear prenominally, brlt only when it modifies a 

quantif ier. 

184) a. John is a too angry men t o  talk t o  
b. * John is a too angry man t o  try t o  reeeon with him. 
c. rr John is a too angry to talk to man. 
d. John ie a too angry try t o  reaesn with him man. 

165) a. Too many people to dance with them ell came to the 
party. 

b. 1 7  Too many people t o  dance with came to the party. 
c. I brought home too many books t o  read them all in 

one night. 
d. ? ?  I brought home too many booke t o  read in one 

night. 

Ae shown by (185b,d), even when too appeere with a quantifier 

prenominally, the prerence af an object gap, i . e .  a null ope- 

rator, decreases the grammeticality of the structure. Sorne- 

times sentence8 such as (185b,d) sound retker acceptable, but 

this may be because the cleuses ere being interpreted as infi- 

nitival relatives rather then as degree clauses. A way to fac- 

tor out the infinitival relative clause reading Is to add a 
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real relative clauee to the NPe in (185). Since infinitival 

relatives don't stack, the eecond clause in a structure like 

(186) must be e degree clauee. 

186) a. * [Too many Cpeople to interview3 Cto talk to before 
noon11 arrived at nine. 

b. * I brought home Ctoo many papers [to grade3 [to 
write comments on13 

The ungrammeticality of (186) nhowa that, indeed, degree 

clauose associated with prenominel ere ungrammatical. 

A related phenomenon ie the inability of a null operator 

to appear in a degree cLauee when too modifiee an adverb or a 

quantifier ueed adverbially. (Keep in mind that pro, ie the 

null operator. 1' 

L87 a. ? ?  John likes Billl [ too much [prol to fire el I 
b. ? ?  Johnr works [too little [pro1 to promote e, 3 
c. ? ?  ?laryr intimidatel John Ctoo much Cpro, for him to 

hire el I 

188) a ? ?  Johnr arrived Ctoo recently [pro1 for me to have 
met el I 

b. ? ?  Plery meem John, [too infrequently [pror to 
recognize el I 

Sl. For reaeone which I do not understand, some speakera find 
the in (187) and (188) acceptable. Even apeakera like myself, 
who find (187) and (188) very bad, accept e ~ m e  of the senten- 
ces below. 

1) Jchn ran too quickly for ue to catch e 
ii) John epoke too eoftly to hear o 

iii) ? John spoke too eoftly to lieten to e 
iv John threw the ball to far to catch e 
v) ? John threw the balL too far to retrieve 

vi) ? ?  The vaee fell off the table too quickly for me to 
catch e 

vii) ? ?  John fell down the etairs too quickly for me to 
stave e 

X have no explanation for thie behavior. 



a. ? ?  John typer [too poorly [pro1 Lo hire el I 
d. ? ?  nary left the party [too early [pro1 for me to 

talk to e, I 

The data in (185) - (188) support the hypotheeis that null 
operatore can be coreferential only with the subject of the 

predicate containing the operator. In (187) and (188) the 

adverbs containing the null operator clause are not predicated 

of the NPe vith which the null operator is coindexed. By the 

analyeir in the preceding sections, the pro1 cannot receive 

phi-features and cannot in turn identify the variable. 

Accotrnting for the ungrammaticality of (185b,d) and 

(186) is trickier. Aaeume for the moment that the structure of 

the NPs in these examplee in eomething like that In (lag), 

which followe Breenan (1973). 

189) NP 
/ \ 

QP N ' 
/ \ I 

Deg 0 N 
/ \ 

too CP 

SS word arder is achieved by extrapoeing the degree clause to 

the right of N, either aChomeky-adjoininga or "daughter- 

adjoininga it to NP, as shown in (190a,b). 

1 \ / \ l  
QP N ' D@g Q N 

/ \ 1 / \ 
Deg Q N too t., 
/ \ 

too t., 



If the degree clause itself ie a predicate, then in both 

(190a) and (190b) it could agree with N and A'-pro could be 

liceneed. Two ways of ruling this out come to mind: first, 

only XPe are generally regarded ae potential eubjecte of 

predicatee and there ia no XP in (190b) which could fulfill 

that function. However, if an adjunction etructure like that 

in (190a) 1st arsumed to be the proper analye18 of relative 

clauaee, then the adjoined-ta NP is a potential eubject end 

(190a) 8hauld be fine. An alternative is that the clause which 

appears vith degree epecifiera isn't an independent predicate 

but, when it hoets a null operator, must combine with an inde- 

pendent predicate for the purpoee of licensing the null opera- 

tor. In fact, the clauees which appear with degree epecifiere 

are generally referred to ae nreeult clausaeen, although a more 

appropriate tern in the case of too claueee would be "negative 

result  lau us em.^ Conaider the two s~ntencse in (191). 

191) a. John is too angry for u8 to borrow the car now. 
b. John is too angry to tmlk to. 

(191a,b) differ in interpretation with reepect to whether the 

result clauee ie part of the property being predicated of John 

or not. In (191e) John hae the property Cis angry1 to such a 

degree that we cannot borrow the car (preeumably, from him). 

In (191b) John ha8 the property Cia angry to euch a degree 

that one cannot talk to him]. It seem8 correct to eay that the 

cleuaee which appear with too ore not independent predicatee; 



given the conetraintm on lieenwing A/-pro, this would mean 

that (190m,b) are not posaible atructur~s and (187) - (188) 
are ruled out. 

Abney (1987) aesigne a etructure like that in (192) to 

the NPs in (187) - (188). 

192 1 DegP 
/ \ 

Deg/ CP 
/ \ 

Deg QP 
/ \ 

0 NP 

While CP might be taken ae a predicate of QP, QP doee not 

agree with NP and no licit agreement chain exiete to license 

the A'-pro in the SPEC of CP. Thie rrtructure ie compatible 

with the pseition that degree clauaee are not independent 

predicatee ae well. 

It remmine to uhow how the grammatical inetancee of 

degree claunem are licensed, for example, (191b). Taking the 

DegP mnalyeie am a starting point, along with the Stowell/Cou- 

quaux analymia of copular eentences, the DS representation of 

(191b) is (partially) as in (193). 

a93 ) ... DegP* 
/ \ 

/ \ / \ 
Deg AP pro C/ 

I / \ 
A C IP 



Abney aeeumes that phi-featurea reside in the determiner of 

MPs; the analog for Ape is that phi-featurer (i.e. agreement 

features) reside in Deg, when it appears. This eeems a bit 

counter-intuitive, but rruppose for the moment that it ie 

correct. Then NP and DegP agree and Deg agrees with DegP, by 

convention. The aleusre ie in the SPEC position of Deg; there- 

fore, if SPECS and HEADe agree in this case as well as in the 

other casee I have asaumed (CP and IP), then CP agreee with 

Deg. CP agrees with ita head C, which agrees in turn with prm 

in the SPEC of CP. An agreement chain exists between the 

subject NP and the A'-pro. 

Although the analyaia juet sketched doem not really 

capture the .non-independent predicaten statue of the clauee 

(there is no link at all between the clause end the AP) it is 

both plausible end empirically adequate over the initial range 

of data examined. It ir also eaey to see how this approach 

could be extended to adjectival complement constructions such 

a0 thome in (194). 

194) a. John la eaay to please. 
b. Thie view ie pretty to look at. 

Further development of the analysie eketched in this eection 

will be undertaken in work in progreee. 



CHAPTER THREE 

PARASITIC aAP CONSTRUCTIONS 

3.1 Null Operators and Parasitic Gaps 

In chapter one parasitic gap constructions were ehown to 

have several properties in common with OWM null operator con- 

mtructionm. In thiu firet section I will review these proper- 

tiee in greater detail, arguing that the null operator hypo- 

theeis offere the most parsimonioua account of parasitic gap 

conatruction~. In 51.3.2 I introduced three differences be- 

tween parasitic gap conatructione end OWM constructions which 

were phrased in the form of three queetions which any null 

operator-baaed analysis of parasitic gape must answer. These 

queetiane are repeated in (1). 

1) a. What ia the anti-c-command conetraint end why does 
it affect only paraeitic gap conetructione? 

b. Why do peraeitic gape require an SS Af-antecedent 
while the gape in Own conetructions do not? 

c. Why are canonical paraeltic gap conetructions 
marginal while canonical OWM constructions are 
not? 

Questions (lb) and (lc) will be dealt with in 53.2, while 53.3 

will focus on the anti-c-~ommand effect and effects of moving 

the category containing the paroeitic gap. In the remainder of 

this section I will lay out the basic elements of m y  analyeis 

of paraeitic gap constructions and demonetrate  it^ compatibi- 



lity with the analysie of null operators given in the preced- 

ing chapter. 

3.1.1 The Null Operator Hypothesis 

Early analyses of paraeitic gap constructions carried 

out within a GB framework, e.g. Taraldeen (198i), Huang (1982) 

and CC, argued that parasitic gape were base-generated empty 

categories, not empty categoriee derived by movement. Part of 

the motivation for this position came from their apparent 

immunity to the Subjacency Condition (or the Condition on 

Extraction Domain1 (CEDI of Huang (1982)). For example, Huang 

offers the following pair of sentences with judgements as 

indicated. 

2 a. Which bookr did you go to college without 
reeding ti 

b. Which book, did you buy t, without reading el 

If parasitic gape were movement derived, so the argument goes, 

they ehould exhibit a degree of ungrammaticality a8 etrong as 

that assigned to the single gap construction, e.g. (2a). They 

do not; therefore, parasitic gape are not derived by movement. 

Both Chomsky (1982; CC) and Huang take the contrast in ( 2 )  as 

evidence that the relevant bounding conetraint (Subjacency or 

1. Huang definee the CED as in (i) and cites similar ideas in 
Belletti & Rizzi (19811, Marantz (1979), Cattell (1976). 

i 1 A phrase a may be extracted out of a domain B only 
if B is properly governed. 



the CEDI is a condition on movement rather than on represen- 

tation.' 

Kayne (1983) pointed out that the parasitic gap is not 

completely immune to inland constraints, as illustrated by the 

contrast in grammaticality between tha prime and non-prime 

sentences of (3) - ( 5 ) .  

3 1 (Where a = NP or CP) 
a. ? wh- ... t C p p  P C  N P V  C .  ... e I ... 
a/. * wh- ... t C p p  P C  C .  ... e 3 V ... 7 ... 
b. ? the person that J de~cribed t without examining 

any pictures of e 
b/. + the person that J described t without any pictures 

of e being on file 

e. ? The books you should read t before it becomes 
difficult to talk about e 

c'. + The books you should read t before talking about e 
becomes difficult 

4 (Where a = IP or a small clauee) 
a. ? wh- ... t C P P  P ... V lllP N P e I 1  
a/. + wh- ... t C L P  P ... V C .  IMP N P e I ... I 

b. ? a book that he reviewed t without believing the 
first chapter of e 

b'. a a book that he reviewed t without believing the 
first chapter of e to be fulL of lies 

c. ? a man that he recognized t after seeing a picture 
of e 

c/. * a book that he threw t away after finding a 
chapter of e missing 

5 a. ? wh- C l p  C M p  ... N P e  I V t I 
a/. * wh- L I P  NP V t C p p  P  C D P  C l p  C W p  N P e I VP I ] . . .  

b. ? a person who close friends of e admire e 
b/. * a person who you admire e because close friendn of 

e become famoua 

2. See Saito (1984) for additional arguments that the CED is a 
condition on rule application. 



There are two major paths which have been pursued in resolving 

the contradiction represented by (2) and (3) - 5 One is 

that taken by Kayne (1983) (adopted and developed by Longo- 

bardi (19841, Cinque (1986a, 1986b) and Pesetsky (19821, among 

others), who argues that the parasitic gap phenomenon indi- 

cates that (some) island constraints apply both to movement- 

derived and non-movement derived structures and, therefore, 

must be formulated as conditions on representation. The alter- 

native position, put forth by Chomsky (1986), Stowell (1985) 

and others, claims that the phenomenon indicates that para- 

3. Huang's solution was to argue that the CED was both a con- 
dition on representations and a condition on movement. The 
contradiction was resolved by adopting different definitions 
of government for the two CEDs. Given a structufg such as that 
in ti), 

the Aoun-Sportiche (1981) definition of government allows X to 
govern both u and R. A stricter definition of government would 
allow X to govern only a. Huang proposes that, when the CED is 
a condition on movement, the stricter definition of government 
is relevant. This would allow extraction only from within com- 
plements, as desired. When the CED ia a condition on represen- 
tations, the Aoun-Sportiche ( A S )  definition is relevant; that 
is, a verb AS-go~~erns a PP adjunct in the position of R. This 
approach correctly rules out ( 2 a )  and the ungrammatical sen- 
tences of (3) - ( 5 )  and rules in (2b). However, this incor- 
rectly predicts that (ii) will be grammatical. 

11) * Which book, did you read t, C p p  without consulting 
Mary C p  before buying el 11 

Since both adjunct PPs are AS-governed by their respective 
verbs, no CED effect is expected. See S3.2 for further 
discussion of sentences such as (ii). 



sitic gaps are, after all, movement-derived.' The contrast 

between (2a) and (2b) is ex~lained since, in these and all 

variants of the hypothesis that I am aware of, it is assumed 

that the null operator does not move to the position of the 

licensing operator at SS, but only to an At-position within 

the adjunct. Therefore, in a parasitic gap construction with 

the structure shown schematically in (61, where XP is an 

adjunct, 

XP will not induce an adjunct condition violation since there 

is no instance of movement which crosses that boundary. All 

island effects will be expected to hold within a and 0 .  The 

conditions responsible for island effects remain conditions on 

movement. There are constraints which govern 7 ,  the portion of 

the structure in ( 6 )  between ti and O,, however. Consider the 

sentence in (7a), discussed briefly in fn. 3, and the struc- 

ture in (7b) which might be assigned to it. 

7 a. * Which bookl did you read ti without consulting 
Mary before buying el 

b. C C P ~  w h i  C . . ti . C p p p  without C c p o  . . . t p p  l 
before C C p l  0, ... el ... 1 3 1 1 1 3  

4. Contreras (1986) Aoun & Clark (1984), working within 
versions of the Generalized Binding framework of Aoun (1981, 
1985, 1986), also adopt a null operator analysis of parasitic 
gaps. Generalized Binding subsumss some of the the island 
effects being discussed in the text under an extension of the 
LGB binding theory. I will postpone discussion of their 
proposals until 83.2.5. 



The sentence is ungrammatical, yet no there are no Subjacency 

Condition violations within the portions of the structure cor- 

responding to a and R. As long as there is nothing in the ana- 

lysis to force movement of the null operator to the SPEC of 

CP2 the Subjacency Condition or the CED as conditions on move- 

ment will be incapable of ruling out (7a). Various means of 

expressing the locality condition governing the relation 

between the a and R portions of (6) have been proposed and 

there are important differences in the proposals regarding 

which element(s1 in (6) the locality constraint should apply 

to. Iloun & Clark (1984) and Contreras (1986) propose that the 

Generalized Binding Theory of Aoun (1981, 1985) governs the 

relation between the null operator and the licensing operator; 

Chomsky (1986a) proposes that 0-Subjacency is required between 

ti and 0, in order for chain composition, the means of licen- 

sing parasitic gap constructions, to apply to the two chains. 

Before looking more closely at the bounding properties 

of and locality constraints governing parasitic gap construc- 

tions, I will discuss the manner in which the null operator of 

these constructions differs from that in OWM constructions. In 

particular, 13.1.2 will address question (lb): Why do parasi- 

tic gaps require an SS A'-antecedent while the gaps in OWM 

constructions do not? 



3.1.2 Licensing pro in Parasitic Gap Constructions 

In chapter two I argued that null operators in OWN con- 

structions are pro, base-generated in argument position and 

moved in the mapping from DS to SS to the SPEC of CP. In 

S2.2.3 two means of constraining the distribution of null ope- 

rators were suggested: condition (461,  repeated as ( 0 )  below, 

and condition (581, given as (9a) ((9h) is (19) of 52.2.1). 

8 An empty category is an operator only if it is in the 
SPEC of CP. 

9 a. A subject-predicate relation may not simultaneous- 
ly satisfy both clauses of (9b). 

b. A subject-predicate relation is licensed if 
(i) the subject discharges the external argument 

of the predicate or 
(ii) the subject agrees with a chain contained in 

the predicate. 

Operator pro is identified by an "agreement chain" which links 

it to the subject of the predicate; see S2.3.6 for discussion. 

The possible antecedent of the operator is, therefore, limited 

to the subject of the predicate which contains it. 

Consider now the sentences in (101, which I regard as 

canonical examples of the parasitic gap phenomenon. 

10 1 a. ? Which article, did you review ti without 
reading el 

b. ? an artisti who, /that close friends of e, admire ti 

Assuming for the moment that the structure of the adjunct PP 

11 1 ,.. C p p  a' C p '  without t C p  a tip . . . e, .. . 1111 
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a null operator might conceivably come to rest at SS in either 

the SPEC of CP ( a )  or the SPEC: of PP ( a t ) .  Because the clausal 

object of a preposition is not a predicate, no agreement chain 

exists which could identify pro in the position of a. BP, as I 

have argued in chapter two, Is r. predicate; a pro in the posi- 

tion of a' would be in position to agree with an antecedent. 

However, the PP in (10) and, in fact, m o ~ t  PPs which host 

parasitic gaps, are predicated of the sentential E(vent)-posi- 

tion, not an NP.= Since operator pro in the STEC of a predi- 

cate may only be identified by the subject of the predicate 

within which it resides, the E-position is the only candidate 

antecedent for pro in (10a). I have already shown in chapter 

two that the E-position cannot identify pro, as we would 

naturally expect. 

Turning to (lob), a pro in the SPEC of NP might be in 

position to participate in an agreement chain, depending on 

5. This is not true of the PP hosting a parasitic gap in (i). 
(Actually, it's not at all obvious which is the nrealn gap and 
which is the parasitic gap in these sentences, but for the 
sake of discussion, I will assume that the PP-internal gap is 
parasitic. ) 

i ) who did you give pictures of ti to ei 

A pro in the SPEC of the PP above would be in position to 
agree with an NP antecedent, but this potential antecedent is 
the NP containing the nrealn gap, i.e. npicture of tn, not the 
'realu gap itself. This would create a situation at SS where 
the immediate At-binder of the parasitic gap is in agreement 
with an NP bearing a different index from the parasitic gap. 
Sentences such as (i) are noticeably worse than canonical 
parasitic gap constructions; a phenomenon which is not ex- 
plained by anyone's analysis, as far as I know. 



the str.ucture of NP. Assume for the mornent that something like 

(12) is a possible structure for the relevant portion of 

(lob). 

12) ... C l p  C W P  pro, 1 .  I ,  AGRl ... I . . .  

The j indices indicate the standard agreement relations: the 

subject of IP agrees with AGR and the head N agrees with its 

maximal projection. The NP containing pro in (10b)/(12) is not 

a predicate but no stipulation has been made to the effect 

that pro may be identified by an agreement chain only when it 

resiaes in the SPEC of a predicate. If i = j then pro would 

participate in an agreement chain and might be considered ta 

be licensed. However, notice that t~~ie,configuration (with i = 

j) will not yield zn appropriate interpretation for (lob! 

since the null operator (and the variable it binds) will be 

coreferential with the subject NP close friends of e rather 

than with the head of the relative an artist. The configura- 

tion which results in (12) if i = j is a classik-'i-within-i 

violation and will be ruled out accordingly. 

For both cases in (lo), the proposals gcverning nul.1. 

operator licensing proposed in chapter two fail to a s ~ i o n  A / -  

pro in parasitic gap conetructions the phi-features needed t n  

be u licensed heed of a chain. 

The analysis I will propose for parasitic gap construc- 

tions i8 in the spirit of Chomsky (1982) in that it seeks to 

account for their existence and properties without the addl- 

tion of any construction-specific process or constraint. The 
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central proposal of this analysis is that A/-pro, when it 

fails to be licensed via agreement may be licensed as an in- 

termediate link in an A'-chain, as lnng as other conditions on 

A/-chains are satisfied. The plausibility of this analysis 

naturally depends on the approach to empty cs.tegory licensing 

which is adopted. Up to now, when discussing empty categories, 

I have used the term "licensingn fairly loosely, often refer- 

ring to very different sorts of constraints or operations 

under this rubric. Therefore, as a first step in developing 

the analysis of parasitic gaps suggested above, I will try to 

clarify what is included under the heading "licensing con- 

straints" and which of these constraints are relevant for the 

analysis. 

As  in chapter two, I continue to adopt the typology of 

empty categories based on the features Ckanaphor, +pronominal1 

as proposed in CC and given in (13). 

13 1 -anaphor, -pronominal = variable 
-~naphor, +pronominal = pro 
+anaphor, -pronominal = NP-tractr. 
+anaphor, +pronominal = PRO 

In the category of constraints which apply to empty categories 

in particular are those which govern their "identification". 

In LGB and CC where the identity of an empty category is de- 

termined functionally, along the lines of the informal state- 

ments in (141, widentificationn had a rather literal interpre- 

tation. 



14 "...an EC is a variable if it is in an A-position and is 
locally A/-bound. An EC in on A-position that is not a 
variable is an anaph~r. ... a pronoun is either free or 
locally A-bound by an antecedent with an independent 8 -  
role. . . " (CC, p. 35) 

I depart from the functional determination bpproach by assu- 

ming that features are assigned frecly to empty categories 

when they enter the derivation6, that features may not change 

during the course of a derivation, and that the distribution 

of the feature matrices in (13) is determined by a variety of 

constraints, only some of which are particular to categories 

without lexical content. Some elements of the functional 

definitions given informally in (14) must be retained, e.g. 

15) A variable must be locally A/-bound. 

6. See Brody (1984) for a theory of ECs based on the random 
assignment of features. 

7 .  The definition of wvariablew given in (i) is from LGB and 
that in (ii) is from Borer (1981). 

i 1 a is a variable iff a is locally At-bound. 
ii [el is a variable iff it is bound by an operator. 

The biconditional in both definitions is too strong, as shown 
by sentences such as (iii) (=(254i), KoL). 

iii Who1 does [PRO, getting his teeth filled1 general- 
ly upset ti 

PRO in (iii) is locally bound by an operator and, by (i) and 
(ii), should be a variable. The same point is made in Brody 
(1984) where it is argued that "vari~ble" should be dissssoci- 
ated from the features 1-anaphor, -pronominal], with (i) being 
adopted as an interpretive principle. Thus, for Brody PRO in 
(iii) is interpreted as a variable, as is t, in (iv), the 
trace of NP movement. 

iv 1 Who, ti was seen t, 



I leave open for now whether this and other such statements 

are derivable from ather aspects of the theory. See 53.2 for 

further discussion of (15). 

In addition to these considerations, it is necesnary to 

specify the means of determining the phi-feature content of an 

empty category. The phi-feature content, of a variable or NP- 

trace is determined by its antecedent, i.e. the head of its 

maximal A/-chain or A-chain, respectively. Since the ECP 

governs the relation between an antecedent and its trace, it 

is implicated in the identification of non-pronominal empty 

categories. (For discussion of the ECP as an identification 

constraint, see LGB, KoL, Jaeggli (19801, and Stowell (1985) 

among others.) The pure pronominal pro is identified by agree- 

ment, either under government by "richn AGR in null subject 

languages and, if the proposals ofthe preceding chapter are 

correct, by an agreement chain when pro is in the SPEC of a 

predicate.' The iden<ification of PRO is the subject of con- 

trol theory, about which I will have nothing to say. 

There is another type of empty category which has come 

to play an increasingly important role with respect to the 

ECP. This is the intermediate trace, t i  / in ( 16b). 

16 1 a. Who do you think that Bill likes? 
b. who, C you think C c p  t r t  that C Bill likes t 1 1 3  

8. The option of licensing pro as an A'-bound variable a la 
Cinque (1986) and Obenauer (1984) is inconsistent with the 
analysis I propose. 



Little is usually said about these empty categories (which I 

will hereafter refer to as "intermediate ECsw) and I will keep 

to this tradition, discussing only those aspects of their dis- 

tribution which are relevant to the parasitic gap analysis I 

wish to propose. Consider the properties which intermediate 

ECs are required to exhibit: given the L&S/Barriers approach 

to the ECP, they must be subject to the ECP at least when they 

are members of an adjunct chain. They must not be arguments 

since arguments, by definition, do not appear in At-posi- 

tions.' Finally, they must not be operators on the basis of 

the principle of Full Interpretation (FI).1° This follows if, 

in a structure such as 117) where a, is an intermediate EC 

with operator status, 

9. Without this assumption it is not clear to me that a 
representation such as that in (i) could be ruled out. 

Assuming that the position of t, is case-marked, the argument 
EC receives case by virtue of being in a case-marked chain, 
presumably a necessary loosening of the case-marking require- 
ment on variables given the croire/ ritenere facts. For fur- 
ther diswussion of the croire/riten&re facts, see S 4 . 4 ;  see 
also Kayne (1978/80), Hizzi (1978/82), Pollock (19841, 
Shlonsky (1987) and Epstein (in progress) for discussion. 

10. But see Contrsras (1986) for a detailed analysis of 
sentences such as (il which posits a structure exactly like 
that in (171, i.e. (ii). 

i Who did you leave London without visiting? 
ii) C C P  who, C I p  ... C p p  0, ... el 111 

This analysis is also mentioned in Barriers and attributed to 
L. Rizzi. 



wh, does not bind a variable and thus is not licensed, since 

the only variable is bound by at." 

Returning now to what I have previously called the null 

operator in parasitic gap canstructions, the following ques- 

tion arises: given that this pro is not licensed to head a 

chain by the pro licensing mechanism of chapter two, is there 

anything to prevent it from being licensed as an intermediate 

EC? Even in O W M  constructions operator pro must not be an 

argument e.nd there is no reason to assume that it is one in 

parasitic gap constructions. A s  for its status as an operator, 

the hypothesis under invest?.gatian is that A/-pro may have 

operator status only when licensed by agreement. The require- 

ment that intermediate ECs must be subject to the ECP would 

seem to be problematic, since pronominals are not subject to 

the ECP. However, the problem is only apparent: consider the 

SS representation of (18a), given in (lab) in a simplified 

form but with all the intermediate ECs required and allowed.la 

18 1 a. Who did you leave London without visiting? 

b. ICP whoi C l p  you INFL C v p  t l S  C y p  C y p  left London 
Ipp t i 4  without C c p  t, C I P  PRO C t i *  C visitl-ng 
tl' 3 3 . .  . 

11. This interpretation of the principle of FI corresponds to 
half of the Bijection Principle of Koopman & Sportiche (19821, 
the requirement that no more than one operator may bind a 
single variable. 

12. Notice that there is an intermediate EC in the SPEC of PP; 
I argue that there is no adjunction to PP but that the SPEC of 
PP niay be a landing site for movement in 54.5. 



The trace in argument position, ti', is ?-marked prior to the 

point in the derivation when the ECP is checked. Since t r l  is 

an argument, the intermediate ECs t,= - t l J  are not required 

to be present throughout derivation and may deleteta prior to 

the epplication of the ECP filter, As far as arguments are 

concerned, it is of no importance whether intermediate ECs are 

subject to the ECP or not, so long as they are not present at 

LF. We might therefore assume that A/-pro in a parasitic gap 

construction deletes in the mapping from SS to LF. 

( A  digression on terminology: to avoid confusion I will 

hereafter refer to the pro in SPEC of CP in OWM constructions 

as "operator pron and to the pro in parasitic gap cnnstruc- 

tions as wA/-prow. I will use the term "null operatorn only to 

refer to comparable entities in analyses other than my own and 

to refer to the general approach within which my analysis 

falls, e. g. "the null operator hypothesisn. 

Two questions concerning the deletion hypothesis imme- 

diately arlse: must A/-pro delete prior to LF and are there 

independent constrsints which would prevent its deletion? To 

answer the first question, we must look at the LF represen- 

tations (given schematically in (19)) which the grammar would 

assign to parasitic gap constructions such as those in (10) if 

the pro did not delete. 

19 a. Whl ... C U P .  C U P  . . .  t, C p p  . . .  pro, ... e, 113 

13. Must delete if they are not marked [ + T I  at some point. 
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b. an artiet L C  wh, t ,  C W  pro, . . . el I . . . t, I I 

Since the ECP does not apply to pronominal empty categories 

the structures could not be ruled out for ECP reasons. Because 

pro in these structures is not identified by agreement, it 

might be that its presence at LF will be ruled out by the 

principle of FI. Let's consider this last point more closely: 

if the principle of FI were interpreted as a filter on LF re- 

presentations which ruled out those containing elements which 

had not been licensed at any level in the derivation prior to 

the application of the filter, then the pros in (19) would be 

allowed, as they are licensed as intermediate ECs at SS. How- 

ever, the discussion of FI in KoL suggests that it should be 

interpreted as ruling out representations containing elements 

which receive no interpretation; thus, expletives are not 

allowed at LF and expletive replacement is motivated. (See 

KoL, p. 179.) Similarly, pro in (19) would receive no inter- 

pretation and would necessarily be deleted; the same would be 

true for all intermediate traces of wh-movement of arguments. 

I will adopt this latter interpretation of FI with the conse- 

quence that A/-pro in parasitic gap constructions must delete 

in the mapping from SS to LF. 

As for the second question, are there independent con- 

straints which would prevent the deletion of At-pro?, the 

answer is probably not. Neither the 0-Criterion nor the Fro- 

jection Principle (nor even the Extended Projection Principle) 

apply to intermediate ECs. The remaining constraint which 



might apply is that governing recoverability of deletion. The 

pros in (19) are not licensed to bear phi-features but they do 

bear (at least) the feature C+pronominall and it could be 

argued that this would be sufficient to prevent deletion. I 

will assume that this is not the case and that there is no bar 

to deleting the A'-pros in (19). Under the proposed analysis, 

the grammar assigns SS representations as in (20) and LF 

representations as in (211 to parasitic gap constructions such 

as those in (10). 

20 a. Which article, did you C u p ,  C v p  review t, C p p  
without C c p  pror C PRO reading e, I I I I I 

b. an artist C C p  who, C ,  C W p  pror C close friends 
of er 1 1  admire t, I 1  

21 1 a. Which articler did you C U P .  C u p  review ti C ~ P  
without C C p  C PRO reading el 1 1  I I I 

b. an artist C C p  who, f ,  C,, C close friends 
of el I 1  admire t, 1 3  

The LF representations in (21) are equivalent to those pro- 

posed for parasitic gap constructions in CC; however, the two 

analyses differ significantly, as should be obvious from the 

explication above. 

3.1.3 Anaphor Reconstruction 

At LF the licensing operator in a parasitic gap con- 

struction directly binds both the trace of licensing operator 

movement and the trace of null operator movement. Evidence 

from Kearney (19831, given in (221, suggests that the relation 



between the pair (wh, t) and that between (wh, e) are not sym- 

metrical in some important respect. 

22 a. Which books about himself did John file t before 
Mary read e 

b. * Which books about herself did John file t before 
Mary read e 

It is suggested in Barriers that null operators block recon- 

struction. In order to adapt such an account of (22) to the 

framework of this paper, it is necessary to argue (i) that 

pronominal categories block reconstruction and (ii) that re- 

construction is an SS phenomenon (as is argued by Barss 

(19861, for example). The data concerning anaphor reconstruc- 

tion and null operator constructions are not as clear-cut as 

the data in (22) suggest, however. For some speakers (23a) is 

worse than (23b) and as bad as (22b). 

23 a. + Which picture of herself did John leave before 
Mary saw t 

b. ? Which picture of Susan did John leave before Mary 
saw t 

1.f these judgements are correct, then it seems that recon- 

struction into adjunct clauses is blocked even when extraction 

of arguments from within such clauses is permitted, a= in 

(23b). This could be explained by assuming that such adjunct 

extractions are actually derived by base-generating an overt 

operator in the matrix CSPEC, CPI and moving a pro into the 

embedded CSPEC, CP1.l4 However, there are reasons to doubt 

14. A version of this proposal, involving a null operator 
which is not pro, is credited to L. Rizzi in Barriers. 



that this is the correct approach. First, this derivation of 

(231 does not account for the relative grammaticality of ( 2 4 ) .  

24) ? Which picture of himself did John leave London before 
destroying t 

Secondly, note that null operator constructions do not 

uniformly prohibit reconstructi~n.~= 

25 a. Pictures of himself are difficult for Jahn to look 
at. 

b. Those pictures of himself are too embarrassing for 
John to show us. 

C .  The pictures of himself that John likes will go on 
sale tomorrow. 

d. The pictures of himself fcr John to take home are 
on the desk. 

26 ) a. + Mary gave Susan some pictures of himself for her 
son to hang in his room. 

Finally, it is not obvious why null operators should prohibit 

reconstruction when overt operators do not, as illustrated 

below. 

27 a. What John found in the package was an 
incriminating picture of himself. 

b. The pictures of himself which your son has picked 
out will be sent to you next week. 

15. Topicalization allows reconstruction, as shown in ti), but 
it is not obvious that tspicalization involves null operator 
movement. 

i I Pictures of himself, John likes t 

Comparatives allow reconstruction in some cases. 

ii) More pictures of himself than John cared to think 
about were handed out to his friends. 

iii) * 9 sold more pictures of himself than John sold. 



The data in ( 2 3 )  - ( 2 7 )  indicate that (22) cannot be taken as 

direct evidence that A/-pro has the property of blocking ana- 

phor reconstruction. The topic remains open for further 

investigation. 

3.2 Conditions on Parasitic Chains 

3.2.1 Conditions on Variables 

Preceding sections have focussed on licensing the A'-pro 

in a parasitic gap construction, but there are significant 

issues to be resolved concerning the licensing of the parasi- 

tic gap itself. In P3.1.2 it was noted that certain aspects of 

the L@B/CC contextual definition of 'variablen needed to be 

retained for this analysis, in particular, the requirement in 

(15) that a variable be locally A'-bound. Something like (15) 

is necessary whatever one's analysis of empty categories and 

parasitic gap constructions simply to rule out non-sentences 

such as ( 2 8 ) .  The constraint in (15) also seems to be sufff- 

cj-ent to rule out ( 2 9 ) .  

2 8 )  * John likes e 

29) * In knew [which paperJ John had written tJ I [without even 
PRO, reading e~ 1 

(29) exemplifies the well-known fact that a parasitic gap con- 

struction will be ungrammatical if the adjuncts containing the 

parasitic gap is base-generated in a position outside the SS 

c-domain of the overt operator. According to the analysis I 

have proposed, the variable el will be locally A/-bound at SS 
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by the A'-pro in the adjunct (or an intermediate trace left by 

movement of the pro to SPEC). By LF, however, the A/-pro (and 

any other intermediate ECs in the parasitic domain) will have 

been deleted and the variable will no longer be locally A / -  

bound. (15) seems a sufficient constraint on the distribution 

of variables so long as it applies at both SS and LF. But (15) 

does not account for the inability of LF A'-movement to li- 

cense parasitic gaps, a property mentioned in 81.3 and illus- 

trated by the following examples. The SS and LF representa- 

tions for (30b) are given in (31). 

30 a. + Mary filed every paper' without reading el 
b. + Who filed which paperi without reading el 

31 a. whoJ tJ t v p .  ~ V P  filed which paperi C p p  without 
C C P  proi C z P  NP V el I 1 3 1 1  

b. which paper, /who, tJ t v  P .  C v  P filed ti IP without 
C C P  C l p  NP V el 3 1 1 1 1  

The parasitic gaps in (39) are l~cally A'-bound at SS by the 

A/-pro, and Loth locally A'-bound and operator-bound at LF by 

the matrix operator. (15) alone is not sufficient to rule out 

the sentences in (30). 

Although the parasitic gaps in (30) are locally A/-bound 

at SS, they are not bound by an operator at SS. (Recall that 

in parasitic gap constructions A'-pro does not have the status 

of an operator.) The parasitic gap in (29) is not bound by an 

operator at SS or at LF. This suggests that the relevant con- 

straint, which necessarily applies at both SS and LF, should 

be phrased in terms of operator-binding rather than A/- 



binding, as has been argued by Cinque (1985) and Kayne (1984) .  

(32) reformulates (15) along these lines. 

32) A variable must be operator-h~und at both SS and LF. 

Taking this route requires that nlocallyR be dropped from the 

requirement since the local binder will generally, at least at 

SS, be a non-operator. Intervention of an A-binder, whether 

local or non-local, will be ruled out by Binding Condition C. 

A feature of (32) is that it requires that the notion 

noperatorn be relevant at the level of SS. It also requires 

that the shifted NP in (33) be regarded as an operator. 

33) I insulted at the party yesterday, your oldea,k and 
dearest friend. 

Engdahl (1981) pointed out that Heavy NP Shift (HNPS) licenses 

parasitic gaps, s fact which has been widely taken as evidence 

that the trace left by HNPS is a variable, a position tacitly 

incorporated into my analysis. In the discussion of conditions 

on null operators in 52.1 I explicitly included HNPS NPs in 

the category of operator. Intuitively, this does not seem to 

be correct, as there is surely a difference between NPs such 

as myour oldest and dearest friendn in (33) and quantifi,?rs 

such as "everyonen and "whoR. The distinction that needs to be 

made is similar to that between *syntacticR and nsemanticR 

varfables.I6 A syntactic variable is, in general usage, an A t -  

16. This distinction is made explicit in Safir (19841, which 
the remarks immediately below follow. 



bound empty cat-egory. A semantic variable need not be an empty 

category, though syntactic variables are usually semantic 

variabies as well; resumptive pronouns and other pronouns 

bound by quantifiers are also thought of as semantic varia- 

bles." Similarly, we might distinguish between "syntactic" 

operetors and "semantipn operators, the first category encom- 

passing all A/-antecedents and the second only those which 

have range-setting properties. The category relevant for the 

proper formulation of a constraint on variables is syntactic 

operator." (32) is now reformulated as: 

34 1 A variable n,ust be bound by an A/-antecedent at bath SS 
and LF. I 9  

( 3 4 )  may be taken as the identification condition far vari- 

ables, the means hy which their feature content is determines, 

on a par with identification of pro via agreement. As far as 

the A/-pro analy3~ha of parasitic gap constructions is con- 

cernbd, ( 34 )  is sufficient to rule out (29) and (30). 1': ia 

also the second half of the answer to the question, why do 

par?sitic gaps require an SS A'-antecedent while the gaps in 

17. A slightly different, but related, approach is fokrnd in 
Brody ( 1984 1 .  

18. Cinque (1985) argues differently on the basis of some 
interesting data concerning Critic Left Dislocation in 
Italian. 

19. Longobardi (1985) argues that the relation between an 
operator and variable is best characterized as nthe variable 
is in the scope of the operatorn rather than "the operator c- 
commands the variablen; "c-commandn is naturally incorporated 
into the definition of "bindsn. This point, and some of Longo- 
bardi'~ data are discussed in chapter four, 



OWM constructions do not? Operator pro in O W M  constructions is 

identified by agreement with an overt NP; the variable bound 

by operator pro in these constructions therefore satisifes 

( 3 4 )  by being in the scope of an A'-antecedent capable of 

identifying it in turn. A'-pro in parasitic gap  construction^ 

is not identified and may not identify a variable; SS A/- 

movement is thus-required to provide a suitable A/-antecedent 

for the parasitic gap. 

3.2.2 Sub jacency 

One of the most interesting and problematic aspects of 

parasitic gap constructions is what was at first taken to be 

their immunity to island conditions, discussed briefly in 

53.1. The canonical examples of parasitic gap constructions 

from 53.1 are repeated in (35) and given schematically, with 

A' -pro represented as "prol ", in (36). 

35 1 a. ? Which articler did you review t, without 
reading e~ 

b. ? an artist, who, /that close friends of el admire ti 

The relation between the operator and parasitic gap (indicated 

with arrows) violates the Adjunct Condition in (36a) and the 

Subject Condition in (36b), both sub-cases of the CED. Some 

versions of the null operator hypothesis account for these 

facts by arguing that, since the CED is a condition on move- 
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ment, it applies only to the chains a and R in (37). 

Extraction may not be allowed out of XP, but since no instance 

of movement crosses that barrierPa no violation is incurred. 

Neverthelese, there are locality constr~ints which govern the 

relation between the "realn chain and parasitic gap chain, for 

example, the constraint governing the relation between varia- 

bles and antecedents proposed in the preceding section. While 

this constraint accounts for the failure of LF A'-movement to 

license parasitic gaps and the ungrammaticality of (381, it 

has nothing to say about the ungrammaticality of (39). 

38) 1, knew [which articler John had written t i ]  Cwithout 
even PROJ reading e, I 

39)?* the man whol I decided to interview ti Cwithout calling 
you lbefore I spoke to e l l ]  

In (39) the adjunct hosting the parasitic gap is embedded in 

another adjunct. If the SS representation is as in (40a), then 

the sentence can be ruled out as a Subjacency Condition viola- 

tion. However, if the representation is as in t40b), there is 

nothing yet in my analynis to explain its ungrammaticality, 

20. Or "barriersn - -  a Subject Condition violation in the 
Barriers framework involves croneing two hcrriers, NP and IP. 



In Barriers this problem is dealt with by requiring that the 

null operator be 1-subjacent to the 'realn gap. This locality 

constraint is formulated as a necessary condition on wchain 

compositionn, the process by which the parasitic chain is 

licensed. According to the Barriers analysis, a parasitic gap 

construction has the structure in ( 4 1 )  

and contains three identifiable At-chains: the two movement- 

derived A/-chains <wh,t> and < O p e >  and the wcomposedn c h a i ~  

<wh,t,O,e> (intermediate ECs omitted). The Barriers analysis 

is discussed in more detail in 53.2 .4 .  

Instead of adopting a construction-specific process of 

chain compositionut linking two distinct A/-chains, I propose 

to regsrd a parasitic gap construction as one which contains a 

single A/-chain with a single head; I will refer to thesg as 

'complex chainsn. Like any other SS A/-chain, a complex chain 

must meet the Subjacency Condition. No parasitic gap-specific 

condition or procesB applies. Naturally this approach requires 

adjustments in various aspects of the theory, only some of 

which will I argue for explicitly. One point in particular 

deserves attention that it will not receive here, that is the 

21. Although there is another instance of a non-movement- 
derived chain in Barriers, i.e. the "extendedw chain which 
allows proper government of the NP-trace in passive and 
raising constructions, the Subjacency Condition is not one of 
the conditions which govern the formation of that chain. 
Therefore, the two process must be regarded as distinct and 
construction-specific. 



necessary assumption that A/-chains (at least) may be derived 

by a process of chain formation distinct from movement. It is 

sufficient for the complex chain analysis that this be a pos- 

sible means of deriving chains, but it is not necessary that 

it be the only means availnble; the analysis is consistent 

with the position that both movement and chain formation are 

options in the grammar. This position is unfortunately rather 

redundant, but I will have little e l ~ e  to say in its defense 

at this time. 

The ungrammaticality of (39) arises as a result of a 

Subjacency Condition violation, but there is an aspect of the 

Barriers (p.30) version of the Subjacency Condition, as given 

in (421, which makes it unclear that the condition applies 

straightforwardly to the complex chain in a parasitic gap 

construction. 

42 1 If (ar, a,. ) is a link of a chain, then a,, is 
(1-Isubjacent to a,. 

43)  R is n-eubjacent to a if there are fewer than n+l 
barriers for R which exclude a. 

The problem lies in the explicit characterization of a chain 

as a sequence which surfaces in (42) in the reference to a 

chain link as (a, a+l). Forming a sequence from a complex 

22. As discussed in chapter two, I analyze resumptitre pronoun 
structures as involving an operator which binds the variable 
at LF. These structures differ from caaes of movement in that 
the dormer do not involve SS A/-chains. If the operator- 
variable relation is dependent on chain formation at LF, then 
this is another instance of chains being formed without 
movement. 



chain is not difficult in the cases where there is only one 

parasitic gap, but in a sentence such as (44a), it is more 

difficult to think of the complex chain as a sequence. 

44 a. a man that [everyone who meets e,l admires tr 
[after visiting e, even oncel 

b. a man that everyone admires t, [after visiting e, 
even once1 

c. a man that [everyone who meets e l l  admires t, 
[after visiting his home even oncel 

(44a) is admittedly worse than the two possible variants with 

only one parasitic gap instead of two shown in (44b) and 

( 4 4 ~ 1 ,  but I would attribute this to the fact that the complex 

chain in ( 4 4 ~ )  is broken at two different points by a single 

barrier, rather than at one point, as is the case in (44b) and 

(44c).*= Increased complexity arising from the greater number 

23..The question of whether barriers intervening at different 
points in a chain cause the grammaticality of the construction 
to decrease cumulatively is a difficult one to answer. In 
Barriers Chomsky proposes that violations are cumulative on 
the basis of Italian bounding facts diucussed in Rizzi (1982). 
Double wh-island violations, such as (i), are more degraded 
than the crossing of a single wh-island, which in Italian is 
acceptable in most cases. 

i 1 what, did you wonder C C  who knew t c  who 
saw t, 1 1  

There seems to be no accumulation effect in (111, but the 
weak, perhaps non-existent, barrierhood of infinitival6 may be 
responsible for its unexpected grammaticality. 

ii a problem that I didn't know who to ask how to 
solve 

Note that the VMH of Barriers cannot be responsible for the 
acceptability of (11) as no fiubject wh-phrases are involved. 
See chapter four for more on this point and also the discus- 
sion of (67d) in 133.2.4. 



of gaps is also likely to be a factor. In any case, I do not 

think (44a) should be strongly ruled out. 

The At-pro in the subject NP of (44a) will be f-subja- 

cent to t,, the At-pro in the adjunct and the parasitic gap in 

the adjunct; in fact, it will be 1-subjacent to every member 

of the chain which is c-commanded by the subject. Therefore, 

if a sequence can be formed from the complex chain which 

creates a link between the At-pro in the subject NP and one of 

the chain members to which it is 1-subjacent, the complex 

chain will be licensed. While it seems somewhat count.er- 

intuitive, it is possible to consider the complex chain in 

(4Sa), which is the structure of (44a), as the sequence in 

!4Sb). 

45 a. wh, . . . [pro, . . . e ,  I.. . t, . . . [pro, s. . . el I 

b. cwh, t, pro1, el, proP, eR > 

The Subjacency Condition in (42) app'ies to the chain link 

cel, proR>. An alternative, suggested by N. Chomsky, is that 

there are two complex chai'ns in (44a), one corre~ponding to 

the complex chain in (44b) and one to the complex chain in 

( 4 4 ~ ) .  In either case, I assume that the proceGs of chain 

formation which produces such chains is free and that cases of 

overgeneration can be ruled out by independent constraints. 

This approach to A'-chain formation does not permit 

local binding to be a condition on A'-chain links. While local 

binding is explicitly a condition on A-chains in KoL, it is 



clearly meant to apply to A/-chains in the following excerpt 

from LGB: 

We may think of the rule Move a a bit more abstractly as 
expressing the configuration t(i)l: 

i) a locally binds R and is not in a 0-position 

To say that a locally binds R is to say that a and R are 
coindexed, a c-commands R, and there is no .r coindexed 
with a that is c-commanded by a and c-commands 13. (p.59) 

See Epstein (1985) and Rizzi (1982) for discussion of local 

binding in A-chains; the question of whether it is also a 

necessary condition on A-chains, as well as other questions 

which arise, I leave open for future res~arch. 

An advantage of the barriers approach to bounding 

effects is that it permits the adoption of a one barrier vs. 

two barriers distinction to quantify levels of deviance. Since 

Barriers, Browning (1986) and Belletti & Rizzi (1986) have 

exploited the one barrierltwo barrier distinction to account 

for the relative well-formednese of extraction from some 

adjuncts, such as those in (461, as compared with extraction 

from subjects which is a clear case of a two barrier viola- 

tion. 

46 1 a. Which car is it time C for John to wash t 1 
b. Who did John buy a suit t to impress t 3 
c. What did John wonder I how to fix t 1 

In Browning (1986) I suggeeted that the sentences i n  ( 4 8 )  all 

represent 1-barrier subjacency violations. While judgements 

differ somewhat among speakers, it seems generally to be true 



tha-t (46b) is worse than (46a,c), which are perfectly gramma- 

tical to many speakers. All the sentences in (46) are clearly 

better than (47). 

47) who did pictures of t fall on Bill? 

Another reason for favoring a Subjacency Condition which 

allows the one vs. two barrier distinction comes from the 

contrast between direct extraction from adjunct prepositional 

phrases, as in (48a, b), and parasitic gaps, as in ( 4 8 ~ ) .  (In 

general, (48a,b) are thought to be more marginal than (48~1.) 

48 1 a. Which paper did John leave London C before 
reading t I 

b. Which paper did John call Mary C before 
reading t I 

c. Which paper did John read t C before filing e 3 

Under the definition of n-subjacency in (431, the At-pro in 

( 4 8 ~ )  is 1-subjacent to t. But consider (491, which represents 

a segment of the SS representation of (48a,b). 

49 1 ... VP'* ... 
/ \ 

VP' t w  
/ \ 

VP PP 
1-\ / \ . . . P CP 

/ \ 
t ' IP 

/ \ 
/ \ ... t . . .  

t/ is included by a barrier, PP, and by a segment of a cate- 

gory (VP') which dominates a BC. t" is excluded by both PP and 



the segment VP*. If the Belletti & Rizzi (1986! proposal that 

lower segments of a category may inherit barrierhood is true 

for all segments of a category (or at least, all segments 

other than the topmoat) rather than the lowest segment only, 

we could argue that VP* becomes an additional, albeit weak, 

barrier for t/.e4 Sentences involving direct extraction from 

adjunct PPs, such as (48a,b) are correctly predicted to be 

less grammatical than parasitic gap constructions. But notice 

that, in order to capture the contrast in (48) it is necessary 

to introduce the concept of a "weakR barrier..= 

Alternatively, we might reject the Belletti & Rizzi 

hypothesis in favor of the assumption that adjunction to cate- 

gories is allowed only when movement originates from a source 

included by the category; in (491, adjunction to the cateuory 

VP ( =  VP+VP+) is ruled out for extraction dr-om within PP.06 

24. This is consistent with B&R who assume that crossing a 
barrier created by a segment results in a weaker violation 
than crossing a full category barrier. 

25. A slight variation of this approach would be to argue that 
only two barriers induce subjacency violations. Then ( 4 6 ~ )  is 
well-formed as only one barrier is crossed. The VP* segment in 
( 4 9 )  counts as a second barrier, but a weak one, suggesting 
that extraction from PP adjuncts will incur a weaker violatian 
than extraction from subjects. It is still necEssary to spe- 
cify weak vs. strong barriers. Finally, the marginality of 
parasitic gaps would not be due to their statue as a 1- 
barrier subjacency condition violation, since single barriers 
do not induce violations. Their marginality might be attribu- 
ted to markedness of the chain formation operation, if 
movement is taken as the unmarked form of chain derivation, 

26. Another approach is to say that PP adjuncts are sisters of 
1', in which case there is no possible adjunction site for 
extraction; see chapter three for arguments that the PPs in 
the text examples are VP-adjuncts, 



Movement from within the adjunct crosses PP and IP yielding a 

two barrier violation in the cace of (48a,b)..' Parasitic gap 

constructions, ( 4 8 ~ 1 ,  are less marginal by virtue of being a 

one barrier violation. For further discussion of these issues, 

see chapter two. 

SS Indexing of 

The question of whether free indexing of elements in A/- 

positions should be allowed, and if so, at which level(s1, 

arises for almost every recent analysis of parasitic gap con- 

structions.-' For now, I vill restrict the discussion to the 

question of whether vh-operators in At-positions can be freely 

indexed at SS, leaving aside the question of whether phrases 

base-generated in left-dislocated or topicalized positions are 

indexed. 

In CC, Chomsky argues that wh-operators base-generated 

in A/-positions must not rcceive an index at SS: there is no 

indexing at DS and free indexing at SS a p p l i e ~  only to A- 

positions. Within the CC framework if wh-operators base- 

generated in A/-positions were indexed at SS two undesirable 

27. The issue then is to decide whether extraction from within 
PP adjuncts is a violation comparable to extraction from 
within subjects. This is the assumption which underlies the 
CED and Longobardi's (1984) version of the connectedness 
condition. However, some speakers find some adjunct condition 
violations weaker than subject condition violations. 

28. This section owes its existence to a discussion with Sam 
Epstein and Juan Uriagereka. See Epstein (in progress) for 
further discussion of the issue of SS indexing of A / -  
positions. 



results would follow: resumptive pronoun constructions would 

license parasitic gaps and island violations would be deriva- 

ble with only the degree of marginality associated with re- 

sumptive pronoun constructions (i.e littl. cr no marginality 

in resumptive pronoun languages, a more significant degree in 

non-resumptive pronoun languages). The formulation of the 

Subjacency Condition which 1 have proposed removes the argu- 

ment against free A/-indexing at SS based on island viola- 

tions. Let's consider the evidence bearing on the remaining 

argument. 

The following sentences, from E. Torrego, are offered in 

CC as evidence that resumptive pronouns do not license parasi- 

tic gaps. 

50 a. el reloj de que me hablaste, el cual han 
conseguido arreglar t [sin mover el, ha quedado 
muy bien 

b. * el reloj de que me hablaste, que lo han conseguido 
arreglar Csin mover el, ha quedado muy bien 

'the clock you spoke to me about, which they got 
to fix (it) without moving e, now works very well' 

These sentences differ in that (Sob) has a resumptive pronoun 

in the position of the gap in ( 5 0 ~ ) .  From the ungrammaticality 

of (Sob), Chemsky argues that the operator associated with 

resumptive pronouns is not indexed at SS and therefore iu not 

able to bind a parasitic gapeP' Torrego points out (p.c.) that 

29. Recall that within the CC framework, a parasitic gap is 
base-generated as pro and becomes a variable under local A / -  
binding by a coindexed operator at SS. 



the star on (Sob) should be taken as indicating contrast, not 

an absolute degree of deviance, since (50b) is not as ungram- 

matical as, for example, an ECP v i o k a t i ~ n . ~ ~  This is signi- 

ficant since, by the CC analysis, (50b) should be a rather 

severe violation. 

There is another possible derivation of sentences such 

as (Sob) involving movement of the operator from the adjunct- 

internal pcsition. This derivation is illustrated schemati- 

cally in (51). 

51 1 a. DS : C c p  C I B . .  .pronoun.. . C P P .  ..whr.. . I l l  

b. SS: C C P  wht C l  p...pronoun...I:pp...tt... 1 1 1  

This derivation is suggested by the grammaticality of senten- 

cea such as (52a1, although the ungrammaticality of (52b) is a 

complicating factor. 

52 & - the article that I went to England without 
reading e 

b. * ti;= man to whom I went to England without 
speaking e 

In CC the ungrammaticality of (52b) is taken as evidence that 
Z 

adjuncts are absolute islands and that (52a) is derived, not 

by movement, but by a null resumptive pronoun strategy. This 

approach fails to account for the island effects observable 

within the adjunct clause, as illustrated in 1 5 3 ) .  

53 a. the man that I went to England without knowing who 
had spoken to e 

30. Torrego suggests that (Sob) be given ? ? .  



the man that I went to England without knowing 
what to bring to e 
the article that I went to England before hearing 
about a plan to publish e 

It is also not obvious, within the CC framework, how to make 

the assumptions needed to license (52a) as a null resumptive 

Fronoun compatible with the assumptions necessary to rule out 

(50b).a' 

In Barriers these considerations lead to the proposal 

that (52a) i~ derived via movement (along the lines of (51) ) .  

(52b) is ruled out by a constraint on possible adjunction 

sites for PPs. Once movement from within adjuncts is permitted 

for sentences such as (52), it cannot be ruled out as a possi- 

bility for (50). Thus, within the B~rriers framework, the uc- 

grammat,icality of (50b) is not an argument against the free 

indexing at SS of wh-operators base-generated in A/-positions. 

Cinque 11986) reaches this same conclusion (i.e. that 

(Sob) does not constitute an argument against indexing of wh- 

operators in A'-positions at SS) by arguing that what ruLes 

out (50b) is a consVtraint on "backwards pranominalization," 

which is also responsible for the ung~*ummaticality of (54b). 

54 1 a. They managed to fix the wall without moving the 
clock. 

b. * They managed to Pix itA without moving the clock,. 

The existence of an alternative expJ.anation for the ungram- 

maticality of (Sob) makes the data in (50) essectially irrele- 

31. But see Cinque (1986), (1987) for a detailed working out 
of these issues. 



vnnt to the question of indexing A'-operators. If the only 

thing ruling out (50b) is the "backwards pronominalizationR 

constraint and if A/-operators may be freely indexed at SS, 

then resumptive pronouns should license parasitic gaps in 

constructions where haskvards pronominalization is allowed. 

Thin seems to be the case, as illustrated below. 

55 a. Dovranno convocare anche il poliziotto che lo ha 
arrenteto prima di poter interrogare Gianni 
'they will also have tc summon the policemen who 
arrested him before they will he able to inter- 
rogate Gianni' 

b. Oianni,, che dsvranno convocare anche il polizi- 
otto che lo, ha arrestato pr.ima dl poter l.nter- 
rogarc e,, . . . 
'G., who they will also have to summon the police-. 
man who arreat d him before they will be able to 
interrogate e, . . . ' 

The gram~~iaticality of (S5a! indicates that backwards pronomi- 

nalization is allawed and, as predicted, the gap is also 

licensed. Within Cinque'e framework it isn't really correct to 

say that, in (55b1, the resumptive Fronoun licenses the para- 

sitic gap. It i , rather the operator itself which 1icer:oes the 

gap by virtus of an SS A/-chain-formation algorithm. It i~ 

therefore crucial to Cinque's aria-ysis that such operators, 

base-generated in A. -positions, bear an index at SS. 

The grammarictility of (54b) does not "provei' that wh- 

operators base-generated in A/-pasitions are indexed at SS. 

Yhile (55b) is consistent. with an analysis such as Cinque's 

which depends on that assumption, (5Sb) is also consistent 

with the derivation in (51 1 withic t i r ~  8 a r r i e r ~  fr.ameworlc. 



Neither approach can handle the contrast between (5Sb)  and 

(50b) without some additional proviso regarding backwards 

pronominalization. The data which have been discussed so far 

can give insight into the queetion of whether or not wh-opera- 

tors base-generated in A/-positions are indexed at SS only 

insofar as the competing hypotheses are emb~aded in theories 

and the question can be answered only by comparing theories, 

or fragments of theories, which differ on this point. The ex- 

tent to which an analysis succeeds in offering interesting 

explanations for a wide range of phenomena related to the 

question is the extent to which we have a basis for answering 

it in the negative or the affirmative. 

Cinque's approach will be weakened if there is a con- 

struction such that the following hold of it: (1) a gap is 

bound by an operator base-generated in an A/-positJ.on; (11) 

the structural relationship between the operator and gap ful- 

fills all the conditions which Cinque's analysis imposes; 

(ill) the construction is ungr.emmatlca1. Before discussing a 

construction which, I believe, has these characteristics, I 

will briefly summarize Cinque's analysis of parasitic gaps. 

Cinque (1986) argues that in certain contexts where A / -  

movement is impossible, A/-c ains may neverthfless be formed 

by means of a "null resumptiv? pronounA strategy. Two assump- 

tions are crucial to this approach: (1) wh-operators may be 

base-generated in SPEC of CP and indexed by SS and (ii: pro is 

identified ( i . e .  receives phi-features) under local binding by 

an operator (as well as by being in an appropriate relation- 

- 183 - 



ship with a "richR AGR). Unlike overt reaumptive pronouns, pro 

munt form an A'-chain with its binder at SS in order to be 

properly identified. Finally, the following conditions must be 

met for At-bound pro to be licensed. 

56 1 a. pro is governed by an X 0  ( #  P in non-P-stranding 
languages) 

b. every maximal projection which dominates pro but 
does not dominate the operator A/-bCnding pro must 
be selected in the canonical direction by an X 0  
category 

(561 is essentially a constraint on g-projection formation 

which incorporates both the directional aspect of Kayne (1983) 

and the proper government constraint of Longobardi (1984). 

Cinque analyzes not only parasitic gap constructions, but also 

constructions of 'apparent NP extractionR (extraction from 

adjuncts) and COD constructions (touah-constructio~~s, purpose 

clauses, degree clauses, etc.) as involving the A/-bound pro 

strategy. 

Consider now the constructions in (57). (57a) contains a 

gap within the post-verbal relative clause subject of an erga- 

t.ive verb; in (57b,c) gaps are contained within NPs which have 

undergone Heavy NP Shift and in (57d,ei the gaps are within 

relative clauses in object position. 

57 ) a. + L'uomo che arrivano Ctutti quelli che conoscono el 
the man that arrived everyone who knows e 
'the man that everyone who knows arrived ' 

b. + the candidate that Mary interviewed before the 
election, everyone who knew e 

c. * the crime that Mary interviewed at headquarters, 
everyone who witnessed e 

d. ? +  L'uomo che ammiri C tutti quelli che conoscono e I 
e. ? +  the man that you admire C everyone who knows e I 



It cannot be backwards pronominalization which rules out the 

sentences In (57) a s  there is no resumptive pronoun to trigger 

a violation. All of these constructions involve gaps inside 

relative clauses. Cinque assumea the C W p  NP CP 3 analysis of 

relatives which, in concert with (56b) predicts that the sen- 

tences in (57) should be ruled out: CP is not selected (in sny 

direction) by an X0 category. This result is fine for the con- 

structions in ( 5 7 )  and (581, but problematic for grammatical 

parasitic gaps constructions such as (58). 

58) a present that [everyone who John gives e to1 admires t 

59) a man that Ceveryone who meets el admires t 

For Cinque, it is necessary to find a way to allow the g- 

projection of the parasitic gap (his A'-bound pro) in (59) to 

extend past the CP to the topmost NP node of the relative 

clause. Adopting the Vacuous Movement Hypothesis of Barriers, 

based on proposals in George (19801, Cinque suggests that rise- 

lected in the canonical direction by an X0 categoryn in (56) 

be replaced by "properly governedn, where the latter relation 

includes the formsr plus antecedent government. He then pro- 

poses to account for the facts in (57) - ( 5 9 )  by means of the 

following additional assumptions: (a) the NP and CP in a rela- 

tive clause share an index only when the head of CP agrees 

with the NP; (bl an element in SPEC of CP may be interpreted 

as the head of CP, as long as C is null; ( c )  if the NP is co- 

indexed with the CP it antecedent governs the CP; t d )  if C is 



not the head of CP then IP in .not selected by any X0 category. 

Note that the agreement relation required by (a) may not be 

facilitated by freely assigned indices or by accidental ccre- 

ference. A s  is described in the discussion of (60a) below, the 

account of ( 5 9 )  requires a series of instances of agreement 

very much like the agreement chain of chapter two. 

I will now demonstrate how this analysis accounts for 

the relevant facts, beginning with the contrast between ( 5 8 )  

and ( 5 9 ) .  Coneider the two relative clause structures given 

below; (60a) corresponds to ( 5 8 )  and (60b) to (59). iIn both 

structures ':he g-projection of the parsitic gap el is ~ndica- 

ted by superscript. 

60 a. NP b. NP' 
/ \ / \ 

NP I CP I NP I CPi ' 
/ \ / \ 

wh 1 C ' C' 
/ \ / \ 

C IP' c IP1 
/ \ / \ 

NP If whr I' 
/ \ / \ 

I VP' I VP1 
/ \ / \ 

/ \ v e ... el.. . ti. . . 

In (60a) the head of CP is wh,, not C. Therefore, IP is not 

selected by an X0 category and the g-projection of el, the 

parasitic gap, may not project beyond IP. (60a) is izorrectly 

ruled out because the g-projection of the parasitic gap cannot 

project to a node which will allow it to connect with the g- 

projection of the nrealn gap. In (60b) the VMH allows the sub- 



ject wh-phrase to remain in situ. This means that the head of 

CP is C and IP is selected by C. But this only allows the g- 

projection of e1 to project to IP. In order for it to project 

to NP, CP must be antecedent governed by NP. Cinque proposes 

that this agreement is accomplished by the following chain of 

agreement: the subject wh-phrase agrees with INFL, INFL agrees 

with C, C agrees with CP. 

A problem remaining with this set of proposals is that 

(57d,e) are predicted to be grammatlcal; just as in (59) the 

g-projection of the gap will project to the NP dominating the 

relative clause. This node is selected in the canonical direc- 

tion by V and, therefore, the g-projection of the gap is Zi- 

censed to continue up the tree to the antecedent. Cinque notes 

this problem and suggests that the two means of building g- 

projections are incompatible when they occur in a certain 

order. Specifically, a g-projection which has been built on 

the basis of antecedent government may not be extended to 

additional nodes on the basis of selection by an X O  cateyory. 

Cinque's basic proposal, that parasitic gaps are A / -  

bound pro, is interesting and offers a potentially elegan+ so- 

lution to many of the most p~oblematic aspects of these, and 

other, constructions. However, the auxiliary assumptions need- 

ed to account for the data in 1:57) - (59) are ad hoc and com- 
plex. Let's consider now how the proposals made in this chap- 

ter to account for parasitic gap constructions deal with the 

same range of data. 



The problem, as above, is to rule out sentences ouch as 

(57) and (58) while allowing ( 5 9 ) .  1 will begin with t57d,e). 

There are two possible derivations which must be ruled out for 

sentences such as these: one involving movement. from within 

the relative clause and the other involving an overt operator 

base-generated in SPEC of CP and a nuli operator (A'-pro) 

moved to a relative clause internal position. The latter 

option gives an SS representation as in (61) for sentences 

like (S7d, e 1 .  

If we aasume that there is no SS indexing of  operator^: b&se- 

generated in At-positions, then (61) will be ru:r.ed out because 

the variable will not be identified in accnrdance with our 

earlier assu~ptions. If the wh-operator may be caindexed wit5 

the variable at SS, the structure will st.'ll be ruled out by 

the Subjacency Condition: bctween the Link (wh,pro) at least 

two barriers intervene, VP and IP. It seems that, given the 

approach to cheins and operatore developed thus far in this 

dissertatioii, we may aasume that elements base-generated in 

A'-positions bear indizes at SS with no fear of overgenerating 

and no need for auxiliary stipulations. 

One important point ~leeds to be clarified before we 

accept this conclusion: I stated immediately above that if the 

wh-operator in (61) bears an index at SS ths structure will 

nevertheless be ruled out by the Subjacency Condition. As 

formulated in the previous section, the Subjacency Condition 
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is a condition on chain links. The condition on variables 

proposed in 93.2.1, (32), requires only that a variable be 

bound by an A/-antecedent at SS and LF; it specifies nothing 

about whether the antesedent and the variable need to be co- 

members of a chain at SS. The question that we are now faced 

with is where to locate the responsibility for ruling out 

(61). There are two options: (1) we may stipulate that ele- 

ments base-generated in A/-positions cannot be indexed at SS 

or (ii) ve may add the requirement to (34) of 53.2.1 that the 

"antecedenta of a variable must be the head of the chain to 

which +.he variable belongs. It has often been argued that the 

null hypothesis with respect to indexing is that it be allowed 

to apply freely at DS and SS with other constraints ruling out 

improper configuratio.~~. Moreover, alternative (if) makes e x -  

plicit some of the assumptians behind the general use of the 

term wantecedent of a variable." Only in the case af those OWN 

conmtruct-'.ans involving null operators is wanta~cedentn sume- 

times uaed ta refer to samething other than the head of the 

A'-chain to which the variable belongs. Therefore, it seems 

reasonable to opt for option ( F i )  and reformulate ( 3 4 )  of 

53.2.1 as (62). 

62) A variable must be a member of a chain C such that the 
head of C bears phi-features. 

Other reformulations are possible and additional constraints 

governing the relatioliship between variables and their ante- 

cedents may be necessary to account for other phenomena, but 



(62) allows us to assume free indexing and still rule out the 

configuration in (61) via the Subjacency Condition. 

Returning to the data in ( 5 7 )  - (591, it must now be 

shown that my analysis b l o ~ k s  direct movement from within 

relative clauses, while still allowing the grammatical rela- 

tive clause parasitic gap construction in (59). Cinque (1986) 

rules out all kinds of direct movement from within (non-wh) 

islands by means discussed in chapter four. Since the Barriers 

framework, which I have adopted, does not take an "absolute 

islandn approach to bounding effects, the task is somewhat 

trickier and requires a reformulation of the definition of 

nbarriern as well as the adoption of the VMH. Recall that in 

chapter two I adopted a DP analysis of relative clauses as 

shown in (63) with some additional clause-internal structure 

given. 

Take first the case of ( 5 8 ) :  a is the wh-phrase wha, 13 is the 

lexical subject John, 7 is the DS position of pro. Assume that 

no SPEC of DP is available when a relative clause Is present; 

this is consistent with the Fukui & Speas (1986) idea that 



functional categories have one and only one SPEC position if 

the relative clause can be regarded as a specifier. If pro 

moves from its base-generated position it may adjoln to the 

relative clause VP, but there is no other possible landing 

site available for it within the CP or DP. A s  long as it 

remains adjoined tc VP, at least two barriers will separate 

the pro from the "realw gap. The complex chain in ( 5 8 )  will 

strongly violate the Subjacency Condition. 

Consider (59 )  now: R is the wh-phrase in situ, a is A t -  

pro and .r is the trace of pro-movement. As long as CP is not 

an inherent barrierae, only one barrier (DP) will separate A / -  

pro fram the real gap. (DP will be a barrier in ( 5 9 )  since it 

is a subject and, therefore, not L-marked according to the 

definitions in fn. 10 of chapter one.) However, if relative 

clause CPs are exempt from inherent barrierhood, e.g. if they 

are L-marked, then it will not be possible to rule out extrac- 

tion from within relative clausee. This is exactly the same 

point which led to the complications of Cinque's theory dis- 

cussed above. Rather than developing a comparsble set of sti- 

pulations to account far the exceptional nature of relative 

clause parasitic gap construcitons, I will leave the topic 

aside with a few final comments. In this section I have dis- 

cussed two alternatives to the Barriers enalysis of parasitic 

gap constructions, one which is compatible with free indexing 

32. "Inherent barrieru is used here to mean a barrier by 
virtue of being a EC, in contrast to the gossibility of 
inheriting barrierhood from a BC. 



of bane-generated A'-elements and another which requires free 

indexing. Both approaches are empirically more adequate than 

the Barriers analysis, but both are unable to account for 

relative clauss parasitic gaps without significant complica- 

tions. (The latter point is true of the Barriers analysis an 

well.) Further development and comparison of these analyses is 

needed to determine which is ultimat.ely preferable, but in any 

case, there seems to be little reason to retain the stipula- 

tion barring indexing of base-generated 8'-elements at SS. 

3.2.4 Chain Composition 

A question tha arises is whether the analysis outlined 

in the preceding sections differs substantively from the Bar-. 

riers process of chain composition. The definit'on of "corn- 

posed chain' and the subjacency restriction given in Barriers 

are as follows. 

64 If C = (a,, . . . , a, is the chain of the real gap, and C' 
= , is the chain of the parasitic gap, then 
the "composed chainn (C, C/ = ( a, , . . . , a,, El,,..., fl,,) is 
the chain associated with the parasitic gap construction 
and yields its int.erpretatlon. ((130);~. 5 6 )  

6 5 )  The operator of the parasitic gap muat be 0-subjac~nt to 
the head of the A-chain of the real gap. ((154);~. 67) 

In order to sat.isfy the 0-suhjacency requirement, the null 

operator is allowed to adjoin to the adjunct PP and remain in 

this adjoined position at SS in parasitic gap constructions. A 

null operator adjoined to an adjunct PP, as shown in (66), 

will be 0-subjacent to a gap within the VP, e.g. in the pasi- 



tion of a, but not to a subject gap in the position of R. Note 

that this approach require8 that adjunct PPs be included by VP 

rather than adjoined to VP or daughter to IP. 

There are several problems with this approach. First, as 

Chomsky notes, if null operators are involved in the deriva- 

tion of parasitic gaps in subjects (e.g. "the man who close 

friends of e admire t R )  0-subjacency could never be satisfied 

unless the null operator adjoined to or moved out of the sub- 

ject NP. Both possibilities are ruled out for independent rea- 

sons within the Barriers system. Secondly, if the null opera- 

tor can adjoin to PP, there is nothing to prevent it frgm 

moving on to a VP-adjoined position, as illustrated in (67). 

67 a. + Which paper, t, fell off the desk before John 
reed e, 

'n this position the null operator is 0-subjacent to the sub- 

ject gap, t,, Thus, the 0-subjacency proposal would fail at 

the task for which it was specifically formulated: explaining 

why c-commanding traces do not licenee parasitic gaps. Final- 

ly, given the rest of the Barriers framework, adjunction to PP 

allows extraction from non-arguments without any subjacency 

violation whatever; this point will be discussed in more 

detail in chapter four. 



It should also be noted that the 0-~ubjacency condition 

of ( 6 5 )  must be regarded as a new constraint within the gram- 

mar. In Barriers Chomaky remarks that 0-subjacency is essenti- 

ally government without c-command. However, there is no other 

instance in the grammar where "government without c-commandR 

is relevant, nor is it obvious that a constraint which does 

not include c-command or m-command as a necessary requirement 

has any conceptual relation to government. (65) is intended to 

account for sentences such as ( 6 7 ) ;  assuming that the relevant 

part of the SS representation of (67) is as in (661, with R = 

t, only one barrier (VP) includes the nuJ.1 operator and 

excludes R .  The intervention of a single barrier results, in 

this case, in severe ungrammaticality as com~ared with the 

sentences in (461, in which the chain is a l ~ o  broken by one 

barrier. If ( 6 5 )  is to be taken as a variant of subjacency, it 

is not clear why this difference in grammaticality exists.3a 

The Subjacency Condition which applies to members of complex 

chains under the analysis I am proposing is the same Subja- 

cency Condition which applies to all members of A'-chains and, 

in this respect, it differs significantly from the 0-~ubja- 

cency requirement of (65). 

Aoun & Clark (1984) correctly point out that, given the 

grammaticality of (68a-c), the chain composition approach 

33. However, H. Lasnik (p.c. points out that the 0-subjacency 
requirement on chain composition is a condition on the 
applicability of an operation other than Move a, something 
rather different than the Subjacency Condition. Thus, it might 
be expected to yield a different degree of ungrammaticality 
than a Subjacency Condition violation. 



cannot account for the ungrammaticality of (68d). 

68 ) a. quel livrel Jean a offert tl A Pierre [sans avoir 
rnis el sur la tablel 

b. quel livrel Jean sait Cque tu as offert ti 13 
Pierre Csans avoir mis el 6ur la table11 

c. quel livrel Jean salt CA qui, offrir tl t, I 
d. + quel livrel Jean a su C A  qui, offrir ti t, Csans 

avoir mis el sur la tablel 

The Barriers approach predicts that both (68a) and (68d) will 

be grammatical since the null operator in the adjunct clause 

bears exactly the same relation to the real gap, tl, in both. 

Consider now (69b), in which extraction aver two barriers (in 

this case, ;?r! adjunct PP and a wh-island) induces ungrammati- 

cality. 

69 a. quelle personnel Jean a essayer Cde quitter Paris 
C sans rencontrer t1 I I 

b. quelle personnel Jean se demande [comment quitter 
Paris Csans rencontrer till 

The complex chain analysis of parasitic gap constructions cor- 

rectly predicts that (68d), in which the chain is broken by 

(approximately) the same barl-iersa4 which rule out (69b), is 

also ungrammatical. 

?'he judgements in (68) and ( 6 9 )  are those given by Aoun 

& Clark. My French informants rate the sentences 02 (68) and 

(691, relative to each other, as follows: (68~) = OK; (68a) = 

? ;  (68b1, (Ei9a) = ? ' ;  (68ci), (69b) = . Extraction out of PP 

adjuncts seems to degrade nlightly under embedding even when a 

34. See 53.2.2 for a discussion of tne difference between 
direct extraction from adjuncts and parasitic gap construc- 
tions. 



wh-island is not involved, e.g. (69a). Judgements are delicate 

since extraction out af PP adjuncts in French, as in English, 

is sensitive to the transitivity of the adjacent verb and 

other, possibly lexical, factors which are not well under- 

stood. As in English, there exist parastic gap constructions 

with structures parallel to that in (68d) whlch are much more 

acceptable, especially when they involve wh-islands created by 

adjunct movement, as in (70). 

70) La boucle d'oreille que tu sais comment reparer sans 
abrmer . . . 
'the earring that you know how to repair without 
damaging . . . ' 

For further discussion of constructions like (701, see 5 4 . 5 .  

Aspects of the Aoun & Clark analysis of parasitic gap con- 

structions are discussed in the next section. 

3.2.6 Conditions on Null Operators 

In the complex chain analysis of paraeitic gap con- 

structions the A/-pro fails to be identified by agreement, the 

only means of identification available for a null pronominal; 

it is licensed, therefore, only as an intermediate ec in an 

A/-chain. There is no condition which applies specifically to 

the At-pro in a parasitic gap construction; it must be 1- 

subjacent to the real gap, but this is an unexceptional sub- 

case of the Subjacency Condition, which applies to all members 

of A'-chains at SS. This approach is very different from one 

which imposes conditions on the null operator itself, e . g .  



Stowell (1985b) or Aoun & Clark (1984; hereafter, A&C). While 

there is no a priori reason to prefer one of these two types 

of approaches to the other, in this section I will discuss 

some evidence which suggests the conditions an null operators 

imposed by the analyses of Stowell and A&C are incorrect. 

Stowell suggests that, in order to be licensed, a nu11 

operator receives kwh from its local binder. Arguing that, in 

(71a), the real gap, t, locally binds the null operatoras but 

that the wh-operator is the local binder in (71b), he accounts 

for the multiple interrogation reading that some speakers get 

for (71b).aa 

71) a. which paper did you file t without C Op 
reading e 1 

b. who did you give C Op pictures of e I to t 

However, if the relevant binding relation between the null 

.operattir and its local antecedent involves c-command or m- 

command, it is difficult to see how either of the real gaps in 

(72) could be taken as the local binder. 

72 a. Who did you see C a picture of t I before 
meeting e 

b. Which paper did Bill say that, without even 
reading e, Mary knew you shoulan't publish t 

35. If null operators may be identified by NPs in A-positions, 
it is not obvious why wh-in-situ, quantifiers and other NPs do 
not license parasitic gaps. 

36. The multiple-wh reading for sentences such as (71b) was 
first noticed by Robin Clark. 



If the overt wh-operator is the local binder for the null ope- 

rator, we would expect to get multiple interrogation readings 

for the sentences in (721, which is not possinle. It could be 

argued that the null operator picks up the feature C-whl from 

an intermediate trace, either adjoined to VP in (?2a) or in 

the intermediate SPEC of CP in (72b). However, if null opera- 

tors can pick up C-whl from intermediate traces then we would 

expect the null operator in (71b) to be C-whl as well. I 

assume intermediate traces are C-whl based on the arguments in 

Lasnik & Saito (1984).=' 

Within the generalized binding framework adopted by A&C, 

a null operator is classified as an anaphor which occurs in an 

A+-position and which must be bound at SS by an antecedent in 

an A'-position within its governing category. The A&C analysis 

is similar to Stowell's in that it requirez the null operator 

to have an antecedent; it is similar to the complex chain ana- 

lysis in that it imposes a locality condition (via the govern- 

ing category) on the null operator as well. The governing ca- 

tegory of an anaphor in [SPEC, CPI is taken to be the superor- 

dinate CP containing the anaphor. In (73) all conditions are 

met and the sentence is grammatical. 

73) Which paper did you read t C p  before C C  Op C I PRO 
filing ell1 

37. At least in English, complicating factors make it impos- 
sible to test whether thooe null operators which should have 
the feature +wh can satisfy selectional requirements. 



(74) is ruled out because there is no A/-binder for the null 

operator at SS. 

7 4 )  Who read which paper, [before L C  Opi C PRO 
filing ell.. . 

In (75) the At-antecedent of the null operator (which article) 

is outside the operator's governing category, CP2; the sen- 

tence is corr-ectly predicted to be ungrammatical. ( ( 7 5 )  = 

A & C ' s  (15b)) 

75) + Which article should I study t thoroughly [before 
CI call the author [without C C p ,  Op Creviewing e111111 

Now consider the sentences in (76). 

76 1 a. which car did John know how to fix t without 
permanently damaging e 

b. which test did you claim to know how to administer 
t before even examining e 

c. which vegetable did you wonder whether to peel t 
before cooking e 

All of these sentences have essentially the structure shown 

schematically in ( 771 .aa  

According to the Aoun & Clark analysis, the governing category 

for the null operator is CP2, not the matrix CP. These senten- 

ces should, therefore, be as ungrammat.ica1 as ( 7 5 ) .  This is 

clearly not the case; in fact, (76a-c) exhibit the level of 

38. ( 7 6 ~ )  differs from (76a,b) in that whether is a complernen- 
tizer rather than an XP in [SPEC, CPI, at least at SS. This is 
irrelevant for the following discussion. 



mild ungrammatic~~ity usually associated with non-CED-type 

subjacency violations. 

It might be argued, following essentially Bordelois 

(19861, that a controlled PRO does not constitute an acces- 

sible subject and that, in cases such as (7Ga-c), the govern- 

ing category must be extended to the matrix CP, i.e. a 

governing category must include the lexical "headw of an 

NP. . . PRO control. sequence. In this case, (76a-c) should be 
acceptable while (78) should be ruled out. 

78) which car did you wonder how Bill had repaired t without 
permanently damaging e 

While (78) is worse than (76a-c), it does not seem to be as 

ungrammatical as (751, a fact which remains unexplained under 

the Aoun & Clark analysis. Notice, however, that the differ- 

ence in ungrammaticality between (76a-c1 and (781 is compa- 

rable to the difference in ungrammaticality between (79a1 and 

(79b). 

79 1 a. which car did you wonder how to repair t 
b. which car did you wonder how Bill had repaired t 

A reasonable hypothesis is that the difference in grammatica- 

lity between (76a-c) and (78) may be attributed to the well- 

known observation that finite sentences incur more severe Sub- 

jacency Condition violations than infinitivals. 

Assuming, as I have, that there is a single, complex A ' -  

chain in parasitic gap constructions leads to tk~e prediction 

that (76a-c1 and (781 will be roughly as grammatical as simi- 
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lar sentences with direct extraction from PP adjuncts, such as 

those below. 

80 a. which alarm did John know how to escape without 
triggering e 

b. which test did you claim to know how to relax 
before taking e 

c .  which medicine did you wonder whether to lie down 
before taking e 

d. which alarm did you wonder how Bili had escaped 
without triggering e 

While the eentences in (80) are somewhat worse than their 

parjasitic gap counterparts, this is predicted by my analysis, 

since direct extraction crosses an additional weak boundary. 

(See the discussion in 83.2.2. 

It seems that the strong ungrammaticality of ( 7 5 )  may 

involve factors unrelated to the null operator. Consider that 

the configuration of adjunctx in ( 7 5 )  is somewhat deviant even 

in a non-parasitic gap construction. 

81) I studied that article thoroughly before I called the 
author without reviewing it. 

The complicating factor here seems to be the compatibility of 

various prepositional adjuncts with other embedded adjuncts. 

Obviously, the temporal prepositions before and after are 

mutually incompatible. Only after seems to be compatible with 

embedded while, however. 

8 2 )  I read your letter Cafter/+before grading papers [while 
listening to Mozart33 



The status of sentences with before/after embedded under while 

is less clear. 

83) I read your letter [while listening to Mozart 
Iafter/before grading papers11 

The problem with assesaing (83) is that the interpretation 

seems to be the same whether the second adjunct is embedded or 

not. Therefore, it is difficult to tell whether the embedded 

reading is really available. While before and without seem to 

be incompatible in the order shown in (75), the reverse order 

of embedding is somewhat better. 

8 4 )  I decided to leave Cwithout calling you before I spoke 
to John1 

In this case, it is easier to discern the matrix and embedded 

reading of the second adjunct. Other asymmetries surely exist, 

but, aa I have no explanation for these facts at present and 

since the relevant point in regard to ( 7 5 )  has been mcde, I 

will leave the topic to further research. 

3.3 The Anti-C-Command Constraint 

3.3.1 nReconstructionn and C-Command 

One of the characteristic properties of parasitic gap 

conetructions is the requirement that the nLicensingn gap must 



not c-command the parasitic gap.a9 Sentences such as those in 

(85) are taken as evidence for this anti-c-command constraint. 

85 1 a. the artizle that I read t before filing e 
b. the movie that everyor,@ who sees e enjoys t 
c. * the book that t fell out the window before you 

could catch e40 

Sentences of the following sort (noticed by Barss & Engdahl) 

indicate that the anti-c-command constraint is not derivable 

from some property of subject gaps. 

86 a. which papers did John decide to tell his secretary 
t were unavailable before reading e 

b. which papers did John decide, before reading e, to 
tell his secretary t were unavailable 

c. * which papers t were unavailable before you 
discovered e 

In (86a) the position of the adjunct is ambiguous and the 

status of the sentence is unclear. However, when the subject 

gap clearly fail8 to c-command the parasitic gap, as in (86b), 

the sentence is grammatical. 

39. This was first discussed in Taroldsen (1979); further 
development and discussion of this property appears in Engdahl 
(19831, Chomsky (1982, 1986) and in much other work. 

40. It is necessary to use a tensed adjunct clause to demon- 
strate the anti-c-command effect since the subjects of these 
adjunct clauses are controlled by the nearest subject when 
they are PRO. This then creates a condition C violation in the 
adjunct clause, as illustrated below. 

i) * the articler that t i  fell out the window before 
PRO, reading e, 

While a tensed clause generally degrades the acceptability of 
parasitic gap construct.ions, the contrast between (ii) and 
( 8 5 ~ )  is still strong. 

ii the book that I dropped t before you could catch e 



In CC the anti-c-command constraint follows from Binding 

Condition C: in a structure such as that in' (87), the e, is C- 

commanded by a coindexed argument, t,. 

87 C C  which papers, C r t, were . . . C P  before you 
discovered e, I I I 

Under the CC analysis there are no intermediate traces between 

t, and ei in (87) and, therefore, it will also be ruled out 

because e, is locally A-bound and so does not meet the contex- 

tual definition of a variable. 

Contreras (1984, 1987) argues that c-command4' does hold 

between the object and adjunct phrase in parasitic gaps on the 

basis of the ungrammaticality of sentences like ( 8 8 ) .  

88) John filed them1 withcut reading Mary's articles, 

He argues further that (88) cannot be ruled out by some con- 

straint on backwards pronominalization because such sentences 

improve when c-command does not hold. 

89 a. John filed theirl erti~les without meeting those 
studentsi 

b. John filed the articles about them, without 
meeting those students, 

He proposes that a null operator intervenes between the para- 

sitic gap and mrealm gap in both (85a) and (85c), e.Liminating 

the relevance of c-.command in ruling out ( 8 5 ~ ) .  

41. The definition of c-command relevant for Contreras must be 
equivalent to what I term nm-commandw. This will also be the 
case for the proposal made by Barss, Johnson end Saito, which 
is discussed in text below. 



The 0-subjacency approach proposed in Barriers to 

account for anti-c-command effects has been summarized above. 

Returning to the idea that c-command must not hold 

bet-ween the real gap and parasitic gap, there are several ways 

to account for Contreras' observation. One approach (suggested 

by Barss, Johnson & Saito, p. c. involves base-generating the 

adjunct under VP and allowing extraposition in the case of 

parasitic gap f o r m a t i ~ n . ~ ~  This type of derivation is illus- 

trated in simplified form in (90). 

90 a. ... C u p  V u C p p  ... R ... 1 1  . . .  
b. ..a C u p *  L:vp V u I C p p  R ... I 

In the derived structure (gob) c-command does not hold between 

a and f3 and the anti-c-command constraint is not violated. 

In Browning (1986) I discussed a similar proposal which 

was finally rejected for reasons which I will now discuss. 

First, consider the sentence in (91), in which it seems rea- 

sonable to assume that the CP complement is base-generated in 

a position m-commanded by the NP complement. 

91) Who, did you warn ti Cop, that the police would 
arrest e, I 

As in the case of (85a) above, we might argue that the 

category containing the parasitic gap, the CP complement in 

this case, is in an extraposed position at SS. The relative 

42. Another approach is to say that extraposition occurs in 
every case, but interpretation under Rreconstructin~~R is 
obligatory for names and not for parasitic gaps. 



unacceptability of (921, in which the =omplementizer is null 

may be evidence that the CP is in an ungoverned position. 

92) Who did you warn t Cthe police would arrest el 

Speakers generally find (92) somewhat worse than (91). This is 

consistent with the proposal (Stowell 1981; Kayne 1981) that 

null complementizers appear only in properly governed posi- 

tions. 

A possible problem for this approach is raised by sen- 

tences such as (93) in which an adjunct containing a parasitic 

gap is preposed outside of the SS c-domain of the overt wh- 

operator.4a These sentences are acceptable in Italian with 

only a slight degree of marginality. 

93) 2 Senza conoscere e prima bene, non so proprio quale altra 
ragazza Gianni sarebbe disposto a sposare t 

'Without PRO, knowing e, well beforehand, I really don't 
know which girl, Gianni, would be ready to marry t,.' 

The adjunct in (93) is interpreted as if in its base-generated 

position, as shown by control of the adjunct subject. An 

adjunct which originates in a higher clause cannot contain a 

parasitic gap. Consider, for example, the sentences in ( 9 4 )  

which are analogous to (93) except that the adjunct is 

43. These sentences are from Longobardi (1985) where the 
interesting properties of topicalization in Italian were first 
brought to my attention; as Eongobardi argues for a connected- 
ness analysis of these sentences, he does not discuss the 
ramifications which they have for the anti-c-command 
constraint. 



associated with the matrix clause, es indicated by matrix 

subject control of the adjunct nubject. 

94 a. + Senza PROi conoscere el prima bene, (io, ) non so 
proprio quale altra ragazzaJ Gianni sarebbe 
disposto a sposare tJ 

'Without PRO, knowing eJ well beforehand, I, 
really don't know which girlj Gianni would be 
ready to marry t,. ' 

b. * Prima di PROl aver letto eJ attentamente, (io, 
non riesco proprio a imlnaginare quale libroJ Maria 
accetterebbe di pubblicare eJ nella sua collana. 

'Before PRO, reading eJ carefully, I, really can't 
imagine which book, Maria would accept to publish 
tJ in her series. ' 

c. Pur senza PRO, aver letto eJ attentamente, (io, 
non credo che questo libroJ Maria accetterebbe di 
puhblicare eJ nella sua collsna. 

'Though PROl not having read eJ carefully, I, do 
not believe that, this bookJ, Maria would accept 
to publish tJ in her series. 

The contrast between ( 9 3 )  and (94) indicates that these para- 

sitic gap constructions are judged to well-formed or ill- 

formed on the basis of the pre-topicalized position of the 

adjunct containing the parasitic gap. Even "under reconstruc- 

tion" the parasitic gaps in (94) will not lie within the scope 

of the licensing operator. 

The evidence presented thus far indicates only that 

parasitic gap constructions mav be judged for well-formedness 

on the basis of the pre-movement position of the adjunct. 

Where it is necessary to meet scope requirements, as in (93), 

wreconstructionw applies. It could be argued that, where it 

would result in 8 Binding Condition C violation, as it might 



in (85a), *reconstructionw does not apply. If a sentence such 

as ( 8 5 ~ )  could not be saved by topicalizing the adjunct, then 

we would have evidence that an adjunct is obligatorily "recon- 

structedw to its DS position and that the anti-c-command 

constraint holds. The necessary sentence is difficult to 

construct for several reasons. In English, tho effects of the 

Subjacency Condition, the relative awkwardness of topicaliza- 

tion (compared with Italian) and the additional unacceptabi- 

lity triggered by the tensed adjunct clause obscure the rele- 

vant contrast between the (a) and (b) sentences below. 

95) a. Which candidate, did you say that, while you 
interviewed e,, John thought t, would be evaluated 

b. Which candidatei did you say that, while you 
interviewed el, John thought we could evaluate t, 

96 a. Before you met el, I can't remember which author, 
ti was interviewed 

b. Before you met el, I can't remember which authori 
I interviewed ti 

If adjunct movement cannot save an ill-formed structure, then 

(95a) and (96a) should be significantly worse than (95b) and 

(96b). This contrast seems rather clear in (95) but both 

sentences in (96) are, for me, strongly ungrammatical. The 

relevant contrast is more clear in the Italian version of 

44. A note on notation: Lor~gobardi gives parasitic gap con- 
structions with adjuncts in situ and those with topicalized 
adjuncts the same rating: 2 .  My informants judged the topica- 
lized structures to be marginally more deviant, e.g. ??,  than 
the non-topic~lized versions. Even given the increased devi- 
ance of all topicalized constructions, a sharp contrast 
between (97a) and (97b) was reported. 



97 a. + Prima che hai conosciuto el, non ricordo quale 
autore t, era stato intervistato 

b. ? Prima che hai conosciuto el, non ricordo quale 
autore, ha intervistato ti 

As indicated, extraction from subject does not license a 

parasitic gap even when the adjunct is topicalized outside of 

the c-domain of the 

It should be noted that the movement allegedly respon- 

sible for voiding a potential anti-c-command constraint viola- 

tion in (85a) is rightward movement, a form of extraposition, 

while the movement which has been central to my counterargu- 

ment above is leftward movement, topicalization. It has often 

been pointed out that these two types of movement differ in 

some respects, e.g. bounding constraints, which might indicate 

that we are dealing with two significantly different opera- 

tions. Nevertheless, I have proceeded under the assumption 

that the two types of movement behave identically with respect 

to ureconstructionR. The complex chain analysis allows a 

return to the binding theoretic account of anti-c-command 

effects proposed in CC and is consistent with the obligatory 

ureconstructionu of adjuncts, i.e. with interpreting them as 

if in their base-generated posit.ions. 

45. The example is equally bad with a non-derived subject, as 
illustrated by (i). 

i)  + Prima che hai conosciuto el, non ricordo quale 
scienziatol tl ha vinto il premio Nobel 



3.3.2 Some Consequences for the Connectedness Condition 

It is well-known that A/-movement from a c-commanding 

subject position or from a position which is "too highw in the 

tree does not license parasitic gaps. Within the "Connected- 

ness' framework these are sub-cases of the same general con- 

straint on well-formed structures: ungrammaticality results 

whenever the g-projection set of a gap fails to include the 

node immediately dominating its antecedent. Sentences such as 

those in (98a) and (98b) are then ruled out for the same 

reason: the g-projection set of the parasitic gap fails to 

form a unified subtree with the g-projection set of the reel 

gap, as shown schematically in ( 9 8 ~ )  and (gad). 

98 a. + which paper t fell off the table before John could 
catch t 

b. whol did you warn tr t that John, had telephoned 
the police C before PROl meeting with el 3 1  



wh 

NP Infl VPI 

/ I \  
NP Infl VPp 

It is necessary for the analysis of sentences such as (97b) 

that the g-projection set of a gap does not end with the node 

immediately dominating its antecedent, but rather, continues 

up the tree until one of the conditions for g-projection f o r -  

mation fails to be met. This predicts that extraction configu- 

rations such as those in (98a) and (98b) should license a 

parasitic gap when the adjunct clauee is topicalized. In the 

sentences of (99) the "realn gap is in a higher clause than 

the adjunct containing the parasitic gap and they are predic- 

tably ungrammatical. 

99 1 a. Non potevo ricordarmi chil ti ha detto che Maria 
ha rapinato la banca, dopo che ha lasciato el 
'I couldn't remember who1 t, told you that Maria 
had robbed a bank after she left el' 

b. Non potevo ricordarmi chil hai detto che MariaJ he 
rapinato la banca, dopo che ha lasciato e1 
'I couldn't remember who, you told tl that Maria 
robbed a bank after she left el' 



As shown in (1001, when pronouns are substituted for the para- 

sitic gaps, the sentences are good both with and without pre- 

posed adjuncts. 

100) a. Non potevo ricordarmi chi1 ti ha detto che Maria 
ha rapinato la banca, dopo che loI ha lasciato 
'I couldn't remember whoi t, told you that Maria 
had robbed a bank after she left himI' 

b. Non potevo ricordarmi chi1 hai detto che Maria, ha 
rapinato la banca, dopo che 101 ha lasciato 
'I couldn't remember who1 you told t, that Maria 
robbed a bank after she left himi.' 

c. Dopo che loI ha lasciato, non potevo ricordarmi 
chiI ti ha detto che Maria ha rapinato la banca 
'After she left him1, I couldn't remember who1 t1 
told you that Maria robbed a bank.' 

d. Dopo che lo, ha lasciato, non potevo ricordarmi 
chi1 ha1 detto che Maria] ha rapinato la banca. 
'After she left himI, I couldn't remember who1 you 
told ti that Maria robbed a bank. ' 

Longobardi's analysis predicts that preposing the adjuncts in 

(99) will improve the sentences, but this is not the case, as 

shown by the ungrammaticality of (101). 

101) a. + Dopo che ha lasciato el, non potevo ricordarmi 
chii ti ha detto che Maria ha rapinato la banca 
'After she left el, I couldn't remember who1 ti 
told you that Maria had robbed a bank' 

b. + Dopo che ha lasciato el, non potevo ricordarmi 
chiI ha1 detto che Maria] ha rapinata la banca. 
'After she left el, I couldn't remember who1 you 
told ti that Maria robbed a bank. ' 

The extra embedding in ( 9 9 )  and (101), which is necessary in 

order to bypass the effects of matrix subject control of the 

adjunct subject, make the judgements here difficult. Neverthe- 

less, the contrast between (99)/(101) and sentences such as 



(97b) is quite sharp for native speakers. While the augmented 

connectedness approach of Longobardi (1985) cannot account for 

this contrast, it is predicted by the complex chain analysis 

which takes anti-c-command effects to be Binding Condition C 

violations. 

3.4 Notes Towards o Theory of Empty Cateqories 

In 52.3.6 I mentioned briefly the alternative theories 

of empty categories proposed by Brody (1985) and Barss (1986). 

Both theories account for the distribution of ECs by means 

other than assigning the Ckanaphor, fpronominall feature ma- 

trices which produce the familiar four-part typology that has 

been the basis for the propoeals made herein. Brody and Barss 

both offer cogent critiques of the traditional GB approach to 

ECs and their proposals are interesting and provocative. This 

section begins with a brief reflection on these two theories 

and ends with a sketch of hybrid theory of ECs which resembles 

more closely the traditional GB approach, but which incorpo- 

rates some of the insights from Brody (1985) and Barss (1986). 

The suggestions made in the latter part of this section are no 

more than possible directions for reoearch which I take up in 

more detail in work in progress. 

Brody (19851 points out that the distribution of trace 

(governed ECs) and PRO (ungoverned ECe) in the LGB version of 

GB theory "follows from the accidental interaction of two 

unrelated modules of grammar," namely, the ECP and Binding 

Theory. He argues that such an important aspect of the distri- 
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bution of ECs should not result from such a conspiracy, but 

should be encoded directly in deep principles of the grammar. 

He proposes that the government distinction should be accourlt- 

ed for by an appropriate reformulation of Case Theory, with 

other aspects of EC distribution falling under the Binding 

Theory. He first formulates the distinction between governed 

and ungoverned ECs as the One Fell Swoop EC Condition in (102) 

102) OFS EC Condition: An EC is the head of a chain iff it is 
ungoverned. 

and later as part of his Case-checking The Binding 

Theory is revised along the lines of Manzini (1983) under the 

assumption that all ECs are anaphors. 

Since there are no null pronoainals and since (102) pro- 

hibits the existence of a governed null head of e chain, Brody 

must regard the null subject of tensed sentences in null sub- 

ject languages as a non-head member of a chain headed by AGR 

on a par with the EC associated with clitics. Both ECs, like 

46. Brody's theory involves the following assumptions, among 
others: ECs do not bear case; lexical NPs and what are called 
wcase assignersw in a case assigning theory bear case inhe- 
rently; Rchainn refers to maximal chains only. The fol.lowing 
Conditions must be met: 

i 1 Case-linking Condition 

a. * NP unless Case-linked. 
b. NPr is Case-linked i f f  NPx is the head of a 

chaln. 

Case-matching Condition 

If NPr is Case-linked to y, then y has a Case that 
matches that of NP". 



all others, are pure anaphors. (102) encodes another crucial 

difference between Brody's theory and the GB approach to ECs: 

in the latter the trace left by wh-movement from an A-posi- 

103) What, did you buy ti 

heads an A-chain and is a non-head member of an A/-chain. In 

Erody's theory, tI in (103) is governed and, therefore, may 

not head a chain. It is only a non-head member of an A/-chain. 

It beems to me that this latter position misses an 

important fact about the types of chains that exist and the 

conditions which apply to them. Chains may be divided into 

three categories depending on the types of elements which they 

contain: A'-chains, A-chains and A/A/-chains (which I will 

call woperator-varioble These three types are 

illustrated in (104a,b,c) respectively. 

104) a. How do you [ t4 C think C ts that Jshn I ta C made 
so much money ti I I 111 

47. I will leave out of the discussion clitic chains and the 
chains formed between post.-verbal subjects and the preverbal 
ECEI with which they are associated. The latter seem to in- 
volve, like there-insertion structures, a type of A-chain. The 
former has sometimes been analyzed as an A/A/-chain. If the 
speculation 52.3.6 is correct, then clitic constructions 
involve a one-member A-chain (pro) identified by the clitic, 
which acts as a kind of agreement marker. T h i ~  hypothesis 
requires some additional assumptions to differentiate between 
the agreement markers in languages like Hindi and Navajo and 
clitics such as those in Romance languages. 

Note that the use of "operatorw here contradicts the usage 
settled on in chapter two. Thia usage is adopted for ease of 
reference and is not meant to invalidate the points made in 
the earlier discussion. 



b. John seems C t" to have beon insulted ti 3 
c. What do you C t4 C think C t3 that John C t" 

C bought t1 1 3 1 1 1 1  

I will not embark on an in , - I ,  dj.acussion of the locality 

conditions which apply to these fdtructures; chapter four con- 

t~ains extensive discussion of the differences between argu- 

nrents and non-arguments, complements and non-complements with 

respect to the ECP and the Sljbjacency Condition and empirical- 

ly motivated revisions of both. At this time I simply wish to 

point out a fact which, I believe, should be taken into ac- 

count in formulating a theory of empty categories and chains: 

chains which involve only one type of element ( i . e .  "Internal- 

ly consistentw chains) are subject to stricter locality 

constraints than are operator-variable chains. 

In earlier versions of the GB framework, the locality 

conditions which constrain (104al and (104b) are distinct. 

Thus, (105a) is ruled out by the ECF and (105b) by Binding 

Condition A. 

105) a. * How did you wonder whether John made so much 
money t 

b. * John seems that Bill admires t 

Steps tovards unifying the account of (105a) and (105b) are 

taken in Barriers and KoL where (105b) l a  ruled out by a com- 

bination of the ECP and Binding Condition C. Under the assump- 

tion thot the ECP reduces to antecedent government, if the NP . 

John moves from its base-generated position, t, to its SS 

position the empty category, t, will not be properly governed. 



(The Subjacency Condition will also be violated.) If John 

reaches its SS position by successive cyclic movement, as in 

(1061, then t will be antecedent governed by ti. 

106) ~ G h n  I t3 I seems C te that Bill L: t1 admires t 1 1  I 1  

However, because t is A/-bound at SS it can only be a varia- 

ble, an element subject to Binding Condition C in the revised 

version given below. ( ( 107) = (871, ch. 3, KoL 

107) An r-expression is A-free in the domain of the head of 
its maximal chain. 

The maximal chain to which t belongs includes John, a coin- 

dexed NP in an A-position; therefore, (106) is ruled out as a 

Binding Condition C violation. Notice that this ECP + Binding 

Condition C approach (which I will call the "improper movement 

analysis") is a way of expressing the constraint against A / -  

to-A movement; see (iic) of fn. 2 in chapter one for the for- 

mulation of this constraint given in Chomsky (1973). But no- 

tice that the improper movement analysis should only apply to 

chains involving ECs which are subject to the binding theory 

and, presumably, only null NPs are subject to the binding 

theory. Nevertheless, (108a) is just as bad as (108b). The 

same question arises for adjuncts, as in (108~). 

108) a. + Under the bed seems that it is considered t a good 
place to hide 

b. * John seems that it is considered t to be 
intelligent. 

c. + Buickly/on Tuesday/in the garage seems that John 
fixed the car. 



If (108a) and ( 1 0 8 ~ )  are given the structure in (1091, then 

the ECP will be ~atisfied.~. 

109) C c p  C l p  XP, C v p  t 1 4  C u p  seems C C p  t i 3  that C I P  John 
C  tiR I: fixed the car t l i  1 1 1 1 1 1  

Two options exist at this point: either t t l  in (108a) and 

( 1 0 8 ~ )  must be subject to the binding theory or there must be 

an independent means of ruling out A'-to-A movement. 

The approach I will propose involves taking the latter 

option and restating the problem so that it is not "how can we 

rule out A-to-A' movement?", but rather, 'how can we constrain 

the elements which can be co-members of a single chain so that 

we have only the three chain-types in (104)?" The first pro- 

posal is that the theory must contain a constraint which 

requires non-operator-variable chains to be internally con- 

sistent, e. g. (110). 

110) a. If C = a , .  . . , a 1 is an X, then Val 6 C, a, is in 
an X-position. 

b. X = (argument, non-argument) 

Operator-variable chains are made up of two internally consis- 

tent sub-chains. The set X in (1lOb) could be expanded to 

48. In the case of adjunct movement, the Minimality Condition 
of Barriers will rule out the structure in (109). However, 
this is not a desirable result, since the condition will also 
rule out the grammatical sentence in (i) for the same reason. 

1) How do you want John to fix the csr? 

See chapter four for discuesion of this and other aspects of 
the Barriers Minimality Condition, as well as a revised Mini- 
mality Condition which does not rule out (109). 



include "headn since head-to-head movument shows the same 

tight locality constraints as A-movement and adjunct movement. 

Ths analysis of raising and passives in Barriers pre- 

sents a problem for this proposal since in these cases it re- 

quires a non-NP head (e. g. I, A, or V )  to facilitate antece- 

dent g~vernment of the NP-trace. If the antecedent governors 

in such cases are considered to be part of the chain, then the 

chain is not internally consistent. However, the mechanisms 

required for the Barriers analysis are somewhat suspect, given 

the sharp ungrammaticality of (llla). 

111) a. Be, Johnl willl tl invitedl tl to the party?49 
+- t I I 

I I 

b. Johnl will1 be, invited, t to the party 

49. R. Kayne ( p .  c. first brought to my attention the fact 
that violations of the Head Movement Constraint (Travis 
(1984)) are more ungrammatical than other ECP violations. 
Compare (i) and (ii). 

i Who do you wonder why t left? 
ii Buy John will t a newspaper? 

In (i) the EC is in violation of the ECP; as a result the 
lower verb is without one of its arguments and the matrix wh- 
operator does not bind a licensed variable. Because the EC in 
(ii) is unlicensed we cannot regard (buy,t) as a discontinuous 
entity. There ie no verb in a position from which it could 9-  
mark and case-mark its arguments: t is not part of a verb and 
b u y  is not in a position from which it could 6-mark or case- 
mark its arguments. If we regard a sentence as being made up 
of a core (the predicate head) and satellites (the arguments 
and sentential modifiers), we would expect (i) to be a less 
serious violation than (ii): in (i) only a satellite is not 
licensed (i.e. missing), while in (ii) the core is not 
licensed. 



In order for (illb) to be grammatical the subject must be 

coindexed with the modals and the passive participle. The 

first link in this "extended chainw is the agreement between 

subject and INFL. Head-head coindexing passes the index down 

to the passive participle which antecedent governs the NP- 

trace. Presumably the same indexing is possible in (llla). We 

would therefore expect will to be able to properly govern the 

trace of be. (Movement of be to C is taken to be an instance 

of head-to-head movement, which, according to Baker ( 1985 1 ,  is 

governed by the ECP. These problems do not arise if we adopt 

the relativized minimality condition in S 4 . 6  and if VP is not 

a barrier by failure of L-marking. I will not attempt to 

decide whether the latter condition is tenable at this time. 

Consider now the case of the internally consistent 

chains created by wh-movement of an adjunct. I mention at 

several different points throughout this dissertation two 

different means of accounting for the stricter ECP requirement 

which seems to apply to adjunct chains. Laenik & Saito (1984; 

L&S) characterize this requirement in terms of the trace of 

origin of the adjunct: since this trace muet be prenent at LF 

it must be marked [ + T I  by the time the ECP filter applies at 

the end of the LF mapping. L&S propose that Affect a is 

ordered before 7-marking; therefore, the trace of origin of a 

moved adjunct will only be 7-marked if it ie a member of a 

chain such that every non-head member of the chain is properly 

governed. 



Chomsky (1986, class lectures) dispenses with the order- 

ing of Affect a and 7-marking in favor of an explicit state- 

ment to the effect that adjunct chains must be fully represen- 

ted throughout the derivation. It is necessary to adopt this 

stipulation if the ordering approach is abandoned since ex- 

traction of adjuncts over wh-islands would otherwise be iden- 

tical to the extraction of arguments, i.e. it would be expec- 

ted to yield a Subjacency Condition-type violation rather than 

an ECP-type violation. This approach is mdre compatible with 

the line of thinking in this section since it places a con- 

straint on the chain as a whole, rather then on one element. of 

the chain. With the L&S approach the presence of the entire 

chain at LF is an epiphenomenon of the licensing of the trace 

of origin.=O Therefore, to the constraint in (110) I add 

Chomsky's complete representation requirement (CRR). 

Leaving (110) and the CRR aside for the moment, let's 

consider some of the points made in Barss (1986). Barss points 

out that sentences euch as (112) are problematic for any the- 

ory of ECs which treats variables as being subject to Binding 

Condition C. a 

50. For further discussion of the licensing of adjunct chains, 
see 54.3.  

51. Barss also gives examples involving cleft sentences such 
as those below. 

i It's himl that John, thinks that Mary loves tl 
ii) + It's him, that John1 admires ti 

iii It ' 8  himselfl that John, admires t i  
iv) + It's himselfl that John1 thinks that Mary loves ti 

These illustrate the same point as the data in (112) and (113) 



112) Himself,, Johni likes ti 

113) a. + John,, hel admires ti 
b. + Himc, Johnc admires ti 
c. + Himself John, thinks that Mary admires t, 

The variable t i  is A-bound by John, which is in the domain of 

the head of the variable's maximal chain, himself. While the 

data in (113) are consistent with the hypothesis that vari- 

ables are R-expressions subject to Binding Condition C, they 

are also consistent with the hypothesis that variables take on 

the properties of their A/-antecedents with respect to the 

binding theory. The data in (112) and (113) taken together 

support the latter hypothesis over the "variable = R-expres- 

sionw hypothesis. Barss proposes that these facts can be dealt 

with if ECs take on the binding features of the heads of their 

A/-chains. This he calls the "Feature Match Hypotherrisn (FMH). 

Although, the FMH works well for operator-variable 

chains, it runs into serious problems with A-chains. Consider 

the examples in (114). 

114) a. John was arrested t 
C-a, -pl C-a, -pl 

b. He was arrested t 
C-a, +pl C-a, +pl 

if the focussed element is taken to be the head of the chain 
containing the variable. This ie inconsistent with the 
approach to A'-chains adopted in this dissertation; additional, 
research is necessary to determine whether the aspects of 
Barss's analysis of these phenomena which I wish to adopt are 
ultimately compatible with the other proposals herein. 



John wanted PRO to be arrested t 
C+o, +PI  [+a, +pl 

In (114a) the EC is an R-expression and Binding Condition C 

~redicts that the sentence should be ungrammatical. In (114b) 

the EC is a pronominal and the sentence should be ruled out by 

Binding Condition B. Finally, in ( 1 1 4 ~ )  the EC takes on the 

features of PRO and should, therefore, be ungoverned. In 

(114a,b) the problem stems from the structural relation be- 

tween the EC and the head of the A-chain. Barss proposes that 

this be overcome by limiting the binding theory to regulating 

the relations between elements which are not members of the 

same chain, that is, the binding theory is a set of con- 

straints governing relations between chains, not relatioris 

within chains. This will not take care of (1.14~1, however, 

since the problem there is not between the EC and the head of 

its A-chain, PRO. The problem is that the EC is governed by 

the passive participle when, as an pronominal anaphor, it must 

be ungoverned. 

These problems lead Barss to reject the FMH in favor of 

the "No Features Hypothesisw (NFH), which dispenses with the 

features C+anaphor, +pronominal1 altogether. The distribution 

of ECs is determined by Brody's (1985) case-matching theory 

(see fn. 22 above), Rizzi's (1982) Local Binding Condition, 

and a reformulation of the Bindlng Theory on the basis of 

Higginbotham's (1983) linking theory of binding relations. I 

will not review the specifics of this approach or the interes- 

ting arguments which Barss marshalls in favor of it, since I 
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am most interested in the simple insights behind the FMH and 

the NFH. Barss considers the possibility of retaining the FMH 

for A/-chains and adopting the NFH for A-chains, but rejects 

the distinction between chain-types that this solution implies 

as an unmotivated complic~tion of the theory. The point of 

this section is that there is motivation for distinguishing 

between chain-types, but the relevant echism is not between A -  

chains and At-chains but between internally consistent chains 

and operator-variable chains. Therefore, to the constraint in 

(110) and the CRR I will add the following: (i) the NFH holds 

for internally consistent chains and (ii) the FHH holds for 

operator-variable chains. 

By (id.), I mean that traces left by movement have no 

features other than those they receive by virtue of being in a 

chain with their heads. Thus, the condition on variables in 

54.2.1 is an identification condition in the strongest sense. 

(1) entails the position that the argument in a sentence 

such as (104b) is not (John), but is rather the discontinuous 

entity (John, tR, ti 1. Similarly, the adjunct in (104a) is not 

(How but the discontinuous entity (How, t4, ta , tR , tt 1 .  The pri- 

mary task in developing this approach will be to determine 

whether the current definitions of 'barrieru, "antecedent 

governmentu and all the related concepts yields the desired 

results and, if they do not, to redefine them. (i) is a way of 

saying that the non-head elements of internally consistent 

chains are not relevant, or visible as individual entities, 

for a certain set of constraints, e.g. the binding theory. 
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Alternatively, we might say t:~at the non-head members of 

internally consistent chains do bear features, but that they 

are inaccessible to certain constraints. 

The problem with passivized PRO which led Barss to 

reject the FMH does not arise with this approach since the 

trace of NP-movement of PRO in (115) 

115) John wanted PRO to be arreeted t 

is not itself PRO, i.e. it is not constrained to appear only 

in ungoverned positions. If we assume that the distribution of 

PRO is given by the binding theory, the binding theory must 

apply only to whole entities and nst their subparts; since the 

head of the PRO chain in (115) is ungoverned, the binding 

theory is satisfied. If we incorporate the requirement that 

PRO be ungoverned directly into the grammar, then this con- 

straint needs to be formulated in a similar manner. 

The ECP as it applies to variables in operator-variable 

chains and the CRR + ECP constraint on internally consistent 

chains might derive from the same principle: 

116) Feature-sharing requires government. 

In the case of operator-variable chains we could say that the 

type of feature-sharing which takes place i~ feature assign- 

ment, a one-time transmission of features from the operator to 

the EC. This feature transmission would require that the ope- 

rator govern the variable only at one point in the derivation, 

a state which obtains in grammatical structures after the 
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first 'movew of the operator. In the case of internally con- 

sistent chains feature-sharing is not really a one-time trans- 

mission of features, since we are regarding the entire chain 

as the relevant entity for purposes of interpretation, etc. 

Therefore, for every link ( a , ,  a , .  of such a chain, a l  must 

govern a l e ,  so that all the elements of the discontinuous 

entity share the features of the entity. Note that the identi- 

fication of pro, another sort of feature sharing, also takes 

place under government, even when facilitated by the agreement 

chain of chapter two. 

If variables receive their features from their A/-ante- 

cedents and if lexical NPs are characterized in terms of 

Ckanaphor, kpronominall features, then movement-derived ECs 

will still be characterized in terms of the familiar feature 

matrices. Is it necesary to retain the four-part feature- 

based typology for base-generated ECs? Once again I have only 

some speculative remarks to make on this point which indicate 

a direction for research. Brody'e arguments against the tradi- 

tional means of deriving the PRO Theorem from the Binding 

Theory are compelling. However, his method of accounting for 

the distribution of governed and ungoverned ECs, which does 

not recognize the existence of pro, is incompatible with the 

analysis of null operators I have proposed. An alternative ap- 

proach, suggested by Chomsky (1986, class lectures), is to 

regard Control theory as a licensing mechanism for ungoverned 

ECs analogous to the other means of identifying ECs which have 

been discussed. We could then regard both PRO and pro as pure 
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pronominals; PRO being the ungoverned instance which is iden- 

tified as specified by Control theory, pro being the governed 

instance which is identified by agreement.sR 

To summarize briefly the speculative prop~sals made in 

this section: only pure pronominal ECs are base-generated; 

ungoverned pronominal ECs are identified by Control theory; 

governed pronominals are identified by agreement. Chains which 

are not operator-variable chains are required to be internally 

consistent (110) and represented throughout the derivation 

(CRR). Internally consistent chains are regarded a s  disconti- 

nuous entities and the ECs which are their sub-parts do not 

bear binding features, (i). Variables are identified by their 

operators and are assigned the binding features of those ope- 

rators, (ii). (Variables are discontinuous entities of the A -  

chain type. ) The locality constraint governing discontinuous 

entities is stronger than that governing the operator-variable 

relationship; both are given in terms of the ECP and may 

derive from principle (116). In work in progress I attempt to 

develop these notions into an articulate theory of empty 

categories. 

+ * + i t * * +  

A note on the improper movement analysis of (105b): 

Barss (1986) discusses a derivation of the sentence in (117~1) 

which he argues is problematic for Chomsky's "improper 

52. Borer (1986a, 1986b) also proposes that all instances of 
PRO are actually pro. 



movement" analyeie summarized above; the example and dersiva- 

tion are credited to Epetein (in progress). 

117) a. who is illegal to leave 

I ,  
- 

9 
Y 

v v 
b. who C t / /  is C illegal C c p  tl C ,  t to leeve 1 I 1  1 

1- 
The derivation illustrated in (117b) allows t to be an anaphor 

(since it is the reeult of movement to an A-position) and to 

be properly governed (by t'). However, this derivation is one 

of a class of derivations discussed in Epstein (in progress) 

which involve what I will call "vacuous lowering." Notice that 

who leaves the matrix SPEC of CP position in move (3) and goes - 
to the lower SPEC. It then returns to the matrix SPEC on move 

(41 ,  leaving behind the trace t/. If chains are histories of 

movement (and if we take uho in (118) to mark the position of 

the matrix SPEC), then the chain associated with the deriva- 

tion in (117b) is that in (118). 

(who, who, 

The chain in (118) does not exist as such at SS. Therefore, 

either chains are not histories of movement or the chain in 

(118) and the sequence of entities in (119) 

bear no formal relation to one another. 



The approach to chains and the Subjacency Condition 

which I adopt in this chapter is not consistent with an ap- 

proach which regards (1181, rather than (1191, as the relevant 

chain in (117b). However, the chain formation approach to 

parasitic gap constructions I adopt lo also inconsistent with 

the idea that chains are histories of movement. The inconois- 

tency is easily rectified in a manner which rules out all de- 

rivations involving vacuous lowerlng if we regard SS chains as 

reflections of the operations involved in their derivation 

from DS. Every link of a chain at SS is the output of an ope- 

ration and no operations can be involved in the derivation of 

a chain which are not reflected in the SS representation of 

.that chain. Thus, the Subjacency Condition indirectly retains 

its character as a condition on operations. 



CHAPTER FOUR 

CONDITIONS ON At-CHAINS 

4.1 Introduction 

The ease with which an elencent, a, undergoes Move a 

depends largely on the nature of the relation, if any, which 

holds between a and a head. For example, it is generally true 

that internal arguments of a verb move more freely than does 

the external argument or an adjunct.' The constraints govern- 

ing the possibilities for movement have been variously forma- 

lized with the Subjacency Condition and the ECP playing the 

crucial role in recent years.' Controversial data from parasi- 

tic gap constructions and some OWM constructions suggest that 

in aame cases the distribution of subject and adjunct gaps3 is 

more tightly constrained than is predicted by the interaction 

of Move a and the ECP. Taraldsen (1979) and Chomsky (1982), 

focussing on parasitic gaps, argue from this that these gaps 

are not derived by movement; the ECP is preserved as is. 

Stowell (1985) and Cinque (1986) partially motivate con- 

straints designed to take the place of the ECP on the baeis of 

1. But see Torrego ( 1 9 8 4 )  and Koopman & Sportiche (1986) for 
counterexamples to this deecriptive statement; see also 5 4 . 4 . 5  
for discussion of some of the data in Koopman & Sportiche. 

2. See chapter one for definitione. 

3. Since I will be focuesing on A'-movement and the traces 
left by A'-movement, the term "gapw will be taken ae synony- 
mous with "variable". 



this unexpected distribution of subject and object gaps. In 

this cpeter I will show that the phenomena in question are not 

unified and that they do not require a reformulation of the 

ECP. 54.2 reviews the traditional ECP asymmetries and presents 

the unexpected asymmetries in question. 6 4 . 3  and 5 4 . 4  deal 

with the problematic adjunct gaps and subject gaps, respec- 

tively. 5 4 . 5  and 5 4 . 6  discuss aspects of the Barriers system 

relevant to the Subjacency Condition and the ECP. 

4 . 2  Null Operators and the ECP 

4.2.1 ECP Asymmetries 

Inherent in most current versions of the ECP is a funda- 

mental dichotomy between arguments and adjuncts. In Lasnik 8. 

Saito (1984; hereafter L&S) this is expressed in the restric- 

tion that T-marking for adjunct traces occurs only at LF, 

while r-marking for argument traces may occur at either SS or 

LF.' Part of the justification for this argument vs. adjunct 

distinction comes from the severity of the violation incurred 

by adjunct extraction from an island, as compared with the 

4. Sse chapter one, fn. 10 & fn. 11 for definitions. L&S allow 
7-marking of argument traces at either SS or LF under certain 
conditions. In particular, they argue that (1) a trace must be 
?.-marked at the level at which it is created, (ii) the 
7-marking assigned to a trace may not be changed during the 
couree of a derivation snd (iii) 7-marking is strictly ordered 
after Affect a at each level. Chomsky (class lectures, fall 
1986) departs from these positions by assuming that (1) a 
trace may remain unmerked at its level of creation and (ii) 
7-marking of arguments is unordered with respect to Affect a. 
See 5 3 . 1  and 54.3 for further discussion. 



relatively milder violation incurred by extraction of an 

argument. This contrast is illustrated in (1). 

1 )  a. * how did Jane wonder whether to expect to fix the 
car 

b. ? ?  which car did Mary wonder whether to expect Jane 
to fix t 

c. ? ?  who did Jane wonder whether to expect t to ehow up 

Earlier versions of the ECP (e.g. that of L-1 focussed on a 

somewhat different sort of asymmetry, namelv, the behavior of 

subjects as contrasted with the behavior of objects. Huang 

(1982) later argued that adjuncts pattern with eubjects in 

extraction possibilities, that is, the dichotomy is correctly 

stated as subject/adjunct vs. object. This asymmetry is illus- 

trated by the paradigm in (2). 

2 a. * who, did you wonder how, ti fixed the car t, 
b. how, did you wonder who, ti fixed the car t, 
c. ? ?  what, did you wonder how, Mary fixed ti t, 

There is no real contradiction in these two apparently diver- 

gent groupings (subject/object vs. adjunct and subject/adjunct 

vs. object) when we look more closely at the formulation of 

the ECP and the underlying structures of ( 1 )  and ( 2 ) .  The 

point of interest here is why movement of a subject should 

result in an ECP violation in (2a) but not in (lc). Two pos- 

sible SS representations for (lc) and (2a) are given (in sim- 

plified form) in (3a) and (3b), respectively. 

3) a. who, Jane wondered C C p  whether C ,  PRO to 
l v p .  t i t  C y p  expect C I P l  ti to show up 1 1 1  



b. who, you lvp.  t l /  C v C  wondered C C P  how, 1 1 0  tr 
fixed the car t, 3 3 1  

It is obvious that the ECP violation incurred in (2a)/(3b) 

follows from the structure of the sentence rather than some 

inherent property of subjects. That is, the ECP is not vio- 

lated in (3a) because ti' is in a position which allows it to 

antecedent govern (r-mark) the trace ti. On the other hand, 

tl' in (3b) cannot antecedent govern tr because CP is a 

barrier for ti by inherit~nce.~ 

This brief rbsumb of some of the ECP-related properties 

of subjects indicates that nlong-distancen extraction of sub- 

jects does not incur an ECP violation so long as the struc- 

tural context permits an antecedent governor to r-mark the 

trace of origin. The structural context8 which allow r-marking 

of the subject in English are three: ECM constructions, (4a), 

small clause complements, (4b), and embedded, complementizer- 

less finite clauses which are the complements of "bridgen 

verbs, (4~). 

4 )  a. whor do you believe t, to be a fool 
b. whol do you consider tl a fool 
c. whoi do you think t, left 

5. In theories which allow I.exical government (i.e., govern- 
ment by a head) to satisfy the ECP, such as that in L a  and 
L&S, (3a) is a licensed structure because t is lexically 
governed by expect; t in (3b) is neither lexically nor 
antecedent governed. 

6. There has been much discussion in the literature of the 
"bridgen properties of certain verbs; in particular, see 
Erteschik (1973), Stowell (1981) and Fukui (1987). 



Having established the distribution of eubject and adjunct 

gaps which the ECP predicts, let us now turn to the facts 

concerning the distribution of subject and adjunct gape in 

parasitic gap and OWN constructions. 

4.2.2 The Phenomenon 

Traces of A'-movement will naturally be ruled out when 

they occur in the subject position of an infinitival clause by 

the requirement that chains must receive caee.' For this rea- 

son, (5a) and (6a) must have PRO in subject position, as shown 

in ( 5 b )  and (6b), rather than a variable, as in (Sc) and (6~). 

5 a. a man to fix the sink 
b. a man C I PRO to fix the sink 3 3  
c. a man C Op I e to fix the sink 3 3  

a. Jane is too angry to leave. 
b. Jane is too angry I C PRO to leave 3 1  
c. Jane is too angry I Op C e to leave I 1  

Leaving aside the case illustrated in ( 5 )  and ( 6 ) ,  the ECP 

predicts that any construction should license variables in the 

contexts shown in ( 4 ) .  This prediction does not seem to be 

correct for parasitic gap and some OWN constructions. Consider 

the degree complements and touuh conetructions in ( 7 )  and ( a ) ,  

respectively. 

7) a. + Mary is too sick for Jane to expect t to recover 
b. + Mary is too sick for Jane to think t left the 

hospital 

7. If traces must also be head-governed, they may also be 
ruled out by the inability of non-finite (or C-AGRI) INFL to 
act as a head governor. 



a. Mary was easy for Jane to expect t to recover 
b. * Mary was difficult for Jane to think t would never 

leave the hospital 

To my knowledge, the first discussion of this phenomenan 

appears in Ross (1967). In Chomsky (1973) the observation that 

an ECM subject differs from a true object in not permitting 

touqh-construction formation (example (8a)) is credited to 

John Kimball. As is obvious from (8b), the effect is not 

restricted to ECM subjects. The same effect appears with 

purposives. 

9 a. * I didn't hire Jane [ Opt for C you to consider* ti 
your secretary I 1  

b. * I didn't hire Jane C Opi for C you to think C ti 
is incompetent 111 

Infinitival relatives with variables in embedded subject 

position are also ungrammaticel, as shown in (10). 

0 a. * He is not [a man (for us) to expect t to succeed1 
b. ? ?  They found [a man to believe t to be the Messiah1 
c. ? ?  Jane finally found Can accountant to consider t a 

friend1 

d. * He is Can employee for the boss to think t likes 
his work I 

e. * Jane finally found Can accountant to believe t 
likes his work1 

f. * They found [a man to believe t liked them1 

I will disregard for now the somewhat weaker violation found 

in (10b,c) and continue with the presentation of basic data; 

this mitigation of the effect will be discussed in detail 

below. 



Parasitic gaps are similarly limited In their ability to 

appear in subject position (111, nar are they licensed by 

adjunct wh-movement, (12).. 

11) a. * the book that you bought t C without believing 
C e pleased Mary 1 1  

b. * the person that you telephoned t I before e left 
the country I 

12 a. how did you fix the car t C after repairing the 
bicycle e 1 

b. * when did you leave Boston t [in order to visit 
Mary e I 

It is also known that parasitic gaps are not licensed by wh- 

movement of a PP, a characteristic shared by the gaps in many 

OWM constructions; see 54.3.3 for discussion of this phenome- 

non. 

Finally, there are three OWM constructions which do not 

appear with adjuncts: purpose clauses, touah-constructions and 

degree clauses. 

13) a. * In the street is dangerous for Jane to fix the 
car t 

b. * Quietly is difficult for Jane to speak t 
c. * On Tuesday is difficult for Jane to come to a 

meeting t 

14 a. * I: ate lunch quicklyr C Opt C PRO to leave ti 1 I 
b. * I called Jane Con Tuesday], C Opt C PRO to meet 

with her t, 1 1  

8. Note that the ungrammatical readings of (12c,d) correspond 
to the sentences in (i) and (ii); (12c,d) are grammatical if 
they are interpreted as single gap structures. 

i Which tool did you fix the car with after you 
fixed the bicycle with it? 

ii On which day did you leave Boston in ordar to 
visit Mary on that same day? 



15) a. * In the living room is too crowded for Jane to fix 
the television t 

b. * Quietly is too considerate for Jane to speak t 
c. * On Tuesday is too inconvenient for Jane to come to 

a meeting t 

As we will see below, other OWM constructions allow adjunct 

gaps (or adjunct antecedents for null operator chains). 

Within the government-binding milieu, a subject/adjunct 

VR. abject asymmetry, such as that displayed in (7i-(IS), is 

immediately suggestive of the ECP. Stowell 11985a) and Cinque 

(1986) both incorporate the asymmetries just demonstrated into 

two very different revisions of the ECP. Stowell proposes to 

reformulate the ECP in the spirit of Jaeggli (1981) so that it 

is a conjunction of conditions: the Head Government Require- 

ment and the Identification Condition, both in (16). 

16) a. The Head Government Requirement (HGR): Cel must be 
governed by a lexical head. 

b. The Identification Condition (IC): Eel must be 
identified by a coindexed category XP. 

17) The Princi?le of Referentlal Identification (PRI): 

A category a may identify another category B iff 

a. a is coindexed with 8 ;  
b. (ii the head A of the chain containing a has a 

lexically specified reference (or range, 
where A = QP); or 

(ii) a specifies the grammatical function 
(0-sole) of R. 

The principle in (17) defines the class of poseible "identi- 

fiers" which may participate in the satiefaction of (15b). 

(17bii) allows a verb to identify  it^ 0-marked complement as 



well as head govern it, thereby fulfilling both clauses of the 

ECP. The execution of this idea follows Stowell (19811, where 

a slot in the @.-grid of a head receives the index of the com- 

plement assigned that 0-role. A subject or adjunct, on the 

other hand, must be identified by en appropriate XP ontece- 

dent, and, by (17bi), a null operator cannot be an appropriate 

antecedent. Thus, (17bi) is responsible for the asymmetry dis- 

cussed above; explicitly, Stowell's enalysis predicts that all 

structures involving cull operator movement from the positson 

of an adjunct or from subject position will be ruled out. 

A more subtle prediction is available if the conjunction 

of requirern~;lts in (16) is interpreted in a particular manner. 

If (1Ga) and (16b) are independent constraints, rather than 

two components of a single constraint, then structures which 

violate only one of them might be expected to be less deviant 

than structures which violate both. Sentences with traces of 

null operator movement in the subject position of the embedded 

infinitival complement of ECM verbs or in the subject position 

of small clauses are then predicted to be somewhat less devi- 

ant than sentences with null operator traces in the subject 

positicn of complementizerless tensed sentences. In both cases 

traces would violate the IC, (16b), but only in the latter 

construction would a trace also violate the HGR. 

Cinque's (1986) analysis of parasitic gaps was discussed 

in chapter three; therefore, I vill summarize that analysis 

only briefly at this time. Cinque proposes a revision of 

the CC analysis which involves base-generating pro in the 
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position of the parasitic gap and impoeing the conditions in 

( 18) on A '  -bound pro. 

18) a. pro is governed by a lexical category ( Z  P ) 1 °  
b. every maximal projection which dominates pro but 

does not dominate the operator A/-binding pro must 
be selected in the canonical direction by an X 0  
category. 

The conditions in (18) are essentially an adaptation of the 

Connectedness Condition of Kayne (1981, 19831, including revi- 

sions along the lines of Longobardi (1984). A/-bound pro is 

essentially the null counterpart of overt resumptive pronouns. 

The A'-bound pro strategy is also the means of deriving 

touqh-constructions, degree clauses and purposives, although 

Cinque assumes that there is a base-generated null operator in 

these constructions which binds the pro variable. A problem 

with this approach is that we would expect the A/-pro strategy 

to be marginal in a language which allows overt reeumptive 

pronouns only marginally. Even if it is assumed that there is 

a kind of nAvoid overt Pronoun Principle" in effect in Eng- 

lish, we would expect OWM constructione to demonstrate the 

degree of marginality associated with parasitic gap construc- 

tions, which they do not. 

9. Obenauer (1984, 1985) el80 proposes an At-bound pro 
analysis for parasitic gap constructions and nll gaps within 
islands, although he doeal nat diecuss the ramifications of 
this analysis for the phenomena under discussion. 

10. Naturally, in preposition stranding languages the parenthe- 
sized clause is omitted. 



(18a) will rule out a pro base-generated in the position 

of an adjuncti1 or in the subject position of a complementi- 

zerless tensed sentence. Under the ausumption that ECM comple- 

ment subjects and small clause subjects are governed by V, A ' -  

bound pro is licensed to appear in these positions so long as 

(lab) is satisfied. 

The proposals made by Stowell and Cinque both differen- 

tiate between ECM complement subjects and small clause sub- 

jects on the one hand and the subjects of complementizerlees 

tensed sentences on the other. Under a certain interpretation, 

Stowell's approach predicts that the former will be marginally 

better than the latter, although both will be ungrammatical. 

Cinque predicts that the former will be completely grammatical 

and the latter completely ungrammatical. As we will see below, 

neither set of predictions is precisely correct. 

In the sections which follow I will demonstrate that the 

gener.alization which Stowell and Cinque incorporate in their 

respective versions of the ECP is spurious. Some OWM construc- 

tions do permit adjunct antecedents for null operator-derived 

gaps; among those which do not, there are reasons unrelated tn 

the ECP which account for the facts.1P I take up the issues 

related to the distribution of adjunct gaps in S4.3. The point 

11. NP adjuncts might also be ruled out because they are not 
"referential enough" to antecede a pronoun; see Cinque (1986), 
p. 11. 

12. Stowell notes some of the cases I will discuss and argues 
that in each case the chain to which the variab1.e belongs 
ultimately ends in a lexical antecedent, thereby satisfying 
the identifiction requirement. 



made in 5 4 . 4  concerning subjects is that the effect discussed 

above differs crucially from canonical ECP violations, in par- 

ticular, the degree of ungrammaticality can be mitigated by 

contextual factors which do not necessarily respect the dis- 

tinction encoded in (16) and (18) (1.e. ECM/small clause sub- 

jects vs. subjects of complementizerless tensed sentences). 

4.3 Adjuncts and Null Operators 

4.3.1 Adjuncts and OWM Constructions 

It is somet~mes difficult to tell whether an OWM con- 

struction involving an adjunct nctually involves a null opera- 

tor chain since there is no conveniently obvious gap to indi- 

cate that an element has been moved. For the moment., at least, 

I will continue to assume that null operator movement is 

involved in the sentences discussed below. 

The OWM constructions which appear to take adjuncts as 

antecedents of null operator chains are clefts, tensed and 

infinitival relatives, and degree clauses. Examples are given 

below. 

19 a. the day that we arrived 
b. the way you wear your hat 

20 a. a good time to arrive 
b. a way to fix the car 
C. a place to meet 

21 a. It was with a hammer that she fixed the car 
b. It was in the garden that I read the letter 
c. It was on Tuesday that I met you for lunch 
d. ? ?  It was very carefully that I opened the door 

22 a. Tuesday is too soon to have a meeting. 
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b. Next month is too early to leave. 
c. ? In Boston is too nearby to hold the meeting. 
d. 50 mph is too fast to drive in a residential 

neighborhood. 

The OWM constructions which never appear with adjuncts are 

purpose clausee and touqh-constructions. 

23) a. + With a hammer is dangerous for John to flx the 
television t 

b. + Qu1etl.y is difficult for John to speak t 
c. On Tuesday is difficult for John to come to a 

meeting t 

24 1 a. + I ate lunch quicklyi C Op, C PRO to leave t, 3 3  
b. + I called John Con Tuesdayl, C Opr C PRO to meet 

with him t, I 1  

A s  a first step in formulating an alternative analysis of 

these facts, I will argue that it is not necessary to work the 

distribution of adjuncts in OWM constructions into a redefined 

ECP, but that this distribution can be accounted for in every 

caee by other factors. ( I  am referring to OWM constructions 

which have the property that there is nothing within the 

domain of the null operator which would independently rule out 

an adjunct gap.) This is an approach which deeerves attention 

because the group of constructions which allow adjuncts to 

appear does not constitute a natural class. That is, it seems 

very difficult to achieve a cogent reformulation of the ECP 

which successfully rules in adjuncts with comparatives, degree 

clauses, teneed and infinitival relatives and clefte, while 

ruling out their appearance with purposives and touqh-con- 



structions. To be successful the non-ECP argumentia must 

accomplish slightly different tasks in dealing with the two 

groups of constructions. For those constructions which never 

appear with adjuncts it is necessary to show that independent 

(non-ECP related) factors rule out every possible instance of 

an adjunct. As may already be apparent, the second group is 

not uniform in its ability to appear with adjuncts and there- 

fore, the t a ~ k  will be to show that the idiosyncratic distri- 

bution of adjuncts in these constructions results in each case 

from other properties. The argument relies in each case on 

some basic assumptions about the structure and derivation of 

the construction involved. In this section I clarify these 

assumptions only as much as seems necessary to indicate the 

existence of a non-ECP account for the distribution of 

adjuncts in OWM constructions; a more detailed analysis of 

some of these constructions appears in chapter three. 

Beginning with those constructions which do not allow 

adjuncts, it has often been notedi4 that purpose clauses with 

null operator chains are only liceneed when they are predica- 

ted of the THEME of a verb which is left "availablen in some 

sense by the action it undergoes. This was discussed in detail 

13. Let me make clear that I am not arguing that adjunct 
traces are not subject to the ECP or that the ECP never plays 
a role in the distribution of adjuncts. I am arguing that the 
unexpected inability of some OWM constructions to appear with 
adjuncts (or with certain kinds of adjuncts) should not be the 
basis for a reformulation of the ECP, ae Stowell (1985), 
Cinque (1987) and Obenauer (1984, 1985) argue it is. 

14. See Faraci (19741, Jones (1985) and the references 
there1.n. 



in chapter three; the following examples serve to illustrate 

the point. 

25 a. * Johnl invited a comedian, to his house Cop, [PROJ 
to entertain el 1 I 

b. * John sent Maryr a comedian, Copr [PRO, to enter- 
tain el 1 1  

c. * JohnJ destroyed a chairl Cop, [PRO, to get rid of 
el I 1  

The inability of purpose clauses to appear predicatzd of an 

adjunct thus appears as part of a larger constraint governing 

the possible msubjectsn of this sort of predicate. 

A similar explanation holds for tough-constructions: 

even when touqh-adjectives appear without the infinitival 

clause they cannot modify adverbials. The only adjectives 

which modify non-NPs (if we follow Larson (1987) in calling 

adverbs like fast, hard, early, late, and soon bare AP 

adverbs) are not members of the t o u ~ h  class.sa Therefore, we 

should not attribute the inability of touqh-constructions to 

appear with adjunct subjects to some property of the conatruc- 

tion que null operator construction. 

Turning now to those constructiona which do (at least 

under some conditions) allow adjuncte: it appears that the 

heads of relative clauses may only be NPs (see Larson (1987) 1 .  

15. The rather marginal sentence in (i) appears to contradict 
this point, but I would probably analyze it as a reduction of 
(11). 

1) ( A s  for threading this needle,) Quickly is 
difficult but slowly is pretty easy. 

11) (As for threading this needle,) Doing it quickly 
is difficult but doing it slowly is pretty easy. 



This constraint alone rules out a wide range of adjuncts as 

possible relative heads. The adjuncts which may appear as 

heads of relative clauses (and therefore, by hypothesis, as 

antecedents of null operators) are only the 'bare-NP adverbsw 

of Larson (19851, which are licensed to appear as adverbial8 

(either independently or as relative heads) because they pos- 

sess an exceptional case-marking feature which allows them to 

be licensed in non-case-marked positions. If there is a good 

explanation for the small class of NP adjuncts which may 

appear as relative heads and for the restriction that relative 

heads must be NPs, then an additional constraint prohibiting 

adjuncts in this position on the basis of an ECP violation 

would be redundant. 

If the structure of relative clauses is as in (26), it 

is not obvious why relative heads should be limited to NPs. 

XP-headed adjunction structuree are generally interpreted as 

configuratione of predication, with either the subject, as 

above, or predicate projecting its features to the node of 

adjunction. Possible instances of adjoined predication struc- 

tures in which the predicate projects its features upward are 

small clauees, clefts and topicalization structuree in 

English. ' 

16. For argument6 that the structure of small clauses is ae in 
(278) see Stowell (1981), LGB, and Barriers. If small clauses 
are IPS then they are irrelevant for the point made in the 
text. Lasnik & Saito (forthcoming) argue that topicalization 



27 a. I con~ider I n  P . C W  P John1 I n  P very foolish1 1 
b. It was C e p e  I P P  to John1 C C p  that I gave a book11 
c .  C Z P .  C P P  to John1 I r p  Mary gave a book11 

The appearance of PP nsubjectsn of predication in (21) and 

( 2 7 ~ )  indicates that whatever it is that requires relative 

clauses to be NP-headed should not be derived from some 

general constraint on what may function as the subject of a 

predicate. 

A theory of NP determiner structure which analyses the 

relative clause as an optional complement of the determiner 

head offers a straightforward explanation for the NP-headed- 

ness of relatives: the heads which optionally select relative 

clauses obligatorily select NPe. (See 52.4.1 for discussion. ) 

Although there are specifiers which appear with non-NP catego- 

ries, they do not license relative-type clauses. A s  for the 

small class of adjunct NPs which may appear in the relativz 

head position, I adopt (at least in spirit) Larson's (1985) 

account based on case requirements and the exceptionally case- 

marked status of bare-NP adverbs. The distribution of adjuncts 

in relative clauses is accounted for on the basis of the 

selectional properties of determiners and the case properties 

of a set of NP adverbs. 

in English has the structure in ( 2 7 ~ )  and that it is derived 
by SS adjunction. (27b) is plausible as a structure for clefts 
given that they appear with expletive it, which normally asso- 
ciates only with clauses. 



Cleft sentences resemble tensed relative clauses in some 

respects,, but there are interesting differences between the 

constructions as well. A much wider range of adjuncts is al- 

lowed in clefts than in relatives; in particular, as has al- 

ready been illustrated in several examples, clefts are not li- 

mited to appearing with bare-NP adverbs. This, I would argue, 

is because the clause in a cleft is licensed by the predica- 

tional nature of the construction rather than by a determiner, 

as are relative clauses. The presence of the clause in a cleft 

construction does not indicate (or participate in) selection 

for a particular category. The difference is reflected in the 

structure given to (27b1, and repeated in schematic form 

below. 

For an argument in favor of this difference between relative 

clause structure and cleft structure, see 52.4. 

Like relative clauses, the adjuncts which appear with 

degree clause constructions appear to be limited to NP- 

adverbs, but again this fact has nothing to do with the null 

operator chain. Contrast t. grammatical sentences in ( 2 9 )  

with t h o ~ e  in (30). 

29 a. Tuesday is too soon. 
b. April io too rainy. 
c. Tomorrow is too busy. 
d. 50 mph is too fast. 
e. ? ?  That way is too dangerous. (manner) 
f. ? ?  This direction is too dangerous. 

30) a. * Loudly is too annoying. 



b. For camping trips is too boring." 
c. For John to play with is too silly. 

Since degree words do not stand alone but appear as specifiers 

or modifiers of adjectives or adverbs, it stands to reason 

that if there is no adjective, adverb or QP which may modify 

the adjunct, there will be no degree clause construction 

involving a null operator chain anteceded by an adjunct which 

is well-f ormed. 

Turning now to the possible cases of adjuncts with 

degree clause constructions, when the NP-adverb in subject 

position is temporal the sentence is grammatical if the degree 

word modifies a "bare AP adverbw, 1.e. early, late, fast, 

soon, fer, lonq (see Larson (1987)), although some adjectives 

are marginally acceptable with temporal adverbs as well. 

31 a. Tueeday/April/next week/tomorrow is too soon/late 
to hold the meeting. 

b. ? April is too rainy to hold the picnic. 
c. ? Next week/Tuesday/tomorrow is too busy to schedule 

a meeting. 
d. ? Tuesday/April/next week/tomorrow is too inconveni- 

ent to hold the meeting. 

NPs indicating speed are also quite acceptable in these 

conetructions. 

17. Note that more acceptable sentences can be constructed if 
the constituent following the copula is an NP. 

1 )  For camping trips is a good reason to buy this 
tent. 

ii) For John to play with is not a good enough reason 
to buy this pony. 



32) 50 mph is too fast to drive in a residential neighbor- 
hood. 

The manner adverbial this/that way is marginally acceptable 

with a too + adjective combination, as is the adverbial of 

direction this/that direction. 

33) a.'i7 That way is too dangerous to hold your knife. 
b.?? This direction is too dangerous to go alone. 

The locatives here and there are still more marginal with 

degree clauses. 

34 1 a. ? ?  There is too far away to build the garage. 
b. ? ?  Here is too close to the house to build a fire. 

To summarize: degree clauses are most compatible with temporal 

NP-adverbs and NPs of speed; adverbialn of manner, direction 

and location are noticeably more marginal. 

One of the defining characteristics of NP-adverbs i~ the 

ability to stand alone (without prepositions) in sentences, an 

indication of their exceptional ease properties, according to 

Larson ( 1985 1. 

35 a. Let's have the meeting Tuesday. 
b. We'll leave next month. 
c. He drove 70 mph all the way here. 

Place names do not have the requisite case property and cause 

ungrammaticality when they appear without prepositions. ( ( 3 6 )  

= Larson's ( 3 ~ ) )  

36) You have lived *(on) 43rd St./+(in) Germany. 



These place names are also ruled out ae subjects of degree 

clause constructions whether the degree word modifies an 

adverb or adjective. 

37 a. + This room is too crowded to hold the meeting. 
b. + Arlington is too far to walk. 

38) a. This room is too crowded to hold the meeting Jn. 
b. Arlington is too far to walk to. 

If a stranded preposition appears in the embedded clause (or 

if the clauses are interpreted without a gap), the construc- 

tion is, naturally, grammatical, as in (38). The other option 

for these place names, appearing as the object of a preposi- 

tion, is ruled out because PP subjects are generally unaccept- 

able with degree clause constructions, (39); locative PPs are 

no exception, as illustrated in ( 4 0 ) .  

39) a. ? ?  On Tuesday is too eoon to have a meeting. 
b. ? ?  By next month is toe early to leave. 
c. ? ?  At 50 mph is too fast to drive in a residential 

neighborhood. 

40 a. * In this room is too crowded to hold the meeting. 
b. + To Arlington is too far to walk. 

Thus, there is no way for locative adverbial6 to appear as 

subjects in degree clause constructions. 

Oddly, there is a small class of NPs which, like place 

names, cannot appear as bare-NP adverbs, 1.e. without preposi- 

tions, but which can appear as eubjects of degree clause con- 

structions. These are NPs referring to specific times or to 

periods of time. 



41 a. 5 o'clock is too early/late/soon to leave for the 
airport. 

b. Let's leave for the airport +(at) 5 o'clock. 

42 1 a. Three hours is too long to listen to him. 
b. We listened to him +(for) three hours. 

These facts indicate the following ahaut NP adverbs: (i) some 

NP adverbs which do not have exceptional case properties may 

nevertheless be licen~ed by r~ceiving structural !at least, 

nominative) case; (11) proper place names, unlike "time namea" 

such as 5 o'clock, are not interpretable as adverbs ever) when 

case requirements are satisfied. Thia apparently contradicts 

Larson's principle of Adverbial @-role Assignment given below. 

4 3 )  Aesign an adverbial 8-role to a, where a is any phraee. 

It may be that proper place names are "too referentialm to 

function as adverbs, though specifying the allowable degree af 

referentiality would be delicate given the ability of names 

like Tuendav and November to function as  adverb^. 

All of this indicates that an explanation of the dis- 

tribution of adjuncts in degree cleuaes will very likely be 

concerned with case requirements and, perhaps, the mechanism 

of assigning adverbial 8-roles' It also seems reasonable to 

ccnclude that, for all the constructions diecueeed in th3.s 

section (degree clause constructions, relatives, clefts, 

iouqh-constructions and purpose clauses), the distribution of 

adjuncts may be accounted for without appealing to the ECP. 



4.3.2 Adjuncts and Parasitic Gaps 

While the ECP is not implicated in the distribution of 

adjuncts (specifically, adverblala) in OWM constructions, I 

will now argue that it is preciseiy what rules out the possi- 

bility of adjunct parasitic gaps. Caneider again the examples 

given in (12) to illustrate this phenomenon, repeated as ( 4 4 ) .  

44) a. +. how did you fix the car t C after repairing the 
bicycle e I 

b. Q when did you leave Boeton t [in order to visit 
Mary e I 

In chapter three I argued that parasitic gap constructions 

involve the formation of a Rcomplex chainn, a chain with 9 

single head and multiple ntailsn. The formation of complex 

chains, like all A'-chain formation, is constrained by the 

Subjacency Condition, repeated in ( 4 5 ) .  

4 5  1 If (a,, a,, 1 is a link of a chain, then a , .  , is 1- 
subjacent to a, . 

A complex chain is a sequence, like any other chain. Thus, the 

sentence in (44a), with the SS representation la (46a), 

contains the complex chain in (46b). 

46) a. how, did you C U P .  tif C V P  fix the car t C after 
C C P  pro, C I P  PRO C U P .  e l /  C u p  repairjng the 
bicyc1.r e, I 1  I 1  I 1  3 

L. (how, t t ,  t, propel, e) 

A t  SS this chain meets the requirements of the Subjacency Con- 

dition and the complex chain is licensed. Houever, at LF, 



adjunct chains must meet an even stricter condition than the 

Subjacency Condition. At various points I have discussed two 

different approaches taken to explaining this effect: Lasnik & 

Saito's (1984; L&S) ordering of Affect a and r-marking vs. 

Chomsky's (1986, clasn lectures) 'complete representation 

requirementn ( C R R ) .  In 5 3 . 4  I suggested that the CRH might 

derive from the nature of adjunct chains as discontinuous 

entities and that the strict locality constraint on adjunct 

chains is related to n similar locality constraint on A -  

chains. 

Given the analynis of paraaitic gaps proposed in chapter 

three, can we guarantee that the sentence in (448) will be 

ruled out? In chapter three I took the position that FI forces 

the deletion of any element which receives no interpretation. 

Under standard assumptions, the intermediate ECs in an adjunct 

chain receive no interpretation, yet the CRR forces all inter- 

mediate ECs in adjunct chains to be present throughout the 

derivation. This entails that each nonpronominal intermediate 

EC be +r-marked. It is important to understand the linkage 

between these two requirements on intermediate ECs: bearing 

[ + T I  alone is not enough to permit an EC to remain in a struc- 

ture at LF; the presence of the EC must be required by soms 

independent aspect of the grammar. On the other hand, nonpro- 

nominal ECs which must be present at LF must meet the require- 

m e n t ~  of the ECP, 1.e. they muot receive [+TI prior to the ECP 

filter. What about pronominal ECa which are required to be 

present at LF by some aspect of the grammar? They are not sub- 
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ject to the ECP but we might argue that they are not licensed 

at LF unless they are identified, 1.e. have phi-features, at 

LF. The A/-pro in a parasitic gap structure such a6 (46a) does 

not meet the licensing requirement for pronominals at LF and, 

therefore, must delete. The CHR will be violated and a parasi- 

tic gap constructiun involving adjunct gapn will be correctly 

ruled out. 

The L&S approach is equally compatible with the analysis 

of parasitic gaps I have proposed as long as FI requires A / -  

pro in parasitic gap constructions to delete in the mapping to 

LF. Consider just the A'-pro portion of structure in (46a), 

given in (47). 

47 . . . C c p  pro, C t  PRO C u p .  el / C u p  repairing the 
bicycle e, 1 I. . . 

If pror is deleted, then there will be no way for e l /  to be 

marked +r. If pro, deletes, then e r /  must also delete; but if 

e l /  deletes then there will be no T-marker for the trace of 

origin, e l ,  at LF. Therefore, when r-marking applies after all 

instances of Affect a, el vill receive 1 - 7 1  and will violete 

the ECP filter. Once again, sentences such as (44a) are 

correctly ruled out. 

4.3.3 PPs in OWM Constructions 

We would naturally expect non-argument PPS to pattern 

with adjuncts and might expect argument PPs to pattern with 

direct objects. However, both expectations are unfulfilled. 



The distribution of PPs, whether argument or non-argument, i s  

extremely limited. In fact, only clefts appear with PPs. 

Examples of clefts with non-argumental PPs appear above in 

(21). Examples with argument PPs are given in ( 4 8 ) .  

4 8 )  a. It was t o  Mary that John gave the car. 
b. It was for Mary that Susan bought a gift. 
c. It was on the table that I left your book. 

See (131, (14) and (15) for ungrammaticnl examples of degree 

clauses, touqh-constructions and purposivee with non-argumen- 

tal PP antecedents. Ungrammatical examples of these construc- 

t i o n ~  with argumental PPs appear in ( 4 9 ) .  

49 a. + To John i s  too annoying t o  speak civilly, 
b. On that shelf is too high t o  put the vase. 
c. + To John is difficult t o  speak civilly. 
d. + On this smell shelf is difficult t o  put many 

books. 
e. + I sent a teacher t o  John t o  speak = 

I sent a teacher, Cto John], CopJ EPRO, t o  
speak tJ I 

The only candidates for PP-headed relatives are those of the 

form in (SOa), which were analyzed in Bresnan and Grimshaw 

(1978) as having the structure in (50b). 

5 0 )  a. I will live in whatever town you live. 
b. C p p  E p p  in whatever town1 C p  ... t p p .  . . I 1  

Lareon (1987) argues instead that these sentences have the 

structure in (51) and are derived by means of "ntecedent- 

contained deletionn such ns that which derives VP-deletion 

sentences. 



51 Imp in C w p  C w p  whatever town1 C .  . . . t,, . . . 3 I 

Larson's arguments are convincing and it seems safe to 

conclude that relative clauses do not appear with PP heads, 

presumably for the same reasons that relatives do not appear 

with non-NP adjunct heads: NP determiners, which license 

relative clauses, only select NPs. 

Comparatives appear with PPs in constructions such as 

those in (521, which Pinkham ( 1 9 8 4 )  calls ~metacomparativesn 

and McCawley (1973) "qualitative comnsrativesn. 

52 a. I was speaking more to nary than to Tom. 
b. I fixed the car more with a hammer than with a 

wrench. 

These differ from comparatives such as aI have more apples 

than John has" which compare numerical quantities. The 

metacomparatives in ( 5 2 )  can be paraphraeed with rather 

comparatives, as in "I was speaking to Mary rather than to 

Tom." It seems plausible that metacor.iparativee differ from 

numerically quantified comparatives in not containing a null 

operator. 

It should be clear from the preceding section that the 

distribution of PPs in OWN constructions may aleo be accounted 

for without recourse to an ECP-based explanation. Recall that 

only cleft constructions may appear with PPe, whether argu- 

ments or adjuncts. This, I have suggested, is because there is 

no selection81 restriction on the subject of the clausal pre- 

dicate. Conversely, PPs do not appear as the heads of relative 



clauses or in comparatives precisely because the determiners 

which license these clauses do not select PPs. Finally, PPs do 

not appear in tough-constructione or degree clause construc- 

tions because the AP heads in each case may not modify PP. 

4.4 The Distribution of Sub.ject Gape 

In this section I will introduce a great deal of data 

concerning the distribution of subject gaps in OWM construc- 

tions and parasitic gap constructions. Very often judgements 

will be delicate, but I believe the contrasts illustrated are 

real end s i g n i f i ~ a n t . ~ ~  The three types of subject gapo which 

will be examined should be familiar from the ir.troductory 

discussion in E4.2.2: ECM  subject^, emall clause subjects and 

the subjects of complementizerless tensed sentences. Two 

things, which I believe are crucial to sorting out this com- 

plex question, will become apparent aa the data unfold: (1) 

that the ungrammaticality signalling the phenomenon may be 

suborned by manipulation of lexical items; (ii) that tensed- 

ness plays an important role in the grammatlcality of these 

constructions, whether tne trace of null operator movement is 

in subject or object position. Although I have taken the posi- 

tion that the facts presented in this section do not support 

18. Since it will be necessary in this section to distinguish 
subtle differences in grammeticality, I will use a slightly 
more elaborate eyatem of notation than I have uaed up to t h i ~  
point. The diacritics I will use are given in (1) snd are 
ordered in ascending order of ungrammaticality from left to 
right. 

i )  ? - ? '  - ? ?  - + ?  - r ?  - cr 



the generalizations expressed by the analyses of Stowell and 

Cinque, it will become clear that the situation described is 

not all anarchy. There are generalizations to be made concern- 

ing the distribution of subject gaps and in this section and 

in 5 4 . 5  I will make what I consider to be the correct ones and 

offer a plausible account of the distribution of subject gaps 

in these constructions. 

4 . 4 . 1  Two Groups of OWH Constructions 

The first point to be made is that there ere some OWM 

constructions which freely allow subject gaps in the three 

target contexts. These include tensed relatives (53), clefts 

( 5 4 1 ,  and comparatives (55). 

5 3  a.  the woman that I expect t to win the race 
b. the woman that I think t won the race 
c. the woman that I consider t intellrgent 

5 4  ) a. It was Jane that nary expected t to win the race 
b. It was Jane that nary thought t won the race 
c. It was Jane that we all considered t intelligent 

5 5  a. I registered more students than I expect t to show 
UP 

b. I registered more ntudents than I think t will 
show up 

c. ? ?  I registered more students than I consider t 
qualified to take the course." 

Theoe three constructions share three other properties which 

eet them apart from the remaining OWM conatructions as well: 

9 .  I have no explanation for the marginality of small clause 
subjects with comparatives. 



they are all obligatorily tensedRo; they optionally appear 

with overt wh-operators; and the nhighestw embedded subject i s  

exempt from the that-t effect. These properties will now be 

illustrated in turn. 

That the tensed/infinitival distinction holds i s  illus- 

trated by the ungrammaticality of ( 5 6 )  and (57). 

56 1 a. John i s  easy that anyone likes e 
b. * John i s  too angry that anyone could talk t o  e 
c. John bought the dog for his kids that they could 

play with e 

57 1 a. * It is John for Bill t o  like e 
b. * John ate more apples than for me t o  pick e 
c. * John runs more often than for me t o  lift weights 

In making the tensed/infinitival distinction I am referring t o  

those instances of these constructions which host null opera- 

tors. Adjectiveecof the touuh class are known t o  take tensed 

sentential complements in the non-touuh-construction configu- 

20. This i s  tautological with respect t o  tensed relatives, but 
the point I wish t o  make i s  that, with reeepct t o  the other 
defining properties of the 'tensed groupa, tensed relatives 
pattern with clefts and comparatives while infinitival 
relatives d o  not. 

Another point which should be clarified i s  that the clauses I 
refer t o  here a s  tensed or infinitival ere the clauses 
containing the null operator chain, not the matrix or embedded 
clause containing the OWM construction a s  a whole. For 
example, in a cleft construction, such a s  that in (11, the 
clause which determines that it i s  a member of the tensed 
group i s  a not R. As shown in (11) and (ill), 13 may be 
infinitival, but a may never be. 

i ) It was John that Bill nominated. 

ii ) I didn't expect it t o  be John that Bill nominated. 
iii) * I think that it was John for Bill t o  nominate. 



rations ehown in ( 5 8 ) ,  but these constructions do not support 

null operators. 

58 a. It is difficult for Bill that John won the race. 
b. It is dangerous for the community that W.R. Grace 

dumps toxic waste. 

In order to purposives, RatCs in the terminology of chapter 

J. Lwo, may also be tensed for some speakers. Others, such as 

myself, find sentences such as ( 59 )  marginal or at least 

stilted. 

59)  We went to Paris in order that Nary might visit the 
Louvre. 

However, RatCs never appear with null operators either. 

On the other hand, there are cases of comparative~l which 

appear to take infinitival claunes, such as (60). 

60 1 a. It's cheaper to repair the stereo now than to buy 
a new one later. 

b. It's more dangerous to ride in a car than to fly 
in an airplane. 

There are two ways to Look at these sentences which preserve 

the generalization about the tensed and infinitival groups. 

The first is to regard them as reductions of full sentences, 

with (60b) being an elliptical vereion of (61), for example. 

61) It's more dangerous to ride in a car than it is to fly 
in an airplane. 

Alternatively, the infinitives in (60) can be viewed ae the 

compared entities with no reducticn involved. This is a bit 



difficult to see in the extraposed structures in (60), but 

compare (62) and (63). 

6 2 )  To ride in a car is more dangerous then to fly in an 
airplane. 

63 ChPvre is better than Velveeta. 

Without going any deeper into the analysis of comparatives, I 

take it as demonstrated that the tensed/infinitival distinc- 

tion is valid. 

That the members of the tensed group can also appear 

with overt wh-operators while the members of the infinitival 

group cannot is illustrated by the sentences in (64) and ( 6 5 ) .  

64) a. It was Mary who won the race. 
b. the woman who won the race. 
c. John has more money than what I h e ~ e . ~ '  

65 a. John bo,ught it (+which/what) to play with. 
b. a person (+who) to invite 
c. John ie too aggressive (*who/whom) to invite. 
d. John is easy (+who/whom) to please. 
e. This view is pretty (+which) to look at. 

There is a weak point in the overt operator generalization: 

infinitival relatives may appear with pied-piped wh-operetors, 

as shown in (66). 

66) a person to whom to give the ewful tesk of sorting 
through these papers 

21. The appearance of overt wh-operators in comparatives is 
restricted to certain dialects, but the dichotomy still holds: 
there are no dialects which permit overt wh-operators in 
degree clauses, touqh-canetructions or purpose clauses nor did 
these constructions appear with overt wh-operators at any 
prior stage in the development of the language. On infinitival 
relatives, see below. 



For now I will put aside this problem and assume that the 

generalization holds. 

Finally, the nhighestn embedded subject in the construc- 

tions of the tensed group do not appear to be sen~itive to the 

that-t effect. 

67 ) a. the woman that t won the race 
b. It was Jane that t won the race. 
c. More students showed up for c l a s ~  than t had 

registered. 

The grammaticality of (67b) suggests that the cleft complemen- 

tizer is of the relative clause-type, one which, if we follow 

the spirit of Pesetsky (1982), may take on the index of the 

null operator in SPEC of CP and directly bind the subject va- 

riable. If comparative than is a complementizer then we would 

have to say the same for it, a somewhat less appealing posi- 

tion. However, if it is a preposition with a sentential com- 

plement, as in (68), no that-t effect is expected. 

68 . .. C p p  than C C P  0, [ l a  tr ... 

Having demonstrated that the tensed group of OWM con- 

structions, which allows subject gaps freely, differs systema- 

tically in several ways from the infinitival group, I will now 

leave aside the tensed group for the moment and examine the 

distribution of subject gape in parasitic gap conetructions 

and the members of the infinitival group. 

4.4.2 Parasitic Gaps as Subjects 
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The purpose of this section and the next one will be t o  

demonstrate that the phenomenon illustrated by (7) - (11) i s  

neither uniform nor general. One argument against attributing 

the ungrammaticality of (7) - (11) t o  the ECP i s  found in 

Barriers, where Chomsky argues that the stronger contrast is 

between sentences such as (69a,b) and (69c), not between (69a) 

and (69b,c) a s  he argued in CC. 

69 ) a. which sonata did you play t without believing Mary 
liked e 

b. which sonata did you play t without believing e 
pleased Mary 

c.  which sonata did you play t without believing that 
e pleased Mary 

I concur with the Barriers position. An identical argument may 

be made based on the constrast between (70a,b). 

70) a. Which book did you buy t for Mary without ever 
understanding why she liked e 

b. Which woman did you visit t without eves figuring 
out why/whether e liked you 

Taking into account the increased complexity o f  these senten- 

ces and the wh-island embedded in t h e  parasitic domain, it i s  

still clear that 170b) i s  much more strongly ungrammatical 

than (70a), which I find only somewhet marginal. Assuming then 

that the ECP accounts for the etrong ungrammaticaLity of ( 6 9 ~ )  

and (70b), the taek i s  t.o account for the marginality of ( 6 9 b )  

and (708). 

Turning now t o  the phenomenon proper, I repeat the data 



originally adduced t o  show their nensitivity t o  the subject 

gap effect. a a 

71 a. the book that you bought t without believing e 
pleased Mary 

b. * the person you telephoned t before e Left the 
country 

22. In Appendix I of Chomsky & Lasnik (1977; hereafter C&L) it 
i s  argued that the contrast between ( i )  and (11) i s  due t o  the 
constraint in (iii), emphasis added. (,Tudgements are a s  given 
in C&L. ) 

1) someone that I believe Freddy has visited as many 
times a s  my brother has visired 

ii) * someone that I believe has visited Freddy as many 
times a s  has visited his brother. 

iii ) In paired ntructuree such a s  E(iv)l, optionally 
delete a pronoun in the second member o f  the pair 
if trace appears in the corresponding position in 
the first member; ~ c c e ~ t a b f l i t y  o f  the result 
varies from hiqh t o  low a s  the ~ o s i t i o n  of the 
m e t e d  item ranqe8 from the end t o  the b e q i n n i n ~  
of the clause. 

N. Chomsky (p.c.1 suggests that a similar constraint might be 
at work in creating the sukject/object asymmetries discussed 
in this section. The principle in (111) applies as i s  t o  para- 
sitic gap conetructions but assume that we can generalize the 
principle t o  OWM constructions aR well, even though they do 
not involve paired gaps. (iii) then predicts that (vi) should 
be worse than both ( v )  and (iv). 

iv) John i s  too arrogant for us t o  convince nary that 
we like e 

V )  * John i s  too arrogant for u s  t o  convince Mary e 
likes her 

vi) ? John i s  too arrogant for us t o  convince t that 
Mary doesn't like him 

(vi) improves even more when the embedded compiement i s  an 
infinitival: 

vii) John is too arrogant for us t o  convince t [ P R O  t o  
be nice t o  Mary, 

The strong contrast between ( v )  and (fv)/(vi)/(vii) suggests 
that we cannot account for these facts by appealing t o  a 
linear constraint. 



(718) seems markedly more acceptable than (71b). A s  above, 

when (71a) is compared with (72), the latter seems t o  be the 

fitronger violation. 

7 2 )  * the book that you bought t without believing that e 
pleased Nary 

(rib), on the other hand, oeems quite ae bad a s  (72). Larson 

(1984) argues that when temporal prepositions appear with 

sentential compJ.csments, there is a ni:ll temporal operator in 

the SPEC of CP, as shown in (73a). 

73 1 a. . . .  C p p  before C C p  Ot C I C  . . .  et... I 1  ... 

If the structure in (73a) i s  part of tile SS represert':a+.ion of 

(71b), a s  shown in 2 ,  then A'-pru will not be in position 

t o  r-mark its ti-ace. 

73 b. ... C p k  pra, before C c p  PI C t p  e,...et... I 1  .., 

(71b) is correctly predicted t o  be an ECP violatio:~. however, 

if ell temporal prepositions take null temporal operators in 

,he SPEC of their sentential complements, then movement of pro 

from object position will cross an additionel barrier: the 

corplex chain in a grammatical peraaitic gap conetructian llke 

( 7 4 )  is predicted t o  be ungrammatical. 

7 4 )  Which article did you file t after reading e? 



An ECP account of (71b) appears to be incompatible with the 

analysis of parasitic gap constructions in chapter three. 

Notice, however, that the ECP-type effect occurs even in canes 

where the preposition involved is not a temporal one. 

75 a. Which article did you xerox t because e contained 
an analysis of parasitic gaps? 

b. * Which g u y  did you visit t even though e dislikes 
you? 

An explanation of these facts which ia compatible with the 

parasitic gap analysis of chapter three is one %,fhich analyzes 

the sentential complements of the prepositions which show 

t.hese ECP effects as Ips, rather then CPs. 

76 . . .  C p p  pro, before C l p  el... 11 ... 

The sentences in (75) and (71b) are then ECP violations on a 

par with ( 6 9 ~ 1 . ~ ~  

Larson's proposal was made to account for the an~biguity 

of sentences such as (77a), first discueeed by Gels (1970). 

', 77) a. I sav Hary in New York before she claimed that she 
'., would arrive. 

b. I saw Mary in New York before ehe made the claim 
that she would arrive. 

c. I saw Mary in New York hefore she asked how to fix 
the car. 

(778) is ambiguous with respect to the scope of the temporal 

preposition: I might have Been Mary before the moment when she 

spoke the worde, "1 will arrive on Sunday," or I might have 

23. This analysis is inconsistent with the relativized minima- 
lity condition suggested in 54.6, however.. 



seen her before her projected time of arrival. Neither (77b) 

nor (77~) are similarly ambiguous. The ambiguity arises in 

(77a) because the null temporal operator (see (73a) above) may 

originate in either clause of the prepositional complement and 

move to the SPEC of CP without violating any constraints. In 

(77b,c) barriers will be crossed if the null operator moves 

from the most embedded clause; therefore, only one interpreta- 

tion is available. If the complement of the P is IP, there is 

no SS landing site for the temporal operator. There are two 

possible ways to account for the ambiguity while rrrainteining 

that the PP complements in question are IPS. Firat, the null 

temporal operator might move at LF to an IP adjoined position, 

instead of moving at SS to SPEC of CP. Adjoined to IP it would 

be governed by the preposition, a requirement under Larson's 

analysis; Note that since the temporal operator is en adjunct, 

the loss of ambiguity in (77b,c) is a result of an ECP viola- 

tion, not of a Subjacency Condition violation. Even if subja- 

cency is not relevant at LF, LF movement of the tempor-a1 ope- 

rator would be expected to produce the desired effects.*' The 

24. This point is not actually as strnightfurward as it might 
seem. In the case of ( 7 7 ~ ) ~  for example, successive cyclic 
rrrovement of the temporal operator, including transient 
adjunction to the lower IP, results in the etructure in (1). 

1) . . .  C P P  before L I P .  01 L I P  . . .  C V p .  t l a  C u p  ... 
[ C P  how C I P *  tt' L I P  tll ... I I I I I I I  

Only a segment of IP dominates tie and segments of BCs do not 
transmit barrierhood to other BCs in the Barriers system. CP 
will not be a barrier for t l P  since it does not dominate a BC 
for tree Tllerefore, a minimality condition is needed which 
will prevent t i a  from antecedent governing t,P. The minimality 
condit.ion in Barriers will have this effect only if the V '  



second possibility is that the selectional requirements of the 

prepasition are satisfied by INFL, the repository of TNS. 

Since the prepoeition in (76) governs IP, by convention, it 

governs INFL and the selectional requirements would be setis- 

fied. The ambiguity of (77a) might be the result of head-ta- 

head movement, an anaphoric relation between the complement 

INFLs, or LF movement e . ,  QR) of the most embedded IP (or 

perhaps just the most embedded TNS marker). In any case, it 

seems plausible that a straightforward ECP account can ulti- 

mately be given for the ungrammaticality of (7l.b) and ( 7 5 ) .  

The complete paradigm of examples relevant ta the sub- 

ject gap question should include the three crucial configu- 

rations: ECH verbs with infinitival complement,s, small clauses 

and embedded, tensed, complementizerless clauses, as well as 

object gap versions of these sentences for comparison. The 

paradigm for parasitic subject gaps is in (78) and parasjtic 

object gaps in (78) ) .  Recall that a single queotion mark is 

projection is present in (i). However, in (ill), which is n 
simplified portion of the structure of (ii), the V1-level may 
fail to project and, in fact, muet do eo for the sentence to 
be grammatical. 

ii) What do you think that John ate t 

If V' may fail to be present in (iii), there ie no way to pre- 
vent its absence in (I), in tqhich case (7712) is incorrectly 
predicted to be ambiguous. The relativized minimality condi- 
tion in 5 4 . 6  is also unable to rule out the structure in (1). 
On the other hand, prohibiting transient adjunction to IP by 
the temporal operator would give the right results. The points 
raised in this footnote are also relevant for any account of 
quantifier Bcope which relies on the ECP but allows transient 
adjunction to IP. 



the standard judgement for well-formed parasitic gap construc- 

tions. 

78 ) a. ? ?  the horse that you bet on t because you expected e 
to win the race 

b. * ?  the professor that you consulted t without 
believing e to understand the problem 

c. ? ?  the professor that you consulted t because you 
thought e understood the problem 

d. ? the person that you hired t without considering e 
really qualified for the job 

78') a. ? the horse that you bet on t because you expected 
Bill to ride e 

b. ? ?  the problem that you presented t without believing 
him to understand e 

c. ? the problem that you presented t because you 
thought he understood e 

To my ear, the contrast between subject gaps and object gaps 

is clearly discernible but distinctly less sharp than we would 

expect from an ECP asymmetry. Moreover, when the verb of an 

ECM complement is be or a modal, it is possible to conetruct 

parasitic gep sentences with subject gaps which are as fully 

acceptable as those with object gaps. 

79 ) a. ? the person that you hired t without believing e to 
be fully qualified 

b. ? the professor that you consulted t because you 
thought e would understand your problem 

c. ? the dog thet you got rid of t because you thought 
e might bite someone 

d. ? the dog that you got rid of t because you thought 
e had bitten someone 

Some speakers find that the tensedness of both embedded 

clauses in (79b,c,d) results in a stronger violation than with 

a normal parasitic gap construction, but this increased 



deviance is present also when the gap is in object position 

and is therefore irrelevant to the immediate point at hand. 

4.4.3 The Infinitival Group 

Let us begin by reexamining the data given in 94 .2 .2  to 

illustrate the failure of subject gape in the infinitival 

group. The paradigms given in (7) - (10) were incomplete with 
respect to our three crucial configurations; I have added the 

missing examples below and given sentences with object gaps 

for comparison. I will refrain from discussing the examples in 

detail until the first group of relevant data has been 

presented. 

Beginning with the degree clauses, the small clause 

example ( 8 0 d )  is noticeably more acceptable than (80a,b,c). 

80) a. Mary is too sick for us to expect e to recover 
b. * Mary is too inexperienced for me to believe e to 

understand the problem 
c. + Mary is too sick for Jane to think e left the 

hospital 
d. ? ?  Mary is too arrogant for anyone to consider e 

charming 

80') a. ? Mary is too sick for Jane to expect us to visit e 
b. ? ?  This problem is too complex for me to believe Mary 

to understand e 
c. ? ?  Mary is too sick for Jane to think (that) we 

visited e 

Interestingly, the sentences in (80') are merginal (although 

to varying degrees) even though they involve movement from an 

object position. 

Next are touah-constructions and, again, the example 



involving a small clause, (81d), is significantly better than 

the other examples. 

81 1 a. Mary was difficult for Sane to expect e tn recover 
b. * Mary is easy for me to believe to understand the 

problem 
c. * Hary was difficult for Jane to believe e had left 

the hospital 
d. ? Mary was difficult for anyone to consider e 

arrogant 

81/ 1 a. * Mary, was easy for Jane, to expect PRO, to like e, 
b. ? ?  This prclblem is difficult for me to believe Hary 

to understand e 
c. Mary was difficult for John to believe we had not 

visited e in the hospital 

Strikingly, the cases involving object gaps; 8 are as 

bad, in some cases, as t h o ~ e  involving subject gaps. 

Infinitival relatives with embedded subject gaps repeat 

the pattern estabilshed with degree clauses and tauah-con- 

structiona. 

82 ) a. He is not [a man for us to expect e to succeed1 
b. * He is Can employee for the boss to think e likes 

his workl 
c. * Jane finally found Can accountant to believe e 

likes his workl 
d. ? ?  Jane finally found Can accountant to consider e a 

friend I 

82') 8.  ? ?  He is not C R  man (for us) to expect Bill to 
like t3 

b. * They found Ca man to believe their friends to 
respect t I 

c. ? ?  He is [a man for the boss to think (that) the 
employees like tl 

d. ? ?  John finally found [someone to believe (that) the 
employees like tl 

e. ? They found Ca man to believe (that) they could 
respect t 1 



I find the examples with subject gaps (except for (82d)) 

uniformly ungrammatical, but there seems to be considerably 

more variation among the object gap cases. 

With purpose clauses, however, there is less contrast 

between the sentences with subject gaps and those with object 

gaps. In addition, the small claube example, (83c), shows 

little, if any, contrast with the other aubject gap  sentence^ 

6nd is significently wor6e than the small clause examples 

above, (80d), (81d) and (82d). 

83 a. I sent the present, to you, [PRO, to expect e, to 
please your children1 

b. I brought Jane, to the party for you to think e l  
likes me 

c. ? *  I didn't hire Jane for you to consider e your 
secretary 

83') a. * I bought the dog for you to believe Mary to like e 
b. * I invited Jane to the party for you to think that 

I like e 
c. ? ?  I invited Mary to the party for you to convince 

Rill to dance with e 

The e x c e p t i o r ~  among ths purpose clauses with object gaps is 

(83ct), which is surprisingly good, a result which I attribute 

to the nature of the verb convince. 

The relevance of the data in (30) - (83) is somewhat 
compromised by the difficulty of embedding in these construc- 

tions the sort of verbe which allow long-distance subject 

extraction. It may be that these constructions are semanti- 

cally incompatible with epistemic verbe. Considering just pur- 

pose clauses for the moment, the problem could be a semantic 

conflict between the purposive interpretation and the epis- 



temic verb or it could be a requirement that the semantics of 

the purpose clause demands an agentive subject. Since the 

subjects of epistemic verbs are not agentive, there is a 

clash. The contrast between (83)~) and (83/a,b) suggests that 

something like this explanation is on the right track. 

If the eource of the ungrammaticality of (80) - (83) has 

to do with the epistemic verbs used in the examples, then we 

might expect that these constructions would improve if these 

verbs are more deeply embedded. The data bearing on this pre- 

diction, in (84) - (87), are not very sharp. 

84 1 a. 7 '  We found Ca horse to tell John to expect e to win 
the race1 

b. ? ?  Bili finally found Can accountant to tell John to 
consider e a friendl 

c. + What we need is [an accountant to tell John that 
we think e understands the problem3 

d. What we need is an Can employee for John to 
announce that the boss think= e likes his work3 

85 a. + I gave the articler to John, CPRO, to tell my 
students to expect e, to appear in the syllabus1 

b. + I brought Nary here [for John to tell everyone to 
consider e a friendl 

c. + I showed my uniform, to you, [PRO, to tell the 
dean that you think el meets dress code3 

d. I brought my novel to the office to announce that 
the boss thinks e will will a prize. 

86 1 a. + John is difficult to tell Mary to expect e to 
recover. 

b. * '  This dog is dangerous to tell Nary to consider e a 
pet. 

c. Thie book is an honor to announce that the 
committee thinks e will win a prize.PB 

25.  That an honor is a member of the touqh class of predicates 
is shown by the grammaticality of (11, (111 and (ill). 

i) It is en honor to receive this prize. 
ii To receive this prize is an honor. 

iii 1 This prize is an honor to receive. 



87 1 a. + John is too sick for us to tell Mary to expect e 
to recover. 

b. * ?  John is too sleazy for us to tell Mary to consider 
e a friend. 

c. + ?  This book is too controversial to snnounce that we 
think e deserves the prize. 

As for the prediction, the only improvement at all apparent is 

in the case of ECM verbs in infinitival relatives, but even 

this is slight. The extra embedding required to construct the 

examples in ( 8 4 )  - (87) might cancel out the positive effects 
of embedding. 

To summarize the results of this data parade: a signifi- 

cant degree of the ungrammaticality associated with subject 

gaps in these constructione may be attributed to the nature of 

the verb, the depth of embedding and the islandhood of embed- 

ded tensed clauses. The last factor in particular degrades the 

sentence so markedly as to obscure almost totally the differ- 

ence between subject and object gaps. The most sensitive of 

the OWM constructions to these effects is the purpose clause. 

The least sensitive appear to be infinitival relatives and 

degree clause constructions. Finally, the data suggest, that, 

in epite of the three obscuring factore just mentioned (end 

others which may be undetected) subject gape do seem to result 

in a somewhat greater degree of deviance than object gaDs in 

these constructions. However, I think the data above have also 

shown that we are not dealing with a violation of the degree 

or stability usually associated with ECP violations. In fact, 

the sensitivity to lexical items and t-ensedness suggest some- 



thing more akin t o  a Subjacency Condition violation. I leave 

this a s  an observation for the moment and continue with the 

presentation of some additional data bearing on the question 

st hand. 

The mitigating effect of be and certain models i s  also 

apparent with OWM constructions, though t o  a lesser degree. 

The greatest improvement i s  seen when the ECM verb believe 

takes b e  as a complement verb, ae illustrated in (803. 

88 ) a. ? What we need i s  [someone for them t o  believe e to 
be a npy3 

b. ? ?  Thsy found Ca man t o  believe e t o  be the Messiah3 
c. ? '  John i s  difficult t o  believe e t o  be a spy. 
d. ? ?  John i s  too inept for me t o  believe e t o  be a spy. 

The increased acceptability I 8  most noticeable with infiniti- 

val relatives, but also perceptible, I think, with touqh- 

constructions and degree clauses. Purpose clauses are consis- 

tent with their earlier behavior in showing virtually no 

improvement with the believe e t o  be configuration. 

89 ) a. + I gave it, t o  himl [ P R O J  t o  believe el t o  be a 
gift 3 

b. * I brought John t o  the party for you t o  believe e 
t o  be my f r i e n d 2  

Models seem t o  have a lesser effect on the OWH conetructiono, 

as shown in (90) and (90' 1. 

90 a. ? What we need i s  Ceomeone for them t o  believe/think 
e might actually kidnap the Preuident3 

b. ? What we need is [someone for them t o  believe e has 
escaped I 

c. + John i s  difficult t o  think e might be a spy. 
d. + ?  John would be difficult to believe e would ever do 

something like that 



e. * That drug is eaay to believe e could harm someone. 
f. + John is too good-hearted for me to believe e could 

ever harm anyone 
g. + ?  That movie was too innocuous for me to believe e 

has offended you 
h. + I gave iti to himJ [PROJ to think e, might be a 

sign of my affectionl 
1. 4 I brought John to the party for you to believe e 

could be a gentleman 

What we need is Csomeone for them to believe/think 
we might actually kidnap el 
What we need is Csomeone for them to believe we 
have kidnapped el 
John is difficult to thi'nk we might offend e 
John would be difficult to believe someone could 
ever dislike e so much 
That drug is easy to believe the Mafia could be 
selling e 
John is too good-hearted for me to believe anyone 
could ever dislike e 
That movie was too innocuous for me to believe you 
disliked e so much 
I gave it, to himJ CPRO, to think Mary might want 
e, as a sign of my affection1 
I brought John to the party for you to believe I 
could be nice to e 

A s  we have seen before, the purpose clauses in (90) and (90') 

are strongly ungrammatical with both object and subject gaps. 

In contrast, I find the infinitival relatives in both (90) and 

(90') virtually perfect. The fact that OWM constructions do 

nct show the kind of marked improvement with modals which we 

saw in the case of parasitic gap constructions is coneistent 

with the evidence from (80) - (83) that infinitival OWM con- 

structions are extremely sensitive to tensednees, embedding 

and the presence of epiatemic verbs. 

To conclude this section: the data reviewed suggest that 

there is a contrast between OWM and parasitic gap construc- 

tions with subject gaps end those with object gape, but it is 



a weaker contrast than the subject vs. object asymmetry asso- 

ciated wth canonical ECP effects. Moreover, we have seen that 

OWM constructions in particular are very sensitive to the 

semantic class of the verbs with which they appear and to the 

islandhood of tensed embedded clauses. 

4.4.4 Subject Gaps in Islands 

At this point it makes sense to ask whether the weak 

contrast between variables in subject pouitj.on and those in 

object position obtains in any other context. In this section 

X will argue tnat extraction of subjects from islands does 

create a stro:~ger violation than extraction of objects, that 

is, the weak subject/object asymmetry of the preceding sec- 

tions holds in constructions other than those hosting null 

operators. Compare the pairs of relative clauees in (91), for 

example. 

91 a. ? ?  Which guyl did John wonder when to expect ti to 
show up 

a./ ? Which gift1 did John wonder when to expect PRO to 
receive ti 

1 b. ? ?  Which studentl did John wonder whether to believe 
t, understood the problem 

b./ ? Which probleml did John wonder whether to believe 
Bill understood tl 

c. ? ?  Which guyi did John deny the rumor that you think 
ti likes MaryP6 

26. Most people find CNPC violations slightly worse than wh- 
island violations, especially when the wh-islands involve 
infinitivals. However, the CNPC violation examples I use do 
not seem to me to be as bad as, for instance, Subject Condi- 
tion violations. Rather than increase the complexity of m y  
notational system, I will mark for contrast in this case and 



c.' ? Which guyr did John deny the rumor that you 
believe Mary t o  like t l  

Complexity once again makes judgements difficult, but it seems 

that the examples involving object extraction are more accept- 

able than those involving subject extraction. However, as with 

the cases we saw In the previous section, the increased 

deviance of the subject examples does not reach the level of 

an ECP violatiiln, as can be seen by comparing (91b,c) with 

92 ) a. + Which studentl did John wonder whether t o  believe 
that t i  understood the problem 

b. + Which guyr did Jol n deny the rumor that you think 
that ti likes Mary 

We saw above that the best examples of subject gaps were found 

with small ciauses, ECM complements with and tensed, com- 

plementizerless embedded sentences with modals. Thetie contexts 

also improve subject gaps within islands. 

93 a. ? '  Wkiich guy1 did you wonder whether we considered t i  
a fool 

b. ? '  Which guyr did you wonder whether re believed t i  
t o  be fully competent 

c. ? '  Which p r a f e s ~ o r ~  did you wonder whether I thought 
t, would u n d e r ~ t a n d  your problem 

d. ? '  Which dog, did YOU wonder whether I thought t, had 
attacked someone 

e. ? ?  Which guy, did 4ahn deny the rumor that you 
believed t i  t a  be mentally incompetent 

f. ? ?  Which dogl did John believe the claim t h a t  you 
thought t, would bite someone 

leave it to the reader t o  compensate for the increased 
marginality of CNPC violations. 



That some of the aentences in (93) 30 not improve to the same 

level of acceptability as the parasitic gap constructions 

above is not surprising given that some of the examples of 

ialsnd constructions in ( q 2 )  arc more deviant than parasitic 

gap constructions to begin vith.P7 

The examples above all involved either wh-islands or 

complex NPs. Pesetsky ( ' 982 )  noticed that a similar effect 

holds with extraction of  subject^ from adjunct islands. 

9 4  ) a. + the mani that John went to the interview without 
expecting t, to show up for it 

a,'?? the gift1 thet John went to the party without 
expecting PRO to receive t, 

b. + P5e student that Joh,l fini~hed the lecture without 
believing ti understood the ~ r o b l e m  

b. ' 7 ': the problem, that J ~ h n  finished the lecture 
without. beli~bing Bill understood tl 

c. + the man, that John went to the police because he 
believed ti to have stolen a car 

c.'?? the oarl that John went to the pollce beceuee he 
believed Bill to have stolen ti 

Once again, it seems tbs cases of subject extraction are sig- 

nificantly worse than those of object extraction. Except far 

small clauses, the contexts discussed above which improve 

oubject extraction ueev tc have very little efiect on t!,ese 

cases. 

:?7. The exception is extraction configurations of the farm 

i) what did you wonder how to fix 

where a direct object iu taken out of an InfinitivaA wh- 
island. Most speakers, including me, find these grammetical. 



95 a. * ?  the man, that John went to the interview without 
expecting t, would show up for it 

b. * ?  the student that John finished the lecture while 
believing t, to be asleep 

c. ? ?  the man, that John went to the police because he 
considered t, a thief 

The data in this section indicate that what I have been cell- 

ing the "weakn subject/object asymmetry apparent in Bome OWH 

constructions and parasitic gap constructions IEJ also in 

effect with extraction from vh-islands, adjunct islands and 

complex noun phrases. 

The means to account for this weak   symmetry lie close 

at hand within the Barriers-style framework I have adopted. 

The data which have been reviewed in this and the previous 

eecticn lead to the conslusion that the bounding constraints 

ori subjects are stricter than those on objects. I propose that 

this asymmetry be ercoded in a relativized Subjacelncy Condi- 

tion which takes into account the nature of the position from 

which A/-movement originated. Representationally, we can 

characterize this as taking into account the nature of a, in a 

chain C - a , .  . . , a 1. Thus, if q, i s  a complement, C is a 

complement chain; if a, is a non-complement, C is a non- 

complement chain. Non-complement A/-chains must meet O- 

subjacency, while the link8 of complement A '  --cl~ains muet meet 



1 - s u b j ~ c e n c y . ~ ~ ~ ~ *  This is incorporated into the Subjacency 

Condition as shown in (96). 

96 1 a. If (a,, a, is a link of a chain C, then al ,, SS 
n-subjacent to a , .  

b. (1) If C is e complement chain, then n=l. 
(ill If C is a non-complement chain, then n=O. 

9 7 )  R is n-subjacent to a if there are fewer than n+l 
barriers for R which exclude a. 

The question of how to "quantifyn Subjacency Condition viola- 

tions now arises. The non-relativizled version of the Subja- 

cency Condition proposed in Barriers had n=l for all chains. 

The optimal case was one in which no berriers intervened 

between the members of a chain link. The intervention of a 

eingle barrier between any a ,  + ,  and at resulted in a mild 

violation and the intervention of two barriers resulted in a 

CED-level violation, i.e. eomething weaker than sn ECP 

violation but stranger than a simple wh-island violation. It 

is possible to maintain eomething like this apprcach if we say  

28. The complex chains which characterize parasitic gap 
constructions must be viewed as follows: assume ( i )  is a 
complex chain with el (the parasitic gap) in a tion-complement 
pouition and t1 in a complement position. 

Segment b of the complex chain is subject to the non-comple- 
ment veruion of the Subjacency Condition in (96) and segment a 
ie subject to the complement version. 

29. I use the terms ucomplementn and unon-complementn rather 
than "subjectn and "objectn for generality. The effect of the 
stronger subjacency requirement on adjuncts will be obscured 
by the effects of the ECP. 



that the intervention of zero barriers between the links of a 

chain results in grammaticality and the intervention of n+l 

barriers results in a CED-level violation. This means that 

when only one barrier  intervene^ between two links of 8 chain 

with a, in subject position, b strong violation will reault. 

To incur a similarly strong violation, a link in a chain with 

a, in a complement position must be broken by two adjacent 

barriers. A third option exists for complements, the interven- 

tion of one barrier, and this result6 in mild deviance. 

The ungrammaticality which we observed with subject gaps 

in OWM constructions, parasitic gap constructions and extrac- 

tion from islands may now be analyzed fundamentally as a Sub- 

jacency Condition violation. The different degrees of ungram- 

maticality reflect additional factors which add to or minimize 

this underlying violation. F'or example, the "weak" islandhood 

of tensed IPS (see Barriers, p. 37ff) will have a stronger 

impact on the grammaticality of a sentence involving subject 

extraction than on the grammaticality of one involving object 

extraction. Add to this the incompatibility of some of the 

constructions examined with many of the verbs which allow 

embedding and the level of grammaticality deteriorates even 

further. There are many related questions to be dealt with, in 

particular, the "weakn barrier status of tensed IP/CP and the 

relevance of lexical subjects to the barrierhood of I?. Sonme 

of these questions will be taken ;\p in 54.5, but for now I 

will leave them aside in order to examine a subject/object 

asymmetry in Italian and French. 

- 282 - 



4.4.5 Obligatory Intermediate ECs 

Verhs which are members of the class including French 

croire and Italian ritenPre have the peculiar property of 

being ungrammatical with lexical subjects and grammatical with 

wh-moved subjects. a ( (98a), (99a ) =R, (98b 1, (99b) =K 

98 a. + Ritieni Gianni esaere intelligente. 
'You believe John to be intelligent.' 

b. * Je crois Jean etre le plus intelligent de tous. 
'I believe Jean to be the most intelligent of 
all. ' 

99 ) a. il ragazzo che ritieni t essere intelliqente 
'the boy that you believe t (to) be intelligent' 

b. Quel garqon crois-tb etre le p?us intelligent de 
tous? 
'Which boy do you believe to be tb,e most intelli- 
gent of all?' 

Kayne (1981) and Rizzi (1982) argue that sentences such as 

those in (98) are ungrammatical because the subject fails to 

be case-marked in its SS position; where English allows CP- 

deletion to permit exceptional case-marking acroRs the IP 

boundary, Italien and French do not. The CP boundary remains 

intact in the French and Italian sentences end blocks assign- 

30. Some of the data in this section are taken from Rizzi 
(19821, Cinque (1986, 1987), Kayne (1981) and Obenauer (1984, 
1985). Examples taken from these eourcee will be marked with 
the appropriate initial and, where necessary, date; for 
example, ((la), (28) = R, (lb), (2b) = K )  signifies that (la) 
and (2a) are from Rizzi (1982) and (lb), ( 2 b )  are from Kayne 
(1981 1. 



ment of case to the subject of the infiniti~al.~' Successive 

cyclic movement through SPEC of CP in (99) leaves a trace 

which is accessible to case-marking, as shown in (100). 

100) . . .  V C c p  t' C , p  t... 

The A'-chain thereby receives case and the structure is 

licensed. 

Before discussing the croire/riten&re class of verbs any 

further, let me review a few facts about extraction from wh- 

islands in Italian and French. Rizzi (1982) pointed out that 

extraction from within the most deeply embedded clauses in a 

structure such as that in (101) is grammatical if CPu is 

infinitival and ungrammatical if it is tensed. Sportiche 

(1981) Ergues that the seme is true for French. The relevant 

sentences are given in (102) and (103). ((96)=R, (97)=S) 

102) a. * Mario, che non immagino perch& tu abbio deciso che 
non incontrerai, P una brava persona. 
'M., that I do not imaglne why you have decided 
that you will not meet, is a nice fellow.' 

b. ? Mario, che non immagino perch6 tu abbia dec!so di 
non incontrare, P una brava persona. 
'M., thnt S du not imagine why you have decided 
not to meet, is E\ nice fellow. ' 

31. The Rizzi/Kayne analysis of these ccnetructions is 
incompatible with the imposition of a head government require- 
ment on traces. Under the assumption that untensed XNFL is not 
a licit head goverpor, (99) will be incorrectly ruled out. It 
may be that in French end Italian the verb optionally moves to 
INFL when IMFL is untensed, perhaps at LF, providing a proper 
governor for the subject trace. 



103)  a. VoilB qaelqu'un B qui je sale lequel je crois que 
j 'oPfriraio. 
'Here is someone to whom I know which one I think 
I will offer. ' 

b. ? Voila quelqu'un B qui je sais laquelle Je veux 
kcrire. 
'Here is someone to whom I know which one I want 
to write. ' 

If the embedded infinitival relative is an infinitival ques- 

tion itself, it has the same effect as a tensed complement 

clause, I. e. an isiand violation results. ( ( 104 ) = R  

1 0 4 ) *  I tuoi ospiti, che non immagino chi sappia dove postare, 
. . .  
'Your guests, that I do not imagine where to take, ... ' 

Rizzi points out that the infinitival complements of the 

c_roire/riten&re. class of verbs act like infirlitival queotions 

rather than like other infinitival complements in that they 

trigger tire wh-island eflect. This i~ illustreted in ( 1 0 5 i .  

1 0 5 ) +  U,-I simile riscatto, che mi domando quante persone 
ritieni poter pagare, 12 altiesirno. 
'Such n ransom, that 1 wonder how mnny people you 
belie-re to be able to pay, is extremely high. ' 

The ungrammaticality of (105 )  supporte the analysis of this 

class of verbs proposed by Rizzi and Kayne. 

An unexpected property of this class of verba is that 
L 

they are sensitive to extraction of their subjects from within 

islands.aP The examples below indic.?te this effect with wh- 

32. This was pointed out by Rizzi (1982) for wh-islands and by 
Kayne (class lectures, 1983). Thie phenomenon is discuased at 
length in Cinque (1987 ) .  Rizzi's example is given in (i). 



islands, ( 106 1, extraposed subjects, ( 107 1, and PP adjuncts, 

106) a. * L'unica persons che non sapevo come potessero 
ritenere essere una spia, ... 

b. a La seule personne que je ne savais pas comment ils 
pouvaient croire etre un capian, . . .  
'The only person who I did not know how they could 
believe t to be a spy, . . .  ' 

107) a. * La seule personne que qa l'ennuierait qu'~.lles 
pensent etre de son cbtk, . . .  

b. * L'unica persona che lo danneggerd che peneino 
essere dalla eua parte, . . .  
'The only person who it will harm him that they 
think t to be on his side, . . . ' 

108; a. * La seule personne que nous avone & t P  recompenses 
pour avoir cru etre intelligente, ... 

b. * L'unica persona c'ne siamo stat1 ricompens~ti per 
aver ritenuto essere intelligente, ... 
'The only person who we have been rewarded for 
considering t to be intelligent, ... '  

The ungrammaticality of these sentences is quite strong, 

comparable to an ECP v i ~ l a t i o n . ~ ~  

If the Riz:~i/Kayne analysis of the gran~matical sentences 

in (99) i6 correct, then there is an intermediate trace in tho 

i )  * Gianni, che mi. domando che cosa ritieni aver 
fatto, comunque nan msrita una simile punizione. 
'G., that I wonder what you believe t to have 
done, anyway doesn't deserve such a purlishme.nt. ' 

33. This is apparently not the case for some French speakers, 
who, nevert-heless, find extractlor. of sub j ~ c t s  from comple- 
ments of these verbs noticeably worse than extraction of 
objects. If the phenomenon should not be c l ~ ~ s s e d  as an ECP 
violation, then an analysis such as Pollock's (1985), which 
does not require a trace in the SPEC of the embedaed CP, would 
group the croire/rft.en&re facts with subject extraction in 
English. The analysis of the que/uui alternation and extrac- 
tion of direct objects in Dutch discussed later in this sec- 
tion are still valid whatever the correct approach to the 
=ire/ri t e n b r ~  facts. 



SPEC of the embedded CP, as shown in (1001, which is crucial 

to the well-formedness of the structure at LF. I adopt the 

suggestion of J. Aoun, discussed in K o L ,  that an NP (1.e. an 

HP chain) must be case-marked in order to be visible for 8 -  

marking. Moreover, I interpret the Visibility Condition aa 

requiring that means of case-marking an NP must be extant at 

L,F when the 0-criterion is checked. By this interpretation, 

case-marking j.6 not like r-marking: the configuration of case- 

markirg may n0.t be satisfied once during a derivation and then 

destroyea by Affect a. Therefore, the intermediate trace in 

the SPEC of CP ill (100) must be present at LF. 

Other than the constraint on case-marking configurations 

just proposed, only the ECP is relevant to determining the 

status of t' in (100) at LF. Let's examine the structure of a 

sentence like those in (106) in a bit more detail to see if 

the ECP will correctly rule dut (106) - (108). ( V "  = a verb 

from the croire/ritenPre class.) 

The empty categories which are required to be present for 

indepehclent reasons are t i 1  (by the 8-Criterion end the Pru- 

jection Principle) and t, (by the Visibility Principle and 

indirectly by the 0-Criterion). Recall that Chom~ky's (1986, 

class lectures) version of r-marking assumes the following: T- 

marking of traces is freely ordered wrt Affect a, both at SS 

and 1,F; the entire A/-chain of an adjunct (including all 



intermediate traces) must be present throughout the derive- 

tion; ECP is checked at the end of the LF derivation. At some 

point before the ECP is checked the intermediate trace t l g  

will r-mark t,, ' Similarly, the VPb -adj~ined trace, t, ', will 

r-mark t l g .  The remaining intermediate traces may delete at 

any point in those two mappings so long as t l a  does not delete 

before it T-marks t l e .  By the time the ECP is checked at the 

end of the Lf;' mapping, there are no C-r3 traces in the repre- 

sentation. The sentence is incorrectly predicted to be gramma- 

tical by t h i ~  appruach to proper government and r-marking. 

The L&S spproach to r-marking fares much better. Recall 

that L&S argue that both r-marking and Affect a apply in the 

mappings from DS to SS and from SS to LF, but that T-marking 

is always ordared after Affect a in a mapping. The ECP is 

checked after LF r-marking. L&S must also adopt the principle 

in (1101, their "principle (109)n. 

110) Only an argument receives a T-feature at SS. 

Since t i g  is not an argument, it will. not receive a r-feature 

at SS. Crucially, it will not be marked [-TI, since they also 

muot assume that a r-marked trace cannot be re-r-marked at e 

subsequent level. In order for t i R  to receive Err3 at LF the 

next intermediate trace, t i a ,  must aluo be present at LF. But 

recall that Affect a precedes r-marking at each level; this 

means that t 1 3  will not be able to r-mark t 1 4  and then delete. 

Therefore, t, must also be r-marked at LF. In fact, for the 

sentence to be licensed the entire chain must be present at 
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LF, 1.e. all empty categories must satisfy the ECP by being 

marked [ + T I .  However, t i 4  does not properly govern t i a  because 

of the intervening wh-island. Therefore, the L&S approach to 

7-marking correctly p~edicts that a sentence with the struc- 

ture in (109) will be an ECP violation. 

There is a modification of Chomsky's approach which 

captures the generalization suggested by the data in (106) - 

(108), namely, that subjects of the complements of the croire/ 

ritenere class of verbs behave like adjuncts wrt the ECP. The 

modification involves extending  he stipulation on sdjunct 

chains to all cha 16 incorporating A/-empty cotegor,les, as 

shown in (111). \ 

111) Any A'-chain containing a non-pronominal empty categcry 
in an A'-position at LF must be entirely repreoentcd 
throughout the derivation. 

(111.) has the same effec,: 8s the principle in (110) plus the 

orderinc of Affect a and r-marking in the L&S epproach. 

The sue/qui alternation in French is also deperdent on 

the presence of a trace in the SPEC c P  CP, ~ccording t3 the 

analysis of Pesetsky ( 1 9 7 8 ) . a 4  In French an ECP violatiun is 

avoided in (112a) by virtue of the g d i  complementizer, which, 

according 'to Peeetsky, may take on the index of the trace in 

the adjacent SPEC. He also arguen that a similar process is 

responsible for the grnmmaticality of (112b). 

34. See also Kayne ( 191.4 ) . Pesetsky 's analysis transfers 
straightforwardly to t-he CP/IP approach to sentence structure. 



112) a. la femme, que je crois quil tl aime Jean 
b. the womanl that, tr likes John 
c. * Whor do you think that t i  likes John? 

English differs from French in that complementizer indexing 

occurs only with relative clause (and cleft) complementizers; 

thus, ( 1 1 2 ~ )  is ruled out by the ECP. 

If the trace which trigger6 the que/qui alternation must 

be present at LF, then we would expect that the A'-chain 

formed by subject extraction would have the status of an 

adjunct A '  -chain for r-marking. The pr.edictiorr of (111) is 

that embedding a complement clause of the form in (112a) 

within a wh-island will result in strong ungrammaticality. A s  

~ h o w n  in (1131, the prediction is borne out. ((113b,c,d)=C87) 

113) u. * la femme que je ne saie pas qui croit qui aime 
Jean 
'the woman that I don't know who believes (qui) 
likes John 

b. * Qui vocls demandiez-vous comment elles croyafent 
qui Ptait mort? 
'Wha were you wondering how they couid believe had 
died? ' 

c. * Qui t'ennuierait qu'elle pense qui est mort? 
'Who would it harm you that she  think^ has died?' 

d. * Qui regrett-t-11 que nous croyons qui n'etait pas 
amical? 
'Who dose he regret that we believed wann't 
friendly?' 

In every case in (113) there is an A/-trace which is blocked 

from receiving [ + T I  hy the intervention of e barrier. The ECP 

correctly rules out the que/qui alternation within islends. 

Tb,e analysis of parasitic gap conetructionu proposed in 

chapter three in combination with this analysis uf the croire/ 

ritenbre and gue/~u& facts predicts that neither of these two 
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will occur within the parasitic domain. That is, a parasitic 

gap will be ungrammatical as the subject of a croire/riten&re 

infinitival complement and will not license the ~ue/sui 

alternation; the result in both cases will be a strong viola- 

tion. Both predictions are true. ((114)=C86) 

114) a. L'hommel que nous apprOcions ti sans croire el 
etre intelligent 

b. + L'uomol che apprezztivamo ti pur senza ritenere e, 
essel-e intelligente 
'the man that we appreciated t without believing e 
to be intelligent' 

115)+ La femme que Jean voulait rencontrer sans croire qui 
1 ' aime 

I have argued that the A'-pro in parasitic gap constructions 

must delete in the mapping from SS to LF by the principle of 

Full Interpretation, giving an LF representation with the 

intermediate traces shown in (116) for sentences such as those 

in (114). (0 marks the location of deleted A/-pro. ) 

1 1 6 )  ...whi... C V P .  tr' Cup .  Cvp...tr... I C p p . . .  C c p  0 CIp... 
C V P .  e l f /  CVP...[CP e l J  C l p  el... 1 1 3 1 3  

According to the analysis I proposed above, it is necessary 

for e i /  to remain in the representation at LF. Whether we 

adopt the L&S approach to r-marking or one incorporating 

(1111, the representation will be ruled out as e l / /  will not 

be marked C +?I. 

An objection that could be raised against this analysi~ 

concerns the requirement that A'-pro not appear in the LF 

representation of parasj.tic gap constructions. I have argued 



that this pro is "licensed" at SS as an intermediate member of 

an A/-chain. However, it is nat licensed as a null pronaminal: 

it never receives phi-features (or has its phi-features 

licensed) by participating in an agreement relation. The 

ungrammaticality of (114) and (115) indicate that being on 

intermediate member of an A'-chain is not sufficient to 

license an empty pronominal in an A/-position at LF. A/-pro 

may be licensed functionally at SS but it must be licensed in 

content (i.e. phi-features) in order to escape the filtering 

effects of the principle of Full Interpretation at LF. 

An analysis similar to that proposed for the aue/sui 

alternation and the croire/ritenPre facts may also account for 

the behavior of direct objects (DO61 in Dutch. Koopman & 

Sportiche (1986b; hereafter, K&Sb) point out that extraction 

of DO6 in Dutch, (117a), is strongly blocked by islands, as is 

extraction of adjuncts and subjects, (117b,c), while extrac- 

tion of arguvent PPs over islands, (117d), is poseible. (All 

examples are from K&Sb. 

117) a. * Wiel hij zich afvroeg of jij t, aardig vond? 
whol he wondered whether you ti liked 
'Who, did he wonder whether you liked t,?' 

b. * Wie, hi? zich afvroeg clf tl jouw aardig vond? 
whol he wondered whether ti you liked 
'Whol did he wonder whether tr liked you?' 

c. Waaroml hij zich efvroeg of Jan tl ontslagen was? 
why, he wondered whether J R ~  ti fired wee 
'Why did he wonder whether Jan had been fired?' 

d. Met wie, hij zich afvroeg of hij ti zou kunnen 
praten? 
with whoml he wondered whether he ti would be able 
to talk 
'With whom, did he wonder whether he would be able 
to talk tr ? '  



K&Sb argue that, in this context, DOs pattern with adjuncts in 

Dutch because the normal SS position for a DO is an A / -  

position: for rrasons having to do with Case, a DO must move 

from its DS 8-position to a VP-adjoined position. This is move 

(a) n 8 which is essentially K&Sb's (27). 

It is from this adjoined position that wh-movement originates, 

shown in (118) as move (b). They then argue that long move- 

ment, i.e. non-successive cyclic movement, is poseible only 

from 8-positions and is, therefore, not an option for DOs. 

That Dutch DOs are in an A'-position at SS is further 

supported by their ability to license para~itic gaps without 

being wh-moved. This is discussed in Bennis & Hoekstra (1985; 

hereafter, B&H), where the following examples are given. 

119) a. Jan heeft die boekenl Czonder e, te bekijkenl 
weggelegd. 
John has those books [without to inepectl away put 

b. Ik heb deze scriptie, Calvorens definitief el te 
beoordelenl eeret aan Jan voorgelegd. 
I have this term paper [before definitively to 
judge1 fLrst to show John 

If this analysis of DOs in Dutch is correct, it means that 

when a DO is wh-moved, there must be an intermediate A/-trace 

in VP-adjoined p~sition for case purposes, just as is the case 

when the subject of an infinitival complement of a verb from 

the croire/riten&re class is wh-moved. DOs in Dutch straight- 



forwardly come under the analysis proposed above for the nub- 

jects of infinitival complements of croire/riten&re verbs. 

There is a problem with this, however: according to B&H 

the DO is in an A/-position only when the word order is . . .  DO 
Adjunct V..., not when it is . . .  Adjunct DO V.... If this means 

that the DO is free to remain in its DS position at SS, then 

neither the K&Sb analysis nor my recasting of it in terms of 

the croire/riten&re analysis is mo,tivated. 

Koopman & Sportiche (1986a) discuss some facts about wh- 

movement in Vata which might also be brought under the analy- 

sis I have proposed. Wh-movement in Vata has the following 

characteristics: extraction of argument PPs and direct objects 

from within wh-islands (long-extractionn) is possible; short 

wh-movement. of subjects, adjuncts and verbs obligatorily 

leaves behind a resumptive pronoun; long-extraction does not 

apply to subjects, adjuncts and verbs. K&Sa argue that the 

resumptive pronoun strategy is necessary because a wh-moved 

element, even in the case of nshortw movement, goes to a 

position from which an antecedent may not properly govern its 

trace. Therefore, the ECP cannot be claimed to rule out long 

extraction of subjects, adjuncts and verbs as they do not 

leave behind empty category traces. To account for these 

facts, K&Sa propose a Condition on Long Extraction: 

120) x is a possible long extraction site iff x is a 0 -  
position. 



They further argue that the subject position (in Vata at 

least, perhaps more generally) is a 0'-position, the subject 

being base-generated within the VP and raised to its SS posi- 

tion. There are several ways this range of f'acts could be ac- 

counted for by the proposals in this section; however, aseess- 

ing how well the analysis accounts for the data or what kind 

of ramification= the Vata facts have for the analysis  require^ 

more subtle comparative judgements of the violations in quee- 

tion than I have access to. Therefore, the assessment o.f my 

analysis vis-a-vis Vata wh-movement cannot be undertaken at 

this time. 

4.4.6 Overt/Finite vs. Null/Infinitival 

In 54.4.1 I began by dividing the OWli conatructions into 

two groups. The members of the first group, infinitival rela- 

tive clauses, touqh-constructions, purpose clauses, and degree 

clauses, occur only with infinitival clauses, never appear 

with overt wh-operators and exhibit the subject/object asym- 

metry discussed at length above. The second group is made up 

of tensed relative clauses, clefts and comparatives, which 

appear obligatorily with teneed clauses, optionally with overt 

wh-operators, and which seem to be less deviant with embedded 

subject gaps than the infinitival group, though the effect is 

still noticeable in certain contexts. Optimally, we would hope 

to find a unified explanation for the distribution of these 

properties. I do not have euch R n  analysis, but I do have a 



few things to say about the problem which may shed some light 

on directions for further research. 

First, I will attempt to separate out the various 

aspects of the subject gap problem. I suggested above that 

most of the verbs which allow embedded subject gaps are incom- 

patible with a purposive interpretation. This is most eppa- 

rent, naturally, in purpose clauses. If there were reason to 

believe that the infinitival OWM constructions share a kind of 

inherent purposive aspect to their semantics which the tensed 

OWM constructions do not, then the subject gap contrast would 

be virtually explained. Analysing the semantics of the OWM 

constructions in question is beyond the scope of this work, 

but there are reasons to believe the purposive connection to 

be the key to the subject gap problem. 

There is evidence that the infinitival clauses in the 

constructions of the infinitival group derive diachronically 

from dative nominal6 and PPS.'~ In OE the infinitive appears 

as a nominal, complete with case-endings. As such, the infini- 

tive was able to appear as the object of certain prepositions, 

e.g. the purposive t o  and for. During the transition to ME, 

when the language lost most of its affixal case-indicators, a 

wide variety of prepositions were coopted into use as case- 

markers; see Lumsden (in progress) for arguments that these 

prepositional case-markers do not head full PPs. Over time, 

35. This brief discussion owes much to J. Lumsden, who should 
not be held accountable for the uses to which I put some of 
the insights and arguments found in Lumsden (in progress). 



these prepositional case-markers were reanalysed as infiniti- 

val INFL and COMP, respectively, a process which corresponded 

to the reanalysis of infinitival phrases (even some of those 

originally analysed as nominal objects of PPs) as clausal 

entities rather than nominals. 

The point I wish to make here is that the clausal com- 

plements of the infinitival group of OWN constructions are 

plausibly derived from PPs with nominal objects. In fact, 

three of the infinitival OWM constructione, relatives, purpose 

clauses and degree clauses, still have purposive PP counter- 

parts of the infinitival forms. 

121) a. a topic to discuss calmly 
b. a topic for calm discussion 

122) a. I bought John a tent to take camping in the 
Rockies 

b. I bought John a tent for cemping trips in the 
Rockies 

123) a. This topic is too difficult to research any 
further. 

b. This topic is too difficult for further research. 

Taking the sharp ungrammaticality of purpose clauses with 

epistemic verbs as evidence that there is a npurposive- 

epistemic clashn (which naturally requiren an explanation), it 

should not be surprising that the constructions in (121a), 

(122a) and (123a) do not easily host epistemic verbs. 

In the remaining member of the infinitival group, the 

touuh-construction, the clause does not seem to corre~pond so 

neatly to a purposive PP, as shown by the ungremmaticality of 



124) a. This toplc is difficult to discuss calmly. 
b. + This topic is difficult for calm discussion. 

In this case the difficulty surely arises from the nature of 

the touqh-adjective as a clausal or propositional modifier, 

although I have no concrete proposals for ruling out (124b). 

The tensed OWM constructions do not have counterparts 

involving purposive PPs and do not seem to have any sort of 

purposive aspect to their interpretation. Nor do any of them 

involve heads (adjectival, adverbial or otherwise) which indi- 

rectly exert some kind of selectional constraints on the "top- 

most" verb in the embedded clause. Without the interference of 

the "purposive clasha, complements with embedded subjects will 

naturally be more acceptable. 

The above discussion is no more than a rough sketch of a 

possible line of argument, but let us assume that the subject 

gap issue is resolved in the manner suggested. This leaves us 

with the following phenomenon to explain: tensed clauses may 

appear with either overt or null operators and infinitival 

clause8 appear only with null operators. This correspondence 

was noted in Levin (1983, 1984) where the distributj.on of null 

and overt operators was argued to be cr,ucially linked to the 

finiteness of the clause within which they occur. Levin (1983) 

proposes the Case Visibility Principle (CVP): 

125) Case is only visible under government. 



Overt operators, like overt NPs in A-positions, must have 

Case. A verb may govern the COMP of a clausal argument, 

licensing an overt operator, or INFL, which i s  base-generated 

in COMP, may govern an operator in COHP and satisfy the CVP if 

it i s  finite. In Levin (1984) these proposals are incorporated 

into a revised version of Brody's (1983) theory of empty cate- 

gories, chains and case-relations. I will not rehearse the 

details of Brody's theory or Levin's proposed revision, but 

will simply summarize the relevant consequences and refer the 

reader t o  Levin (1984) and Brody (1984) for discussion. 

The crucial result of the Brody/Levin analysis for the 

problem at hand is that overt operators must be governed and 

null heads of chains (PRO and null operators) must be ungo- 

verned; the latter condition being derived from case theory 

rather than binding theory. This, along with the assumption 

about INFL in COMP noted above, accounts neatly for the dis- 

tribution of overt and null operators in the data in (126) - 

(127). (The examples below follow the paradigms in Levin 

(1983) and the judgements given are hers. 

126) o. I know 
b. I know 
c .  I know 
d. I know 
e. + I know 
f. + I know 
g. + I know 
h. + I know 

who Jane likes t 
who t o  visit t 
with whom t o  speak t 
who t o  talk t o  t 
t o  talk t o  e 
t o  visit e 
with e t o  speak t 
Jane likes e 

127) a. I know the person who Jane likes t 
b. + I know the person who t o  visit t 
c .  I know the man with whom t o  speak t 
d. + I know the man who t o  talk t o  t 
e. I know the man t o  talk t o  e 



f. I know the man t o  visit e 
g. I know the man with e t o  speak t 
h. * I know the man Jane likesac 

As can easily be verified, under the above eesumptions 

( 126e, f, g, h and ( 127b, d, g, h are ruled out and the rest are 

predicted t o  be grammetical. This approach, embedded in a 

general theory of empty cateqory distribution, i s  quite 

attractive a s  an explanation for the overt/tensed vs. 

null/infinitival dichotomy within OWM constructions. 

There are some problems with adopting this analysis, 

however. For one thing, this approach requires an analysis of 

touqh-constructions which treats the infinitive a s  an adjunct 

rather than as a complement of the adjective; if the structure 

i s  a s  in (128) the adjective will govern the null operator and 

the sentence will b e  incorrectly ruled out. 

128)  ... C I P  John i s  I r p  easy C C p  O p  L I P  PRO t o  
please e 1 I I I. . . 

36. Levin assumes that complementizer deletion is responsible 
for forming the grammatical version of (127h) but that 
complementizer deletion i s  a PF phenomenon. Therefore, she 
argues that there will be no SS configuration in which a null 
operator occurs in the COHP of a tensed sentence. I have 
assumed that null operators are involved in the derivation of 
relative cleuses without overt operators regardless of the 
presence or abeence of the complementizer. Thus, from my 
perepective, a representation such a s  ( i )  mu& be allowed a s  a 
viable SS representation. (e = a null complementizer) 

1 )  . . . C M p  the men C C p  Op, that/e [Jane likes ell]. . . 
Such a representation is ruled out by the CVP/Case-linking 
theory. 



Secondly, it is predicted that pied-piping o f  overt wh- 

operators will always be licensed in infinitivals when, in 

fact, it i s  only possible t o  have PP pied-piping in infinitl- 

val relatives and infinitival questions. Compare ( 1 2 6 ~ )  and 

( 1 2 7 ~ )  with (129). 

129) a. + John is easy t o  vhom t o  speak. 
b. + John i s  too angry t o  whom t o  speak. 
c. * I gave it t o  Mary with which t o  play. 

Finally, the problem with Levin's analysis of (127h) noted in 

fn. 12, which a180 arises with clefts and comparatives, seems 

t o  me t o  be a significant one. While the Brody/Levin theory is 

the only promising account of the overt/tensed vs. null/infi- 

nitival dichotomy around, there remain important problems t o  

be reselved. 

4.5 Calculatins Barriers 

4.5.1 Introduction 

The main goal of 54.4 was t o  account for a subtle, yet 

systematic, contrast between A/-movement of subjects and A / -  

movement of objects, a contrast vhich mimics ECP effects in 

some respects but which does not eeem t o  result in full-blown 

ECP violations. I proposed t o  account for this contrast by 

relativizing the Subjacency Condition BO that the bounding 

constraints placed on non-complements i s  stricter than that 

placed or) complements. As I noted in 54.4.4 the evidence pre- 

sented t o  motivate this revision involves only contrasts 



 subject^ and objects. The complement/non-complement formula- 

tion is more general than the subject/object formulation of 

the same condition in two ways: it suggests that movement of 

adjuncts will be subject to the same bounding conditions as 

movement of subjects and it suggests that movement of comple- 

ments other than direct objects (e.g. argument PPs) will be 

subject to the weaker bounding condition. Is this greater 

generality warranted? 

It is difficult to Judge the nature of the bounding con- 

ditions (if any) which apply to adjunct movement because the 

effects of a Subjacency Conditicn violation will be obscured 

by the ECP violation which, for adjuncts, results from the 

crossing of even one barrier. On the other hand, extending the 

weaker bounding restriction to complements other than direct 

objects seems well-motivated in at least one case: Koopman & 

Sportiche (1986b) point our that wh-islands are not absolute 

islands for movement of argument PPs in Dutch. Other facts 

concerning extraction of argument PPs from PP adjuncts and 

complex NPs suggest that PPs should be subject to rather 

strict bounding conditionn. These issues will be diecussed in 

9 4 . 5 . 3  where I will argue that the Subjacency Condition should 

be maintained in the form given in (96), a form which imposes 

the same constraints on argument PPs as on direct objects. 

The second proposal made in 9 4 . 4  concerned the nature of 

the ECP asymmetry. I argued that any chain with an empty cate- 

gory in a non-argument position at LF should be subject to ths 

ECP-related constraints placed on adjunct A/-chains, whether 
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these constraints ere formulated in the manner of L&S or in 

the manner of Chomsky (1986, class lectures) as revised to 

include (111). 

The system as developed so far expresses a more articu- 

lated range of grammaticality than the Barriers system on 

which it is based. At SS, crossing one barrier yields a mild 

violation for a complement and a stronger one for a subject 

(or adjunct). (The violation is mitigated if the barrier 

crossed is the "weak" barrier of a tensed IP/CP.) Crossing two 

barriers yields a strong violation for a ~ornplement.~~ At LF, 

subject and adjunct ECP .iolatione result in the strongest 

ungrammaticality. Nevertheless, a great deal of indeterminacy 

remains within the syetem; thia section and the next will be 

devoted to examining some problems for this approach to boun- 

ding effects. In 54.5.2 I will discuss some issues related to 

the Subjacency Condition and the calculation of Subjacency 

Condition violations, in particular, the weak barrierhood of 

tensed IP/CP and the cumulative effect of crossing non- 

adjacent barriers. 54.5.3 will be devoted to examining the 

extraction of argument PPs from within NP8, PPs and other 

islands. 

37. The violations produced by crossing one barrier in the 
case of subject extraction and two barriers in the case of 
object extraction should be equivalent, though this true only 
in some cases. 



4.5.2 Weak and Non-adjacent Barriers 

The definitions of L-barrier, BC, anci L-mark which I 

adopted In chapter one are repeated below. 

130) (Where T is a maximal projection, ) r is a barrier for R 
iff (a) or (b): 
a. r immedl.ately dominates 6, d a BC for 8 ;  
b. r is a BC for R ,  r # IP 

131) r is a BC for R iff r is not L-marked and r includes R .  

132) r L-marks B iff R is the complement of I-. 

These are essentially the definitions found in Barriers with 

some modifications based on Chomsky (1986, class 

The definition of "barriera in (130) treats IP as excep- 

tional; it is not L-marked, yet it is never automatically a 

barrier. IP may only inherit barrierhood from another BC or 

induce barrierhood in CP. Treating IP as an exceptional cate- 

gory in this respect is well-motivated since otherwise every 

instance of short wh-movement would be at least a one barrier 

violation. However, it has often been obeerved that tensed IP 

is active, though not always in very clear ways, in inducing 

38. I have not adopted a version of L-marking which allows the 
SPEC of an L-marked category to be L-marked. (i) has this pro- 
perty and is modeled on the Barriers revised definition (p. 
24 ) . 

i ( . . . I  u L-marks R iff R agrees with the head of 7 

that is the complement of a .  

While this definition correctly allows wh-extraction from the 
SPEC of CP (E. Torrego's sentences), it incorrectly predicts 
that extraction from ECM and emall clause subjects and extrac- 
tion from within the SPEC of en L-marked NP will all be 
possible. I have no solution to this problem. 



island violations. Rizzi (1982) pointed out that in Italian if 

CP'" is tensed in the configuration in (133) a wh-island 

violation results, while if it is infinitival no violetion 

resulta. Examples (from Rizzi (1982) are given in (634). 

134) a. * Mario, che non immagino perch& tu abhia deciso che 
non incontrerni, & una brava persona. 
'M., that I do not imagine why you have decided 
that you will not meet, is a nice fellow.' 

b. Mario, che non irnmagino perch& tu abbia deciso di 
r;dn incontrare, P une brava persona. 
'M., that I do not imagine why you have decided 
not to meet, is a nice fellow. ' 

The judgements are as given in publication, but L. Rizzi 

suggests (p.c. that they be interpreted as contrastive rather 

than absolute. The comparable English aentences in (135) show 

the same contrast. 

135) a. ? ?  John, who I can't imsgine why you've decided that 
you won't visit t, ... 

b. ? '  John, who I can't imagine why you've decided not 
to visit t, . . . 

In Barriers only the most deeply embedded tensed clause is 

regarded as inducing weak bounding effects, the motivation for 

this position being that (136) is well-formed. 

136) Who do you think that Bill said that Mary visited t 

If tensed IP were always a weak barrier, then (136) nhould be 

noticeably deviant, under the assumption that the degree of 

ungrammaticality exhibited by a sentence increases cumula- 

tively when non-adjacent barriers are crossed. (However, even 



limiting the weak barrierhood of tensed IP t o  the most embed- 

ded clause incorrectly predicts that (136) will be somewhat 

marginal. 

If only the most deeply embedded tensed clause i s  a weak 

barrier then the tensednees of CP' in (1348) should be irrele- 

vant. The sentences in (137) are o f  the form in (134~1); in 

both (137a,S) the most deeply embedded clause is tensed and 

the intermediate clause has a vh-filled SPEC. (137a,b) differ 

only with respect t o  the tensednesa of the intermediate 

clause. 

137) a. which problem, did you figure out who to persuade 
that you couldn't solve tl 

b. which problem, did you figure out who Bill 
persuaded that you couldn't solve ti 

Contrary t o  the prediction, (137b) seems marginally worse than 

(13781, suggesting that the tensedness of clauses other than 

the most deeply embedded is a factor in the acceptability of a 

sentence. Another question t o  be asked i s  whether crossing a 

tensed IP and a CP with a wh-filled SPEC (which I will refer 

to a s  a wh-CP) yields the same degree of deviance when the wh- 

CP does not immediately dominate the tensed IP.aP Extraction 

of which problem in (137a) croeses a teneed IP and a wh-CP, as 

does object extraction in (134b) and in (138). 

138) a. which problem, did you decide t o  aek how Bill had 
solved t 

39. Assume for this discussion that uimmediately dominntesu 
holds between maximal projections, i,e. intervening X /  level8 
are irrelevant. 



b. which problemr did you wonder how Bill had tried 
t o  solve t, 

(137a) and the sentences in (138) sound about the same t o  me, 

which leads t o  the conclusion that crossing a teneed IP and a 

wh-CP induces the same degree of ungrammaticality whefher they 

are adjacent or not. This is not the case with other combina- 

tions of barriers. For example, crossing two barriers in 

(139a) results in a strong (CEDI violation; the two barriers 

crossed are NP and IP. 

139) a. * ?  Who d o  you think that stories about annoy Mary? 
b. Which problem did you know who to ask how t o  

solve? 

However, croseing two wh-CP barriers which ere non-adjacent, 

as in (139b1, results in an extremely mild violation. The 

ungrammaticality o f  (140) indicates that, even when infiniti- 

val,, wh-CPs create a one-barrier break in a chain. 

140) How, do you know [what, t o  fix t, t i  1 

Therefore, we cannot explain the relative well-formednees of 

(139b) by claiming that infinitival wh-islands d o  not form 

barriers. The conclusion which I will (tentatively) draw from 

this brief diecussion i s  that a sentence in which a chain is 

broken by two adjacent barriers, a s  shown In (141a), 

141) a. a,. ..a,. . . C r r  t a 8 . .  . m a . .  . 
b. a~...[,~...a~... [88...~3... 



will exhibit a stronger degree of ungrammaticality than a 

sentence in which a chain i s  broken by two non-adjacent 

barriers, a s  shown in (141b). 

Some additio~.al remarks on the weak barrierhood of 

tensed IPe: whatever the status of the tensed IP barrier, it 

must be relevant only for the Subjacency Condition or even 

simple sdjunct extraction, a s  in (142a), will be ruled out 

along with more complex examples such as (142b). 

142) a. How did John fix the car? 
b. How do you think that John fixed the car? 

This suggests that the veak barrierhood of tensed IP i s  of an 

altogether different character then the barrierhood of a wh-CP 

or adjunct. 

Longobardi (p.c.) has argued that parasitic gap con- 

etructione with embedded islands d o  not exhibit a d e ~ r e e  of 

ungrammaticality equal t o  the sum of an Adjunct Condition 

violation and a wh-island violation, 1.e. (143a) i s  not a s  

ungrammatical as (143b) + ( 1 4 3 ~ ) .  

143) a. the appliance which did you bought t without 
finding out how t o  use e 

b. the appliance which you found out how t o  use t 
c. the appliance which you left the store without 

buying t 

I am not sure that I agree with this a s ~ e s s m e n t  of the rela- 

tive grammaticality of these three sentencea. It is true that 

(143a) is somewhat more acceptable than (144). 



144) the applicance which you left the store without finding 
out how t o  use t 

The analysis of parasitic gaps constructions in chapter three 

predicts that this should be the case, however, given that 

direct extraction from within PPs crosses two barriers while 

the complex chain in a parasitic gap construction i s  broken by 

only one barrier. (See 83.2.2 for diecussion. 

There are three possible structural relations between a 

wh-island and parasitic domain: ( a )  the wh-island contains the 

parasitic domain, ( b )  the parasitic domain contains the wh- 

island, ( c )  neither contains the other. The three possilili- 

ties are illustrated in ( 1 4 5 ) .  

145) a. I c P  whI...CCp whJ.,.tl. ..Cp~...pr~l...el...l13 
b. I C P  whI...tI... IPP...prot...CCP whJ. ..e ,... I l l  
c .  I c p  wh, . . . C c  wh, . . . ti.. . 3.. . C p  p.. . prol.. . eI . . . I I 

The real question regarding bounding effects in paresitic gap 

constructions i s  whether the three configurations in ( 1 4 5 )  

result in different degree6 of deviance. If the configuration 

in (145b) consistently yields constructions which are more 

grammatical than constructjons corresponding to (145a) and 

( 1 4 5 ~ 1 ,  then there i s  reaeon t o  maintain the hypotheais that 

the parasitic domain of a parasitic gap construction i s  not 

sensitive t o  wh-islands. Some examples of the configurations 

in (145) are given in (146) - ( 1 4 8 ) .  

146) a. the vegetable that you found out how t o  prepare t 
without overcooking e 

b. the vegetable that you bought t without finding 
out how t o  cook e properly 



c. the vegetable that you realized yo1.1 didn't know 
how to cook t after buying e on a whim 

147) a. a car that John didn't know whether he could fix t 
without damaglng e 

b. a car that John bought t without knowing whether 
he could fix e 

c. a car that John knew whether he could fix t 
without even examining e 

148) a. the paper that you were wondering who translated t 
without proofreading e 

b. the paper that you read t without gues~lng who had 
written t 

c. the paper that you found out who had written t 
only after reviewing e 

The wh-phrase which forms the islands in (146) is the adjunct 

how, in (147) it is the complementizer whether and in (148) it 

is the subject w. In addition, the wh-CPs in (147) and (148) 
are tensed. Taking these potentially complicating factors into 

account, I find no systematic improvement when the wh-ieland 

is embedded in the parasitic domain, 1.e. the (b) examples ore 

not uniformly more grammatical than the (8) and (c) examples. 

A final comment on the cumulative effect of non-adjacent 

barriers: in chapter three I analyse the sentence in (149a) as 

involving a single complex chain of the form in (149b) or 

149) a. a man who close friends of el admire t without 
respecting eP 

b.  (who, t, proJ , el , proP, eP 
c .  (who, t, proP, eP , proL , el 

The two pros in (149b) are the A/-pros of parasitic gap con- 

structions; see chapter three for discuseion. The complex 

chain in (149) is broken in two places by eingle barriers: in 



(149b) the link (t,prol i s  divided by an NP barrier and the 

link (el,proP i s  divided by a PP barrier. In ( 1 4 9 ~ )  the link 

(t,proe i s  divided by a PP barrier and the link (ee,prol ) i s  

divided by an NP berrier. (1498) should therefore be a 

stronger Subjacency Condition violation than either of the 

sentences in (150). 

150) a. the man that close friends of e admire t 
b. the man that you admire t without respecting e 

While (149a) i s  less acceptable than the sentences in (150) it 

is difficult t o  judge whether the decreased acceptability 

should be attributed t o  a more severe v i o l ~ t i o n  of the Subja- 

cency Condition. (149a) is also more complex than either 

(150a) or (150b) a s  its complex chain has one more atail" than 

either of the complex chaine in (150). At this point I draw no 

conclueions from these data, but regard them and the points 

brought up in this section a s  evidence that the reformulation 

of the Subjacency Condition which I have proposed does not 

account for all the factors affecting the acceptability of 

constructions involving multiple and complex At-chains. 

Further research may allow a systematic account of both the 

teneedness effect and the cumulative effects of crossing non- 

adjacent barriers. 

4.5.3 PPa and Extraction 

In a preposition stranding languege euch a s  English, 

extraction of the NP objecte of prepoeitione from within sub- 



categorized PPs40 does not incur violations either of the ECP 

or of the Subjacency Condition. 

151) a. Who did you speak t o  t 
b. Who can you depend on t 

152) a. Who did you give the paper t o  t 
b. Who did you steal the money from C 
c. Who did you buy a present for t 
d. What did you leave the book oniunder/in t 
e. What did you put the cake on/in t 

Leaving aside the question of whether these PPs are bese- 

generated a s  sister t o  V or V', I will assume that they are 

within VP, rather than in an adjoined position, a s  seems 

reaeonable for arguments of V. The sentences in (151) and 

(152) will then share the portion of structure in (153). 

The system must allow t' t o  antecedent govern t, thet is, 

there must be no government barriers between t/ and t. Fur- 

thermore, there must be no subjacency barriers between t' and 

t since (151) and (152) are not even mild Subjacency Condition 

violations. The PPs in question are L-marked eince they are 

arguments of a lexical head. Thus, no Subjacency Condition 

violation will be incurred nor will t/ be prevented from 

antecedent governing t by the preeence of a barrier created by 

a failure of L-marking (L-barrier). However, by the definition 

of M(inima1ity)-barrier given in El-arriers, ( 15461 ,  and that 

40. mSubcategorizedm may be too strong a descriptor here, 
since instrumentals an3 some locatives allow gremmatical 
extractions a s  well. 



given by Chomsky (1986, class lectures), (154b), PP is an M- 

barrier in (153) (and therefore in (151) and (152)), blocking 

government of t by t/. 

154) a. Siven the structure . . . a . .  . C , .  . . 6 . .  .R.. . I, r i s  en 
M-barrier for R (wrt a, a category excluded by r )  
if T ie the immediate projection of 6, a zeroL 
level category distinct from R. 

b. a is an M-barrier for R if a includes R, d (an X 0  
c-commander of R), and r ( a  maximal projection not 
necessarily distinct from a). 

With either definition, the system predicts that the sentences 

in (151) and (152) should be strongly ungrammatical. 

An obvious solution within the Barriers framework i s  t o  

allow "transientn adjunction4' t o  PP, a move proposed by 

Chomsky for other reasons in hie diecussion o f  parasitic gaps. 

Thie gives the structure in (155) a s  an alternative t o  (153). 

159) . a .  C v p e  t C u r  .. . V .. C p p e  t' [ p p  P t 1 1 1  .. . 

In (155) the category PP iu not an M-barrier for t under 

either definition in (154).4e If the definition of M-barrier 

i s  ae in (154a1, there must be no P' level of projection. In 

Barriers it i s  suggested that intermediate levels of projec- 

41. By transient adjunction I mean any sequence of two 
applicatione of move a which result in the following echema 
(where a i s  the element moved from the position of t): 

i )  . . . a . .  . C x p  t' C . C  . . . t.. . I.. . 
t t -  I 

2 1 

42. The seament PP cannot be an H--barrier under either defini- 
tion in (154) without eliminating the significance of the 
definition of government based on exclusion. 



tion may be omitted when the) are not structurally necessary; 

see 51 and 88 for discussion. Accordingly, as there is no 

overt SPEC of PP in these constructions, we may assume there 

is no P /  level. This proviso is not necessary with definition 

(154b) since there is no T ,  necessarily 8 maximal projection, 

in an adjunct-ion structure such as (155), as illustrated 

schematically in (156). 

By allowing transient adjunction to PP, the ECP problem (i.e. 

the failure of (151) and (152) to exhibit ECP-type violations) 

is resolved, whether we choose the (154a) or (154b) version of 

However, this solution to the ECP problem leaves us with 

no explanation for the ungrammaticality of the sentences in 

(157). (Judgements vary among speakers and there are slight 

differences depending on the preposition choeen, but the 

speakers consulted consistently rated sentences such as these 

? or ?? .  

157) a. Which concert did you fell asleep during t 
b. Which performance did you get sick before/after t 
c. Which bridge did you park the car near t 
d. What did you leave home without t 
e. What did you buy tuna instead of t 

These PPs are presumably not L-marked and therefore ehould be 

barriers both to government and movement. The relatively mild 

ungrammaticality exhibited by the sentences in (157) indicates 



that, once again, it i s  necessary t o  rule out the poesibility 

of an ECP violation. However, if this is accomplished by 

allowing adjunction t o  PP in these cases 8s vell, n o  subjacen- 

cy violation should result. The same 1s true for non-argument 

N P s ,  a s  shown below. 

158) a. I will arrive I the first veek of November I 
b. ? ?  Which month rill you arrive C the first week of tl 

An obvioua solution i s  t o  allow PPs the full Internal struc- 

ture licensed by X'-theory, as shown below, including a SPEC 

which acts as an escape hatch for wh-movement. 

159) PP 
/ \ 

SPEC P ' 
/ \ 

P complement 

This i s  essentially van Riemsdijk's (1978) proposal, though 

the structure in (159) ie a great deal less articulated than 

that which h e  motivates. If there i s  n o  traneient adjunction 

t o  PP then the Subjacency Condition violation of (157) is 

explained. 

This solution t o  the problem of extraction from PPs 

leaves us with the problem of explaining why traneient adjunc- 

tion t o  PP should be prohibited and whether this i s  a general 

constraint, i.e. does traneient adjunction exist at all? If 

so, i s  there a principled way t o  characterize the categories 

which may be adjoined to? These questions are particularly 

important within the Barriers approach t o  movement since 



adjunction t o  VP is a crucial means of limiting the effects of 

both L-barriers and H-barriers. N. Chomsky suggests (p.c. ) 

that adjunction be allored only t o  those categories which are 

neither arguments nor p r e d i ~ a t e s . ~ ~  This would permit adjunc- 

tion only t o  IP and sisters of I (e.g. VP and AP in ~ e n t ~ e n c e s  

such as "John is intelligent"), 

Given the structure of PP in (159), and assuming a 

structure for NP which allows for an NP internal landing site, 

adjunction t o  VP i s  the only instance of transient adjunction 

which i s  still crucial t o  prevent both Subjacency Condition 

and ECP rriolations. In E4.6.4 I will adopt a revision of 

Rizzi's (1986, class lectures) relativized minimality condi- 

tion which does not allow heads t o  block antecedent government 

of an XP trace by an XP. Therefore, the minimality motivation 

for adjunction t o  VP i s  eliminated. By the definitions in 

(130) - (132), however, VP will always be a BC and barrier, s o  

adjunction i s  still required. For the moment, I will continue 

t o  assume VP-adjunction. 

It i s  well.-known that parasitic gaps cannot be PPs, a s  

shown by (160). 

1.60) a. * ?  a man t o  whom we sent a letter t after giving some 
money e 4 '  

43. Perhaps by extending K. Johnson's 8-based argument a g a i n ~ t  
adjunction t o  argumente. 

44. Longobardi (forthcoming) notes that Italian eentences 
comparable t o  (160a) are accepted by many speakers; I find 
(160e) far more acceptable than (160b) in English a s  well. 
Longobasdi hypothesizes that it i s  the (aerni-)optionality of 
dative arguments which makes these sentences more acceptable, 



b. a man with whom she eloped t before living e 

In Cinque (1986) the impossibility of PP parasitic gaps is a 

conaequence of the nature of the gap itself: it is bese- 

generated pro and he assumes that there i s  no PP equivalent of 

pro. This route would also be open for the analysis I propose 

in chapter three, since I also assume that a pro is base- 

generated i f i  the position of the parasitic gap. However, this 

creates a problem for the analysis of clefts if, a s  I assump, 

a null operator is involved in the derivation of sentences 

such ae (161). 

161 It was to John that he gave the money. 

Cinque extends his account of the ungremmaticelity of (160) to 

the contrast between (162) and (163) as well. 

162) a. ? ?  the man that you left London without vieiting t 
b. ? ?  the man that you believe the rumor that john 

killed t 

163) a. * ?  the man t o  whom you left London without speaking t 
b. *' the man t o  whom you believe the rumor that John 

gave all his money t 

According to Cinque, the relative acceptability of (162) is 

due t o  the possibility of ueing the A/-bound resumptive pro 

strategy, as in the case of parasitic gaps. The sentences in 

(163) are ruled out for him because (1) both long extraction 

and successive cyclic movement are absolutely blocked by 

i.e. there is no parasitic gap in the adjunct, simply an unre- 
alized dative argument. 



complex NPs and adjuncts and (11) there is no PP equivalent of 

pro to allow the (null) resumptive pronoun strategy to come 

into effect. 

Since I analyse sentences such as those in (162) and 

(163) as involving extraction out of PP and the complex NP, 

this account of the contrast between (162) and (163) is not 

open for me. I propose that thie contrast can be explained by 

the condition in (164). 

164) Only NP may use the SPEC of PP or the SPEC of NP as an 
escape hatch for A'-movement. 

This condition can be derived if the movement in question is 

eubstitution, as seems likely, and if the empty category base- 

generated in the SPEC of PP or NP to "receivea the moving 

category must be amember of the class of actual epecifiers of 

PP or NP. As far as I know, PP never appears in either of 

those positions, therefore, a PP will never be able to pass 

through that position. With an appropriate reformulation of 

the definition of "barriern, condition (164) will account for 

the contrast hetween (162) and (163). 

4.6 Remarks on P r o ~ e r  Government 

4.6.1 llinimality and Head Government 

In 54.3 I proposed an analysis of the aue/aui alterna- 

tion and the croire/ritenPre facts which requires that the 

entire chain of the subject be present throughout the deriva- 

tion, 1.e. that at LF there be no link in the chain with its 
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members separated by even one barrier. The discuesion in 84.4 

did not take into account barriers created by the presence of 

a minimal governor; see (154) above for definikions. I will 

adopt the definition in (154b) for now. H-barriers are crucial 

for the ECP account of the that-t effect, illustrated in 

(165a) with a more detailed structure given in (165b). 

165) a. Who do you think that t left 
b. W ~ O I  C X P  NP C r '  I C u r .  tia h u p  C u '  V C C P  ttL C C '  

that C l p  t l l  ... 

By the definition in (154b) C' is an tl-barrier for t i 1 ;  t r l  = 

R, that = 6, C' = or, and IP = r. The intermediate trace t i e  

will be blocked from governing t l l  by C/ and t i 1  will not be 

marked [ + T I .  The sentence i s  correctly ruled out. 

It is well known that extraction of adjuncts i s  not 

subject to the that-t effect. The adjunct extraction equiva- 

lent of (165a), given in (166a1, i s  fully grammaticel. 

166) a. How do you think that John fixed the car t 
b. how1 C I p  NP C I '  I C v p .  tta C v p  C v '  V C c p  t ~ '  C C '  

that C l p  ... C u p .  t l r  ... 

However, by the definition in (154b) C /  in (167b) ie an M -  

barrier for ti' just as it i s  in (165b); t r  i = B, that = 6, C/ 

= a, and IF = T. The definition in (154b) Incorrectly rules 

out ( 166a 1 .  Since, by the analysis proposed in 84.4.5, the A /  - 
chains in sentences involving embedded infinitival complements 

of croire/riten&re verbs or an embedded gui complementizer are 

subject t o  the same conditions a s  the adjunct chain in (166a), 

(154b) will slso incorrectly rule out those sentences. 

- 319 - 



(154b) also defines the embe< 'ed CP in (162b) and (163b) 

ao an M-barrier for the trace in the SPEC of CP, t i 8 .  In this 

case, R = t h e ,  V = 6, V '  = a, and CP = T. To overcome this 

problem, which is also a problem for the Barriers definition 

of ki-barrier, Chomsky suggests that X/ levels may fail to be 

projected either vhen a head has no f e a t u r ~ s  or when there is 

no structural motivation for it. 

Chomsky proposed to eolve the first problem, how to 

allow ti to be properly governed in (166a) but not (165a), by 

means of VP-fronting at LF. With the lower VP in (166b) 

adjoined to the lower IP, as in (1671, Ct will no longer be a 

barrier for t i R  because there is no r intervening between t t P  

and tiJ. (Recall that (154b) requires T to be R maximal 

projection, not a segment of a category.) 

167) C C P  wht C I p  ... C V P .  t 4  C v p  V C C C  t I a  C c '  that 
Crr .  C V P .  tie C v p  V ... ( t i 1 )  I C K C  ... t v p  ... 

The merits of this proposal notwithstanding, there are consi- 

derations which argue against its adoption. First, if LF VP- 

fronting is meant to be an analog of SS topicalization, it is 

unclear why sentences euch as (166a) fail to have a topica- 

lized i n t e r p r e t a t i ~ n . ~ ~  Secondly, many epeakera find VP 

45. N. Chomsky (p.c. euggests that there is no relevant dif- 
ference of meaning between topicalized and non-topicelized 
aentencee and, therefore, VP-fronting at LF ehould be innocu- 
ous. I agree that the difference between topicalized and non- 
topicalized structures is not beat characterized in terms of 
meaning, if by "meaningn is meant the lexical eemantics, 
thematics, etc. of the eentences; neverthelees, there la a 
difference in focus which is clearly linked to the structural 
difference. 



topicalization rather marked in Englieh. If eentences such a s  

(166a) obligatoriPy involve VP fronting, eome explanation for 

their granmaticality in comparison with (168) would have t o  be 

found. 6 

168) I don't think that, fix the car, John ever will. 

Finally, if traces at LF must be both antecedent governed 

(1.e. r-marked) and head governed, LF VP-fronting creates 

structures in which the etatue of certain tracee with reepect 

t o  the head government requirement i s  unclear. In order t o  see 

that thie i s  so, a more detailed vereion of (167) i s  needed, 

one which shows the effects of V-to-I raising.47 

46. There are other factors which decrease the acceptability 
of VP topicaliaed structures even more, for example, the 
particular modal o r  form of negation stranded by topicaliza- 
tion. The contrast between (1) - (iv) ve. ( v )  i s  particularly 
relevant in this regard. 

1 )  * I think that, finiehed the painting by Honday, 
John will have. 

ii) I think that, have finished the painting by 
Monday, John will. 

111) * I think that, finished the painting, John will 
have by Monday. 

iv) * I think that, have finished the painting, John 
will by Honday. 

v )  When do you think that John will have finished the 
painting? 

47. In Barriers, it i s  argued that V-to-I reisirlg takes place 
in the mapping from DS t o  SS in Englieh a s  well 6s Romance. 
Since we are dealing with LF etructurea here, this iesue i s  
lees relevant. 



There are two traces which have a potentially queetionable 

status in (169): t, and We might ask whether in both 

cases C = that can act as a head governor. Notice that no L- 

or PI-barriere intervene between that and t r 8 ;  only category 

segments intervene and at least one full maximal projectior is 

required to create either L- or n-barriers.4s Notice that when 

the VP is in situ, as in the fragment of structure in (169/), 

the complex head V/I is a poeeible head governor for both 

traces. 

However, in (167), V/I does not m-command either t r e ~ e . ~ O  

There doesn't seem t o  be anything blocking C from governing t, 

48. If we adopt the L D  version of c-command, then t, governs 
t r R .  The question then becomes whether the trace of a verb may 
head govern; according t o  Baker (1985) the anawer is no; 
according t o  Chomsky (class lecturee, fall, 1986) the answer 
is yes. 

49. Or a category segment immediately dominating a barrier, as 
I have argued above, following Belletti b Rizzi (1986). 

50. That is, V/I does not m-command a category arfjoined to IP 
under the Barriers definition or the definition proposed by 
Chomsky in class lectures (fall, 1986). However, a definition 
of command along the lines of that proposed in would allow 
the adjoined category to be governed. Such e definition allows 
a head to command everything dominated by any segment of its 
projections. In (1 ), for example, X commands a, f3 and T. (By 
the Barriers definition and that in fn. 11 of chapter one, X 
m-commands only T and R.) 

1 )  XP* 
/ \ 

a XP 
/ \ 

X ' R 
/ \ 

X 7 



end tc8. But is C a possible heed governor? There ie a sharp 

contrast between the sentences i.r (1701, e contrast which 

might well be attributed to the ability of I to heed govern 

(when lexical in the appropriate sense) and the inability of C 

170) a. ? ?  C u p  Eat this mess], I think that he will not t,, 
b. C l  P he will not eat this mesel, I think that t l  o 

The contrast is even more striking in Italian, where VP and CP 

topicalize rather freely. 

171) a. C u p  Hangieto le melel, credo che Hario non abble 
'Eaten the apples, I think that Uario has not' 

b. Peneo chs, C c p  dl epoeare questa ragazzal Gianni 
el rifiutera 
'I think that, to marry this girl, G. will refuae' 

c. + Penao che, C I  epoeare questa ragazzal Gisnni si 
rifiuterb di 

d. * C a p  Gianni si rifiutere di sposere queeta 
ragazzal, penso che 

I will assume, then, that C cannot act as a head governor for 

empty categories in IP adjoined positions." It eppeere that, 

51. The ungrammaticality of sentences euch as (I), with the 
structure in (ii), doee not give evidence one way or another 
on the issue of C as a heed governor. 

i) Peneo che, dormire, Gianni senrbra 
ii) .. . C c p  C C I  che C l r r  C r r r  tr dormire I C l r n  Gianni, 

sernbra t,, I l l l  

In (11) the category IP1 intervenes bet.ween t, and che, the 
potential head governor. I aeaume, aa ie consistent with the 
Barriers framework, that L-marking ie not stnalogoua to T- 
marking, that ie, a category ie no longer L-marked if it is no 
longer eieter to its L-marking head. Therefore, even if C 
could heed govern tracee, it would be blocked from governing 
ti in (11) by the preeence of a barrier. 



in the structure given in (167), there ie no category capable 

of acting a s  a head governor for t, end t r a .  

At this point in the argument against the VP fronting 

eolution t o  the absence of that-t effecte with adjunct extrac- 

tion an important question arises. Firet, aenume, ee I have 

above following Chomsky (1986, clese lectures), that the ECP 

i s  satiefied only by antecedent government and that a eeparate 

head government requirement ie impoeed on non-pronominal empty 

categories. Cen the head government requirement be satisfied 

once at some point in the derivetion end then fail t o  be met 

at eome later point in the derivation? If we conceive of head 

government a s  a kind of r'-marking, on a par with T-marking, 

then subsequent applications of Affect a might obliterate the 

context of head government, neverthelese leaving a trace 

licensed wrt the head government requirement. If this i s  the 

appropriate conception of head government, then both t, and 

t in (169) will be 7'-marked by V/I. Regardless o f  the 

status of the VP fronting analysis of (166a), the question 

just raised i s  an interesting one, and I will examine it in 

more detail in the next subsection. In 1 4 . 6 . 4  I will discuss 

some possible means of accounting for the contrast between 

(165a) and (166a) which d o  not rely on VP fronting and which 

ere coneietent with the proposals in E4.4. 

4.6.2 Head Government 

Longobardi (1985) argues, on the basis of the data in 



0721, that a nlocaln ECP, such as that of LGB, ie not able to 

account adequately for the distribution of empty categories. 

172) a. + ti dormire, Glennil eembra. 
b. PROI dcrmire, Giannil vorrebbe. 
c. ? *  Ouale ragazza, pensi che dl eposare tr Gianni si 

rif iuterA 

In L B  (172a) is out becauee t, fails to be properly governed; 

(172b) is grammatical since PRO does not fell under the ECP. 

( 1 7 2 ~ )  is problematic for an L a - t y p e  ECP since tr is governed 

by a lexical head (sposare) and therefore properly governed. 

Longobardi demonstrates that the ungrammaticality of (172a) 

and ( 1 7 2 ~ )  can be accounted for by the Connectednees Condition 

(CCon) of Kayne (1983). However, the CCon fails to account far 

the grammaticality of (173). 

173) a. How likely to win is John? 
b. C c p  Chow likely C I  p a  ti to win 3 I LIP. John1 

is t., 1 1  

As in ( 1 7 2 ~ )  the empty category is contained in a left branch. 

It is, therefore, impoesible to construct a connected path 

which includes the antecedent of the empty category and the 

empty category itself. The CCon incorrectly rules (173a) 

The same contrast is marginally apparent in English 

52. Longoberdi (1985) noticed that sentences such as those in 
(i) and (11) are grammatical in Italian eo long ee the trace 
contained in the moved category is en NP-trace or a clitic 
trace. (The contrast between a sentence like ( 1 7 2 ~ )  and (173a) 
cannot be tested because there are no raising adjectives in 
Italian.) Examples from Longobardi are given below. 

1) CTradito t, da eua mogliel,, credo che tlariol non 
sia ma1 stato tJ 



when topicalization rather than wh-movement i s  involved, 

although the relative awkwardness of clausal topicalization in 

English complicates the judgements. 

174)  a. t, t o  win, John, is not likely. 
b. ? ?  Likely t, t o  win, John, i8 not. 

A theory which requires that traces be both head governed and 

antecedent governed provides a neat account of theee facts and 

offers the beginning of an answer t o  the ECP-related queetions 

mentioned above. In (173) t, ie heed governed in its SS posi- 

tion, vhile in (172a) it i s  not. The contrast between the two 

suggests that head government must be satisfied on the baeie 

of the SS position of the empty category, 1.e. head government 

cannot be satisfied "under r e c o n s t r ~ c t i o n " . ~ ~  This would rule 

out the possibility that the complex head V/I in (169) could 

act a s  the head governor for the traces t,' and t, by virtue 

11) [Offerte t, a eua mogliel,, credo che Mario ancora 
no le, abbia t, 

H e  suggests that the CCon should be reutricted t o  A'-bound 
empty categories, perhaps by being incorporated into the 
definition of A'-chain formation. Peseteky (1982) also notices 
that the CCon is unable t o  account for the distribution of NP- 
traces. 

53. Through the rest of this portion of the diecussion, "under 
reconstructiona should be taken ae shorthand for three rather 
different poasibilitiee: ( 1 )  the 7'-marking approach t o  head 
government which licenses the empty category by virtue of ite 
having been head governed prior t o  reaching its SS poeition; 
( 2 )  the possibility that head government ie satiefied by an SS 
mechaniem (such aa that of Bares (19861, for example); and (3) 
the poesibility that head government is satiefied by lowering 
the constituent containing the empty category t o  its original 
position at LF. 



of having governed the traces at some point prior t o  VP 

fronting at LF. 

If John is the antecedent governor of t, in (1731, then 

it appears that antecedent government need not be eatisfied on 

the baeis of the SS positione of the trace and antecedent 

governor. However, the analysis of paseive end raieing given 

in Barriers makes it eomewhat difficult t o  establieh whether 

thie is the case. A c c ~ r d i n g  t o  that analysis, likely (or in 

the case of passive, the passive participle) acte ae the 

antecedent governor for t i ;  it i s  licensed t o  d o  s o  by the 

formation of a chain which includes the coindexed elemente 

John, INFL, and likely. (John and INFL are coindexed by egree- 

ment; INFL and likely ere coindexed by a special head coindex- 

ing rule.) Therefore, in (174), the local antecedent governor 

ae well as the local head governor i s  in the proper position 

at SS. There i s  a conceptual consideration t o  take into 

account here: antecedent government liceneee empty categories 

by ensuring that they are r-marked at some point in the deri- 

vation. Chomsky's version of the LlLS mechanism of T-marking 

allowe the empty category created by movement of an argument 

t o  ne T-marked at any point in tho derivation prior t o  the ECP 

filter. For example, t could be v m a r k e d  by who at the point 

in the derivation ehown in (175a) or by tf at the point in the 

derivation shown in (175b). 



This approach to T-marking allowe a derivation for (173a) in 

which the NP-trace is created end 7-marked before wh-movement 

applias, as in (176a). (The lines indicate the "extended 

chainR which ie formed to facilitate r-marking.) Once wh- 

movement appliee, the structure for (173a) 16 as shown in 

(176b). 

176) a. I c r  C I P  Johnl isr [ how likely, t, to win I l l  
1- I I-- t (+r) 

b. [ C P  I how likelyl tr to win 3 C l p  John, isr t., 3 1  
( + T I  

The structural relation which holds between the antecedent 

governor and the trace should no longer be relevant once r- 

marking hne taken place. Hence, it is conceptually preferable, 

given other aspects of the theory, t o  eesume that (174a) is 

ruled out on the basis of a failure of head government.B4 

4.6.3 A Digression on Antecedent Government 

There are two government-related proposals at issue: (1) 

an empty category must be head governed in its SS posl.tionBB 

and (ii) an empty category need not be governed by an antece- 

dent in its SS poeition. I will take (172a,b) and (173) as 

54. Thie means that the empty category in ( 1 6 6 ~ )  will be 7- 
marked and head governed and, therefore, completely licensed. 
Some other means of ruling out sentences such ae ( 1 6 6 ~ )  must 
obviously be found. 

55. This does not necessarily mean that the head government 
requirement is checked at SS; it could be checked at LF so 
long as there is no LF reconetruction process which relocates 
a category in its DS position. See Barse (1986) for arguments 
against such a process. 



evidence that (1) holds. Turning to (ii), there ere three weys 

in which the r-marking configuretion for e trace might be 

distorted: the trace itself moves, a category containing the 

trace moves, or the T-marker moves. I will not diecues the 

third poneibility; see fn. 47. In order to assess the plausi- , 

bility of (11) we need to know whether allowing r-marked 

traces to move (either by being subject to Move a themselve~ 

or by being contained in a category subject to Hove a )  is 

crucial for any licit derivations or, on the other hand, 

whether it derives any eentences which cannot be ruled out by 

other constraints; that is, we need anewers to the following 

questions: 

177) a. Are there grammatical sentences which cmnnot be 
derived unless a r-marked trace moves to a 
position in which it is not properly governed by 
an antecedent? 

b. Are there ungrammatical sentences which are 
allowed by aseuming that T-marked traces can move? 

Keeping theee questions in mind, consider the sentences in 

(178) and (179). 

178) a. There is some Roquefort in the refrigerator, 
b. There is too much money in the eafe. 
C. There are four people to interview. 

179) a. What sort of cheese is these in the refrigerator? 
b. How much money is there in the safe? 
c. How many people are there to interview? 

The K& analysis of the eentencee in (178) involvee movement 

of the post-copular subject to the position of the expletive 

at LF, 1. e. expletive replacement, yielding an LF repreeenta- 



tion along the linee of (P80b) from SS representations like 

(f80a).56 

180) a. . . . C r  there is NPi . . . 
b. ... l I P  NP, is el ... 

Expletive replacement is an instance of LF A-movement end e, 

in (18Ob) is an anaphor subject to the ECP and Condition A of 

the Binding Theory. 

In contrast t o  (1781, the poet-copular NP in (173) is en 

empty category at SS, as demonstrated in this section of the 

SS representation of (179). 

181) . I c p  wh, C I P  there 11' ... C I P .  t i /  C I P  ... t i  ... 
1 +TI 

Whether XP is a small clause or a VP containing a emall 

clause, adjunction should be allowed and t, will be antecedent 

governed (+T-marked) by ti' by SS, as At LF, exple- 

tive replacement will apply, moving tl to the SS position of 

there, giving the LF representation in (182). 

56. 1 leave open the question of whether there is coindexing 
between the post-copular NP and the expletive. 

57. Note that this is not a caee of aimproper movementa such 
ee (i) 

1 )  I lp John, . .. was C v p ,  t l  ' C V ,  elected t, ... 
since, in (1811, no conetrainte will be violated if t, is a 
variable at this point in the derivation; in fact, t i  must be 
a variable throughout the derivation. In (i), however, t, 
should never be a variable. 



In the mapping from SS to LF e, might be T.-merked by either 

the adjoined trace (which could subsequently delete) or 

the copula (aesuming the Barriers approach t o  proper govern- 

ment of anaphoric traces in raieing constructions). 

These eentencee are not completely convincing evidence 

that the anewer to question (1778) is yes. Looking again at 

the LF repreeentation (182), it appears that the overt antece- 

dent wht could T-mark the t.race in pre-verbal subject position 

after expletive replacement occurs. In fact, filling the 

adjacent SPEC with another wh-phrase, ae in (1831, results in 

ungremmaticality, which would seem t o  indicate that the LF 

subject trace 7-marked from the SPEC of CP at LF. 

183) a. + How many people do you wonder in which office 
there are 

b. + ?  What kind of cheese do you know whether there ie 
in the refrigerator 

(183b) seems distinctly better than (183a) and not, for most 

speakers, a s  strong 8s an ECP violat.ion, a fact which etrongly 

supports the "movement of T-marked trace" h y p ~ t h e s i s . ~ ~  Uore- 

over, the sentences in (184) are as bad ea (183a1, euggeeting 

that the stronger deviance of (183a) may Rave t o  do with other 

factors. 

184) a. + Which man do you wonder how foolish John considers 
b. + Which men do you wonder how foolish John believes 

to be 

58. The ungrammaticality of (i78b) is predicted by tl~e releti- 
vized Subjacency Condition of 84.4. 



c. Which man do you wander how foolieh John believes 
t. is t 

Another sort of example which might indicate whether the trace 

in pre-verbal position after expletive replacement may be T- 

marked from the SPEC of CP ie given below in (185), with the 

relevant portions of SS and LF representations in (186) and 

(187). 

185) What sort of cheese do you think that there is in the 
refrigerator? 

186) whr...Ccp t i / /  that C S P  there...Crp. t ~ '  Irp...t~ ... 
187) wh,...CCP t t l /  L C t  that K Z P  tl...CXL. t,/ CrP...er... 

t I 

If t, is not T-marked at SS by t l / ,  it cannot be T-marked at 

all, since t i / /  will be blocked from governing t, by the M- 

barrier C'.s9 (This is assuming that the complementizer that 

may not delete at LF.) (185) gives a definitive anewer to 

question (177a): if expletive replacement exists end if that- 

deletion at LF is not possible, then T-marked traces may move 

to a position in which they are no longer antecedent governed. 

Let'e turn now to (177b1, are there ungrammatical 

eentences which are allowed by aeeuming that r-marked traces 

may move? The first thing to observe is that the moveable 

r-marked traces which figured in the diecussion above were all 

variablee, that is, arguments. They should, therefore, be 

59. Sam Epstein independently noticed the relevance of sen- 
tences such ae (185) for these issues; eee Epatein (in 
progress) for discussion. 



subject t o  any constraints which apply t o  operationsr effecting 

overt arguments, for example, the 0-criterion, the principle 

of Recoverability of Deletion, and the Projection Principle. 

There is at least one ungrammatical sentence which has e deri- 

vation involving movement of a r-marked trace, which is not 

obviously ruled out by independently motivated conetreints. 

T h i ~  is (1881, with the derivation shown in (189) and (190). 

188) Who, do you think that t i /  was hired t l  

189) SS: 

t 
C C P  whl C I P  C C P  t i/' that C r m  e was t t l /  C hired t l  1 1 1 3 1 3  

t t 1 

190) LF: 
[+TI ET1 

C C P  w h ~  C r  l you think C C P  that C I P  t i  Was1 C hired, e l  I l l  I l l  
t 1 

At SS the derivation involves only At-movement; the trace t i  

i s  a variable rather than an NP-trace. In (189) e i s  the 

structural subject poeition, not a member o f  any chain. whol 

adjoins t o  the lower VP, moves through the embedded SPEC of 

CP, and up t o  the matrix CP (adjoining to the matrix VP on the 

way which has not been indicated). The variable in argument 

position, t l ,  is T-marked by the adjoined trace, ti'. At LF 

the intermediate traces delete ard the r-marked variable moves 

to the subject position leaving an NP-trace behind (e, ). This 

NP-trace is r-marked by means of the antecedent government 

chain of Barriers, 1.e. agreement between the subject (ti ) and 



INFL, coindexation of INFL and the past participle. All empty 

categories in 1190) are properly governed and liceneed. 

Several ways of ruling out this derivation come to mind. 

However, the grammaticality of: (191),'O 

191) Quale autore pens1 che era stato intervietato? 
'Which author do you think that was interviewed?' 

auggests that the difference should be linked to the pro-drop 

parameter. The SS repreeentation (189) will be ruled out in 

English since that language posseseee no null expletives; 

there ie no empty cate~ory which will be licensed in the posi- 

tion of e in ilR9). In a pro-drop language with null exple- 

tives, the same representation will be well-formed. The opera- 

tive principle here is the Extended Projection Principle, 

which requires all clauses to have subjects. Thus, it eeeme 

that there is no bar to aeeuming what is, after all, the null 

hypotheaia: T-marked traces may be moved after vmarking to 

positions in which they are not antecedent governed. 

4.6.4 Hinimality 

In S4.6.1 I pointed out that the definition of H-barrier 

in (154b>, repeated below, incorrectly rules out the French 

and Italian sentences in (192) and (193) and the E~glish 

(1941.'' 

60. The Spanish analog of (191) ie also grammatical. 

61. Baker (1985) has argued that syntactic incorparetion is 
head to head movement, which is subject tot he ECP. Therefore, 
incorporation only occurcJ under government and intervening 



154) b. a ie an Pf-barrier for R if a includes R, d (an X"  
c-commander of R), and r (a maximal projection not 
necessarily distinct from a). 

192) a. il ragazzo che Gianni penso che ritieni essere 
intelligent@ 
'the boy that John thinks that you believe to be 
intelligent' 

b. la femme que je sais que tu croi-s 6tre le plus 
intelligent de toua 
'the woman that I know t h ~ t  you believe t o  be the 
most intelligent of ell' 

193) la femme que je sale que tu crnie qui aime Jean 
'the woman that I know that you believe loves John' 

194) How do you think that John fixed the car? 

In (192) - (194) there is a subsection of structure equivalent 

heeds block incorporation. In the hypothetical etructure in 
(11, three possible instances of head movement are indicated 
and in (11) the structures which might result from these moves 
are given. ninimality is taken t o  block came ci in (ill. 

ii) a. . C x r  X / Y  C r p  t, C z r  Z . . 
b. ... C x r  X C V P  Y / Z  C , p  t. ... 
C. ... C r p  X / Y / Z  C v r  t y / ,  C a r  t. ... 
d. + . a .  C r r  X / Z  Crr  Y C r r  tm 

Since all the minimality propooala discussed in the text can 
handle these facts, I will not d i o c u e ~  them any further. 



to (195). If (154b) is adopted then C/ acts ae an U-barrier 

preventing t' from antecedent governing t. 

(154b) incorrectly predicts that (192) - (194) will be ECP 
violations. 

There is something odd about the minimality account of 

the contrast between (194) and (196): 

196) Who do you think that t left? 

In both caees the relation between the potentiel governor and 

the wminimalm or clo~er governor remains the same, what diffe- 

rentiates the two sentences is the configurational distance 

between the governed element and the two governors. Observa- 

tionally, it seems that when the trace ie "far enoughw from 

the potential governors, the effecte of minimality disappear. 

The definition of M-barrier in (154b) handles this peculiarity 

by attributing minimality effects to the presence of both a 

minimal governor and a maximal projection. VP fronting elimi- 

nates the maximal projection and, therefore, the minimality 

effects. But it eeems to me that the peculiarity resurfaces 

with this ~olution: the relation between the two governore is 

the same, but, if the the trace is ncloee enoughn, minimality 

effecte disappear. I have given eome argument6 againet the VP 

fronting solution to the (194)/(196) contrast in 94.6.1 and I 

will not review them. Instead, I will briefly examine two 



possible alternatives to this approach, both of which are 

coneietent with the rest of proposals I have made thus far. 

L&S account for the (194)/(196) contrast by assuming 

free complementizer deletion at LF. For this account t o  work, 

it is crucial that all argument tracee which exiet at SS 

receive [?TI at SS. Therefore, the trace in subject p o ~ i t i o n  

in (196) will be receive C-rl at SS and, eince r-marking 

cannot be changed, even if the complementizer deletes at LF 

(196) will be ruled out. (194) on the other hand involves an 

adjunct trace and adjunct traces are not r-marked until LF; in 

particular, they are not marked [-TI at SS if they are not 

properly governed at that level. At LF the complementizer in 

(194) deletes and t/ antecedent govern8 and marks t [+TI ae 

required. The definition of H-barrier in (154b) is perfectly 

consietent with this account.6R #oreover, the L&S approach 

handles (192) and (193) equally well, The only argument trace 

in these constructions is the one in subject poeition of the 

embedded clauee and this will be marked [+TI at SS, either by 

the coindexed & complementizer or a trace in SPEC of CP. The 

other traces, which I have argued are required t o  be preeent 

throughout the derivation, are non-argument tracee and, as 

such, cannot be T-marked until LF. At LF the cornplementizers 

delete and the intermediate tracee ere all eucceeefully marked 

C+rl. 

62. The problem with V' remaina with the L&S account, but t h e  
poseibility of reaorting to the optionality of X t  still 
exiets. 



The approach t o  minimality expreseed in definition 

(154b) regards any kind of government as being blocked by the 

intervention of a closer governing head (and a euitable 

configuration of projections). Rizzi (class lectures, 1986) 

suggest6 an alternative nrelativizedn version of minimality 

which allows 6 to block government of R by a only if a and b 

are the same eort of governor, e.g. only heads may block head 

government and only XPe may block antecedent government by an 

XP. Rdzzi'e minimality conditionba was deeigned t o  exclude 

subject that-t effects from the realm of minimality viola- 

tions. I euggest instead the minimality condition in (1971, 

which is eimilar to Rizzi's but which treats the eubject 

that-t effect as a minimality violation. 

197) Given a, 8, R where 
1 )  a, b govern R and 
ii a, b are potential antecedents for R 

a antecedent governs B iff there ie an Xn, n21, which 
includes a and excludes 6. 

63. The definitions from Rizzi's class lectures ( 1 9 8 6 )  are 
given below. 

1) Releti.vized ?linimelity: a X-governs 0 only if 
there is no T such that 
a. r is e potential X-governor for R 
b. 7 is closer to R than a 

11) Cloeeness in (ib) ie determined in terms of the 
length of a path between two elements. 

iii X-government = (head government, antecedent 
govern,ment from an A-position, antecedent govern- 
ment from an A/-position) 



The definition of npotential antecedenta is crucial and must 

include at lesst the following two statements: 

198) a. XP is a potential antecedent for YP iff X=Y. 
b. Complementizer that counts as a potential antece- 

dent for a trace in the subject position of its 
clause. 

The stipulative nature of (198b) is apparent; rather than 

attempting to justify it directly, I will enumerate some of 

the benefits of a relativized minimality condition leaving a 

more insightful formulation of the condition for further 

research. 

A relativized version of minimality does away with the 

need for X/-deletion and complementizer deletion as methods of 

limiting the effects of the condition for adjunct traces. It 

also has the advantage of accounting for Obenauer's (1984) 

wpseudo-opacityw effects. Obenauer (1976, cited in (1984)) 

64. In order to permit sentences such as those in (192) and 
(1931, it is crucial that a cornplementizer not be able to 
block vmarking of intermediate trace8 resulting from the 
movement of the subject of another clause. For example, the 
structure for sentences euch as those in (192) looks something 
like (i 1,  greatly simplified. (C = sue or c&; V" = croire, 
ri4ten&re, etc. 

1) • . [ C P  01 I IC . .  . [ V C .  tlm C U P . .  . C C C  t14 C C ~ C .  . . 
v tta Cup  V m  I c p  ti' C l p  t ~ ' ~ . . l l l l ~ ~ .  

t i 1  is the trace of origin; tl' is the trace required for 
case-marking purposes. By (111) all traces in (1) must be 
marked +r. If C is a potential antecedent for t l a  then t 1 4  
will not be able to ?--mark t l a .  Therefore, camplementizers 
must only be potential antecedents for the eubjecte of their 
own clauses. 

65. Most of the arguments below follow Rizzi'e (1986) claee 
lectures on the topic, at least in spirit. 



noticed that the presence of certain adverbial quantifiers 

blocks wh-movement of combien from object 

199) a. + Combien as-tu beaucoup consult& de livres? 
b. Combien a-t-il beaucoup rencontrP de coll&gues? 
c. * Combien as-tu peu conduit de voituree? 

Wh-movement over these QP-adverbs is grammatical eo long as 

the moved element la not combier~ alone. 

200) a. Combien de livree as-tu beaucoup coneultPs? 
b. Combien de coll&gues a-t-11 beaucoup rencontres? 
c. Combien de voitures aa-tu peu conduitee? 

201) a. Qui a-t-11 beaucoup rencontrb? 
b. Avec qui a-t-elle beaucoup jsu&? 
C. un hotel dane lequel 11s eont beaucoup descendus 

Even when QP-adverbs such as beaucoup receive a lees quantifi- 

cational interpretation, they do not permit extraction of 

combien, as illustrated by the ungrammaticality of (202). 

Other adverbs which are not QPs do not induce pseudo-opacity 

effects, as illuetrated in (203). 

202) a. * Combien a-t-11 beaucoup aim& de femmes? 
b. + Combien a-t-il peu appr&ci& de films? 

203) a. 7 Combien a-t-il passionn&ment aim& de femmes? 
b. ? Combien a-t-11 mod&r&ment appr&cici de films? 

Finally, QP-adverbs can block extraction from NPE into which 

they cannot themselves quantify. (204a) ehowe that combien may 

bind into the post-verbal NP and (204b) indicates that 

,- 

66. The data in (199) - (205) are from Obenauer (1984 ) .  



beaucoup may not. The ungrammaticality of (205a) showa that 

beaucoup blocks extraction of combsen even in this case. 

204) a. Combien (1')as-tu applaudi(e) d e  fois? 
'How many times did you applaud (her)?' 

b. J'ai beaucoup applaudi de fois. 
'I applauded many times.' 

205) a. ComLien (1')~s-tu beaucoup applaudi(e1 de fois? 
b. Combien de fois (1')as-tu beaucoup applaudi(e)? 

'How many times did you applaud (her) a lot?' 

(205b) is included t o  show that there i s  nothing inherently 

incompatible about the combien-beaucoup c ~ m b i n a t i o n . ~ ~  

The relativized minimality condition straightforwardly 

rules out the ungrammatical sentences in (199), (202), (204) 

and (205) given the LGS/Barriers approach t o  the ECP and cer- 

tain additional, well-motivated, assumptions. I will restrict 

the discussion t o  Af-chains and will assume that the class of 

antecedent governors and elements which may block antecedent 

government i s  restricted t o  categoriee which ere not in A -  

positions, i.e. heads and Af -elements. As combien and the mem- 

bers of the beaucouD class of adverbs are QPs, the configura- 

tion which resitlts in ungramrneticality in the sentences above 

is that shown in (2CI.81, where both QPs are in At-positione. 

67. Obenauer offers extensive argument8 to ehow that the 
ungrammatical combinations of combien/beaucou~ are not ruled 
out by a requirement that combien pass through the pre-verbal 
position (occupied by beaucoup) on its way t o  SPEC of CP. 



Whet ie the nature of ti, the trace of combien, In these con- 

structions? If combien ie a quantificational specifier, then 

its NP-internal trace will be a non-argument. For concrete- 

ness, I will adopt the approach to the vmarking of non-argu- 

mente which incorporates (111) from 54.4.5, repeated below, 

although the L&S alternative works equally well in thie case. 

111) Any A/-chain containing a non-pronominal empty category 
in an A'-position at LF must be entirely repreeented 
throughout the derivation. 

(111) requires the A/-chain of combien to be fully represented 

throughout the derivation, which in turn require6 that all 

empty categories in the chain receive [+TI before the ECP is 

checked at the end of the LF mapping. The ungrammatical 

eentences above will be ruled out by the relativized version 

of minimality if there is at least one empty category in the 

chain (QP,,...,t, ) which ie blocked from being antecedent 

governed by the presence of beaucoua as a closer governor. In 

order to eee if euch a etate of affairs holda in these senten- 

ces, it is necessary to look at the etructure of one in more 

detail. Aeeume that beaucou~ is a VP-adjoined adverbial; after 

wh-movement of combien the structure of the ungremmatical sen- 

tences above will be es~entially as in ( 2 0 7 ) .  (I have purpoee- 

ly been vague about the internal etructure of NP ae there is 

only one thing which is relevant for thie diecussion: the 

trace of combien must be a non-argument position.) 



CP 
/ \ 

combienl C/ 
/ \ 

C IP 
/ \ 

NP I ' 
/ \ 

INFL VP* 
/ \ 

ti ' VP, 
/ \ 

beeucoup VP 
/ \ 

V NP 
/ \ 

t r de NP 

In order for the chain (combIen,t,/,t,) to be licensed, both 

empty categories must be antecedent governed. Our working 

definition of relativized minimality vould prevent combien 

from antecedent governing t i /  only if there were a mcloeerw QP 

in en A/-poeition which governed the trace. There is no such 

QP between combien and t i 1 ,  therefore t,' may be marked [+TI. 

For ti to be marked L +TI, ti / must antecedent govern it, but 

beaucou~, a QP in an A/-poeition intervenes between ti' end 

tr. By relativized minimality, t i /  does not antecedent govern 

ti end en ECP violation is the result. 

The sentences in ( 2 0 8 )  are, at firlet glance, problematic 

for the reletivized minimality approach. (In (208b) O , / ,  is 

the null relative operator; the elesh indexing is meant to 

indicate that the sentence is grammatical vith either operator 

corresponding to either variable.) 

208) a. Combien sais-tu oh inviter t de fillee? 
'How many do you know where to invite t of girle?' 

b. 1 'uomo, (0, ) che non so chi, /, e, conosca e, 



In (208a) antecedent government of the trace of combien is 

apparently blocked, but the intervening A'-operator ie not a 

QP. The minimality condition in (197) could be altered to 

account for this by eubstituting for the category matching 

requirement, the requirement that a and d (the potential 

governor and the minimal governor) match in argument status. 

Since combien and o Q  are both non-arguments, ( 2 0 8 ~ )  ie ruled 

out. However, this revision is unnecessary ae long ae the 

preeence of the intermediate wh-operator creates at least one 

barrier. The ungrammaticality of (209) indicates that an 

embedded infinitival question such a6 that in (208a) does 

indeed c r e ~ t e  at least one barrier. 

209) * O Q .  eaie-tu quelles femmes, inviter t, ti 

As in English, extraction of a non-argument over even one 

barrier results in an ECP violation. 

Turning now .to (208b), the eentence is grammatical with 

either indexing configuration ehown in (210). 

The indexing in (210b) arise8 as a result of the resumptive 

pronoun etrategy with the resumptive pronoun being, in this 



case, the null pronominal in eubject position; that is, (210b) 

ie properly represented as (210bJ 1 . ' .  

210) b.' wh, . . . wh1.. . pro,. . . 
The construction in (208b) seems to pose serious problem for 

reletivized mininality regardless of which indexing holde, 

given that both configurations In (210) are eimilar to the 

configuration which resulted in an ECP violation in the 

combien/beaucou~ sentences. The difference between (208b) and 

the combien/beaucoup sentences is that the former involves 

argument chains rather than non-argument chains. Therefore, it 

is only necessary for the traces in argument positions to be 

properly governed; in the normal caee, intermediate traces in 

an argument A/-chain need not be properly governed." Looking 

at (210a,b) in more detail, it is clear t h a t  in each caee 

there is an antecedent governor for the argument trace.'O 

211) a. whr .-.whJ Ctr t,. .. C V C .  tl' C U P . .  . t a . . .  
b. wh~...wh, C a p  pro,... Cup* tl' C u r . . . t r  .. . 

In (211a) tiJ antecedent governe tr and wh, antecedent governs 

t,. In (211b) ti' agains antecedent governs tl, but antecedent 

government is irrelevant to the licensing of the null reeump- 

68. This is not an instance of the A/-bound pro etratsgy of 
Cinque (19861, discussed above; rather, this is a caee where 
the null pronominal, independently licensed by AGR, acte as a 
resumptive pronoun in a manner completely parallel to overt 
resumptive pronouns. 

69. The exceptions being those cases dlecueeed in 14.4.5. 

70. There is also a head governor in each case. 
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tive pronoun as it is not subject t o  the ECP. Neither indexing 

possibility for (208b) is ruled out by relativized minimality. 

The original purpose of this section was to find a defi- 

nition of minimality which would not rule out the sentences in 

(192) - (194). The minimality condition in (197) hes this 

property and, in addition, accounts for a wide range of facts 

beyond the scope of the definition of H-barrier in (154b). 

Nevertheless, the etipuletive nature of clauee (b) of the 

relativized minirnality condition suggests that !something ie 

etill being missed in the analysis of that-t effects. 
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