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ABSTRACT

RIGHTWARD MOVEMENT: A STUDY IN LOCALITY

SEPTEMBER 2015

JASON D. OVERFELT
B.A., PURDUE UNIVERSITY
M.A., PURDUE UNIVERSITY
Ph.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST

Directed by: Professor Kyle Johnson

The irregular behavior of rightward movement presents dleiinge to theories that
treat such configurations as the direct product of the mestmaresponsible for leftward
movement. For example, rightward movement appears not subject to certain island
constraints and famously appears to be subject to strimtatity conditions than leftward
movement. This dissertation presents investigations of garticular instances of right-
ward movement in English: Heavy-NP Shift (HNPS) and Extsajpan from NP (EXNP).
| argue that, by identifying the proper analyses for thesenpimena, we can begin to at-
tribute their apparent differences from leftward movensmthe products of more general
constraints on movement and properties of the particulahar@sms involved.

Chapters 2 and 3 present a case study on HNPS. Chapter 2,avguke basis of par-
asitic gap licensing, that there are instances of right ivement that are best modeled

as the product of rightward linearized syntactic movemerdlso present the results of

Vi



an acceptability judgment study to address the argumenbbtaP(1994) that it is in fact
Right Node Raising that generates what are only appareasiiargap. Chapter 3 builds
on research conducted by Nissenbaum (2000). | argue that#teto bind a parasitic gap
licenses potentially unbounded and successive-cyclitwigrd movement beyond what is
possible for standard HNPS. This suggests that the loaaditgitions on rightward move-
ment are not categorically different that the locality citioths on leftward movement. |
attribute the otherwise exceptional locality of standaiR$ to a constraint on economy
of derivation (Chomsky 1993).

Chapters 4 and 5 present a case study on EXNP. Chapter 4 peoposvel connectiv-
ity diagnostic that strongly suggests that an extrapodative clause is generated inside its
host DP (cf. Rochemont & Culicover 1990). The results of areptability judgment study
suggest that an NPI that appears in a relative clause armisskd by the universal quanti-
fier everyremains licensed in an EXNP configuration. | argue that theb@sed theory of
EXNP from Fox & Nissenbaum (1999) best models the availabta ds well as some of
the irregular properties of EXNP. Chapter 5 investigatedalsality conditions on EXNP. |
present evidence for a set of strong subclausal localitgitions on EXNP. However, we
will see interpretive evidence that an extraposed relafi@ase can be interpreted outside
of its containing clause. | suggest that these facts can lge neafollow from a treatment
of QR as an unbounded successive-cyclic instance of covarement (e.g., Cecchetto
2004). The result is that both HNPS and the movement redplerfeir EXNP, are poten-

tially unbounded and successive-cyclic movements, jksttheir leftward counterparts.
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CHAPTER 1
THE PROBLEM OF RIGHTWARD MOVEMENT

In English and other languages it is possible to displacktwgrd various types of
syntactic elements. This thesis is concerned with two @agr cases of rightward dis-
placement in English. The structure in (1b) is a non-caraimord order relative to its
counterpart in (1a). This was callé€bmplex-NP Shifby Ross (1967:54), but more re-
cently is referred to aleavy-NP ShiffHNPS). In (2), we see another non-canonical word
order alternation that Ross (1967:18) called Extrapasifiom NP (EXNP). In (2b) a rel-

ative clause has been displaced rightward away from itsNiBsioffee

(1) a.  Timbough{pp some coffee for his co-workers.

b.  Tim boughte; for his co-workergpp some coffeé.

(2) a.  Tim boughfpp some coffedcp that they serve downstaifis

for his co-workers.

b.  Tim boughtpp some coffee; | for his co-workers

[cp that they serve downstaifs

Our interest in these configurations concerns the type ofadipa that the grammar em-
ploys to generate them and how to best model the constrairtté®operation.

Debates regarding whether the displaced element undesgotsctic movement and, if
so, whether this movementis in fact rightward have arisethiese and most if not all other
instances of rightward displacement cross-linguistycallhe main theoretical force that
underlies the majority of such debates can be attributgehato recurring observations of

the irregular nature of rightward displacement. As we wek $n section 1.1, this includes



the fact that rightward movement is rare relative to lefdvarovement and, in a number
of ways, it does not display the same behavior as its leftwartthterparts. This includes
island effects and locality, among other things. For sonseaechers, then, it is suspect
that the grammar should be designed in such a way as to hdeeediftypes of movement
operations and, further, that the decision of which type ofement to employ corresponds
to the direction of displacement. The latter point resteeggly heavily on the minds of
those who view the linearization of syntactic structurea parely post-syntactic operation
(e.g., Kayne 1994, Chomsky 1995). In a grammar that detesrine linear order of the
terminals in a phrase marker outside of the narrow syntanivt a straightforward matter
to provide a model where linear order can affect syntacterajons.

| will argue in this thesis that it is possible to understahd tightward displacement
phenomenain (1) and (2) as the direct product of the samadymbperation that generates
leftward movement configurations. In section 1.2 | will augl an influential view of this
operation: theCopy Theoryof movement (Chomsky 1993). The irregularities of these
rightward displacement configurations, | will argue, caraligbuted to constraints on the
application of movement that are independently motivateddftward movement (viz.,
economy conditions) in addition to differences in the spe@roperties of the particular
instances of movement under consideration. | will overview evidence and arguments

for these claims in a chapter-by-chapter outline of theaidltasion in section 1.3.

1.1 Understanding the Problem

Rightward movement presents a problem for models of syintamivement because it
is ill-behaved relative to leftward movement. In additioritte fact that, relative to leftward
movement, the motivating factors of rightward displacethage not well-understood, many
researchers have been led to pursue analyses of rightvaaidciment phenomena that do

not employ rightward movement.



One recurring alternative involves situating the dispfaegt operation in the phonolog-
ical component of the grammar (e.g., Chomsky & Lasnik 196¢Hemont 1978, Chomsky
1986, Huck & Na 1990, Gobbel 2013, Hunter & Frank 2014). Hesvewe will identify
a number of cases of rightward displacement that have ciaastic import. Observing
that rightward displacement affects both the linear stangd the semantic interpretation,
strongly suggests that it takes place in the syntactic compio The other common al-
ternatives, which we will investigate extensively in théldwing chapters, propose that
rightward displacement configurations are derived viaMaftd movement (Larson 1988,
Kayne 1994) or via base-generation of the extraposed rahtirectly to the verbal spine
Rochemont & Culicover (1990). Let us turn now to some of thoedes that have motivated

these alternative approaches.

1.1.1 Typological Rarity

Part of the issue surrounding the undesirability of a gramtimat permits movement
that is linearized to the right stems from recurring obseovs by Kayne (1994) and many
others that it is a cross-linguistic rarity for specifiersb® linearized rightward within
particular domains. Dryer (2013a) provides one of many cmafiions of the claim by
Greenberg (1963) that languages that have a preferencelmsieningly tend to order the
subject before the verb (1,193/1,387; 86.029)ryer (2013b) also observes that, when
languages prefer to displawérphrases in constituent questions, this most often inglve
placing thewh-phrase at the beginning of the utterance while “a few laggaaxhibit at
least a weak tendency to place interrogative phrases ahthefesentences”.

These types of facts have lead Kayne (1994:33-36,47) aratoth conclude that a
universal word order exists in which non-complements reardy precede the head of

their containing phrases. This is argued to be true of botedgenerated and derived

1Broekhuis (2010) provides a more fine-grained perspectivthese facts which takes into account the
typology of the possible derivations for each of the six paiations of the subject, object, and verb.



specifiers. In simpler terms, Kayne (1994:71) states eitjglihat “no movement rule can

adjoin anything to the right of anything.”

1.1.2 Illicit Movement

Another apparent issue for rightward movement is that thefelements and cate-
gories that can be displaced rightward is a superset of thasean be displaced leftward.
The problem is that there seems to be no principled reasotihéodirectionality of dis-
placement to affect the range of categories and syntaggctathat can be moved.

The example of EXNP in (3) presents a particularly saliestnezle. While a relative
clause can apparently be subextracted rightward, a relatause cannot be subextracted

leftward from its host (4)

3) Sam broughfpp some potato salagl | to the party
[cpthat he made last weéek

(4) *Iltwas|cpthat he made last week

that Sam broughbp some potato salag | to the party.

The examples in (5) adapted from Fox & Nissenbaum 1999:138-Hlustrate the well-
established observation that complements, but not adjucah be extracted leftward from
an NP. The examples in (6), also from Fox & Nissenbaum 1988tikate that this same

argument/adjunct asymmetry is not observed in EXNP cordigunms.
(5) a. [ppOfwhom]; did you sedpp a paintinge; |?
b. * [ppFrom wherd did you sedpp a paintinge; |?

c. *[ppBy whom]; did you se€pp a paintinge; |?

(adapted from Fox & Nissenbaum 1999:133, (1))



(6) a.  We sawpp a paintinge; | yesterdaypp of John];.
b.  We sawpp a paintinge; | yesterdaypp from the Museuny;.

C. We sawpp a paintinge; | yesterdaypp by John];.
(Fox & Nissenbaum 1999:134, (2))

1.1.3 Idland Violations

Among the most recognized sources of evidence for movensetitei fact that dis-
placement from particular domains is disallowed (e.g., R&67, Huang 1982). Chomsky
(1973) observed that one such domain is a DP that appearbjecsposition. A DP that
is otherwise transparent for subextraction, as in (7a) @hjl becomes an opaque domain

when itis in Spec,IP (7c).

(7) a. This is|pp the animal, that they reviewedbp a documentary aboe |

last week.

b. ? Thisigpp the animal, that there wa$p a documentary aboeb |1

reviewede; last week

c. *Thisis[pp the animal;, that[pp a documentary aboeb |1

was reviewea; last week.
| will capture this data as an effect of tBaibject Conditiors it is formulated in (85.

(8) Subject Condition

A DP in Spec,IP is opaque for subextraction.

Culicover & Rochemont (1990:23-24) and Rochemont & Culao{1990:33) point
out that EXNP configurations presents an apparent obviafitre Subject ConditionThe
examples in (9) show that the R#th blonde haircan be subextracted rightward out of a

DP in Spec,IP. The example in (10) assures us that this Ptharsubextracted leftward.

2See Haegeman et al. (2014) for a discussion of amelioratiagte for the Subject Condition.



(9) a. [ppAman|ppwith blonde hait] came into the room.

b. [pp A manej | came into the roonpp with blonde hair;.

(Culicover & Rochemont 1990:23, (2))

(10)  *[ppWith what color hairj; did [pp a mane; | come into the room?

(Culicover & Rochemont 1990:24, (5a))

On the basis of this data, some researchers, including Romfte Culicover (1990) and
Webelhuth et al. (2013), conclude that rightward displaseihcannot be the product of the
same mechanism that generates leftward movement. If it,\Wwaeewoulda priori expect

to find that they are subject to the same set of island congdrai

1.1.4 Exceptional Locality

Perhaps the most well-known obstacle for the equal treatofeightward and leftward
displacement is that, in as far as its locality conditions lsa pinned down, rightward dis-
placement appears to be subject to stricter locality candtthat than leftward movement.
Again, if rightward and leftward displacement were produat the same mechanism, it
is not immediately obvious why the directionality of movamhehould affect the distance
over which that movement can operate.

Leftward movement is commonly recognized as a potentiaillyounded operation in

the sense that it can theoretically cross an arbitrary nuwfodausal boundaries (11).

(11) a. What did Tim buye;?
b. What does Pam thinkcp Tim boughte; |?
C. What did Kim say|cp Sam thinkgcp Tim boughtey |]?
d.
Ross (1967:307) formulates the now famous condition orntwighd movement that limits

it to application to a single clause. He observed that rigintndisplacement operations,

including HNPS and EXNP, are clause-bounded operations cohtrast in (12) illustrates



the clause-boundedness of HNPS. Rightward movement oftbhe@ded object over a PP
that modifies the embedded predicate is a marked word onateznlirely acceptable (12a).
The minimally differing example in (12b) shows that righté@anovement of the embedded
object over a PP modifying the matrix predicate results imageptability (12b). This same
manipulation in (13) shows that EXNP, too, is a clause-bedraperation; it is not possible

to extrapose a relative clause to a position outside theselaantaining its host.

(12) a. Pam saifcpthat Tim bought for his co-workerg some coffeé; |.

b. *Pam saidcpthat Tim bought; | to her co-workers some coffeé;.

(13) a. Pam saiftp that Tim bough{ some coffees | for his co-workers

[cpthat they serve in the librarly |.

b. *Pam saidcpthat Tim boughf{ some coffees; | | to her co-workers

[cpthat they serve in the library.

1.2 A Theory of Syntactic Movement

The goal of this thesis is to model rightward movement andurapas many of its ec-
centricities as possible. The model of movement with whiehwill do this is the so-called
Copy-Theoryof movement (Chomsky 1993). On this theory, movement is &asyie op-
erationMovethat creates an exact copy of the instance/loich picturein the complement
position of the verliookin (14). This copy is then merged into a c-commanding pasitio

such as Spec,CP in the present example.

(14) They know(cp [pp Which picturé; C° [p Tim [\p took [pp which picture; |||
|

This essentially makes Move an operation indistinguishébim the basic structure build-
ing operatiorMerge The difference between movement and other instances gemnkes
primarily in the fact that the material that serves as theing Move is taken directly from

the syntactic structure that is being constructed.



Evidence for this particular conception of Move can be foumthe inability of move-
ment to repair Condition C violations. An example is proddeelow where the disjoint
reference effect in the source structure (15a) persidtssoig displacement of the offend-

ing R-expression (15b).

(15) a. *Theyknowcp he took the older picture of Tinj.

b. *They know|cp [pp Which picture of Tim], he; took xa].

The previously standard analysis of movement suggesteththao-calledrace of move-
ment could be thought of simply as a variable bound by the mhelement (e.g., Chomsky
1973). This is shown roughly in (15). Given this picture ofvament, moving the of-
fending R-expressiomim from the c-command domain e should repair the Condition
C violation. The fact that the Condition C violation persistiggests that movement in fact
does not completely removiem from the c-command domain de We can capture this
observation fairly straightforwardly, however, if we asmithat the moved element has left
behind a copy of itself. As shown in (16), the result is a reprgation in which there is an

instance offim present in the c-command domain of, and coreferent withptbeounhe
(16) * They know|cp [pp Which picture of Tim| he, took [pp Which picture of Tim]].

The copy theory of movement raises some interesting questegarding how move-
ment is interpreted at the interfaces. For instance, trgdkie lower copy of a movement
relationship as a content-less variable is straightfotlyasompatible with the method for
interpreting movement structures that is presented by Kelknatzer (1998). This system
involves insertion of a numerical binder index below theliag site of the moved element
where it will bind the variable left behind by movement (L7@he semantic component
then interprets the constituent that is sister to the movedge as a derived predicate,

which will take the moved element as its argument (17b).



(17) a. LF representation
which picture[ 1 [ Sam tookx; ||
b. Logical language

Ax[Sam-tookx)]([which picturd)

However, we have already seen in the discussion above ikatdhs not make the correct
predictions with respect to the inability for movement togdiorate Condition C violations.
A solution that has been proposed by Engdahl (1980, 198&ijer&ad (1998), Fox
(1999), and Elbourne (2005) is to slightly alter the lowepyg®f the moved element in
a way that makes it serve as a variable. Fox (2002:67) rebettsig asTrace Conversion
and formalizes it as a two-step operation. Given a moventaih@complete with a binder
index, such as the one in (18a), Trace Conversion first msarariable into the lower copy
(18b) and then replaces the determiner, in this gdseh with a null variant of the definite
articlethe(18c). This effectively turns the lower copy into a definigsdription which can

then be interpreted as the bound variable in a derived patijust like we saw above.

(18) a. [cp[ppwhich picturé 1 C° [p Sam[yp took [pp Which picture] ]]]
b.  Variable Insertion—-
[cp [op Which picturé 1 C° [ip Sam|yp took [pp Which [picture x4]] ]]]
c. Determiner Replacemert=

[cp [pp Which picturé 1 C° [jp Sam|yp took [pp the [picture xi]] |]]

With this machinery, the Condition C violating example fr¢h®) will have the form
in (19) below. Trace Conversion will turn the lower copy iatalefinite description with a
variable, but it will preserve the remaining content inchglthe PPof Tim Now, because
an instance offim remains in the c-command domain fod a Condition C violation is

again correctly predicted under coreference.

(19) *They know

[cp [op Which picture of Tim] 1 [he, took [pp the [picturex;] of Timy | |]



Note that the Copy-Theory of movement makes it so that th@latied material exists
in two positions, yet it is only spoken in one of them. An imjamt question, then, is how
the phonological component interprets a movement chairulimdately decides on a way
to pronounce it. Chomsky (1993:35) stipulates that it isagfsvthe highest copy that is
pronounced by the PF component. However a number of autlawesrioted that allowing
PF to choose which copy of a moved element to pronounce cooldde a very natural
way of modelling the distinction between overt and covervement (e.g., Brody 1995,
Bobaljik 1995, Groat & O’Neil 1996).

Cases of overt movement, like tiidrmovement we have observed so far, involve the
PF component pronouncing the highest copy of the moveme emd deleting any oth-

ers. This is shown the partial syntactic representatioB@)J

(20) They know{cp [pp Which picturg¢ Sam tookipp-which-picturd |.

On the other hand, the PF component might choose to prontl@éaver copy of a move-
ment chain and delete the higher copy. This would be the casdiin-situ languages and
the type of covert movement typically postulated for cage&3umntifier RaisindQR) (May
1977, 1985, Rooth 198%)The example in (21) is just such a case wherein the univgrsall
guantified DRevery boyhas moved to a position where it takes scope over the existgnt
quantified DPa girl.> At the interface with LF, the higher copy of this movementioha
will be interpreted for scope and the lower copy will undelgace Conversion (21a). The
PF component, on the other hand, will interpret the loweyafihe movement chain and

delete the higher. The result is the QP being spoken in its-gaserated position (21b).

3See Nunes (1995, 2004) for a theory of how PF decides whicim chembers to delete and which to
spell out.

4See Johnson (2012) for a discussion of why certain moveraeaisvert and others covert.

5The DPa girl will also have formed its own movement chain, which will alseed to be properly
interpreted at the interfaces. For expository reasonsé bhesen to set this issue aside.
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(21) a. Logical Form
They know|cp [gp every boy 1 a girl danced withgp the[boy xq]] |
‘They know that, for everyx such thak is a boy, there is a gigf such thaty

danced with the boy.’

b.  Phonological Form
They know|cp {or-everybeylr a girl danced withjgp every boys |

This conception of QR and its relationship to overt moventead important conse-
guences for the theory of the grammar. It relies on a modelhithvthe syntactic com-
ponent of the grammar outputs a single representation whallemovement, both overt
and covert, has taken place. Any given movement chain cteatthis component is in-
dependently interpreted by each of the interface compsnéfthich copy is pronounced
and which copy is interpreted for scope and/or binding psegds decided at PF and LF
respectively. This type of model of the grammar is oftennrefé to as a “Single Output”
model following Bobaljik (1995, 2002).

Finally, it was noted as early as Freidin 1986 that movemaelhtinvsome instances
bleed Condition C violations. There is a contrast for mangagers between the now
familiar example in (22a) and the example in (22b) with respe the ability forhe and

Timto corefer.

(22) a. *They know which picture of Timhe, took.

b. They know which picture next to Tifrhe; took.

Based on the nature of the asymmetry as an argument (22ajsvagunct (22b) distinc-
tion, a solution proposed by Lebeaux (1988) is to allow adlsitike next to Tim but not
complements likef Tim, to be merged with their host DP late on in the course of a deriv
tion. As noted in Chomsky 1993, the asymmetry can be seereasshilt of a requirement
that all copies of a predicate have their argument positsatigrated (e.g., thérojection

Principle).
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Therefore, the NP-complemeaott Timwill induce a Condition C violation by virtue of
its necessary presence in both the higher and lower copyeainttvement chain exactly
in the way we saw in (19). With the option dhte-Mergeoffered by Lebeaux (1988) to
adjuncts, the PRext to Timcan be introduced into the derivation once a copy of its host
has been created and merged into a position outside of tbenmand domain dfie as in
(23).

(23) [cp [pp Which picture[pp next to Timp|]1 hey took {pp-which-picturér |
! |

This solution allows us to preserve the Copy-Theory of masetwhile effectively avoid-
ing a representation for (22b) in which coreferencé®and Tim would result in a Condi-
tion C violation.

The remainder of the thesis will adopt this framework as th&idmodel of syntactic
movement. An issue that remains unsettled, and to whichl haile little to contribute, is
how the direction in which any given instance of movemeninedrized is decided upon.
For instance, it is not exactly clear what is it abeutmovement that requires it to be
linearized leftward. And itis not clear precisely what ifelient about HNPS, for example,
that requires it to be linearized rightward. Ideally, f@uesearch will have something
insightful to say on this issue. However, | will mostly takdar granted throughout that
directionality is the result of independent principlesto grammar, such as principles that

guide prosodic structure or principles that referencermation-structural preferences.

1.3 Towardsa Solution: An Overview

The goal of this dissertation is to model the propertiesglitivard movement and ac-
count for its exceptional behavior by using the Copy-Thearynovement as it has been
developed for instances of leftward movement. | will arguat rightward displacement is

upward syntactic movement that is linearized rightwardr @upirical domain of investi-
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gation will largely be limited to HNPS and EXNP of relativeaakes as we observe them
in English.

The dissertation is basically divided into two parts. Péatdomposed of chapter 2 and
chapter 3, which present a case study on HNPS. Chapter 4 aptecth comprise Part I,

which is a case study on EXNP of relative clauses.

1.3.1 Part|: Heavy-NP Shift
1.3.1.1 Chapter 2

Chapter 2 serves as argument in favor of an approach to HNR@1tploys rightward
movement of the displaced DP. The argument is based arownd@ecison of the treatment
that various theories of HNPS offer for the ability of thisepgtion to license parasitic gaps

(24).

(24) John offended; by not recognizingpg; immediately —
[pp his favorite uncle from Clevelang.

(Engdahl 1983:12, (26))

| argue that the known properties of parasitic gaps are lagaticed without further stipu-
lation under a rightward movement approach.

| also address the influential argument made by Postal (18@4)it is Right Node
Raising and not HNPS that is responsible for configuratides(R4). | provide evidence
from an acceptability judgment study suggesting that rictiadh examples are subject to
known constraints on Right Node Raising. This suggestsahatlternative mechanism,
such as HNPS and parasitic gap licensing, is available tergém a structure like (24).
Observing that there are clear instances of HNPS that kceasasitic gaps, | conclude
that are cases of rightwatmovement of a DP. Finally, | formalize HNPS as an operation
that targets a position in the periphery of an articulatBdthat is reserved for focused

material.
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1.3.1.2 Chapter 3

In chapter 3 we more closely examine structures that comtgiarasitic gap licensed
by rightward DP-movement. Building on research by Nissenb2000) in the same
domain we will be led to the discovery that the need to licenparasitic gap can motivate
rightward DP-movement beyond its containing clause, eoytio what we saw in section

1.1.4.

(25) Sam thinkgcp that you likeey |

because he saw you giVegi/*someonéa present fa new co-workdy.

This suggests that rightward movement is not categoricidlyse-bounded. Instead, there
must be independent principles that require standardniossof HNPS to be very local.

| argue that standard economy of derivation consideratintk applications of move-
ment that are not required as part of ensuring convergenaesyitactic representation at
the LF interface (Chomsky 1993). In the absence of a pacagtp, rightward movement
is only licensed as far as is required to produce an HNPS awmafign. Provided with
a parasitic gap, however, exceptional rightward moveméatdP beyond what is made
possible by HNPS is licensed to ensure convergence.

| formalize this system by adapting the theory of paras#iggproposed in Nissenbaum
(2000). In particular, 1 propose a modified theory of paragjap licensing that permits the
cyclic composition of the parasitic gap domain and the matiause through Functional
Application as opposed to Predicate Modification (see Heikr&tzer 1998). However,
it is crucially movement of a DP that makes that compositiosgible, thus ensuring con-
vergence at LF. The result that we will observe is that rigitthDP-movement can be

potentially unbounded and successive-cyclic given the neécense a parasitic gap.
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1.3.2 Part Il: Extraposition from NP
1.3.21 Chapter 4

Chapter 4 compares two classes of analyses of EXNP that diffevhere extraposed
material is asserted to be base-generated. One class gbasasserts that extraposed
material is base-generated inside its host and somehowadeprightward (Ross 1967,
Chomsky & Lasnik 1977, Fox & Nissenbaum 1999, de Vries 2082pther class of anal-
yses asserts that extraposed material is generated oiissiuest and directly adjoined to
the verbal spine in its extraposed position (Rochemont &douer 1990, Koster 2000,
Webelhuth et al. 2013).

| propose a novel connectivity diagnostic that employs N&&nsing byeveryand ar-
gues strongly in favor of a model of EXNP that base-genertextraposed relative clause
within its host DP. More specifically, | provide evidencerfran acceptability judgment
study suggesting that an NP1 in a relative clause that isdied by the universal quantifier

every(26a) remains licensed in an EXNP configuration (26b).

(26) a.  We tooKpp every guesfcp who ateanyof the potato salaf to the hospital.

b.  We took|pp every gues}; to the hospital

[cp Who ateanyof the potato salai.

Observing that NPIs are otherwise not licensed in the nusleape of the universal quan-
tifier every such data strongly suggest that the extraposed relatwuselis interpreted in
the restrictor argument @very

| argue, on the basis of additional observations, that tfegs are best modeled with
the QR-based theory of EXNP developed by Fox & Nissenbau®)19Dn this theory, the
host of the extraposed material undergoes QR and the eswdpoaterial is subsequently
late-merged into the higher copy. As noted by Fox & Nissenb&1099) this theory also
has the benefit of accounting for some of the otherwise pugZicts about EXNP con-
figurations, including the apparent movement of relatiauses and the apparent island

insensitivity. | suggest that this theory may also provideay of accounting for the par-
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ticularly problematic cases of split-antecedence thaevediserved by Perlmutter & Ross

(1970).

1.3.2.2 Chapter 5

This chapter is largely in service of examining the locatibpnditions on EXNP. How-
ever, we will see that the investigation also brings to lig¥a puzzles that go unanswered
but provide a direction for future research.

We will observe that there are subclausal locality condi&ion EXNP that roughly pro-
hibit extraposed material from being adjoined above thé diosninatingvP or CP. How-
ever, we will also observe that there can be a rather extrastemthect between where
an extraposed relative clause can be spoken and where iteciamelpreted. We will en-
counter interpretive evidence from quantifier scope imttwas and Antecedent-Contained
Deletion that extraposed relative clauses and their hastbe interpreted beyond the first
dominatingvP or CP as well as beyond the first containing clause, agawiplation of
what is predicted by the supposed clause-boundednesshoivagl movement.

| argue that we can understand this disconnect by treatimgrcacnovement, and QR
especially, as a potentially unbounded and successiMesoyovement (Nissenbaum 2000,
Cecchetto 2004, Hulsey & Sauerland 2006, Takahashi 20063omjunction with a con-
straint that requires the late-merger of an extraposetvelelause to take place within the
first cycle of QR, the strict locality of EXNP follows as a rétsof the normal behavior of
QR. The exceptional interpretive possibilities followrimahe ability of QR to continuously
widen the scope of the relative clause and its host. The atémesult is that, like leftward
movement and HNPS, the QR operation that drives EXNP is giedentially unbounded

and successive-cyclic movement.
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CHAPTER 2
MODELLING HEAVY-NP SHIFT

The goal in this chapter is to undertake an investigatiomefmechanism responsible
for the Heavy-NP Shift (HNPS) configuration in (1b) that we fyem the base order in
(1a).

(1) a.  Tim boughfpp some coffeé for his co-workers.

b.  Tim bought for his co-workerigp some coffed.

Of central interest is whether the rightward displacemenblserve in examples like (1b)
is actually movement that results in rightward adjunctiery(, Ross 1967) or if it is sim-
ulated via one or more movements that result in leftward raatjan (e.g., Larson 1988,
Kayne 1994, Rochemont & Culicover 1997). We will look briefiiya few ways to imple-
ment these ideas in section 2.1.

| will argue that a rightward movement approach should béepred on the basis of

parasitic gap structures like the familiar example in (2).

(2) John offende@; by not recognizingpg; immediately —
[pp his favorite uncle from Clevelang.

(Engdahl 1983:12, (26))

We will see evidence in section 2.2 suggesting that thessteartions are more naturally
handled on a rightward movement account. Leftward moveraecdunts require us to
make construction-specific stipulations and employ urwatéd derivations and represen-

tations that are unnecessary on a rightward movement agproa
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In section 2.3 | address a common response to the analydie aidjunction structure
in (2) as a parasitic gap construction which asserts withiaffls (1990) and Postal (1994)
that they are instead derived via the same mechanism of Rigi Raising (RNR) that is

responsible for coordination structures of the type in (3).
(3) John save; and recognize@; — [ his favorite uncle from Cleveland.

We will review the arguments for this alternative preserigdVilliams (1990, 1995) and
most notably Postal (1993, 1994) and find that the strongestlgsion these arguments
license is that it is possible for RNR to produce adjunctitnctures like (2). What we
will not find is evidence that all such constructions are seaély derived via RNR. | will
present three independent pieces of evidence showingahet, we remove any impedi-
ments to parasitic gap licensing, we can identify adjumcsiwmuctures like (2) which show
properties of HNPS and fail to show properties of RNR. Thaaleonclusion will be that
adjunction structures can be derived either by parasifdigansing or by RNR.

| present experimental evidence in section 2.4 to suppatainthese counterargu-
ments to the claim that only RNR is available to derive exasike (2). We will see an
acceptability judgment study which reveals that coordirstuctures like (3) are subject
to a known constraint on RNR—thRight Edge RestrictiofPostal 1974, Wilder 1995,
Hartmann 2000)—while adjunction structures like (2) aresubject the same constraint.
The results of this study as well as the arguments in secti®dm2ans for leftward ap-
proaches to examples like (2) and HNPS more generally tegtdannot resort to an RNR
analysis to avoid the issues to be observed below.

Section 2.5 presents two notes on the relationship betwaesitic gap licensing and
RNR. If both strategies are available for deriving (2), wa eak whether they are in free
variation or if one is preferred over the other. | will shovathbased on the evidence made
available to us in this chapter, there is reason to think HPS with the creation of a
parasitic gap is preferred to RNR. The appropriate caveatsnade, however, and it is

noted that further work on this issue is necessary.
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Section 2.6 finally formalizes the HNPS operation. | folldwe toriginal analysis of
HNPS presented by Ross (1967) whereby a rightward displBéeds moved and right
adjoined in a c-commanding position. | present evidencenfRochemont & Culicover
(1990) to motivate the idea that HNPS is a discourse-cordtgural structure reserved for
displacing focused material. Consistent with argumentsiged by Johnson (1985), we
will start by asserting that a DP that has undergone HNP®&tsagposition inside the first

dominatingvP.

2.1 Two Competing Models of Heavy-NP Shift

Rightward displacement is more traditionally modeled byeroent involving right ad-
junction (e.g., Ross 1967). A common way to model the mativefor this movement is to
treat HNPS as an information-structural configuration. &ample, it has been suggested
that HNPS is licensed as a means for marking the displacedsDiew in the domain of
discourse (Rochemont 1978, Rochemont & Culicover 1990¢d\&aBirner 1996). Itis im-
portant to acknowledge, however, that research by Arnoddl ¢2000), Wasow & Arnold
(2003) and others has demonstrated that weight and staliciimplexity can motivate
rightward displacement independent from the discourseisiaf the displaced element.
While | agree that such rightward displacement lacking sgimamport would arguably
be a post-syntactic phenomenon, the discovery that suchp&a exist does not by itself
prove that rightward displaced elements can never be tit miFsyntactic movement.

Postal (1974) provides examples of HNPS similar to thosevibéhat demonstrate the
acceptability of HNPS despite a lack of weight and compieiitthe shifted DP. | have
slightly altered these examples to control for the numbewnaoids and syllables and, as
best as possible, for relative complexity. This is what isvited in (4) where the shifted
DP and the constituent it crosses are relatively equal igkteiThe example in (5) ma-

nipulates the complexity of the shifted DP and the matetiatasses in a way similar to
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Wasow & Arnold (2003): the PP that is crossed contains an dodxe clause while the

shifted DP does not.

4) Tim gavee; to his aunt -all the sheefy

(5) Tim gavee; to the customers he recognizethis best shegp

Because these examples do not lend themselves to an acédataaceptability of right-
ward displacement in terms of relative weight or complexitgir acceptability suggests
that there is some alternative criterion motivating rigitsvmovement. In section 2.6.2 |
will provide evidence that, indeed, informational-stwretl considerations can govern the
acceptability of HNPS. It is these instances of rightwardm&ement that we will at-
tempt to model in this thesis. Therefore, | will attempt totrol for effects of weight and
complexity of rightward displaced DPs in an attempt to colrfor the potential confound
these factors present. In this chapter and the next | wikgmeevidence and argumen-
tation that this movement does take place in the syntactigpoment. If there is indeed
a non-syntactic means for rightward displacement, theigtied is that displacement for
these reasons will be exempt from any syntactic criterig.,(¢he Right Roof Constraint,
Larson’s Generalization (sec. 3.2 ch. 3), parasitic gambing, etc.).

Let us turn now to the ways in which the relevant instancesPB have been mod-
eled. The standard way of looking at syntactic approach&dNBS is based on the direc-
tion of the movement involved. As noted above, the old stethdas been to treat HNPS as
movement to the right. Subsequent research on rightwapliedisment has seen an alter-
native approach emerge whereby one or more applicatiordtafdrd movement simulate

rightward movement (e.g., Larson 1988, Kayne 1994, Rocme&dulicover 1997).

2.1.1 TheRightward Movement Approach to HNPS
Ross (1967:sec. 3.1.1.3) provided what can be consideesdatonical approach to
HNPS configurations like (6).
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(6) He attributed to a short circuigp the fire which destroyed most of my factdry
(Ross 1967:51, (3.15))

He formulated a rule—actually call&édomplex NP Shi#t-which roughly stated that a di-
rect object may be moved rightward and adjoined to the firstf@Pdominates the direct

object’s base position (7).

(7) [cp [cp He attributede; to a short circuit

[op the fire which destroyed most of my factdrj:
)

Since then, rightward approaches to HNPS have largelyeledP orvP as the locus
of the movement operation (e.g., Bresnan 1976, Stowell 198Anson 1985). This is

sketched in (8).

(8) He |vp [vp attributede; to a short circuii

[op the fire which destroyed most of my factdrj:
)

Johnson (1985:sec. 3.3.1) makes this argument on the basisINPS is degraded when
it shifts a DP past speaker-oriented adverbials, subjeetit®d adverbials, and temporal

adverbials (9).

(9) a. *Eleanor boughg; apparentlypp brand new drapes for the whole hoyse
b. *Vern lefte; angry|pp that store where service is so quJys/1

c. *Julie didn’t buye; until it became availablgp that book on Venug .2

(Johnson 1985:85, (28))

LJohnson (1985) notes that there is a grammatical readinthiexample that treatsngry as a VP
modifier synonymous witlangrily.

2This example may fall under the purview bérson’s Generalizatiopwhich is introduced in 3.1 of the
following chapter.
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If we assume that the types of adjuncts we find in (9) are adgbin the vicinity of the
subject’s surface position in the IP, these data are camtistith the claim that HNPS

cannot escape VP.

2.1.2 Leftward Movement Approachesto HNPS
2.1.2.1 Predicate Raising: Larson 1988

Larson’s (1988) analysis of HNPS is presented as a consegusdma theory of the
internal organization of the VP. His VP-shell approach guanent structure allows us to
treat the rightward displaced DP as having been strandee@fbyard movement of the
other occupants of the VP (10). This analysis is sometimesresl to asComplex Predi-
cate RaisingLarson 1988)Light Predicate RaisingLarson 1989), an@redicate Raising
(Rochemont & Culicover 1997).

(10) | [ gave to Johmy everything that he demand(‘eﬂ
t

(Larson 1988:347, (20a"))

The movement that we see above is made possible on Larsadsradby a process
that turns the stringgave to Johrinto a “complex lexical category” (Larson 1988:349).

This process, which is referred to ¥sReanalysisis provided in (11}

(11) V Reanalysis
Leta be a phras; ... | whose®-grid contains one undischarged inter@atole.
Thena may be reanalyzed &g ... |.

(Larson 1988:348)

For Larson (1988), the vediveand its arguments begin life as the Vénstituent in (12a)
with the direct objeceverything that he demand@dSpec, VP and the prepositional object

to Johnin the complement position of AP Following an application o¥/-Reanalysis of

3See Runner (1995:sec. 4.4) for a series of arguments simpartnecessary reformulation &
Reanalysis. Rochemont & Culicover (1997:292—294) and é¥ilsaum (2000:89-94) provide arguments
specifically against Larson’s (1989) predicate raisingysis

22



Vl, (12b) shows the complex™Mundergoing an independently motivated instance of verb

raising to the empty head position of the higher,VP

(12) a.  [yp2 Spec2 e|yp [pp everything that he demandgd . gave to Joh]]]

b.  [ypz Spec]2 | [v- gave to Johmy

[vpt [DP everything that he demandéth ]]]].

2.1.2.2 Stranding: Kayne 1994

Kayne (1994:ch. 7) presents an analysis of HNPS that presdéine spirit of the predi-
cate raising analysis but is intended to be compatible wélahtisymmetri¢cheory of syn-
tax. This is a theory of grammar proposing that c-commandsyrdactic phrase marker
can be translated directly into linearization statemeiitse assertion is that c-command
universally translates into a precedence relationshipe dffect is ultimately a universal
Spec-Head-Comp order for phrases. What we get, then, isayssthat is actually mov-
ing the prepositional object leftward while the apparemiightward shifted DP remains
in-situ (13).

(13) John gavéppto Bill |1 all his old linguistics bookx‘al.
t

This analysis works by treating all of the post-verbal matexs part of an underlying
small clause configuration (14a). The HNPS word order iseagt by moving the prepo-
sitional objectto Bill to the specifier of some higher phrase, YP in (14b). In thistioos

to Bill will c-command and consequently linearly precede thetindirect object.

(14) a. [xp [prall his old linguistics book$ [y X° [ppto Bill | ]].

b. John gaveéyp | [ppto Bill |1 | [y Y°

[xp [pp all his old linguistics books [y X° (‘91 111
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2.1.2.3 Remnant Movement: Rochemont & Culicover 1997

Rochemont & Culicover (1997:294—-296) entertain variousioes of a remnant move-
ment analysis for HNPS. On these accounts, the HNPS word isrdienulated via a series
of leftward movements involving the apparently rightwarsiptbced DP and the resulting
remnant VP The payoff to be had, despite the additional complexityha these analyses
capture the fact that the rightward shifted DP displays alemof properties we would
expect from a phrase that has undergone movement. Thigdexline ability to license
parasitic gaps (e.g. Engdahl 1983) and inability to sulaextmaterial from the DP in its
shifted position (i.e., Freezing Effects; Wexler & Culi@\1980). We will examine these
in more detail in the following sections.

The most straightforward execution presented by Roche&@hlicover (1997:294,
(49)) would derive Kayne’s example by beginning with whagssentially a Larsonian VP-
shell as in (15a). The apparently displaced DP will first mmvihe specifier of a head°X
that dominates the VP (15b). The remnant VP then subseguanites to the specifier of

another head that dominates XP (15c).

(15) a. JOhI‘[YP [7 Y° [xp [Y X°

[ve [pp all his old linguistics books 7 gave[ppto Bill | |]]]]].

b.  Johnlyp [y Y° [xp| [pp all his old linguistics book$; | [x X°
[ve €1 [y gave[ppto Bill | ]]]]]]

C. John[yp | [vp &1 [V gavelppto Bill | ]]2

[v Y° [xp [opall ... books]y [x X° l‘ez J11]]

4williams (2003:35-36) argues against remnant movemenysesof HNPS, as well as movement anal-
yses more generally, based on the distribution of focusrddoedNPS configurations.
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Mimura (2009) and Wallenberg (2009:ch. 7) each provide aentmtailed account
of HNPS along these lines. Both start by adopting the morieuwated theory of the
left periphery that is offered by Rizzi (1997). This miniryaprovides both a focus-
dedicated and topic-dedicated position at the left edgd@fctause. They take it to be
the case that the apparently rightward displaced DP rezaifecused interpretation in that
it presents information that is not in the conversationakigaound (e.g., Rochemont 1986,
Rochemont & Culicover 1990, Ward & Birner 1996). The initrabvement of the rele-
vant DP shown in (16a) will be to the specifier of a left periahdéocus position (FocP).
The remnant, which includes the surface position of theexilgnd the remainder of the

predicate, moves to the specifier of a higher topic posifi@pP) as shown in (16b).

(16) a.  [topp [T—Op Top® [Focr| [pp @ll his old linguistics book$; | (g5 FOC ...

[ [ip John[yp (‘91 gave to Bill]] ]]]

b.  [topp|[ip JONN[yp €1 gave to Bill]]>

‘ [op TOP” [Focp [pp all ... boOKS]; [g55 FOC ... Trz 1]

The result here is equivalent to the output of the derivaino(iL5) above, but it has the

benefit of encoding specific information-structural prajesrof the HNPS configuration.

2.2 Choosing a Direction with Parasitic Gaps

Choosing between leftward and rightward approaches onlyperapirical grounds
has proven to be a difficult venture. Rochemont & Culicové&9(@), Abels (2007), and
Abels & Neeleman (2012) have argued that it will always impiple be possible to simu-
late any observable rightward displacement configuratiarose or more leftward move-
ments. As Abels & Neeleman (2012) discuss in detail, thisaiqularly true in the ab-
sence of (i) explicit constraints on the type of remnant nnoests we saw in section 2.1.2.3

and (ii) an explicit theory of the positions to which thesevaments take place.
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It is worth pointing out that, at present, both of these congmts are available to us.
Mimura (2009) and Wallenberg (2009) have provided a thedrthe positions that the
relevant movements target. Additionally, more articulatieeories of the constraints on
remnant movement have been made available in the literffar@ recent overview see
Grewendorf 2015). However, | am currently unaware of anyyamof HNPS that explic-
itly links these two parts of what would count as a complegatl of HNPS under remnant
movement. Given the particular goals of this thesis, | vaé#ie it as a challenge to future
research to provide such a theory.

The approach we will take instead is to examine more clobdelatcount that the above
analyses provide for rightward displacement and paragdijt licensing. The empirical

domain of our investigation, therefore, will be constrans of the shape in (17).

a7 John offended; by not recognizingpg; immediately —
[pp his favorite uncle from Clevelang.

(Engdahl 1983:12, (26))

Since Engdahl 1983 these structures have often been adalyzpar with more canoni-
cal parasitic gap constructions identified by Ross (196d)discussed also by Taraldsen
(1981). Parasitic gap constructions are exemplified bycsiras like the one provided in

(18).
(18) Whaq did you offende; by not recognizingpg; immediately?

What makes parasitic gap structures interesting in their oght is that the gap posi-
tion, which | have labelled agg, is co-indexed with a DP displaced from within a domain
that otherwise acts as an island for extraction (19).

(19) *Who;y did you offend my aunt by not recognizinge; immediately]?

Also following Engdahl (1983), it is largely considered te the case that what licenses
a parasitic gap is an instance of ovArmovement in the clause that is hosting the par-

asitic gap domain. We can demonstrate this by contrastiagexample in (18) with the
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examples in (20) and (21). These examples respectivelarévat covertvi-movement
and quantifier raising do not license parasitic gapghe example in (22) reveals that it
is A-movement in particular that licenses parasitic gaps asrtstance of A-movement in

(22) fails to do s&.

(20) *Who offendedvhom by not recognizingpg; immediately?
(21) You offended every salesmgoy not recognizing pgi/hims.

(22)  *[His unclé; was offendedt; by John not recognizingg, immediately.

In what follows | will argue that leftward movement approashdo not provide a
straightforward account of the properties of parasiticgapstructions. Showing that right-
ward movement approaches more naturally account for thesewes, | will argue that
rightward movement approaches are to be preferred. Of epilis debatable whether or
not examples like (17) represent true parasitic gap coctstns. Williams (1990, 2003)
and Postal (1993, 1994) have argued that a Right Node RgRINR) analysis might be
more suitable for these types of constructions. This mdaatsat natural recourse for left-
ward movement analyses is to assert that (17) is not a pargaj construction and will
not necessarily behave as such. In anticipation of thisotibje, | will argue in sections 2.3
and 2.4 that a RNR analysis cannot provide a viable altem&iall apparent instances of

rightward movement and parasitic gap licensing.

221 Stranding and Parasitic Gaps
The observation that parasitic gaps are licensed by movieisiant straightforwardly
compatible with an analysis of HNPS which asserts that thpasedly rightward displaced

DP remains in-situ. Kayne (1994:73—-74) concedes this @mdttakes the course outlined

SWhile the generalization that covert movement does nohsiegoarasitic gap holds in simple cases like
(20) and (21), Nissenbaum (2000:ch. 3) argues that it is niitedy accurate. He provides evidence that
covertwh-movement can license a parasitic gap in the case that thenmwaltiple wh-phrases undergoing
covert movement.

6See Culicover (2001) for an overview and discussion of theerties of parasitic gap constructions.
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above to suggest that examples of the shape in (15), whicloisded again below, are
derived via RNR and sit outside the purview of analyses cdgiic gap licensing.

The strategy pursued by Larson (1989:sec. 4) is to provideay of parasitic gaps that
uncouples syntactic movement of the displaced DP and thading of the parasitic gap,
despite appearances. Larson (1989) adopts a null-openaétysis for the parasitic gap
domain (Contreras 1984, Chomsky 1986, Browning 1987) anopqgses that the structure
in (23) as the underlying structure for (17).

(15) John offended; by not recognizingpg; immediately —

[pp his favorite uncle from Clevelang.

(23) vpl
his favorite
uncle...
Vv AdjunctP
offended

Op1 by not recognizingpg; immediately

What appears to be HNPS deriving a parasitic gap insteadvieswan application of

V-Reanalysis to theV' | in (23). It is not made clear precisely what the outpufvef

Reanalysis is. However, we can imagine that the resultingpdex lexical item \t, perhaps
without the null-operator chain, is raised into the emptgadeosition of a higher verbal

projectionVF. The result is shown in (24).
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(24) VP?

vp!

DPl ?2
his favorite /

— . uncle... ,
offended by not recognizing immediately /
A

This analysis achieves the desired word order and does Bowtitnoving the appar-
ently rightward displaced DP. In section 3.3 of the follogichapter, though, we will see
that it is more of a liability of the predicate raising anasythat the apparently displaced
DP remains in-situ. We will find that rightward displacemémdt results in the licensing
of a parasitic gap has the ability to widen the scope of thelalced DP. This suggests that
the DP does undergo movement as part of deriving an HNPS coafign.

A second problem for this approach to rightward displacenaen parasitic gaps is
identified by Nissenbaum (2000). The example in (25) suggstt it is possible for a
rightward displaced DP to have its base position in an emédthuse and license a par-

asitic gap in an adjunct that modifies the matrix clause.

(25) | claimed that | likede; in order to get you to rernpg; —
[op that movie with Fred Astaire and Audrey Hepbin
(Nissenbaum 2000:89, (3a))

The problem, as Nissenbaum (2000) discusses, is that therlyimg) representation that
Larson (1989) would need for (25) will have to generate inrttegrix clause the DP that is
interpreted as the direct object of the embedded predi€atdy in this way is it possible

to create node with one undischargérole that excludes the displaced DP. This is
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the representation that we see in (26), which we do not expeloe interpretable. The
DP that movie. .. should be interpreted as the direct object of the embeddmtigatdike.
Because it has been generated outside the embedded ctasismticlear that this should
be possible without a stipulated mechanism to bridge theselespan between the DP and

its selecting predicaté.

(26)

DP
that movie...

AdjunctP

v
/\

v CP
claimed A :
thatlliked ™ ordertogetyou torerpg

Less dramatic examples involving Raising-to-Object pratdis like (27) reveal that
Nissenbaum’s criticism will be a general issue for the prath raising analysis. Argu-
ments selected by an embedded predicate that appear tghihefradjuncts modifying the
embedding predicate will require us to stipulate non-leedéction in order to accommo-

date them.

(27) | expected Pam to have reedbecause | thought she'd enjpg; —

[pp her new booK;.

The structure that is required faf-Reanalysis to be possible in (27) is shown below in

(28). Again, we see that the displaced DP is required to bergéed in a non-local position

It has been argued recently by Saab (2015) that non-lBealle assignment is possible in particular
circumstances.
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relative to its selecting predicate. This is necessary eto be generated that has one

undischarge®-role as required by the formulation ¥fReanalysis in (11).

(28) VP

DP

her new book

\Y AdjunctP
\Y IP
expected

because | thought she'd enjpgn

Pam to have read

This conceptual issue makes a predicate raising analypisiirsible as the mechanism re-
sponsible for parasitic gap licensing by rightward displaent, and therefore as the anal-

ysis of rightward DP displacement generally.

2.2.2 Remnant Movement and Parasitic Gaps

It is presented as a virtue of remnant movement analyses blgdRmont & Culicover
(1997), Mimura (2009), and Wallenberg (2009, 2015) thay tten account for the obser-
vation that parasitic gaps are licensed in HNPS configurati®kecall that these analyses
derive the rightward displacement of the shifted DP viatafd movements of the DP and
resulting remnant phrase. However, it is not made exphdihese or other works precisely
how we might expect the licensing of parasitic gaps to worét us consider, then, what
such an analysis might look like.

First, we know that overA-movement of the DP is supposed to be involved in the
presence of the parasitic gap. But it is not simply the caaeahy application of ove-
movement will license a parasitic gap. Witness in (29a)wiatmovement to the embedded

CP is not sufficient for licensing a parasitic gap in an adjwhuse modifying the matrix

31



predicate. As shown in (29b), the licensing movement mudblkide same clause that

contains the parasitic gap domain.

(29) a. *They knew[cpwho; Sam invitede; | PRO; after talking topg.

b. Whao did theys think [cp Sam invitede; | PR, after talking topg; ?

| interpret this contrast as evidence that it is cruciallyveroent to a position that c-
commands the parasitic gap domain that will license thegitazaap.

Abstracting away from exactly which positions serve as toe df the movement op-
erations, we could imagine that the step in the derivatian lihenses the parasitic gap in
(17), which | provide one more time, produces the represientan (30). To ensure that the
c-command relationship between the licensor and the p@rgsip domain is established,

the direct object has moved to some YP that c-commands the XP.

(15) John offended; by not recognizingpg; immediately —

[pp his favorite uncle from Clevelang.

(30) YP
DP; XP
his favorite
unQe”.
i AdjunctP VP
N offendede;

\ Ve

Of course, on the assertion that c-command translatesiimgarl precedence—an as-

sertion that crucially motivates a remnant movement amshyboth the AdjunctP and the
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VP will necessarily undergo additional leftward movemepe@tions. This will produce a

representation along the lines of (31).

(31) WP
VP3 /P
offengedel
\ AdjunctP, YP
N DP; XP
" his favorite
N uncle... € €3

. by not recognizingpg; immediately

N \ Vi /

This tree is the result of first moving the AdjunctP to some KBt tc-commands the
phrase YP containing the shifted DP followed by movemenhef¥P to some WP that
c-commands the ZP containing the derived position of thelsAckP.

While the linear order of the VP, AdjunctP, and the displab&lis correct, we find
that this representation and its derivation are problesraice we consider examples like
those in (32). These examples are HNPS configurations thathalve an initial clausal
adjunct. As the contrast reveals, a parasitic gap is nohdiee in a clausal adjunct that

appears clause initially.

(32) a. By not recognizing him immediately
John offendee; this afternooripp his favorite uncle from Clevelang.

b. *By notrecognizingpg: immediately

John offendee this afternooripp his favorite uncle from Clevelang.
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Let us assume for the sake of argumentation that it is p@sfiblclausal adjuncts to un-
dergo movement. In this case we are learning two partichiags from the contrast in
(32). First, not only must the movement of the parasitic gepnisor be to a position
that c-commands the parasitic gap domain, but the parggipdicensor must be in a c-
commanding position in the surface representation. Welaod@arning from the example
in (32b) that it is not possible to reconstruct a clausal acljfor the purpose of licensing a
parasitic gap.

Looking back now to the representation in (31) we find thatgheasitic gap licensor
is not in a position where it c-commands the parasitic gapadomnd nor could it be. If it
were, it would incorrectly be linearized to the left of thegsitic gap given the assertions
of an Antisymmetric syntax. Moreover, we know that covertverent is not an option
for satisfying the c-command constraint illustrated by)(B@cause covert movement does
not license parasitic gaps. The last resort, then, is toestghat the parasitic gap can
be licensed by interpreting the parasitic gap domain inatsebposition in the scope of the
parasitic gap licensor. But, again, based on the examp(82)nwe have no reason to think
that this provides a means for licensing a parasitic gaps Téguirement for movement
and subsequent reconstruction of the parasitic gap domats doubt on the ability of this
analysis to account for parasitic gap constructions irmglvightward displacemef§tThis,
| suggest, makes a remnant movement account to the rightlisgthcement phenomenon

undesirable.

8This presents only one way in which a remnant movement aisatgsild generate the intended word
order. However, any remnant movement derivation assunmnigrdisymmetric syntax will suffer from the
issues described here. The parasitic gap domain can ontg@dahe rightward displaced DP if, at some
point, it moves to a position c-commanding the rightwargldised DP. The parasitic gap, therefore, can
never be c-commanded by its licensor at the appropriatédévepresentation. For the sake of exposition, |
will leave this for the reader to confirm.
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2.2.3 Rightward Movement and Parasitic Gaps

In the previous subsections, we saw some issues faced byatdftmovement ap-
proaches with respect to parasitic gap constructions tivatve rightward displacement.
The stranding analysis from Kayne (1994) and the prediséng analysis from Larson
(1988, 1989) both fail to capture the fact that the licengih@ parasitic gap correlates
strongly with the application oA-movement. This is a property of parasitic gaps that
fits in naturally with rightward movement approaches to HNR8call that for Engdahl
(1983) the instance of rightward displacement we see in iB3h instance of rightward

A-movement.

(33) John offended; by not recognizingpg: immediately

[his favorite uncle from Cleveland

t

The predicate raising analysis also suffered from Nissems(2000) observation that
rightward displacement of the arguments of embedded paticequire stipulating a non-
local relationship between the argument and its selectiadipate. A rightward movement
approach does not entirely overcome this issue. It may na éscaped the reader’s atten-
tion that the example in (23), which | have provided belovexseptional from the point of
view of the usual locality constraints on rightward movemeéfle know from the discus-
sion in section 2.1.1 that rightward displacement appedbs & clause-bounded operation.
Therefore, it will be necessary on a rightward movement@ggn to stipulate for the time
being that rightward movement can escape its containingselacontra the Right Roof

Constraint, at least under certain circumstances.

(23) | claimed that | likede; in order to get you to renpg; —

[op that movie with Fred Astaire and Audrey Hepbiin

In the next chapter | will argue that it is precisely when thisra parasitic gap that we get

the type of exceptional rightward movement illustrated?8)( Therefore, what appears to
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be a stipulation at this point will become a principled exaapto the locality constraints
on rightward displacement.

Remnant movement approaches were argued to suffer fromcatoemove a para-
sitic gap domain for the purpose of linearization but intetpa lower copy to satisfy a
c-command constraint on parasitic gap licensing. It tunridizat this will also be an issue
for the predicate raising analysis. The parasitic gap doroantained in the reanalyz&d
must somehow be interpreted in a position where it is c-contted by the licensor of the
parasitic gap.

This is an issue that we avoid on the rightward movement ambro Consider the
representation in (34) that we derive given the option dftrigdjunction. (I will remain

vague for the time being concerning the identity of the phidsave labelled as XP.)

(34) XP
XP DP,
his favorite
uncle...
AN
XP AdjunctP "\
X° VP |
/\ /’
V° er

offended -~ 0¥ notrecognizingog, immediately -

In this representation we havemoved the DP and right adjoined it to the verbal spine. By
allowing the phrase marker to be linearized as shown, weyz®the intended word order
of the VP, the AdjunctP, and the displaced DP. In additiortalige the parasitic domain
remains in-situ, we straightforwardly capture the obsiowa above that the parasitic gap
licensor c-commands the parasitic gap domain at the surggpcesentation and reconstruc-

tion of the parasitic gap domain becomes a non-issue.
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It is largely on the basis of parasitic gap licensing thatll promote a rightward move-
ment approach to HNPS configurations. However, as | havadraoted above, the re-
course available for proponents of leftward movement a®alys to assert that apparent
parasitic gaps induced by rightward movement are instea@ribduct of the same mecha-
nism that is responsible for deriving RNR constructionse @kailability of this alternative
all but removes the teeth of the objections presented aba&vailure to derive parasitic
gap constructions is not problematic if there are no pacagétp constructions induced by
rightward displacement. In the following section | will akgthat RNR cannot be consid-
ered a viable alternative to every apparent instance ofwigitl movement and parasitic
gap licensing. In this way, | try to reinforce the bite of thg@mentation that has been

presented so far.

2.3 Rightward DP-Movement Licenses Parasitic Gaps

Parasitic gap constructions form part of a larger set ofldtgment constructions that
we can refer to adependent gap structurewhose defining property is that the presence
of at least one of the gap sites is dependent on the preseacetbier gap site. Among the
members of this class are the now familiar rightward disphaent constructions shown in
(35) and (36). | will distinguish these structures respetyi ascoordinate gapstructures

andadjunct gapstructures’

9Also among the class of dependent gap structures are leftiisplacement phenomena such as so-called
Across-the-Board extractions (i) and parasitic gap cossitsns induced by leftward movement (i), both of
which were originally discussed by Ross (1967).

0] [Whose unclg did you sees; and not immediately recognizg?
(i) [Whose unclg did you offende; by not immediately recognizingg: ?

I will return to these structures briefly in the summary oétbihapter. See Postal (1993) for a comparative ex-
amination of these particular dependent gap structureslanastein & Nunes (2002) for a proposed account
of their differences.
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(35) Coordinate gap structure
a. You sawe; and immediately recognizesd — [my favorite uncle from Cleveland
b. l[conj.-- €1 ...]and[conj... € ... ]| = XPy

(36) Adjunct gap structure

a. You offendece; by not immediately recognizing —

[my favorite uncle from Clevelangd

b. [Matrix-~-el~-~[Adjunct~-~el-~-]]_xpl

The mechanism standardly taken to be responsible for thegatien of coordinate
gap structures was originally discussed by Ross (1967) asdybne by the name Right
Node Raising since Postal 1974. Various mechanisms havedreposed for the deriva-
tion of RNR including backward deletion/ellipsis (Ross @9Wexler & Culicover 1980,
Hartmann 2000, Abels 2004, BoSkovic 2004, Ha 2008), Asitbe-Board extraction (Maling
1972, Bresnan 1974, Postal 1974, 1998, Sabbagh 2007), dtidomination (McCawley
1982, Blevins 1990, Phillips 1996, Wilder 1999, Johnson2®achrach & Katzir 20093°

Since Engdahl (1983) it has been common to analyze adjupcsgactures as the
product of the same mechanism responsible for parasitidigapsing (PG-licensing) of
the type we are familiar with from examples such as (37). dgjmanalyses for PG-licensing
include Across-the-Board extraction (Ross 1967, Williab®0, Munn 1992), treating
the parasitic gap as a bound null-pronominal (Kayne 1988q@# 1990, Frampton 1990,
Postal 1993), and null-operator analyses (Contreras 138smsky 1986, Browning 1987,
Nissenbaum 2000). Other analyses have been proposed aschaling multidomination

(Kasai 2010) and sideward movement (Nunes 2001, 2804).

(37) [Whose unclg did you offende; by not immediately recognizingg; ?

10For the purposes of the present argument, | will mostly sieleathe issue of which mechanism (or
mechanisms; see Barros & Vicente 2011 but cf. Larson 20E2)are not behind RNR.

Hsee Culicover (2001) for an extensive review and discussfaiime properties of parasitic gaps and
analyses for them.
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Importantly, what has often been taken to be true is thatuenigechanisms are respon-
sible for each of (35) and (38%. Postal (1994) challenges this idea directly by arguing
that adjunct gap structures are in fact the product of theedaMR operation that derives
coordinate gap structures.

With a focus on data involving rightward DP-movement paskaasal adjunct with a
dependent gap, | will argue against Postal’'s (1994) commusin section 2.3.1 we will
review the evidence and argumentation in Postal 1994. Wese# that the strongest
conclusion that can be reached from the available evidentteat RNRcan be employed
to derive adjunct gap structures, but not thahustderive adjunct gap structures. Section
2.3.2 provides evidence to support this contention. We séb that there are instances
where adjunct gap and coordinate gap structures displanatidehavior with respect
to properties of RNR. The results of these two sections tmyeateveal that there are at
least two mechanisms that can potentially derive adjunpt geuctures. Based on the
discussion to follow, | will suggest that, in addition to RNRG-licensing by HNPS can

also be employed to derive adjunct gap structures (Eng®@d8,INissenbaum 2000).

2.3.1 On Pseudoparasitic Gaps: Postal 1994

Postal (1994:sec. 2) observes that there are a number pttiesis on the distribution
of parasitic gaps (PGs) in leftward movement configurattbasfail to constrain the known
RNR induced gaps in coordinate gap structures. These firegpare summarized in Table

2.1, which is adapted from Postal 1994:92.

?Notable exceptions include attempts to provide a pure Actbe-Board extraction analysis to both ad-
junct gap and coordinate gap structures by Pesetsky (1882)pregts & van Riemsdijk (1985), Haik (1985)
and Williams (1990) or a null-operator analysis to both adjugap and coordinate gap structures Munn
(1992). However, see Postal 1993 for extensive argumentagainst such unified analyses.
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PGs RNR

Subject to categorial restrictions (sec. 2.3.1.1) yes no
Subject to the Island Condition (sec. 2.3.1.2) yes no
Subject to the Pronominal Condition (sec. 2.3.1.3) yes no

Subject to the Passivizability Condition (sec. 2.3.1.4) S ye no
Subject to the Predicate Nominal Condition (sec. 2.3.1.5¢s y no

Table 2.1. Properties of dependent gap structures

Postal (1994:sec. 4.2) then investigates whether adjlasguctures pattern with RNR
induced gaps in coordinate gap structures or parasitic. gaserving that adjunct gap
structures pattern with RNR gaps with respect to the progsem Table 2.1, Postal con-
cludes that the adjunct gap structures under investigatiamive RNR and concludes fur-
ther that all adjunct gap structures are derived via RNRtéP4994:80, 96, 111).

The arguments are consistent with the local conclusiontaP@saches that the depen-
dent gap constructions under consideration do not reprg@easitic gap constructions.
However, as Postal (1994:fn. 32) notes, the larger coraiuiat all dependent gap con-
structions involve RNR is not entailed by the evidence presk It can only be concluded
that it is possible for RNR to generate adjunct gap strustufigne following subsections

will briefly examine the properties in Table 2.1 before summiag the results.

2.3.1.1 Categorial Restrictions
Based on parasitic gap research by Emonds (1985Kiss (1985), Koster (1987),
Cinque (1990), Frampton (1990), and Postal (1993), thewiallg conditions on parasitic

gaps and their antecedents are established in Postal 1994.

(38) PG=NP
A [parasitic gap] is an NP.
(Postal 1994:82, (61))
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(39) PG-licensing Restriction (PLR)
The “licensing” category (the extractee from the positiérihe true gap) of a
[parasitic gap] is an NP.
(Postal 1994:82, (63))
These conditions amount to the statement that both theipeigesp and the element it
is co-indexed with are necessarily of the category NP (or mRimvthe framework of this
thesis following Abney (1987) among others). This is illased in (40) while the examples

in (41) each show respectively that, in the case of leftwaoyements known to license

parasitic gaps, the displacement of a PP, AP, and VP failsrtmip an additional gap?

(40) [op Whose unclg did you offende; by not recognizingpg ?

(41) a. *Thatisthe womafppto whoni; | gave my numbee; without talkingpg;.

b. *[ap How tired did Kim becomee; because the hike made hem ?
c. *ltwas|[yp riding a biké; that Sam hated, after he triedpg; .

The examples below in (42) demonstrate that coordinatetgagtsres, unlike parasitic

gap constructions, are compatible with categories othaar NP/DP.

Bpostal (1994:64) notes that similar facts have been obddry€homsky (1982), Pesetsky (1982), and
Emonds (1985).
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(42) a. It appeared to the first officer but did not appear to the second offieg—

[cp that the suspect was intoxicaled

b. They tried to speak; in person but ended up only writireg (letters) —

[ppto the official in charge of frankfurtefs

C. No one asserted that Bepor denied that Fred;, —

[vp had consumed more beer than was Wise

d. Marsha claimed she had long besn
but certainly did not appear to me to bg— [ap over 5 feet tall;.
e. He might learn wheg; and she might learn wheeg —
[ip the victims will be burief.

(Postal 1994:101)

Consider now the following examples, which are also adafptad Postal 1994:101.
These show that adjunct gap structures, like coordinatesgaptures, are compatible with
categories other than NP/DP. Based on the parallelism leetwes examples in (40) and
(41), Postal (1994) concludes that the examples in (43) @trderived via the mechanism

responsible for PG-licensing, but by RNR.

(43) a. Helga mentioned the first problem
without mentioning the second probleasn—

[ppto the professor who taught her Gréek

b. Helga didn’t know he couléd;, before realizing he shoulkel —

[vp help elderly tuberculosis victinis

C. Helga was determined to become

even after being told she could neverdye- [ap extremely musculay.

d. Helga learned wheg, before learning where; —

[Ip the accident had occurrgd

(Postal 1994:101, (124))
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2.3.1.2 Thelsland Condition

It was first noted by Kayne (1983) that a parasitic gap caneatdmtained inside an
island that is contained inside of the parasitic domainsTillustrated by the examples in
(44), which show that a parasitic gap cannot be embeddedkEingia relative clause island

(44a), a wh-island (44b), or an adjunct island (44c).

(44) a. *[Which sandwich wouldn’t Sam eaég;
[after meeting the majwho makeg;|]|?
b. *This is the sandwiclwhich]; Sam won't eat;
[because he knoww/ho makegpg;]]?
c. *Itwas Tim|[who|; Pam hirede;

[because the committee couldn’t make a decigadter interviewingpg ||?
These facts can be captured by the following statement:

(45) The Island Condition
A [parasitic gap] “licensed” by a gap G cannot occur intetoahn island not
containing G unlesk is coextensive with the entire parasitic domain.

(Postal 1994:82, (59))

Coordinate-gap structures, on the other hand, were olbdywéVexler & Culicover
(1980:299-303) to not display the full range of island caaists that are found with famil-
iar instances of leftward movemelit.The following example is adapted from Wexler &
Culicover 1980:301 and shows that the gap in the second eoingan be embedded inside

of a relative clause island.

14This assumes that the requirement for RNR material to bémigst in each conjunct (thRight Edge
Restriction Postal 1974, Wilder 1997b, 1999, Hartmann 2000, Bachra&a®&ir 2009) is satisfied. It has
been argued that this requirement can also be satisfied bp@itation of rightward movement (Wilder
1997b, 1999, Sabbagh 2007, Kluck & de Vries 2013). The aetdjiy of (48), for example, is assumed to
involve rightward displacement of the type shown to be gaesh (i) below.

0] They were supporting; at that time —his favorite uncle from Cleveland

I will return to the role of this constraint for dependent gdiuctures in section 2.3.2.3.
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(46) Mary buyse; and Bill knows[a man[who sellse;|] — [pictures of Fref.

The additional examples below show that coordinate gagtsires also allow for a gap to

be embedded in a wh-island (47a) or an adjunct island (4 7eisecond conjunct.

(47) a.  Timwants to mee and Pam knowsvho invitede| —

[the new deli owné.

b. Kim still eatse; but Sam leffimmediately after tryinge; | —

[the new potato salaf

Postal 1994 provides the example in (48) to illustrate thatgbat adjunct gap struc-
tures also do not display the full range of island constsdioiind with leftward movement.
This example in particular shows that the second gap in amatigap structure can be em-
bedded inside of a relative clause island. The additionafrgtes in (49) illustrate further
that adjunct gap structures pattern with the coordinatestyajgtures in generally allowing

what should otherwise be a violation of a wh-island (49a) amddjunct island (49b).

(48) John offendeéd,
by not recognizing the people’ho were supporting; at that timé —
[his favorite uncle from Clevelan

(Postal 1994:88)

(49) a. Tim was able to meef because Pam knovWwho invitede;| —

[the new deli owné.

b. Kim still atee; [even though Sam left after tryireg] —

[the new potato salaf

Based on these observations, Postal (1994) suggests thadjhnct gap structures
here, like coordinate gap structures, must be the resulN®.RGiven that the distribution

of parasitic gaps is otherwise clearly more restricted, sieiems to indeed be true.
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2.3.1.3 ThePronominal Condition
Postal (1993), expanding on a suggestion by Cinque (1990jyvates the following

constraint on the distribution of parasitic gags.

(50) Pronominal Condition
[Parasitic gagscannot occur in positions incompatible with definite promau

(Postal 1994:82, (64))

Postal (1994:83) provides examples to show that both pra@und parasitic gaps are
blocked from so-called “name” positions (51), from the a@$st@ position of existential-
thereconstructions (52), and from the argument position of aradble possession PPs (53),

all of which also disallow pronouns.

(51) a. He named his camel [Ernie/*it].
b. *[What; did he name his dog; after naming his camegdg; ?
(Postal 1994:83, (65))
(52) a. There are [guns/*them] in the cabinet.

b. *[Whai; did he look fore; in the closet
without knowing there wer@g; on the table®

(Postal 1994:83, (66))

5postal (1993:744-745, 1994:fn. 22) notes that this consshould be weakened to reference only overt
pronouns.

16Kyle Johnson (p.c.) notes that this example can be made ncosptable if the extraction gap and the
parasitic gap are both in the associate position of ex@éliere(i).

0] [What; is theree; in the cabinet because there shouldn'tdag in the closet?
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(53) a. They touched him on [the arm/*it].

b. * [Which arnj; did they have to immobilize;
after accidentally touching him opgy.t’

(Postal 1994:83, (67))

Falling in line with the pattern being established are tHie¥ang coordinate gap struc-
tures in (54). These examples, adapted from Postal 1994sl@®est that RNR is not
subject to the Pronominal Condition.

(54) a.  They might have named their degand certainly named their canal—

[something quite unusual
b. There might be; in the first drawer
and there certainly arg in the second drawer —

[the sort of magazines you are looking]for

(Postal 1994:102, (125))

The examples in (55) and (56) show that adjunct gap strugtlike RNR constructions,

are not subject to the Pronominal Condition. The conclydioerefore, is that they must

be derived via RNR and not PG-licensing.

17An anonymous reviewer fdringuistic Inquiryreports that they do not judge example (53b) as ungram-
matical. As they note, this could mean that (55c¢) and (56e)at relevant data for evaluating the behavior
of adjunct gap structures. An informal judgment study idahg 5 linguists showed responses that covered
the range of “pretty good” to “double question mark” to “ridpout”. This appears, then, to potentially be
an area of variation and a more systematic investigatiorbeihecessary to understand the facts.
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(55) a. She named her youngest éga@fter naming her oldest camel —

[exactly what she was told to name thigm

b. He looked fore; in the closet without knowing there weeg on the table —

the kind of magazines you were told to higdé®

C. They had to immobilize; for several weeks
after the nurse had unintentionally touched himepr
[the arm he hurt while skiirjg.
(Postal 1994:88, (86))

(56) a. Albert might have cruelly nicknamed one studant

without nicknaming the othes; — [either Birdbrain or Airhead.

b. There can exig in one department without existirgg in another —

[the sort of hostile atmosphere that prevents serious jwork

C. They might have had to bandage
after touching him om; quite accidentally —
[the only arm he could still u$e

(Postal 1994:102, (127))

Itis not entirely clear what is behind the Pronominal Coiodiin (50). Postal (1993:744)
notes that it is not due to a general ban on extraction outaf pasitions. Instead, it seems
to be a particular restriction on whatever it is that paragiaps are. In fact, Postal (1993)
takes the Pronominal Condition as evidence that parasfis gre pronouns. Regardless,
the facts above suggest that the examples in (55) and (56)eainéed via RNR, just as

Postal (1994) claims.

187 derivation for this structure of the type proposed by Efdq4983) in which HNPS licenses the gap
in the adjunct clause would be independently ruled out byrthkility of HNPS to strand a preposition. See

section 2.3.1.6.
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2.3.1.4 The Passivizabilty Condition
Postal (1990, 1993) argues for the following condition oa distribution of parasitic
gaps.
(57) The Passivizability Condition
If an NP alternates with a [parasitic gap], then [that] NP tmat be inherently
unpassivizable.

(Postal 1994:83, (68))

This captures Postal’s claim that environments that arenpatible with the passivization
of some NP also strongly resist the presence of a parasjpi¢ngdne position of that NP.
The following examples from Postal 1994:84 illustrate.
(58) a. Jerome spoke (in) Serbian to the Turks.
b. Serbian should not be spoken (*in) to Turks.
c.  [Which languagk did he sneer at;
shortly after speaking (*inpg; for two hours?
(Postal 1994:84, (69))
(59) a. Trolls died/frolicked under that bridge.
b. That bridge has been *died/frolicked under for years bijdr

c.  [Which bridge; did they destroy;
after trolls began to *die/frolic undgrg; ?
(Postal 1994:84, (70))
(60) a. | watched Barbara faint.
b. *Barbara was watched faint.
c. *[Which dancep did they want to operate og after watchingpg; faint?

(Postal 1994:84, (71))

Turning to the examples in (61), which have been adapted Rostal 1994:102, we see

that coordinate gap structures are not subject to the Rzasikty Condition. However, the
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examples in (62) from Postal 1994:103 show again that atigaqe structures pattern with
coordinate gap structures in not showing the same semgiiivine distributional properties

of parasitic gaps.

(61) a. Engineers may speakeanand scientists certainly can spealein-

[a variety of Western languages

b. Large trolls may die undex and small trolls certainly do die undey —
[the bridge which they built last ydar
(Postal 1994:102, (128))

(62) a. Such a student may never be permitted to speak;(in)
even after repeatedly asking to be permitted to speale(ir)

[that extremely demanding languéage

b. One can prove that large trolls are likely to die uneler
without thereby proving that small trolls will die under—
[the sort of bridge you are talking about
(Postal 1994:103, (130))

The extent to which the judgments that are presented to sughyedPassivizability Con-
dition are generalizable is unclear. My intuitions and thofan anonymous reviewer for
Linguistic Inquiryare that thelie variant of (59c) and (60c) are acceptable. Trheariant
of the example in (58c) | judge to be ungrammatical, but (@) that this sentence is

covered by the Pronominal Condition, as Postal (1993:fjalsb points out?

(63) Jerome can speak (in) Serbian, although he doesn'tdikpeak (*in) it.

19The example in (58c) could also potentially be ruled as abilitato extract from the complement
position ofin in this construction.

(i) * [Which languagds does Jerome speak é?
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Moreover, it is true of the anti-pronominal contexts in (3hd (53) that they are also

unpassivizablé® This is shown in the following examples.

(64) *[Ernig1 was named his came].

(65) *[The arnj; was touched him os;.

It is not clear, therefore, that the Passivizability Coiaditis a constraint that is separate
from the Pronominal Condition.

An informal judgment study including 4 participants didlétto clarify the situation.
One participant accepted each of (58c), (59c¢), and (60clevemiother rejected each of
them. The remaining two participants rejected (59c¢) whileast marginally accepting
(58c) and (60c). It would seem, then, that further and mosgesyatic experimental work
will be required here. Regardless of the results, it doesfiett the argument being made
here to grant that this condition exists and that the judgempresented by Postal (1993,
1994) hold. The examples in (61) and (62) would still sugtfest RNR is a possible way

of deriving adjunct gap structures.

2.3.1.5 ThePredicate Nominal Condition
The last of Postal's (1994) conditions on the distributidrparasitic gaps and their
licensing element is found in (66). Postal 1994:84—-85 mtesithe examples in (67) and

(68) as illustrations.

(66) The Predicate Nominal Condition
Neither a parasitic gap nor its “licensing” category can Ipeealicate nominal.

(Postal 1994:84, (72))

2O0without a verb there is no passive correlate for the exanmp(B2).
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(67) a. They turned into derelicts.
b.  [What kind of derelicty did they turn intoe; ?

c. *[Whatkind of derelicty did they analyze;
after their children turned intpg; ?

d. *[Whatkind of derelictg did they turn intoe;
after their children analyzepg; ?

(Postal 1994:84, (73))

(68) a. Slaves make good cannibal snacks.
b.  [What kind of cannibal snacksdid those slaves male?

c. *[What kind of cannibal snacksdid the cannibal look foe

after hearing that young slaves mautg ?

d. *[Whatkind of derelictg were all those slaves who discussgd

expected to makpg; %!

(Postal 1994:84-85, (74))

Providing the examples in (69), Postal (1994:103) showstheadisplacement opera-

tion in coordinate gap structures is not subject to this d¢and

(69) a. Melvin may have becong and Jerome certainly did becoreg—

[a highly competent linguist

b. She wanted to turn intey and did turn intce; — [a ruthless executive
(Postal 1994:103, (131))

The examples adapted from Postal (1994:88—-89) in (70) &eaded to show that adjunct

gap structures, too, are not subject to the Predicate Nd@ovadition.

21This example is ruled out independently as a violation oftiigiect island constraint and relative clause
island constraint in the case that extraction is from the¢ §iap. In the case that extraction is from the second
gap, the parasitic gap inside the subject should sill inatiokation of the relative clause island constraint.
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(70) a. They only determined to analyee
right after their children turned inte, —

[the sort of derelicts who cause such problems in our ¢ities

b. They ended up turning in® not long after their children analyzegd —

[the sort of derelicts who cause such problems in our ¢ities

(of The cannibal only decided to consume
after hearing from you that certain slaves mage

[just that sort of high protein cannibal snack

d. Those slaves [ended] up makieg

even though it had been denied that they ever would reake
[just that sort of high protein cannibal snack
(Postal 1994:88-89, (88))

Again, the nature of the Predicate Nominal Condition is miirely clear at this time.
Examples (67b) and (68b) show that it is not a ban on extnactiéhatever the source of
this condition might be, the acceptability of the exampte§70), in conjunction with the

behavior of coordinate gap structures in (69), suggesRNR is able to target adjunct gap

structures.
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2.3.1.6 Preposition Stranding
In section 4.4 of Postal 1994, some additional facts reltdeabservations made by
Williams (1990) are discussed. Most relevant for our purposes is the contrast in (71),

which originally appeared in Williams 1990:267, but is atdaphere from Postal 1994:104.

(71) a. *Italked toe; yesterday +all the members who voted against Hinkly

b. | talked toe; without actually meetingpg; —
[all the members who voted against Hinkly

(Postal 1994:104, (135))

This contrast is interesting for the observation in Ross71i®@t Heavy-NP Shift in (71a)
resists preposition stranding. However, as (71b) illuegathe adjunct gap structures of
interest do not show the same resistance to prepositiondstig. The argument, then, is
that we should expect to observe a resistance to prepositianding if (71b) employs
HNPS. Sine this expectation is not realized, it does notapiet (71b) is derived with an
application of HNPS.

Ross (1967) also noted that coordinate gap structuresvimgpRNR do not show this

same resistance to preposition stranding (72).

22The second half of section 4.4 of Postal 1994 is an argumeaihsigan Across-the-Board (ATB) ex-
traction analysis of parasitic gaps. Because it is not imately relevant to the points being made here, |
will not include it in the present discussion. An argumerggented there that is worth briefly mentioning,
however, is based on the following contrast from William84Q:267), which has been adapted here from
Postal 1994:105.

@i a. | mete; yesterday without really having the chance to tallptp — [all your friend$;.

b. | mete; yesterday fall your friends$; without really having the chance to talk to thefpg;.
(Postal 1994:105, (137))

Williams (1990) takes these examples to show that ATB etitra@nd not Heavy-NP Shift licenses parasitic
gaps. Itis not made clear in Williams 1990 which theory of R@asing or RNR would be expected to permit
such examples. Potentially a series of leftward movemenis harson 1989, Kayne 1994, or Rochemont
& Culicover 1997 would be expected to derive examples like) (iRegardless, as Postal 1994:105 argues,
the parasitic gap variant of (ib) violates the “invariandperty” of RNR that the displaced constituent must
appear to the right of both gaps. For proponents of a PGdingnanalysis, the exact same thing can be
said. Itis simply a fact of PG-licensing that the displackdreent must appear to either the left or right of
both gaps. See Nissenbaum 2000:ch. 2 for a discussion anctanra of such facts. | will return to these
structures briefly in section 3.6.1 of chapter 3.
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(72) | talked toe; but Kim dined withe; — [all the members who voted for HinKly

For Williams (1990, 1995:156) and Postal (1994), this obs@on suggests that adjunct
gap structures, too, are derived via RNR. This is as oppoadatplarly to a mechanism

that employs HNP&3

2.3.1.7 Interim Summary
At the beginning of this section, we asked whether any twedirstrings schematized
as below are always derived via RNR or if some other derimalionechanism, like PG-

licensing, could be available for the adjunct gap strucure

(73) Coordinate-gap structure
(74) Adjunct-gap structure

[Matrix --- €1 ... [Adjunct-~- e ...]] = XPy

The data included in Postal 1994, which was reviewed in tkeegqtling subsections does
not provide the type of evidence necessary to confidentlyenaaly claims in this regard.
From the discussion of the properties included in Tablelht has been demonstrated

is that RNR can apparently be employed to derive adjunct tyaptares like (74), partic-

23The resistance that HNPS displays with regard to preposgicanding is interesting for the fact that
leftward movement in English is well-known to permit prepios stranding (i).

0] Who; did you talk[ppto € | yesterday?

This is a particularly salient difference between leftwardl rightward movement that is left unaccounted
for in this thesis. At present, | cannot offer any particlylaevealing insights about why such a difference
should exist beyond what one might find in Drummond et al. 28idthe references provided there.

However, Rajesh Bhatt (p.c.) pointed out interesting eXamfike those in (ii), which | and the native
speakers | have consulted judge to be acceptable.

(i) | stood neare; after givingpag: a present fmy best friend from collede.

In light of the discussion below in section 2.3.2.3 and sec.4, one might conclude from this example
that preposition stranding is possible in the case thatsitlte in the binding of a parasitic gap. Looking
ahead even further to chapter 3, if preposition strandingpisible in the context of rightward movement
particularly when this movement licenses a parasitic gagretis reason to think that the general inability
of rightward movement to strand a preposition is a symptoth@iocality conditions on HNPS. That being
said, the caveats proffered in section 2.5 of this chaptelydpere as well.
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ularly when a PG-licensing derivation is somehow precludBae evidence necessary to
make the conclusion that adjunct gap structures must beedievia RNR would be either
that parasitic gaps never appear in adjunct gap structutbsioRNR is the only available
mechanism in the derivation of adjunct structures. In th&eabe of this (or some other
equally sufficient) evidence, then the intended conclugamot entailed. The following
section will validate this contention by providing evidenihat the configuration in (74)

can be derived by a strategy other than RNR.

2.3.2 Parasitic Gap Licensing, Not Right Node Raising

Three different arguments are provided in this section tigahonstrate the distinct
behavior of coordinate gap structures and adjunct gaptates: The firstin section 2.3.2.1
is a syntactic argument based on derived island effectsisigal in Wexler & Culicover
1980. Section 2.3.2.2 provides a semantic argument regpatdé possible readings of the
relational adjectivedifferentandagainbased on observations by Jackendoff (1977) about
RNR. And, finally, the third argument in section 2.3.2.3 i®pblogical in nature showing
differing requirements on order preservation (e.g., Wiltg95).

Assuming that the facts and the interpretation of them itesehere are correct, they
require us to reject the hypothesis that adjunct gap strestand coordinate gap structures
are categorically derived via a single mechanism. It mustneluded that it is in principle

possible for adjunct gap structures to be derived via a mesheother than RNR.

2321 Derived-Island Effects

Wexler & Culicover (1980:278) observed that a DP that haswymhe HNPS becomes
a derived island. They attribute this to the claim that the iaB undergone movement
and, as a result, is subject to their Freezing Principle civmhakes it inaccessible for
subextraction. This is illustrated by the contrast belovhid/subextraction is acceptable
out of the direct object when it is in-situ (75a), subexti@tibecomes unacceptable once

it is displaced rightward as in (75b).
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(75) a. Wha did Sam steal an autographed picturepyesterday?

b. *Who, did Sam stead; yesterday fan autographed picture ef]1?

Recall from the discussion in section 2.3.1.2 that RNR cocsbns have been ob-
served to not display the full range of island constraintg tire found with familiar in-
stances of leftward movement (Wexler & Culicover 1980). Tkeved island effect illus-
trated above is another one of the island constraints th& Rldble to violate (Wexler & Culicover
1980:299-300% In (76), even with the rightward displacement of the dirdsjeot, subex-

traction out of it is still possible.
(76) Wha did Kim steale; and Pam buy; — [an autographed picture ef]1?

Interestingly, adjunct gap structures pattern with HNP& aot RNR with respect to
the derived island constraint. The relevant contrast iméen (76) and (77) belo#. The

examples in (78) and (79) serve to show that this is a genattrp.
(77) *Who, did Kim steale; because she couldn't affosd —
[an autographed picture ef]1?

(78) *Who, did Pam develog, in order to displaye; —

[an embarrassing picture ef]1?

(79) *Who, did Tim burne; after findinge; — [an incriminating picture oé]1?

243ee Bachrach & Katzir (2009) for a discussion and an accditheovariability of derived island effects
observed in Right Node Raising configurations.

25Note that the source example for (77) is grammatical withetkeeption of the decrease in acceptability
that results from the repeated-name penalty associatachaiting two instances of the same DP. This effect
can be ameliorated by placing contrastive focus (indichtecapital letters) on the verb in each conjunct.

0] Who; did Kim STEAL an autographed picture ef
because she couldn’t AFFORD an autographed pictueg.of
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Because (77)—(79) display the properties associated iR $land not with RNR, we
can conclude at least that they are not derived via RNR. Bectéwey show properties

consistent with HNPS, there is reason to think this coulcheer¢sponsible mechanisth.

2.3.2.2 Relational Adjectives

Carlson (1987) describes a relational adjective 8keneor differentas providing an
implicit comparison between two things. Always availalda@ireading of these adjectives
sketched in (80a) in which they establish a so-cadleatence-externgloint of comparison.
When a relational adjective can take some distributiveilgrpreted NP or VP in its seman-
tic scope, a “sentence-internal” point of comparison bezoavailable (80b) (ciSam read

the same bogke’

(80) Sam and Kim read the same book.

a.  sentence-external
[Sam readthe same book] and Kim readthe same book]|

‘Sam and Kim read the same book that someone else read.’

b.  sentence-internal
[the same book] [Sam read and Kim readx|

‘Sam and Kim read the same book that the other one read.’

Jackendoff (1977:192-194) observes that a sentencevahtezading is available for

a relational modifier in the displaced DP of a coordinate gapcture (81¢% This is

281t has recently come to my attention that Nakamura (1993 da similar effects. Unfortunately, be-
cause this paper is in Japanese, | am unable to read it anchgareport it as cited by Mimura (2009).

2’See Beck (2000) and Barker (2007) and the references thinefrther discussion of the general
phenomenon.

28These facts have also been discussed by Hartmann (20003, (80664), Sabbagh (2007), and Ha (2008),
among others. See Hartmann (2000) in particular for diserejes with the judgments reported here for
coordinate gap structures and different conclusions.
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independent of the shape of the modified NP and, as Sabba@h:8WM) notes, despite the

fact that this reading is absent from the source structu@2h

(81) Sam bough¢; and Kim bought; — [a different book about Bengal tigéss

‘Sam and Kim each bought a different book about Bengal titfeas the other.’

(82) Sam bought a different book about Bengal tigers and Komght a different
book about Bengal tigers.
=+ ‘Sam and Kim each bought a different book about Bengal tigjeas the

other.

Turning now to adjunct gap structures, we find that they pattéferently from coor-
dinate gap structures with respect to relational modifiehe examples below permit only

the sentence-external reading of the relational modifignerdisplaced DP.

(83) Sam boughe; after Kim boughte; — [a different book about Bengal tigess
a. sentence-external

‘a book different than the book someone else bought.’
b. *sentence-internal
‘a book different than the book the other bought.’
(84) Pam didn’t make; so that Tim could make; — [the same dessert for the pajty

a. sentence-external

‘a dessert the same as the one someone else made’
b. *sentence-internal
‘the same dessert that the other one made’
(85) Alworee; because Pat wo — [a different safari hag.

a. sentence-external

‘a hat different than the hat someone else wore’

b. *sentence-internal

‘a hat different than the hat the other one wore’
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Because the examples in (83)—(85) display different bemahian coordinate gap struc-
tures, we are licensed to conclude that adjunct gap stestand coordinate gap structures

are not categorically derived via the same mechanism.

2.3.2.3 Dative Extraction Asymmetry

Finally, it has often been claimed that RNR is subject to astraimt that requires the
displaced element to be the rightmost element in each conpefore RNR can apply
(Postal 1974, Wilder 1995, 1997b, 1999, Hartmann 2000)s €anstraint has come to be

formalized as the Right Edge Restriction, which is provide(B6).

(86) Right Edge Restriction
In the configuration:
A X ] B X ]
X must be rightmost withii andB beforeX can undergo RNR.
(adapted from Sabbagh 2007:355)

Wilder (1995:288-289) argues that this constraint accofartthe contrast we find in (87).
These examples pivot on the argument structure of the ditremverb in the second con-
junct. With the PP frame in (87a), the gap position in eachuwmst is rightmost, meaning
that the Right Edge Restriction can be satisfied and RNR éngied. Given the double-
object frame (87b), however, the Right Edge Restrictioroissatisfied and RNR results in

ungrammaticality®

29An anonymous reviewer fdringuistic Inquirypoints out that a few of the examples provided by Postal
1994 are potentially problematic for the claim that RNR iagtoained by the Right Edge Restriction in (86).
The most promising counter-example can be found in examg!ed) of Postal 1994:102 (a similar example
is also found in example (99c¢) on page 91). | have chosen toreap this example until this point so that it
could be discussed in the appropriate theoretical corttaxtt is provided now in (i). Important for us is that
this example is presented as grammatical in Postal 1994 taés not satisfy the Right Edge Restriction.

0] The doctor might have touched him epaccidentally
and the nurse certainly did touch him endeliberately —
[his injured but still functional right ari.
(Postal 1994:102, (125c))
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(87) a. Tim met; and gave a present & — [his best frieng}.

b. *Tim mete; and gaves; a present this best frieng.

Turning to adjunct gap structures again, we find that therashbetween the two di-

transitive frames in (88) is significantly reduced if notiezly lost.

(88) a.  Timmety in order to give a present & — [his best frienfh.

b.  Tim mete; in order to givee; a present this best frient.

Most revealing is the contrast between (87b) and (88b). ithe@eexample is it the case that
both gap positions are rightmost in their respective domasthe Right Edge Restriction
requires. Yet, the adjunct gap structure in (88b) is granuakivhile the coordinate gap
structure in (87a) is ungrammatical. The additional exa®pt (89) and (90) are intended
to establish the generality of this pattern. They show timesaontrast between adjunct
gap structures and coordinate gap structures when thearglgap is in a double-object

frame30

Moreover, working under the hypothesis that movement cad NR (Sabbagh 2007, Kluck & de Vries
2013), the contrast in (ii) suggests that there is not aifisiiance of rightward movement that would resultin
the satisfaction of the Right Edge Restriction. As we saweitisn 2.3.1.6, rightward DP-movement resists
preposition stranding and does so in this example as well.

@iy a. The nurse touchee} deliberately Hhis injured but still functional right arfa
b. *The nurse touched him an deliberately -his injured but still functional right arig

In an informal judgment study including 6 linguists, evearticipant reported the contrast presented in
(ii). Every participant also reported that (i) strongly t@sts with the control in (iii) below and noted that (i)
is in fact ungrammatical.

(iii) The doctor might have toucheg] accidentally
and the nurse certainly did toueh deliberately -fhis injured but still functional right arha

These results suggest that (i) is not a counter-exampletRidgpht Edge Restriction. Instead, the contrast that
we observe between (i) and (iii) actually provides evidefiocghe Right Edge Restriction and the claim that
it can be fed by rightward movement. When HNPS of the typeaskn (iia.) is available, RNR is licensed
(iii). When such movement is unavailable (iib.), RNR is nosgible (i).

30An anonymous reviewer faringuistic Inquirynotes that they do not find any of the adjunct gap structures
in (88b), (89b), or (90b) to be grammatical. | acknowledgs uch examples are degraded in isolation. They
are complex sentences with specific information-stru¢teguirements that are difficult to accommodate in
out-of-the-blue contexts. It is for this reason that theuangnt must be evaluated on the basis of the minimal
pair that each forms with its coordinate gap counterpartavehfound in informal judgment studies that
linguists and non-linguists clearly perceive the contragbrted here. Furthermore, those who originally
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(89) a. *Saminterviewed; and showea; his secret laboratory —

[the new graduate studepts

b. Sam interviewee@; before showingg; his secret laboratory —

[the new graduate studehts

(90) a. *Kim surprisede; and offerede; a raise {every new employée.

b. Kim surprisede; by offeringe; a raise {every new employee

| interpret this contrast as evidence that coordinate gajctsires are subject to the
Right Edge Restriction but adjunct gap structures are nbis provides another case in
which adjunct gap structures and coordinate gap structlisptay distinct behavior. This
case is especially informative as a constraint (viz., ttghREdge Restriction) believed to
limit the application of RNR is not operative in the genavatbof adjunct gap structures.
This suggests that all coordinate gap structures are devigeRNR but that at least some
adjunct gap structures are not derived via RNR.

Before ending this subsection it is worth addressing theagion by Wilder (1997b,
1999), Sabbagh (2007), and Kluck & de Vries (2013) that wgintt movement is able to
feed the Right Edge Restriction. In light of this, one concetith the argument being
presented might be that an application of HNPS internaléattjunct clause in the adjunct
gap structures above is feeding an application of RNR. Oasoreto think that this is not
the case lies in an observation that goes back to at least{[Ra88.59) that HNPS is unable

to target the first object of the double-object constructii).
(91) *Sam gavee; a present yesterday[his best frieng}.

It is this fact that both blocks the application of RNR in cdimate gap structures and rules

out its application in adjunct gap structures.

reject the adjunct gap structures invariably accept théem akposure to the coordinate gap structures. In the
next section we will see experimental evidence that confih@sntuitions reported here.
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24 Experiment 1: The Domain of the Right Edge Restriction

It was noted briefly in footnote 30 above that the judgmentsosunding the construc-
tions of interest are delicate, at the very least. The coostms we are examining in
the previous section and which we will examine later in thestk are relatively rare and
complex structures. Furthermore, their felicity dependgaatively poorly understood
discourse requirements. (Although see section 2.6.2 beloseems to be true more gen-
erally in the domain of rightward displacement that natigeaker intuitions are variable
and sometimes difficult. Judgments about rightward disgytaent constructions more of-
ten fall on a continuum of relative acceptability or prefere as opposed to fitting into
categorical bins of grammaticality and ungrammaticality.

This fact exacerbates the potential challenge the theatdinguist faces when build-
ing grammatical models on the basis of intuitive judgemers Gibson & Fedorenko
(2013) argue, we run the risk of developing theories on theshaf false generalizations
or false empirical claims unless we embrace more systerga#atitative methods. This
is not to say that there is no place for intuitions. In a resgoto Gibson & Fedorenko
2013 Sprouse & Almeida (2013) argue that intuitive judgradrave largely proven to be
a reliable source of empirical data for grammatical théngZz® However, given both the
theoretical importance of the empirical claims regardimgRight Edge Restriction in sec-
tion 2.3.2.3 and the particular delicacy of the judgmentgmrding the constructions of
interest, this section will present the quantitative ressaf an experimental investigation.
In this way, we may be more confident moving forward that weehanoperly described
the data and that the subsequent theorizing in chapter 3 imisguided.

An acceptability judgment study was designed to test theotigsis that coordinate
dependent gap structures are derived via RNR and adjunehdept gap structures may be

derived via separate mechanisms. If this is correct, wegrgdthe same way as above that

31Gibson et al. (2013) provide a reply to Sprouse & Aimeida 20$&e the references cited in each of
these works for further relevant discussion.
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coordinate dependent gap structures, but not adjunct depegap structures, are sensitive
to the Right Edge Restriction. The empirical predictiontofe the same logic that we saw
in the previous subsection. We expect to find that a deperghgnin the double-object
frame, but not in the PP frame, will result in a greater desgea acceptability given a
coordination structure than it will given an adjunctiorusture as in (87b) and (88b). As
we will see below, this experiment was also designed to ertbat this pattern, if observed,
could be attributed to the creation of a dependent gap site eXperiment included a set of
control condition in which there is no rightward displacemé&Ve should expect to observe
in these control conditions that the contrast betweenrtittae frames in coordination and

adjunct structures is neutralized.

24.1 Participants

Sixty-four native speakers of English were recruited fa $tudy using Amazon Me-
chanical Turk, a web-based service for crowd-sourcingst3&slOnly participants with a
minimum 95% success-rate on a minimum of 100 tasks were tentépr participation.
To prevent evaluating data from non-native speakers,gijgation was restricted to IP ad-
dresses in the United States and participants were askegadt their language abilities.
Three participants reported a native language other thghdbn The data from these par-
ticipants were removed and replaced. Another participat@ta was replaced on suspicion
of not properly attending to the task. Participants rangeabie from 18 to 73 with an av-
erage age of 36.0 years and a median age of 32.0 years. Of hatéelpants, 42% were

female and 58% were male.

242 Materials
The materials consisted of 16 items distributed acrosdsSihsa fully crossed 2x2

design that included the factd8$ructure Frame andSitu A full example item is provided

32Amazon Mechanical Turk can be accessed at: https://wwwikaiom
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in (92) and a full list of the experimental items can be foundAppendix A. The factor

Structure refers to whether the item had an adjunct depérgimstructure (92a) or a

coordinate dependent gap structure (92c). Items diffesim¢he dimension of Frame had

the dependent gap position presented in either the Doubjee©(DO) frame (92a) or the

Prepositional Phrase (PP) frame (92b). Finally, the fagitr provided a set of controls

that presented the shared DP either Ex-situ (92a) or In(8#e).

(92)

a. Adjunction / Double-Object / Ex-situ

No judge should contact, in order to give his scoresheet,

the contestants in this month’s competition.

. Adjunction / Prepositional Phrase / Ex-situ

No judge should contact, in order to give his scoresheet to,

the contestants in this month’s competition.

. Coordination / Double-Object / Ex-situ

No judge should contact, and give his scoresheet,

the contestants in this month’s competition.

. Coordination / Prepositional Phrase / Ex-situ

No judge should contact, and give his scoresheet to,

the contestants in this month’s competition.

. Adjunction / Double-Obiject / In-situ

No judge should contact the contestants in this month’s @itign,

in order to give his scoresheet.

. Adjunction / Prepositional Phrase / In-situ

No judge should contact the contestants in this month’s @ditign,

in order to give his scoresheet to.
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g. Coordination / Double-Object / In-situ
No judge should contact the contestants in this month’s @aitign,

and give his scoresheet.

h. Coordination / Prepositional Phrase / In-situ
No judge should contact the contestants in this month’s @itign,

and give his scoresheet to.

All experimental items included commas setting off the selcoonjunct or adjunct phrase
in exactly the way shown in (92). This was intended to reliewdine processing difficulty
and to help participants assign the intended prosody.

A concern with this experimental design was that it does natrgntee for the DO
conditions in particular that participants would not iest the adjunct clause or the sec-
ond conjunct as a parenthetical with an implicit Goal/Resipargument? This strategy
would effectively provide a means for bypassing any reguéet to assign a dependent
gap interpretation to these structures (viz., the Revisgddn’s Generalization and Ross’s
(1967) Coordinate Structure Constrainand complicate the interpretation of the results;
any effects that are observed could not confidently be att&ibto the creation of a depen-
dent gap. Several steps were taken to discourage partisifram this type of alternative
analysis.

First, the ditransitive verb was always eitlggve or tell, which were distributed equally
among the 16 items. These verbs were chosen for their geedmtive dispreference for
appearing with an implicit Goal/Recipient as well as theipisg bias toward appearing
in the DO frame. According to the corpus database of dittemestonstructions compiled
by Bresnan et al. (2007@ive appears in the DO frame in %84.6 of its 1,666 occurrences

andtell appears in the DO frame in %95.3 of its 128 occurrences. Tphexeerties were

_ 33See Dubinsky (2007) for argumentation that parasitic gap®at licensed in parenthetical material by
A-movement in the matrix clause.
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intended to encourage participants to incorporate a disdl®P into the potential gap
position and, thus, posit a dependent gap when pos¥ible.

The second step was an attempt to block the possibility afitrg the adjunct clauses
and second conjuncts as a parenthetical. To do this, theetla@gument in the adjunct
clause or second conjunct always contained a variable thatimtended to be bound by
a quantificational matrix subject (e.dNp judge. .. his scoreshedan (92)). The example
in (93), which has been adapted from Potts (2002:664), detrairs that variable-binding

into a parenthetical is not possible.
(93) *No hiken was, as sheadmitted, prepared for the freezing temperatures.

Additionally, a negative quantifier was always used in thpegxnental items given their
general inability for telescoping.

Finally, the In-situ conditions were added to act as coatfot the Ex-situ conditions.
Presumably, participants would not posit a dependent gaperadjunct clause or sec-
ond conjunct of these structures seeing as this is disafldwehe grammar. In as far as
the In-situ conditions are acceptable, participants wdddequired to posit an implicit
Goal/Recipient. Therefore, In-situ conditions will rel/#ee acceptability patterns that we
should observe in the case that participants are not catisigudependent gap structures
in the Ex-situ conditions. It is from this that we get the potidn that, if the relevant
interaction between Structure and Frame emerges, we sfiadld only in the Ex-situ

conditions.

2.4.3 Procedure
After providing informed consent, participants clicked atink that took them to the

on-line experiment presentation tool Ibex Farm where thgesmental items were pre-

34Although, within an eye-tracking paradigm Staub et al. @0@emonstrate for HNPS that participants
would only form an early expectation for an HNPS structurewh verb that obligatory takes a direct object
is followed by something other than a DP.
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sentec?® Participants were told that they would be reading senteacdsevaluating their
acceptability as sentences of English. They then receiatbe guided practice for using
a 7-point Likert-scale where 1 corresponded to “Completétyacceptable” and 7 corre-
sponded to “Completely Acceptable”.

The items were presented in a Latin-square design and wadomdy distributed
among 38 filler items. The filler items had a large proportiérsentences with a non-
canonical word order including passive and cleft consionst A total of 6 items were
designed to be ungrammatical by including an island viotgta case assignment problem,
a violation of a selectional restriction, or having non-Estyword-order. The Likert-scale
with the corresponding scale values were presented alotigeach item, which was al-
ways presented on a single line. The experiment took an geevhapproximately 14
minutes to complete and participants received $0.50 in emsgtion upon completing the

task.

24.4 Results
The mean naturalness rating for each condition is presertgghically in Figure 2.1

and numerically in Table 2.2.

35 bex Farm was developed by Alex Drummond and can be accetseitia/spellout.net/ibexfarm/.
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Figure 2.1. Mean acceptability by condition with standard error barsHgrp. 1

Ex-situ In-situ
Adjunction Coordination Adjunction Coordination

DO 2.72(0.15) 2.11(0.12) 2.84(0.15) 2.84 (0.16)
PP 2.93(0.15) 3.54(0.17) 2.65(0.14) 2.44 (0.14)

Table 2.2. Mean acceptability by condition with standard error for Ep

The data were analyzed using a linear mixed-effects (LM@)agsion model (Baayen et al.
2008) with thd me4 package (Bates et al. 2014) in the statistical computing@mnent R,
version 3.2 (R Core Team 2015). The fixed effects of Structen@me, and Situ, as well as
their interactions, were included as predictors and cedtaround O (Adjunction/DO/Ex-
situ = 1). Both subjects and items, as well as the predictodstheir interactions, were

assigned random slopes. The model that was evaluated islpdown (94).

(94) Rating~ Structurex Framex Situ+ (Structurex Framex Situ+ 1|subjecj +

(Structurex Framex Situ+ 1|item)

This model yielded the results summarized in Table 2.3. iBogmce at the traditional

o = 0.05 level was determined by an absolt#ealue greater than 2.00.
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B Std. Error  t
(Intercept) 2.758 0.135 20.50
Structure  0.027 0.045 0.60
Frame -0.131 0.045 -293
Situ 0.066 0.080 0.83
StructurexFrame  0.127 0.047 270
StructurexSitu  -0.027 0.059 -0.46
FramexSitu -0.279 0.050 -5.59
StructurexFramex<Situ  0.178 0.056 3.19

Table 2.3. Model results with estimate, standard error, &vdlue for Exp. 1

With this criterion a significant main effect was revealedtfee fixed effect Frame and
significant interactions were observed for Structffeame and FrameSitu. Importantly,
there was a significant effect of the three-way interactienmt Structure Framex Situ.
From the pattern of the means shown in Figure 1, we see thahtbe-way interaction
reflects a large effect of the choice of ditransitive FramréCfoordination/Ex-situ structures,

compared to the small or non-existent effect of Frame foothlér conditions.

245 Discussion

It is the StructureFramexSitu interaction that we are particularly interested in. |
interpret the observation that the choice of ditransithagrfe effects acceptability only in
coordinate dependent gap structures with a displaced DRe&m1that it is only coordinate
dependent gap structures that are subject to the Right Edgei&ion. The absence of
an effect of the choice of ditransitive frame in adjunct degent gap structures in turn
suggests that these structures moésubject to the Right Edge Restriction. This strongly
suggests that adjunct dependent gap structures can bedietsr a mechanism distinct

from RNR36

36An anonymous reviewer fdringua points out that one might be tempted to conclude that, régssd
of the results, the experimental items are nonethelessaomyatical given their remarkably low ratings. To
assuage such concerns | would note first thaanmiori predictions were made regarding the estimate of
the mean for any of the experimental conditions because theasies will necessarily be an artifact of the
experimental design and the particular fillers that werelugéhus, as the anonymous reviewer notes, it is
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With this being said, there is a complication in the data thatorth addressing. Re-
call that there was a concern that participants might tieairitended DO dependent gap
structures as parentheticals with an implicit Goal/Regipiargument. Looking again at
the observed condition means one might object to the ird&pon of the results that
have been endorsed above on then contention that the Ajofid©/Ex-situ condition
are so similar to the Adjunction/DO/In-situ condition. Oméht contend specifically that
the Adjunction/DO/EXx-situ mean is inflated as a result otipgrants positing an implicit
Goal/Recipient argument, which they also managed to ddbDiO/In-situ conditions.

There are at least two reasons to think that this was not tke. ckirst, there is no
principled reason why this alternative strategy would hbgen available to inflate the
Adjunction/DO/Ex-situ mean, but participants then faitecemploy it specifically in the
Coordination/DO/Ex-situ conditions. Second, if such atetgy were available, we would
expectto find a significant positive linear relationshipAesn items in their Adjunction/Ex-
situ and Adjunction/In-situ conditions with respect toithecceptability of containing an
implicit argument. That is, an item that more readily pesmaith implicit argument analysis
should do so in both Ex-situ and In-situ conditions and, tiishould be possible to predict
one from the other. A post-hoc examination of the data imgastd this expectation.

The acceptability metric was quantified by calculating facteitem the difference be-
tween the estimated mean of the DO and PP conditions in then&tipn/Ex-situ conditions
(92a)—(92b) and the Adjunction/In-situ conditions (9462f). Fitting a linear model to

predict the Ex-situ conditions from the In-situ conditiggreduced a non-significant linear

entirely plausible that we are observing a floor effect. ®hervery good reason to think that is precisely
the case. Recall that the experimental items that the paatits were asked to judge involve a relatively
rare and complex construction and were presented withqguuicsting context to motivate the non-canonical
word order. Moreover, these constructions require p@ditis to locate and posit multiple gap positions
for which there is only indirect evidence (Staub et al. 2008)us, not only are these constructions difficult
to accommodate, but they are difficult to parse in the firstglaln addition to these factors, unlike the
examples presented in (87) and (88), the experimental idsascontained an intended quantifier-variable
binding relationship that is headed by a negative quantifieis likely that these factors, in addition to
relatively acceptable fillers, are responsible for theipaldrly low estimates.
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function in which only 11% of the variation in the Ex-situ @btions is explained by the In-
situ conditiongr? = 0.11, sz —0.25, %95CI[—-0.65,0.16], t = —1.32, p < 0.25). This
provides no evidence for claiming that the acceptabilitings of the Adjunction/DO/Ex-
situ and the Adjunction/DO/In-situ conditions are cortethand, thus, no evidence that the
same strategy was employed in each case.

To summarize the discussion and the subsection, the evdgersented here supports
the argument made above that RNR is not the only mechanigponstble for deriving
adjunct dependent gap structures. The acceptability jedgstudy provided evidence that
coordinate dependent gap structures are subject to the Rigje Restriction while adjunct
dependent gap constructions are not. This constitutesgsgvidence that some alterna-
tive mechanism must also be available for licensing a degr@ghp in an adjunct clause.
Following Engdahl (1983) and Nissenbaum (2000), and basd¢debargumentation in the
previous subsection and the following, | will continue tedt this alternative mechanism

as rightward DP-movement and the licensing of a parasific ga

2.5 Two Notes on Competition

Three cases were presented in section 2.3.2 that were edd¢adlemonstrate the dis-
tinct behavior of adjunct gap structures and coordinatesfaztures with respect to sup-
posed properties of RNR. We saw that, while RNR structurempelerived island vi-
olations (section 2.3.2.1) and internal readings of refatl adjectives (section 2.3.2.2),
adjunct gap structures do not. We also saw that the Right Regériction, a constraint
on RNR derivations, is not operative in the derivation ofuadf gap structures (section
2.3.2.3). That adjunct gap structures display this distoehavior strongly suggests that
adjunct gap structures do not necessarily involve the sagahamism responsible for the
creation of RNR structures.

If those arguments hold, then given Postal’s (1994) obsensin section 2.3.1, we

are left to conclude that adjunct gap structures can beettriia either RNR or some alter-
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native mechanism’ The question that immediately comes to mind concerns thetitste
of this alternative mechanism. Recalling the propertigted in Table 2.1, the evidence re-
viewed showed that RNR is available for the derivation ofiad} gap structures precisely
in those instances when PG-licensing is somehow precluidad.strongly implicates PG-
licensing as the alternative mechanism. Furthermore, ¢hieetl-island effects in section
2.3.2.1, revealed that adjunct gap structures behave inyacamsistent with a structure
that employs HNPS: a rightward displaced DP becomes opaxusaibextraction. Based
on these observations, | have argued, following Engdal831and Nissenbaum (2000),
that the alternative mechanism for generating adjunct tyajgtsres involves HNPS and
the licensing of a parasitic gap in the adjunct clause.

This leads to a new question now regarding the nature of tagarship between RNR
and PG-licensing in the context of adjunct gap structurese @f two things could be true
at this point. It could be the case that RNR and PG-licensiagrafree variation. In this
scenario, any given adjunct gap structure would be inhgrembiguous. If, however,
employing a particular mechanism would ensure convergesree could assume that the
appropriate mechanism was employed. Alternatively, the mvechanisms could be in a
sort of competition. In this scenario, one of the mechanisms some way preferred and
the other applies only when the preferred mechanism is blbck

The data that we have examined seem to be pointing to a cdropdtased relationship.
When the particular impediments to PG-licensing in Tableate removed, we were able
to identify derivations that necessarily employed PGHgiag. Consider the example in
(75) again, which is repeated below. Looking at the sounagstre for this example in
(95), we would expect that the rightward displacement canddachieved via RNR. The

fact that derived island effects are still induced by extaacout of the rightward displaced

37It remains a possibility given the evidence and argumestidieing presented that more than one alter-
native mechanism is available to derive adjunct gap strastun the absence of evidence for this particular
conclusion, | will assume that adjunct gap structures argelvia RNR and a single alternative mechanism.
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element, contrary to what we saw with coordinate gap strastin section 2.3.2.1, suggests

that RNR in fact cannot be employed here.

(75) *Who, did Kim steale; because she couldn't affosd —

[an autographed picture ef]1?

(95) Kim stolee; because she couldn’t affosd —

[an autographed picture of Jonathan Frakes

The same point can be made with the examples from (81) repbatew. A sentence-
internal readings of the relational adjective fails to augf even though nothimgima facie

precludes the RNR derivation necessary to derive thispragation.

(81) Sam boughe; after Kim boughte; — [a different book about Bengal tigess

a. sentence-external

“a book different than someone else’s book.”

b. *sentence-internal

“a book different than the book the other read.”

If the two mechanisms were equally available (i.e., PGHsteg and RNR were in free
variation), we would expect RNR to be employed to derive titended meaning for this
string. Because RNR is supposedly available but cannot theage examples, we could
conclude that the grammar in some way prefers to employ E€xding and will do so
even to its own detriment.

Any conclusion concerning the relationship between P@nsing and RNR that we
wish to base on the evidence made available here should betextatively, however. It is
not at all clear what exactly it would mean for these two meddras to be in competition
and for PG-licensing to be the preferred mechanism. Theissacomplicated by the fact
that there is no true consensus about what is involved in ¢ngation of RNR construc-
tions. As noted at the beginning of this section, analyseR&R include Across-the-Board

extraction, backward deletion/ellipsis, and multidontio. If RNR is a collection of right-
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ward displacement operations (Barros & Vicente 2011, butefrson 2012), it could be
that only a subset of those operation are employed to dedjumet gap structures. In this
case, PG-licensing would be preferred or dispreferred ®oarmore specific operations
and not necessarily to RNR as a phenomenon.

Moreover, whether or not one interprets the data above &aliag that PG-licensing
is preferred will be influenced by one’s analysis of RNR. Fmtance, if RNR is treated
as either multidomination or ellipsis, the RNR’ed materiall in a very real sense still
be interpreted inside the adjunct clause. The example ihg8&ents a backward dele-
tion/ellipsis analysis for (95) whereby the first occurren€the RNR’ed material is deleted

under identity with a second occurrence in the second cohjun

(96) Kim stolefanrautegraphegictureofJonathar-rakes

because she couldn't affofdn autographed picture of Jonathan Frakes

Subextracting from the DBn autographed picture of Jonathan Frakesan ATB fashion
in this type of representation would involve extractiomfran adjunction clause. It would
therefore be expected to incur an island violation in theesaray that ATB extraction in

non-RNR environments incurs island violations (8%).

(97) *[Who|; did Kim steal[an autographed picture ef]

because she couldn’t affofdn autographed picture ef]

Thus, the data point in (75) does not obviously help us dewidether PG-licensing or
RNR is employed to derive rightward displacement as botipatentially able to provide
an account for an inability to subextract from the displab&d For this reason, the same
caveat must be made for the data pointin (81). In the absdraneexplicit understanding
of what gives rise to relational adjectives it is not cleaegsely what conclusions are

validated by the data at hand.

38See Bachrach & Katzir (2009) for similar data that contrébiat a line of argumentation concluding that
RNR necessarily involves multidomination.
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In addition to the question of exactly how to model the relaship between PG-
licensing and RNR in adjunct gap structures, we are alsaigfit the larger issue of why
dependent gap structures involving leftward extractiamaat show a similar variability in
the mechanisms available to derive them. Postal (1993,:1094107) presents an interest-
ing comparative examination of Across-the-Board (ATBYagtions (98) and PG-licensing

by leftward extractions (99).

(98) Across-the-Board Extraction
a. [Whose unclp did you sees; and immediately recognizg ?
b. XP1 [[conj--- €1 ... ] and[conj... € ...]]

(99) (Leftward) PG-licensing

a. [Whose uncli did you offende; by not immediately recognizingg, ?
b. XP1 [Mmatrix --- €1 ... [Adjunct--- poL ... ]

Postal argues, contra Pesetsky (1982), Huybregts & van®Righn(1985), Haik (1985)
and in particular Williams (1990), that distinct mechanssmecessarily underlie these two
structures’® The argument, much like the one in section 2.3.2 of this @rajstthat known
restrictions on PG-licensing, some of which are include@ahble 2.1, do not constrain the
distribution of ATB gaps. The conclusion, then, is that thechranism responsible for ATB
extraction cannot be the same mechanism employed for PGraotisns. ATB, there-
fore, is restricted to coordination structures while Pé&tising is restricted to adjunction
structures. The question, which is already being askedhat v8 special about RNR that
allows it to apply in a larger set of environments than theeottependent gap mechanisms.
Given the results here and those in Postal 1994, the answét be found by more closely

examining the properties of RNR that emerge particularlgdjunct gap structures.

39See Hornstein & Nunes (2002) for a proposed account of themstries between ATB extractions and
PGs induced by leftward extraction.
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2.6 TowardsModelling Heavy-NP Shift

At the beginning of this chapter we saw two approaches twiderHNPS configura-
tions that were divided on the employment of rightward mogetnThe traditional analysis
asserts that the non-canonical word order in (100) invatregement of the displaced DP
and right adjunction (Ross 1967). Alternative analysesragisat what appears to be right-
ward displacement in (100) is in fact the effect of one or nleftsvard movements (Larson

1988, Kayne 1994, Rochemont & Culicover 1997).
(100) Sam bought on the way horfig the documentary about tigérs

| argued in section 2.2 that the rightward movement apprtaaghtward DP displacement
should be preferred because it is this type of analysis thatigles a more satisfactory

account of the parasitic gap configurations we find in examigte (101).

(101) Sam boughey because he loveplg; —

[op the documentary about tigers

In section 2.3 and section 2.4 we addressed a response @rdghisient which would
assert that what we see in (101) is not a parasitic gap catistnubut is instead the output
of RNR. We found that there are constructions that cannotiddened to be derived via
RNR. These include constructions such as (86b) with a deoftjlect construction in the
parasitic gap domain. Recall from section 2.3.2.3 thatele@mples cannot satisfy the

Right Edge Restriction—a known constraint on RNR—but anmeetioeless grammatical.
(86) b.  Tim mete; in order to givee; a present -fhis best friend.

Based on these arguments | will pursue a rightward movenpprbach to the HNPS
phenomenon. We should hope to establish a few specific peddesormation to claim
at least a rudimentary theory of HNPS. First, we should ldk&row what position this

movement operation targets. We should also hope to have @anation of why this
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movement takes place. Most importantly, perhaps, we nebdayt of the constraints on

this movement operatiof?. Let us consider these issues in turn.

2.6.1 TheLocusof HNPS
We will start by treating standard instances of HNPS like I02) as an operation

involving rightward movement of the DP (Ross 1967:56).

(102) Sam bought; on the way hométhe documentary about tigérs
| 1

Under our conception of the operation responsible for marena copy of the displaced
DP will be adjoined to the verbal spine and linearized to thbetr

| will begin by following Bresnan (1976), Stowell (1981),chdohnson (1985) and treat
HNPS as an operation that targets the edgeRofWe can recall the data from Johnson

(1985) supporting this claim.

(7) a. *Eleanor bought; apparentlypp brand new drapes for the whole hoyse
b. *Vern lefte; angry|pp that store where service is so slbw

c. *Julie didn’t buye; until it became availablgp that book on Venus;.
(Johnson 1985:85, (28))

A way to capture these facts is as a difference in the attachimeght between the ad-
verbials in (7) and those adverbials that can be crossed Hy3dMet it be the case that
speaker-oriented, subject-oriented, and temporal athlertif the type in (7) are adjoined
outside the/P while on the way home (102),to a short circuitin (6), andto Bill in (13)

are adjoined inside theP. It is possible now to understand the ability of a shiftedtDP

cross these different sets of adverbials by simply limitimglocality of HNPS to the edge

400f course, we should demand to know why a given movement tiperia linearized in the way that we
observe. As discussed in the introduction, this is not atipreshat | can satisfactorily answer at present.
However, | will return to the issue in the summary of chapter 3
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of vP. In other words, it is a property of HNPS that it targets atpwsonly as high as the
vP-layer.

The strength of this argument relies on one’s willingnesscitept that the relevant ad-
verbials are indeed attached outside ¥Re Andrews (1982) argues that subject-oriented
depictive modifiers includingudeandsingingbehave as if they were part of thB with
respect to constituency diagnostics employing deletieplacement, and movement pro-
cesses. TheP-fronting examples in (103), for example, suggest thagdtalverbials must
be contained within the frontedP constituent. Their inability to escape the fronting oper-

ation suggests that they cannot be adjoined to any high&rguos

(103) a. [Eatthe meat nude/singingthough John die,
nobody thought he was crazy.
(Andrews 1982:313, (2a))
b. *[Eatthe meal; though John di@ nude/singing,

nobody thought he was crazy.

Additionally, Culicover (2001) argues that DPs can be d@ispd rightward over at least

some subject-oriented depictives sucliwdly clothedin (104).
(104) Mary entered fully clothefhp the room across the hall

It is not straightforwardly clear, then, that the ungramioadity of (7a) must necessarily be
attributed purely to a locality constraint on HNPS.

My intuitions are that the subject-oriented depictivesemdiscussion here are part of
thevP on the basis of the fronting diagnostic in (103). | do notyéweer, share the intuition
reported in Culicover 2001 regarding (104). This exampktha same status of ungram-

maticality as the variants in (105) which contains the othdgject-oriented depictives.
(105) *Mary enterecngrynudésinging|pp the room across the hdll
Regardless of the success of this particular argument,|llprélsent additional evidence

in section 3.2 of chapter 3 in favor of this view that HNPS iekatively local movement
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operation that targets the edgew#,. To remain consistent with our finding that HNPS
can cross some but not all types of adverbials that apgeanternally, we can adopt an
articulated view of theP of the sort we find in Larson 1988, Marantz 1993, Kratzer 1996
Belletti 2001 and Merchant 2013. We might suppose, for mstathat HNPS targets some
functional projection XP within this articulatedP as opposed to a position at the outer

edge of the/P (106).

(106)

vP
V° XP
XP DPy
TN the documentary. .

X° AgentP \

DP AgentP \
Sam /\ |
Agent VP '
Y

P '

Ve @ ,

bought - ontheway home

On this analysis we expect to find that there are adverbiatsihl behave as if they were
part of thevP but cannot be crossed by HNPS. These will include spealearted adver-
bials, (at least some) subject-oriented depictives, andieawill soon see in the following

chapter, certain clausal adjuncts.

2.6.2 TheForceof HNPS
Concerning the identity of the XP that is targeted by HNPSillistart from the obser-
vation by Rochemont (1986), Rochemont & Culicover (199@y ®ard & Birner (1996)

that the position occupied by the shifted DP in an HNPS cordigon seems to be re-
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served for “new” or “non-given” information, roles playeg tbcused elements. This can
be demonstrated with the following question-answer paifd.07) and (108), which have

been adapted from Rochemont & Culicover 1990:24.

(107) Q: What did John purchase for his wife?

A: John purchased for his wife — a brand new fur coat.

(Rochemont & Culicover 1990:24)

(108) Q: For whom did John purchase a brand new fur coat?

A: # John purchased for his wife — a brand new fur coat.

(Rochemont & Culicover 1990:24)

We see from these examples that a HNPS configuration proeidebcitous answer to
the question in (107) but not to the question in (108). Agsgrthat the peripheral HNPS
position is reserved for “new” or “non-given” informatiomje can understand why it is
that the relevant information for&h-question can appear in this position (107). On the
other hand, as part of the questioned material in (188)rand new fur coats in the
conversational background. For this reason, it cannottblayole of focused material and
is incompatible with the information-structural requirents on this peripheral position.
On the basis of these observations, | will treat HNPS as abdise-configurational
structure (e.g.E. Kiss 2002) and assume that discourse roles like Focusecgepbesented
in the syntax (e.g., Rizzi 1997). This makes standard irssof HNPS an instance of
focus-driven movement whereby the displaced DP moves towsfdedicated position in
an articulated/P layer. The sentence in (102), then, will have the partiadegentation in

(109).
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(109) VP

T

Ve FocusP
FocusP DP;
the documentary. .
Focus AgentP " .
DP AgentP
Sam /\ "
Agenft VP N
VP PP |
/\ I
Ve e /

bought "~ onthe way home

/

The standard treatment that we saw in the introduction fisrittstance of movement
would propose that it is driven by the need for a formal featum the shifted DP to check
a formal feature on the head Fo€{€homsky 1995, 2001). Specific versions of a feature-
driven approach to focus movement have been presented ldy Bi®95) and Horvath
(2007)*! Alternative analyses, such as the one offered by Szeng@#i3), suggest that
focus movement is prosodically-driven. For a theory of oowvement that relies on the
satisfaction of requirements at LF, sBeKiss (2009). Exploring all of these options is,
unfortunately, beyond what is possible in this dissertatibor this reason, | will remain
intentionally vague with regard to how we might preciselaae the idea that HNPS
is a focus-driven movement. That being said, nothing tha@irésented in this thesis in

incompatible with the standard feature-checking appraeachis instance of movement.

41see Williams (2003:33-36) for an argument against a featueeking approach to HNPS. The argument
is based largely on the observation that the focused mbtarice either a subset or a superset of the shifted
material.
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Finally, | charged us with developing an understanding ctndonstrains HNPS. This
is exactly the discussion that we will take up in the follogiichapter. In brief, we will
find that rightward movement can target positions outsiéevhwhen doing so ensures
convergence at LF. This suggests that the usual localitgtcaints on rightward movement
can be cast in the same light. That is, rightward movement@Pds licensed only as
far as is required to ensure LF convergence. What we leam @nar investigation here is
that LF convergence can be assured by satisfying the reqeires necessary for a focus

interpretation which can be accomplished at a positionerptriphery of an articulatedp.

2.7 Summary

The purpose of this chapter has been to provide evidencevan & an approach to
HNPS that employs rightward movement of the displaced DE.afgument was primarily
based around the claim that rightward movement approacheNPS provide a better
account of parasitic gap configurations than leftward mamrapproaches do. | suggested
in section 2.2 that the former preserves the propertiesrafStec gap constructions that are
observed in the context of other movements without unmt&d/atipulations.

Sections 2.3 and 2.4 addressed the recurrent claim baseddsnee from Williams
(1990, 1995, 2003) and Postal (1993, 1994) that RNR is thehamesm responsible for
apparent parasitic gaps licensed by HNPS. Our findings isetkections serve as counter-
examples to this claim. This does not mean, however, that us give up the empirical
ground gained by Postal (1994). The observations repant@dil showed that RNR can
indeed be employed to derive both coordinate gap and adgamcstructures. Instead, in
light of the discussion there, we need only weaken the ceraihuto say that adjunct gap
structures and coordinate gap structures are both posbililyjot necessarily, derived via
the same mechanism.

Having found that a rightward movement approach to the wghd displacement of a

DP will be necessary, section 2.6 took steps towards fominglian analysis. | suggested
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that HNPS targets a position in the periphery of an artieala® that is reserved for focused
material. As we move forward into the following chapter welwee that rightward DP
movement can proceed further than #eand even beyond its containing clause, provided

that it is properly motivated to do so.
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CHAPTER 3
THE LOCALITY OF HEAVY-NP SHIFT

Continuing our investigation of the rightward displacetehDPs, in this chapter we
will further push the idea that HNPS involves rightward satic movement. We will see
evidence that the rightward displacement of a DP influenoesmly the linear string but it
also shows its effects on the semantic interpretation. llalglo suggest that the relatively
restricted locality conditions on this instance of movetream ultimately be attributed to
the ability of this movement to produce a representationitheonvergent at the interfaces.
Rightward movement will be blocked in exactly those casesmihis not order preserving
or when it is does not contribute to producing a represemtdhat converges at LF.

Our primary source of evidence will be pairs of sentencesthiose in (1), which have

their origin in Engdahl 1983.

Q) a | offendedk; by not recognizingpg: immediately —

[my favorite uncle from Clevelangd

b. *I offendede; by not recognizing my aunt immediately —

[my favorite uncle from Clevelangd

The observation that the parasitic gap is required in the@bramples comes from Larson

(1989). Nissenbaum (2000) captures the pattern with thergépation provided in (2).

(2) Larson’s Generalization
HNPS cannot appear to the right of/R-adjunct unless that adjunct contains a
PG.
(Nissenbaum 2000:60)
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In section 3.2 | will argue for a slightly revised version big generalization. The revi-
sion will be based on an argument that the clausal adjunatstle subject to the necessity
for a parasitic gap are adjoined on the verbal spine to aiponsibove the locus for standard
HNPS. This means that what we are observing in exampleslikgi$ in fact an instance
of movement beyond the standard HNPS operation. The erabgéneralization we will

work to derive, then, can be stated as in (3).

3) Revised Larson’s Generalization
Rightward displacement of a DP beyond standard HNPS must neshe bind-
ing of a parasitic gap by the displaced DP.

The formalization of the Revised Larson’s Generalizatidlhlve inspired by an account of
parasitic gap licensing in German by Heck & Muller (2000Wvill suggest that the need to
license the parasitic gap in turn licenses what is otherexseptional movement.

In section 3.3 we will further investigate this supposedigaptional rightward move-
ment driven by the need to license a parasitic gap. We will fimat rightward DP-
movement that results in the binding of a parasitic gap iemally unbounded in the
way that Sabbagh (2007) argues can be true for coordinate &NRructions and as is
generally thought to be the case for more familiar leftwArthovements. By examining
clausal adjuncts at various heights along the verbal spieeyill observe that rightward
DP-movement can be licensed by the need to bind parasit&igagljunct clauses adjoined
beyond the edge ofP, beyond sentential negation, and even beyond the DP’aicarg
clause (cf. th&right Roof ConstraintRoss 1967, Grosu 1973).

Section 3.4 then presents a formal analysis for the obsengatepresented by the Re-
vised Larson’s Generalization as well as the additionakolzions that are gathered in
section 3.3. The analysis | present draws from the accourgémsitic gaps that we get
from Nissenbaum (2000:ch. 2). | adopt this basic represientbor parasitic gap structures
and suggest a number of modifications for how such structueederived. The alternative

theory | provide has the benefit of permitting compositiothaf parasitic gap domain and
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the matrix clause via a more standard method that employstiemal Application instead
of Predicate Modification (Heim & Kratzer 1998). Essentiathe cyclic (as opposed to
counter-cyclic) merger of the parasitic gap domain prodwcstructure that cannot be in-
terpreted at LF via standard methods of composition (e.gnieKratzer 1998). | suggest
that it is the ability of the rightward DP-movement to enscoavergence of the syntactic
structure in the LF component that provides the necessativation for DP-movement
beyond what is possible with standard HNPS.

The main force of this analysis comes from the idea that thasité&c gap provides a
semantic trigger for the syntactic movement. | formalizes idea by adopting a trans-
derivational economy condition that privileges structutteat converge at the LF interface
and do so with as few applications of movement as possible. fdtm of this condition
resembles the more general economy of derivation condition Chomsky (1993) as it is

discussed in the relevant context by Reinhart (2006).

(4) Economy of Movement Metric (EMM)
If a derivation D of a spell-out domaim converges without some movement
operation, then P blocks a derivation B of a that includes that movement

operation.

Put very simply, the EMM will see the need to bind a parasiip @s a condition for a
structure’s convergence at LF. The ability of an instancegsftward movement to satisfy
this condition will license the movement. In the absencepsrasitic gap, convergence will
not depend on the aforementioned movement and it will caresgity become redundant
and ruled out by the EMM.

In section 3.5 we turn to a second puzzle that is identified izg@&hbaum (2000). He
notes that a parasitic gap is required in every clausal atljinat is crossed by rightward

movement.
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5) a Kim promotecd; without calling[pg]
because she wanted to giN®y | a raise —

[the guy with great referencigs

b. *Kim promotede; without calling[managemeit
because she wanted to giyey, | raise —

[the guy with great referencis

These data are particularly puzzling for the analysis petliabove. If movement over a
clausal adjunct is licensed by a transderivational econoamstraint that recognizes the
need to provide a binder for a parasitic gap, something meistaiid for why (5b) is not
possible. It seems that we should expect the parasitic gdue inighebecausP in this ex-
ample to license movement over the lowmathoutP. | will suggest that the contrast between
these examples comes down to the fact that the movement jrp(6eeeds successive-
cyclically through positions above each clausal adjungbas$ of licensing the parasitic
gap domain. In the absence of a parasitic gap imtitlieoutP, successive-cyclic movement
will not be possible in (5b) and the syntactic structure witimately fail to converge at PF.

| adopt the basics of the theory the theory of Cyclic Lineatitm and the principle of
Order Preservation developed by Fox & Pesetsky (2005) todbze this idea. In short,
we will find that the ability to undergo successive-cycliphpations of movement will al-
low the rightward displaced DP to continuously be ordergttmost in the phrase marker.
In this way the movement avoids producing contradictorgdirization statements relative
to the clausal adjuncts. Once successive-cyclic moversam ionger possible given the
absence of a parasitic gap, one of the clausal adjuncts wibirdered rightmost in the
phrase marker. This effectively prevents any subsequemément regardless of the pres-
ence of a parasitic gap. This leaves us with an interestig of the grammar presented by
Bobaljik & Wurmbrand (2012) whereby economy condition®ltke EMM place deriva-
tions in competition to derive representation that are eggent specifically at LF. This

representation is then handed off for an optimal interpicaiaat PF.
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In section 3.6 we will look at a third and final puzzle. Both Babl (1983) and Larson

(1989) point out that a parasitic gap is optional in the cxindé leftward movement.

(6) a. Wha did | offende; by not recognizingpg; immediately?

b. Who did | offende; by not recognizing my aunt immediately?

| argue that the presence or absence of Larson’s Generahizftects come down to in-
dependently stated locality constraints on each type ofem@nt. While the presence of a
parasitic gap is responsible for licensing rightward mogatrbeyond its normal position
at the edge of th&P domain,wh-movement is required to take scope at the level of the
CP domain independent of a parasitic gap. Thus, regardiegisather or not avh-phrase
stops to license a parasitic gap, further movement beyoadldusal adjunct will be in-
dependently licensed. The ultimate effect of this diffeers that there are two possible
derivational paths available for producing constituergsgjions: one involving movement
that licenses a parasitic gap and one that does not.

Section 3.7 will conclude by summarizing the arguments daadudsing some of the
implications of the results. In as far as the analyses andnaegts presented here are
correct, we are beginning to get a handle on the differentedsa leftward and rightward

movements. However, we will also see a number of questidratiedeft unanswered.

3.1 Some Parasitic Gap Puzzles

The puzzle we are interested in begins with the observatydoalbson (1989) that, in
the case of rightward displacement, a parasitic gap is ataig in a clausal adjunct that
has been crossed by the rightward movement operation. 3 iigstrated by the contrast

in (7) below.
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(7) a | offendece; by not recognizingpg: immediately —

[my favorite uncle from Clevelangd

b. *I offendede; by not recognizing my aunt immediately —

[my favorite uncle from Cleveland

The requirement for a parasitic gap in a clausal adjunctithatbeen crossed by the right-
ward displacement of a DP is a general phenomenon in Engfistddition to theby-clause
in (7), the pattern holds fdsecauseclauses (8), rationale clauses (9), and temporal adver-

bial clauses (103.

8) a. Sam bougt#; because he enjoyeaaty; — [the documentary about tigérs

b. *Sam boughe; because he enjoyed the cinematography —

[the documentary about tigérs

1| have encountered three ways in which the (b) variants oéxanples in (7)—(10) have been reported
to be made more acceptable. Adrian Staub (p.c.) notes thia thight be contrast between (i) ar®)and
that this may be a function of the transitivity bias of the rxaterb. The intuition is that (i), which has the
optionally transitiveecoveris more acceptable without a parasitic gap domain than thgatorily transitive
offendin (7).

0] | recoverede; by not recognizing my aunt immediatelyjmy favorite uncle from Cleveland

| have not investigated systematically whether or not theditivity bias of the matrix predicate reliably yields
such contrasts. However, this provides a potentially @gting manipulation for future research investigating
Larson’s Generalization and the revised version introdumsgow.

The second way of improving examples like (7), which repnésthe shape of the original examples from
Larson (1989), is to put a pronoun in place of the full DP in @ldgunct clause. Two anonymous reviewers
for Linguaprovide the following examples for which | have suppressgdjadgments.

(i) | offendede; by not recognizing him— [my favorite uncle from Clevelangd
(iii) | offendede; by not recognizing him— [every team member of the Red Sojgks

Finally, the relevant examples can be made more acceptatdefanction of the prosody assigned to the
adjunct clause. The more phonologically reduced that thenatiphrase is and the larger that the intonational
boundaries around the adjunct clause are, the more patieatlad the more acceptable the example seems
to become.

These, too, are issues that warrant much more attentionltaanable to afford them now. However,
the experiment reported in section 2.4 attempted to cofrothe ability to treat the adjunct clause as a
parenthetical. | will also return briefly to the examplesiipngnd (iii) in section 3.4.2 where | speculate on
their potential grammaticality. As one anonymous revieswgggests, we might be observing a resumption
strategy in the parasitic gap domain. Alternatively, we migxtend the formal analysis presented in that
section to permit movement that produces otherwise ureaiLF representations (e.g. Fox 2000, Reinhart
2006, Takahashi 2006).
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9) a Tim brought, in order to show Parmpg; —

[some pictures from his vacatin

b. *Tim broughte; in order to show Pam the quality of his camera —

[some pictures from his vacatign

(10) a. Kim burned; after readingpg; — [each article on parasitic gaps

b. *Kim burnede; after reading the abstractgeach article on parasitic ggps

In his work on this same paradigm, Nissenbaum (2000) forteslthe generalization

shown in (11) to capture the rightward displacement paite(id)—(10).

(11) Larson’s Generalization
HNPS cannot appear to the right of/R-adjunct unless that adjunct contains a
PG.
(Nissenbaum 2000:60)

| will delay a discussion of Nissenbaum’s (2000) approadhése data until we can estab-
lish the appropriate background. For the time being, thoughcan use this generalization
to help us formulate a couple of research questions. Fiesghwuld ask why the rightward
movement of the DP over these clausal adjuncts is contirggetite presence of a parasitic
gap.
But the puzzle goes even deeper it turns out. The geneilahziat (11) is formulated

to also account for what | will refer to ddissenbaum’s ParadigniNissenbaum (2000:64)
notes of data like those in (12) that a parasitic gap is reguim each clausal adjunct that

is crossed by the rightward movement operation.
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(12) a. Kim promotect; without calling[pgi]
because she wanted to giN®y | a raise —

[the guy with great referencigs

b. *Kim promotede; without calling[managemeit
because she wanted to giyey, | raise —

[the guy with great referencis

c. *Kim promotede; without calling[pg]
because she wanted to gi@@meonega raise —

[the guy with great referencis

d. *Kim promotede; without calling[management
because she wanted to gig®@meonega raise —

[the guy with great referencigs

Given the two clausal adjuncts we see in the examples abdwewithoutP and thabe-
caus®—movement to the right edge is licensed only when there & asytic gap in each
individual adjunct clausé.Our account of Larson’s Generalization should also aim e ca
ture Nissenbaum’s Paradigm.

To make things more interesting, both Engdahl (1983) anddra1989) point out
that we do not observe the same requirement for a paraspiérga clausal adjunct in
the context of leftward displacement. The parasitic gafd 3)—(16) are optional at some

level.

2Nissenbaum (2000:92) suggests that a gap is not necessaaglinclausal adjunct when they modify
different clauses. However, | do not share this judgment.

(i) a.  Sam thinkgcp that you promote@; without interviewingpg|
because he saw you gipey a raise -{the guy with great referencigs

b. *Sam thinkgcp that you promote@; without interviewing Kinj
because he saw you gipey a raise -{the guy with great referencigs
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(13) a. Wha did I offende; by not recognizingpg; immediately?

b. Who did | offende; by not recognizing my aunt immediately?

(14) a. [Which film ] did Sam buye; because he enjoyquty; ?

b. [Which film |1 did Sam buye; because he enjoyed the cinematography?

(15) a. [Which pictured; did Tim bringe; in order to show Parpg; ?

b. [Which pictured; did Tim bringe;

in order to show Pam the quality of his camera?

(16) a. [Which articles; did Pam burre; after readingpg:?

b.  [Which articleg; did Pam burre; after reading the abstract?

The natural follow-up question, then, is why we do not obsesemething like Larson’s
Generalization in the context of leftward movement. Whatewr analysis of Larson’s
Generalization is, it should help us understand why it i$ faaasitic gaps are obligatory
with rightward movement, but optional with leftward movame

We will see that a proper account of Larson’s Generalizateamprovide a very natural
way of understanding the asymmetry between leftward anuwigrd movement as an
effect of the criteria responsible for licensing each typenovement. Before we do this,
however, we will motivate a revision to the formulation ofrkan’s Generalization that we

have in (11).

3.2 Revising Larson’s Generalization
The goal of this section is to argue for the following emgfigeneralization of the

basic rightward movement data that we saw in (7)—(10).

a7) Revised Larson’s Generalization
Rightward displacement of a DP beyond standard HNPS must neshe bind-

ing of a parasitic gap by the displaced DP.
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The revision will be motivated in part by an argument thatdisplacement of the DP in
those cases that result in the binding of a parasitic gaptisalig exceptional rightward

movement. | will provide evidence in section 3.2.1 for thaiil that clausal adjuncts that
are subject to Larson’s Generalization are adjoined to d@iponghat is relatively high on

the verbal spine. Section 3.2.2 suggests that the inabalitightward movement of a DP
to cross a clausal adjunct in the absence of a parasitic gappeaeduced to the claim
that rightward movement of a DP is restricted to targetin@sitpn that is lower than the
relevant clausal adjuncts. Following a claim made by Heck &gt (2000), | suggest that

it is the presence of the parasitic gap that is licensingratise impossible movement.

3.2.1 Low Adjunctsand High Adjuncts
The rightward displacement of a DP, as we know, is not categibr contingent on the
presence of a parasitic gap. Our investigation in chaptéo#/ed us that HNPS is almost
defined as the displacement of a DP to the right of some PP oP Akle in (18)—(21). Let
us refer to these examples in which a DP is displaced rigltheaer a phrasal adverbial as
cases of “standard” HNPS.
(18) a. Sam met the members of his bowling team in the parking |
b. Sam meg; in the parking lot -{the members of his bowling team
(19) a. Pam closed the window in the children’s bedroom goftl
b. Pam closeéd; softly —[the window in the children’s bedrodm
(20) a.  Timwiped the grill they pulled out of the shed clean.
b.  Tim wipede; clean —the grill they pulled out of the shéd
(21) a. Kim gave a photo collage of their trip to Argentina & best friend.
b. Kim gavee; to her best friend fa photo collage of their trip to Argentiha

There is an interesting observation we can make concernm@idering restrictions

that exist between the set of phrasal adverbials in (18)-d8d the set of clausal adjuncts
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in (7)—(10) that are subject to Larson’s Generalizatiorve@ia member from each of these

sets, the phrasal adverbial must precede the clausal adi)e(25).

(22) a. Sam met his team membérsthe parking lof [after getting fajitals

b. *Sam met his team membégdter getting fajitas[in the parking lot

(23) a.  Pam closed the winddgoftly] [in order to let the children sleép

b. *Pam closed the windo\in order to let the children slegfsoftly|.
(24) a.  Timwiped the gril[clear} [because he was going to use it

b. *Tim wiped the grill[because he was going to usgdear.
(25) a. Kim gave a photo collag® her best friend[by ordering one onlirje

b. *Kim gave a photo collagfby ordering one onlingto her best friend

One way to interpret these facts is along the lines suggést&einhart (1983) and Ernst
(1999, 2002) whereby we are seeing a difference in the attaohheight of the elements
in each set. In particular, the data suggest that clausahetj that are subject to Larson’s
Generalization are adjoined to a position on the verbalesghiat is structurally higher than
the position of the phrasal adverbials that are not.

The idea that these two sets of elements are distinguisheetlban their structural
height has been argued for previously by Larson (1988) asddwibaum (2000). We can
find additional support from thtnoughmovement diagnostic in Baltin 1981 and also em-
ployed by Andrews (1982). In the examples in (26)—(29) belosvsee that the phrasal
adverbials that can be crossed by standard HNPS resist be@gded by theéhough
movement operation. This suggests that they must be partohstituent that includes

the verb and which can be targeted for movement.

(26) a. [Meet his team members in the parking{adhough he willey,

Sam is still going to get fajitas first.

b. *[Meet his team membeisthough he wille; in the parking lot,

Sam is still going to get fajitas first.
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(27) a. [Close the window softly though she die,

something still managed to wake the children.

b. *[Close the windoy though she die; softly,

something still managed to wake the children.
(28) a. [Wipe the grill cleafy though he didgy,
Tim still managed to ruin the burgers.
b. *[Wipe the grill; though he dide; clean,
Tim still managed to ruin the burgers.
(29) a. [Give aphoto collage to her best frigndhough she mag,
Kim is keeping the t-shirts.
b. *[Give a photo collage though she mag; to her best friend,

Kim is keeping the t-shirts.

The clausal adjuncts that are subject to Larson’s Genataliz, on the other hand, behave
differently with respect to this diagnostic. The example$30)—(33) show us that these
clausal adjuncts do not necessarily need to be part of thetiboent targeted for the fronting

operation.

(30) a. [Meet his team members before going to pragtice
though he wille;, Sam is still going to get fajitas first.
b. [Meet his team membgdgsthough he willeg
before going to practice, Sam is still going to get fajitastfir
(31) a. [Close the window in order to let them sleep

though she dig;, something still managed to wake the children.

b.  [Close the windoy though she die; in order to let them sleep,

something still managed to wake the children.
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(32) a. [Wipe the grill clean because he needed to uge it
though Tim dide;, he still managed to ruin the burgers.
b.  [Wipe the grill cleafy though Tim dide;

because he needed to use it, he still managed to ruin therburge

(33) a. [Give aphoto collage to her best friend by ordering one ohline

though she mag;, Kim is keeping the t-shirts.

b.  [Give a photo collage to her best frigndhough she mag;

by ordering one online, Kim is keeping the t-shirts.

Collectively these data are consistent with the claim thatdlausal adjuncts which
are subject to Larson’s Generalization adjoin to a posiiothe verbal spine that is higher
than where the phrasal adverbials under investigationagatie of adjoining. If we accept
this idea we are able to account for tt®ughmovement facts above by asserting that the
phrasal adverbials from (18)—(21) are necessarily adiblmedow the node that is being
targeted by the fronting operation. This is the reason tey tannot be stranded by the
fronting operation as shown in (26)—(29). From the examipl€30)—(33), it seems that the
clausal adjuncts that are subject to Larson’s Generadizatie able to adjoin to a position
either above or below the node targeted for the frontingatpmr. However, as the ordering
facts in (22)—(25) reveal, even the lowest point of attaamnfa these clausal adjuncts will

be higher than the highest point of attachment of the pheabadrbials.

3.2.2 Larson’sGeneralization asa Function of Height

Distinguishing phrasal adverbials and the relevant setaafsal adjuncts on the basis
of their height of attachment puts us in a position to proxadeaccount for why Larson’s
Generalization holds. In other words, we can understand iwvisythat standard HNPS
can cross the phrasal adverbials from (18)—(21) but, undemal circumstances, cannot
cross the set of clausal adjuncts that are subject to Lar€aeneralization. The ability of

a rightward moving DP to cross a given element can be undetsae a function of the

96



structural height of that element, just as we concluded ctige 2.6.2 of chapter 2 on the
basis of data presented by Johnson (1985).

Following (Bresnan 1976, Stowell 1981, Johnson 1985) anthemasis of the results
of chapter 2, we will continue to work under the hypothesat there is a position at the
edge ofvP that hosts a DP that undergoes HNPS. Let us place the phhsabials from
(18)—(21) into a category of Low Adjuncts that have a positm the verbal spine that is
necessarily lower than the position targeted by standar@$iNt is because of the rela-
tively low position of this class of elements that they canfieely crossed by HNPS as
roughly illustrated in (34). The clausal adjuncts for whicirson’s Generalization holds
will be made members of an opposing class of High AdjunctseyTdre necessarily ad-
joined to some XP on the verbal spine that is higher than thesl@f HNPS, as shown
roughly in (35)2 It is because of their relatively high position that they siraply unable

to be crossed by an instance of standard HNPS.

(34) HNPS over a Low Adjunct (35) HNPS over a High Adjunct
XP
FocusP P O]
FocusP DPy FocusP
Focu$ VP Focus/P\ High Adjunct
/\
VP Focu§ VP
N : P
VIR Low Adjunct Ve g

3The higher attachment of clausal adjuncts is arguably qunedly intuitive as clausal adjuncts including
becauseclauses, rationale clauses, conditionals, temporahatilauses, etc., seem to describe a relation-
ship between two events/situations or things of a propmslinature. This basic intuition was spelled out in
some detail by Johnston (1994).
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This picture of the acceptability of rightward DP-movementreminiscent of what
Grosu (1973) calls th&ight Roof Constraint This constraint has come to represent the
exceptional locality of rightward movement following Ro§967:307) original claim that
all rightward movement is clause-bounded. Subsequenam&sethough, has gradually
strengthened the locality conditions on rightward dispiaent phenomena to suggest that
rightward movement of some object is in fact bound to the edglee first cyclic node that
dominates that element (e.g., Akmajian 1975, Baltin 198&CMskey 1999). Assuming
that at leasvP is a cyclic node (e.g., Chomsky 2001), this is preciselystage of affairs
that the discussion presented here has lead us to. HNPStalisplace a DP beyond the
edge ofvP. We derive the effects of the Right Roof Constraint by sgttine necessary locus
of standard HNPS as the edgevst

This height-based account of the data provides a ratherestieg way of thinking
about Nissenbaum'’s (2000) version of Larson’s Generatimdahat was presented in (11).
We are finding that an instance of exceptional rightward moams that is to a position
that is otherwise inaccessible to standard HNPS is beirndied in the event that the
movement results in the binding of a parasitic gap. A moreute description of the

relevant paradigm, then, would be as shown in (36).

(36) Revised Larson’s Generalization
Rightward displacement of a DP beyond standard HNPS must reshe bind-

ing of a parasitic gap by the displaced DP.

The empirical generalization that is represented by thisfdation of Larson’s General-
ization differs from the preliminary version in (11) in thaghtward movement now does
not always require the creation of a parasitic gap to crodawse. The Revised Larson’s
Generalization in (36) posits that the necessity of the gacagap is contingent on the
structural height of the embedded clause.

A prediction, then, is that rightward DP-movement over aiséathat is/P-internal, and

therefore below the locus of HNPS, should not require antehdil gap. This prediction
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is borne out with subject-gap purpose clauses (37), whieltammonly thought to beP-
internal (Faraci 1974, Bach 1982, Huettner 1989, Jones)1281well as with rationale

clauses that modify the embedded clause of a Raising-teaDpjedicate (38].

(37) a. Kim[vp gave Pamthe camerdPRQO, to take pictures of the birds

b. Kim [yp gave Pame, [PRO; to take pictures of the birgls-

[the camera with a telescopic léns
(38) a.  Tim expects the guy in the corrjr be a jerk in order to impress people

b. Tim expectse; [to be a jerk in order to impress people

[the guy in the corner on his phone

To summarize, the rightward displacement operation’singetcy on a parasitic gap
is itself contingent on the structural height of the adjureing crossed. It is only when the
displaced DP crosses a clausal adjunct that is adjoineceahevMocus of standard HNPS
that an additional gap becomes necessary.

This characterization of the rightward movement data islambo a proposal made by
Heck & Miller (2000). They suggest that the binding of a gédragap licenses otherwise
impossible movements in German. Heck & Muller (2000:1Bsent the examples in (39)
to demonstrate that scrambling wh-indefinites in German is a generally banned move-
ment. With the examples in (40) they also demonstrate thhatrdaing becomes possible
in the presence of a parasitic gap. The contrast between §¢d(40b) further illustrates

that the scrambling operation is in fact obligatory in thegance of a parasitic gap.

(39) a. dassie dem Fritz  was zuriickgegebehat
that sheART Fritzq4 somethingcc returned has

b. *dasssie was dem Fritz  t1 zuriickgegebehat

that shesomething.c ART Fritzgy; returned has

4See Postal (1974) and Bresnan (1976) for further discussitire ability to target the shared argument
of Raising-to-Object predicates for HNPS.
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(40) a. dasslie Mariawas; [cpohne e zulesen] dem Fritz  t;
that ART Mariasomethingee  without to read ART Fritzgy
zuriickgegebehat

returned has

b. *dassdie Maria|cpohne e; zulesen| dem Fritz  was
that ART Maria  without to read ART Fritzgy somethingcc
zurlickgegebehat
returned has
This exactly mirrors the paradigm that is represented byR&eised Larson’s General-
ization. In both English and German, the need to provide ddyifior a parasitic gap is
necessitating DP-movement that is otherwise not possible.

For the English data that fall under the Revised Larson’se@ization, | will argue in
what follows that an instance of movement beyond standar@&li¥ indeed being licensed
by the presence of a parasitic gap. In the following sectienwill look at some evidence
for the claim that the rightward movement involved in the Red Larson’s Generalization
is exceptional movement targeting a position beyond whaossible for standard HNPS.
Section 3.4 will then provide a formal analysis for the engairgeneralization represented

by the Revised Larson’s Generalization.

3.3 Potentially Unbounded Rightward DP-M ovement

| suggested above, following a proposal by Heck & Mullerd@y) that the need to
provide a binder for a parasitic gap licenses rightward moet beyond the standard locus
of rightward DP-movement. In this section, | provide furtlegidence that this rightward
movement, given common conceptions, is in fact exceptioial will see that the need to
bind a parasitic gap licenses movement beyondvihand in fact beyond the containing
clause. Thisin turn suggests that rightward movement isdhgotentially unbounded, just

like its leftward counterparts.
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To the best of my knowledge it was first observed by Lakoff (3Rat the scope of a

becauseclause is ambiguous with respect to negation in cases4ike (

(41) Sam didn’t leave because he was tired.
a. CAUSE> —
‘Because Sam was tired, it's not the case that he left.

b. — > CAUSE

‘It's not the case that, because Sam was tired, he left.’

Relevant to the point being made here is that a parasiticrgapecauseclause interpreted
above negation can license movement of a DP as in (42). Thimpbe has been designed
to be biased towards the wide-scope interpretation ob#mauseclause and to block a
RNR derivation with a double-object construction (seeisac2.3.2.3). Furthermore, we

can note that the parasitic gap is necessary to license thement.

(42) Tim didn'’t [yp invite e;] because he would have to gi\y@y;/*everyone a gift —
[the guy who throws great partigs
“Because Tim would have to give [him/everyone] a gift, herdichvite the guy

who throws great parties.”

| am assuming that because the adjunct clause is inter@lete@ negation it was generated
there. This means that the movement of the DP past this ¢ladganct has not only taken
the DP beyond the edge @®, but even beyond sentential negation.

We can demonstrate that this is indeed what we are obseryiqdaling a negative
polarity item (NPI) inside the rightward displaced DP. Eirsote that an NPI such asy
remains licensed in a DP that has undergone standard HNRSTHIS is consistent with

our findings above that standard HNPS targets the first damgneP.

(43) a. Timdoesn'tinvite any of his superiors to parties.

b. Tim doesn't invitee; to parties {any of his superiofg.

101



Let us simply assume for the moment that the movement liceloga parasitic gap targets
a position immediately above the parasitic gap domaiBiven the available attachment
sites for thebecauseclause either above or below negation, it should be passigbredict
when a negative polarity item will be licensed following neowent that is driven by a par-
asitic gap? If the becauseclause takes scope below negation (4d)y should in principle
be licensed in the derived position above the adjunct cldu€m the other hand, if the
becauseclause takes scope above negation (4B, should fail to be licensed following

the displacement operation as its derived position will biside the scope of negation.

(44) Movement over a lowbecause (45) Movement over a highbecause

clause clause
Ned
VNPl
vP becausP Neg

.€l...  ...pOL...

SWhat follows will support this assumption. Basically, | assaming the basic derivation for parasitic
gaps proposed in Nissenbaum 2000:ch. 2, which will be désmisn more detail in section 3.4.

6Also relevant to the discussion here is the observation byrMzSpector (2010) that (potentially string-
vacuous) HNPS may result in otherwise unavailable widgseeadings of a universal quantifier with nega-
tion. This is a potential counter-example to the claim th&tR$ targets a relatively low position in the
structure. However, given their basic analysis for thessenlations based ofcope Economgrinciples
(Fox 2000), the facts are not incompatible with the systemgbuilt here. Thus, a similar argument to the
one here could be made whereby it is predicted that a pargsjii in an adjunct clause above negation forces
a wide-scope reading for a universal quantifier. Becaussethelgments are more involved and less stable,
they are not included here. Instead, | thank Jeremy Hartmar) for suggesting that | use the NPI diagnostic
that is presented.

It is sometimes claimed that NPIs are simply unlicensedémtlatrix clause given a low-scopecause
clause (Johnston 1993, Chierchia 2004, Hsieh 2009). Thel esoount comes from Linebargelramediate
Scope Constrainvhich asserts that an NPI and its licensor must not be seguhbgtanother logical element.
However, as Linebarger (1987:339-340) and Guerzoni (3J@6:374) note, the acceptability of examples
like (46a), which is based on examples in Partee 1993, isqieztby allowing the negative polarity item to be
licensed by covertly raising to a position between negatimhthebecauseclause and avoiding a violation of
the Immediate Scope Constraint. The key, as (46a) will sisthiat these readings require a partitive/specific
interpretation of the shifted quantificational DP (e.g, E881, Diesing 1992). Itis interesting to note that this
is exactly the configuration and interpretation achievethleyrightward displacement operation illustrated in
(44).
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These predictions are borne out in (46) and (47) respegtiidle (a) variants provide
the source example and its interpretation while the (b)avdsi provide the string that re-
sults from rightward movement and the licensing of a pacagdp. The example in (46)
contains decauseclause biased towards scoping below negation. With théspnetation,
the rightward displaced NPI remains licensed in (46b), Wisleggests that its derived posi-
tion is below negation as diagrammed in (44). The more istarg case for our purpose is
in (47). Here, like in (42), thbecauseclause is biased towards taking scope over negation.
Rightward displacement of the DP with this interpretatiéthe becauseclause, though,
is now no longer acceptable. This is expected if this sesteecessarily has the structural
configuration in (45) where the NPl has moved abovelibeauseclause and, therefore,

outside of negation.

(46) Context Tim wants to give his new superiors in the department pitssiéhey
come to his parties. But, it's not for this reason that hetes/any of them to his

parties.

a. Tim doesn’t invite any of his new superiors because hesxtargive them a
present.
—3Jx[superiotx) A CAUSE(invite(x,Tim), give-them-a-prese(im))]
‘It's not the case that there is arsuch thak is his new superior and because

Tim wants to give them a present, he invites them.’

b. Tim doesn’t invitee; because he wants to giyey a present —

[any of his new superiofs
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(47) Context Tim has to give his new superiors in the department a préfey come
to his parties. For this reason, he doesn't invite any of thehis parties.
a. Tim doesn’t invite any of his new superiors because hedgs/e them a
present.
CAUSE(—3x[superiofx) A invite(x,Tim)], give-them-a-prese(itim))
“Because Tim has to give them a present, it's not the casdhbe is arx

such thak is his superior and Tim invites”

b. *Tim doesn'tinvitee; because he has to giyey a present —

[any of his new superiofs

The next example in (48) is adapted from Nissenbaum 200818 we see a rationale
clause modifying the matrix predicatéaim but the rightward displaced DP has its base
position as the complement of the embedded \iddd As expected from the Revised
Larson’s Generalization, a parasitic gap in the rationkdase is necessary to license the

movement of the DP.

(48) | claimed|cpthat | likede;] in order to get you to rerfpgi/*a VHS cassette-
[that movie with Fred Astaire and Audrey Hepbltn
(Nissenbaum 2000:89, (3a))

Examples like this suggest that, contra Ross 1967, riglttwasvement is not necessar-
ily clause-bounded. The structurally similar example beio (49) shows that the same
pattern emerges when a Right Node Raising derivation iskblbevith the double-object

construction.

(49) Sam thinkgcp that you likeey |

because he saw you giVegi/*someoné¢a present fa new co-workéy.

These observations demonstrate that rightward DP-moviecaertarget positions be-
yond the immediat@P that contains the relevant DP and even positions exteonlat

DP’s containing clause. This naturally suggests that a Riddee rightward moved a the-
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oretically unbounded distance from its base-generateigosDoing so, though, requires
that the movement is appropriately licensed, which | hageied can be achieved by the

need to bind a parasitic gap.

3.4 Licensing Rightward DP-Movement
This section presents a formal account of the Revised Larsaeneralization, which

has been repeated from (17) for convenience.

a7 Revised Larson’s Generalization
Rightward displacement of a DP beyond standard HNPS must reshe bind-

ing of a parasitic gap by the displaced DP.

In section 3.4.1 | will provide a formalization of the coratit that generally blocks right-
ward movement from targeting a position above clausal atgu his will take the shape of
an economy condition that favors fewer movement operatiwes the course of a deriva-
tion. Section 3.4.2 adapts the mechanics for parasitic gafigurations developed by
Nissenbaum (2000:ch. 2) to provide a formal analysis fosé¢hiastances where a parasitic
gap licenses what is otherwise impossible rightward movema short, the exceptional
movement of the DP ensures compositionality between thex@dduse and the parasitic

gap domain.

3.4.1 When Heavy-NP Shift IsUnlicensed

Let us start by simplifying the basic picture of HNPS that w&ablished in section 2.6
of chapter 2. For the purposes of this section, it will be gioto work with the partial
representation in (50). This structure presents the lowag®@rojection within the edge of

an articulated/P-layer. It is the specifier of FocusP that is targeted by HNPS
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(50) XP

Xe FocusP
FocusP DP;
/\ the documentary..
Focu$ vP hN

7/

Sam boughe; on the way home -

-
—~

The node XP in the structure above represents some addiértesnded verbal projection
(see Grimshaw 1991, 1993). This position necessarily dategithe low FocusP that hosts
standard HNPS and, for us, represents the lowest availabiegf attachment for a clausal
adjunct that is subject to the Revised Larson’s GeneradizatBecause standard HNPS
beyond Spec,FocusP is unlicensed, and because clausat@dpecessarily adjoin above
FocusP, we derive the fact that rightward displacement oPahat is moving solely for
focus will be unable to target a position above a clausalradjthat is subject to the Revised
Larson’s Generalization.

Consider the sentence in (51) and its simplified partialesgntation in (52) to see this.
Much like we saw in the tree in (53) in section 3.2.2, movenuéithe direct object that is
purely for the purpose of focus is licensed as far as SpeadFo@n operation of movement

that takes the DP any further, including over this particalausal adjunct, is unlicensed.

(51) *Sam boughe; because he loved the cinematography —

[the documentary about tigérs
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(52)

/\ the documentary :

AdjunctP
X FocusP because.. //
/\ //
FocusP e e

Focus

Sam boughé;

Let us take this opportunity to formalize the evaluationmeehat determines the move-
ment to Spec,XP in (52) to be unlicensed movement. We willdseiming with Bresnan
(1971), Uriagereka (1999), Chomsky (2000), and Epstein &y5€002) that derivations
proceed cyclically via multiple spell-outs of the syntaatbject under construction. The
application of an instance of movement in a given spell-aumdin will be subject to the
following economy constraint in (53), which | have adapteshf Chomsky 1993 cited in
Reinhart 2006.

(53) Economy of Movement Metric (EMM)
If a derivation D of a spell-out domaim converges without some movement
operation, then P blocks a derivation B of a that includes that movement

operation.

For the types of cases we have been examining, the EMM saysftkize derivation of

a spell-out domain containing a clausal adjunct convergdsowt an application of right-
ward movement (i.e., a parasitic gap would not go unbouheé)) tightward movement is
disallowed in the derivation of that spell-out domain. Ilwédturn to what it means for a

derivation to converge in the following section. The ideatrt with is the Minimalist as-
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sertion that a derivation converges if the result is a repriadion that is interpretable at the
PF interface and the LF interface (e.g., Chomsky 2004). Utldeassumptions that | have
adopted for this thesis, the syntactic component will gateea single representation that
must be interpretable at each of PF and LF (Brody 1995, BiahH)95, Groat & O’Nell
1996). If XP in (53) is treated as a spell-out domain, thevdion of XP will converge
without the additional rightward movement beyond HNPS sTifiso given the absence of

a parasitic gap in thbecausP. Thus, movement over this clausal adjunct to Spec,XP is

blocked according to our EMM.

3.4.2 When Rightward DP-M ovement Ensures Compositionality

We turn now to why it is that further rightward movement beg@&pec,FocusP and past
the relevant clausal adjuncts is permitted in the presehaeparasitic gap. | will suggest
that it is the ability to ensure convergence of the spell-dionthat contains the clausal
adjunct with a parasitic gap that is satisfying the EMM ardtising exceptional rightward
movement. More specifically, movement of the DP will ensu@position of the parasitic
gap domain with the matrix clause.

| will ultimately be adapting the analysis that was propobgdNissenbaum (2000:ch.

2) for parasitic gap licensing in examples like (54).
(54) Sam bough¢; because he lovepg; — [the documentary about Bengal tigers

Nissenbaum, like Contreras (1984), Chomsky (1986), and/Birtgy (1987), treats the par-
asitic gap as the tail of a null-operator chain inside theiacljclause. One piece of evidence
for this comes from Kayne’s (1983) observation presentesktion 2.3.1.2 of chapter 2
that we witness island effects within the parasitic gap darmiehe mechanics of this anal-
ysis employ the notion of multiple derivational workspa¢is instance, see Chomsky
2000) whereby multiple syntactic objects can be constduictgoarallel. In the derivation
of (54), there will be a point when the two syntactic objedtsvgn in (55) will have been

constructed. The syntactic object on the left is the matiaxge following HNPS of the
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DP from its verb-adjacent position. The syntactic objecttmright is the adjunct clause
complete with a null-operator chain. (Following Nissenia{2000) | will suppress any
event/situation variables for expository purposes. Faseussion of their potential import

see Nissenbaum (2000:47, fn. 22).)

(55) FocusP t AdjunctP :(et)
2
FocusP {et) DP;
the documentary.. because he loveg
/Cl
Focus vP

Sam boughx;

As a null-operator structure, the parasitic gap domain ballinterpreted as a type
(et) abstraction over entities. Merging this AdjunctP with tlypdt FocusP will ulti-
mately present the standard methods of composition (Heimra&zer 1998) with a type
mismatch. The insight that we get from Nissenbaum (200@t8pis that the HNPS op-
eration effectively licenses the parasitic gap by creatirdgrived predicate in the matrix
clause with which the parasitic gap domain could be intégoreia Predicate Modifica-
tion (Heim & Kratzer 1998). To capitalize on this observationsdéinbaum suggests that
the parasitic gap domain in fact must be merged countereaisl below the displaced
DP with the type(et) . The result is the representation below in (56). Counter-
cyclically merging the parasitic gap domain creates arrimégliate piece of structure that
is interpreted as another predicate of individuals whigesathe displaced DP as its argu-

ment.
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(56) FocusP t

FocusP {et) DP;
Az.Sam-boughiz) A the documentary..
because-he-lovéd)

FocusP :(et) AdjunctP :(et)
Ax.Sam-bough) Ay.because-he-lovey)

/<\1 2

Focus vP

because he loveg

Sam boughk;

While this analysis accounts for many of the properties oégitic gap constructiorfs,
it is not straightforwardly compatible with the observasofrom the previous sections.
Recall the arguments from section 3.2 that HNPS cannotttargesition on the verbal
spine that is higher than the lowest point of attachment diguract clauses that are subject
to the Revised Larson’s Generalization. | suggested idstest the need to bind a parasitic
gap is licensing exceptional rightward movement. We alsoeadence in section 3.3 that
this rightward movement is indeed targeting positions welfond the reach of standard
HNPS. These observations suggest that it is not the HNP Sitpethat is responsible for
licensing a parasitic gap. Instead, as also suggested by &ibtiiller (2000) for German
wh-scrambling, it is the parasitic gap that is licensing thevement.

A second issue, which is recognized by Nissenbaum (2000addressed in his foot-
note 22 on page 47, concerns how the structure in (56) is lactusing interpreted. In
typical cases of clausal adjunction, rationale clausespteal adverbial clausebgecause

clauses, etc. are often thought to combine with the mataixss via a predication operation

8See Nissenbaum (2000:ch. 2) and Culicover 2001 for an exgediscussion of the properties of para-
sitic gaps constructions.
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as opposed to predicate modificatibin what follows | will present a theory of parasitic
gap licensing with a few revisions to the derivation promblsg Nissenbaum (2000) along-
side a few other assumptions, which | will gradually introdbelow and over the next
few subsections. Despite the derivational differences alernative theory will ultimately
generate something that resembles Nissenbaum’s (200@sergation for parasitic gap
configurations but permits composition without predicatadification.

First, instead of forcing the parasitic gap domain to mementer-cyclically below the
locus of HNPS, we will allow the parasitic gap domain to mergelically above the locus
of HNPS, just as it would under more standard circumstantis.result is shown below
in (57) where thébecausP has been adjoined to an extended verbal functional project

XP that dominates the DP that has undergone HNPS.

(57) XP : ?7
XP :t AdjunctP :(et)
Ay.because-he-loveg)
X°  FocusPt
2
FocusP f{et) DPy because he loveg

the documentary. .
1
Focus vP

Sam boughx;

The problem we encounter with this representation—and tigetloat Nissenbaum (2000)
works to avoid—is that it will ultimately result in a type migtch that renders tH&P]

node uninterpretable by the standard methods of compos$iton Heim & Kratzer (1998).

9For instance, see Beaver & Condoravdi (2003) on temporadraids, von Fintel & latridou (2005) and
Nissenbaum (2005) on rationale clauses, and the baselatgsaforbecauseomes from Lewis (1973).
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Assume that at least one of the conditions for the convereha derivation is that the
representation is entirely compositionally interpregabAccording to the EMM, then, an
application of movement that could permit interpretatitbtm node in (57) would be
licensed.

| suggest that the rightward displacement of the DP overdhenat clause does exactly
this. | will argue that the DRhe documentary.. undergoes an exceptional instance of
rightward movement beyond HNPS and over the clausal adjorecfposition adjoined to
the node and this has the effect of binding the parasitic gap anditting composition
of the adjunct clause with the matrix clause. A few words Wwél necessary here to see
exactly how the composition is supposed to be ensured by this movement operation.
If we consider the result of the proposed movement in (58)vethen we find that the
standard treatment of movement from Heim & Kratzer (1998) mat actually help here.
The binder index that is inserted along with movement wij)egr immediately below the
landing site of the displaced DP. This would serve to createrized predicate immediately
above thg XP] node, but it would do nothing to facilitate composition o&{iXP] node
itself.

(58) XP : ??

T

XP: 27 DP;

i . the documentary. .
/\ \\
\

AdjunctP :( |
/\ Ay.because-he- Iovexa)( !
X°  FocusPt /
P 2 )
FocusP X ,/
N because he loveg
Focus$ VP s 7

Sam boughk;
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To remedy this situation, we require a means for permittmmjgosition of the adjunct
clause and the matrix clause at node. One way to make this happen would be to
allow the semantic component of the grammar to ignore theédsimdex introduced by the
creation of the null-operator chain in the adjunct claudee method | would like to pursue
in order to permit such a thing is inspired by the proposahftasnik & Saito (1984) that
it is possible to delete movement traces at LF when (i) thepatacontribute to semantic
interpretation and (ii) when they are locally c-commandgdheir binder. The precise
details of that analysis can be set aside for our purposéswmuld like to suggest that, in
a similar way, it is possible to delete the material assediatith links in a movement chain
at LF so long as doing so does not inhibit compositionalitgrmduce an interpretation that
would otherwise be unavailable. For the case at hand, | gt it is possible, under
the right conditions, to delete the binder index introdubgdhe movement of the null-
operator in the adjunct clause. | will refer to this proceskdex Deletiorand suggest that
it applies at the LF interface.

By looking ahead to the structures in (62) and (63) below aresee how this would
serve as a solution to the problem of composition in (58),l&utis look more closely at
how this is supposed to work. To start formalizing the idest the need to apply Index
Deletion is motivating exceptional rightward movement,ill assert that its application is

subject to the condition in (59).

(59) Condition on Index Deletion (CID)
In the configuration:
(N[... % ... ]]
wheren is a numerical binder index ang is a variable bound by, Index Deletion

can deleta iff X, would remain bound.

This condition states that Index Deletion is possible ohiyré responsibility for binding
the relevant variable can be passed on to another availaiderb | assume that available

binders are defined by the conditions on semantic bindingnilgeKratzer 1998, Biring
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2005). At a minimum, this means that there must be a DP in anmatanding position
which carries the same index as the variable. Therefors by ivirtue of licensing Index
Deletion and, as we will see, ultimately permitting compiosi of the adjunct and matrix
clauses, that movement beyond standard HNPS to a positawe élbe clausal adjunct will
be licensed?

The CID can also be viewed as the enforcer of the stipulatian index Deletion is
not licensed to alter semantic interpretation. By reqgirihat an alternative binder be
available, the CID will prevent Index Deletion from turniagbound variable into a free
variable and picking up the direct object or some other giaté# its referent in this way.
This means that we correctly rule out a structure such as tieeiro (60) where a null-
operator chain is formed within an adjunct clause but noleidinder is supplied for the
resultant variable. Given the CID, it will not be possible fodex Deletion to delete the

binder index 2 (indicated bgtrikethrough) for the variablg and allow its treatment as a

free variable.
(60) *I met all your friendg 2 without having the chance to talkyg |.

This illuminates a potential issue for the analysis of péicagaps being developed here.
As of now, there is currently nothing that guarantees tharagitic gap will carry the same
index as the rightward shifted DP. This is a necessary ciomditn parasitic gap licensing
seeing as it is a property of such constructions that a gergsip necessarily refers to the
DP whose movement licenses its presence. This is also aahatursequence of the sys-
tem developed by Nissenbaum (2000) given the composittooid that analysis employs.
Regardless of the indices assigned to the shifted DP or tth@perator, it is because the

matrix clause and the parasitic gap domain are composedethcate modification that

10This analysis shares the problem of most theories of parasip licensing that it must simply be stipu-
lated that neither A-movement nor movement of the subjeenbes a parasitic gap in a clausal adjunct. See
Nunes (2001) for a sideward movement theory of parasitidigapsing that is claimed to derive these facts.
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the movement gap and the parasitic gap will necessarily badby the same DP (see
(56)).

In the present system as it currently stands, if the variaitlee pg site carries an index
other than the index carried by the licensing DP, the CID ndétessarily be violated by
deleting the binder index in the adjunct clause. In thisaditin, the conditions on bind-
ing cannot be satisfied since the variable and the poteritideb carry different indices.
The variable in thgog site would fail to remain bound in violation of the CID. Gealty
speaking, this is a desirable result of the CID for the sarasae as above; we want to pre-
clude the possibility of spuriously allowing treatment df@nd variable as a free variable.
Nonetheless, we require a way to ensure that the null-aperaties the same index as the
DP that licenses the parasitic gap.

One way of doing this is inspired by the sideward movemenb@aetof parasitic gap
licensing that is presented by Nunes (2001). For Nunes (2@@4d parasitic gap is the trace
of the licensing DP, which has been mowgdewardout of its base-position in the adjunct
clause and into the matrix clause before it undergoes furtttwement to a position that
c-commands the adjunct clause. An argument against thig gxze of approach can be
made on the basis of the asymmetric reconstruction facibugtetd to Kearny (1983) and
further discussed in Nissenbaum 2000 and Culicover 2001 (6As shows, a reflexive

anaphor can be reconstructed into the matrix clause, bubtwthe adjunct clause.

(61) a. [Which pictures of himsejf; did John selle;
before Mary had a chance to lookd; ?

b. * [Which pictures of himsejf; did Mary selle;
before Johphad a chance to look atg; ?

(Nissenbaum 2000:30, (14))

This is an observation that is captured naturally by a npéfator analysis of parasitic gap
whereby null-operators are content-less objects. In exidid being content-less, let it also

be a property of null-operators that they cannot be assitiredown binder index. Instead,
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a null-operator must inherit its binder index from some ofiaé DP in the derivation. Itis
by copying the binder index of the DP whose movement licetieeparasitic gap onto the
null-operator that the appropriate binder index ends ughervariable in the parasitic gap
site. As noted above, the CID ensures that it is the DP whas#gebindex was inherited
by the null-operator that ultimately ends up as an availabider for the variable in the
parasitic gap site. Otherwise, the relevant variable epdgaing unbound and violating
the CID.

With these pieces in place, we can now see precisely how gaoaprightward move-
ment of the DP ensures composition on the parasitic gap dowith matrix clause. Still
abstracting away from event/situation variables, let uspaa naive lexical entry fobbe-
causeas a typdt,tt) function that combines with two propositions and asse#sttie first
is the cause for the secondiPAQ;.CAUSE(Q,P). The structure in (62) below shows the
point in the derivation in which the adjunct clause with itdlfoperator structure has been
merged cyclically with the matrix clause. The null-operdtdherited the binder index 1
from the DPthe documentarand, subsequent to its movement, inserted this index at the
edge of the AdjunctP. This constituent now is a derived egéi of individuals and we

encounter the problem for composition that we saw in (58).

(62) XP : ?%
XP:t AdjunctP : (e tt)
T AYAQ.cAusE(he-lovedy;, Q)
X°  FocusP t
/\ 1

FocusP (et) DP; because he loveg

/<\ the documentary. .

1
Focus vP

Sam boughxk;
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At this point, an additional application of movement bey®idPS can repair the type
mismatch at th node and ensure compositionality by producing the appaitgodon-
figuration for an application of Index Deletion. This stepsiwn below in (63), where
movement has targeted a position immediately a.11 Deletion of the binder index
at the edge of the AdjunctP is licensed given the now aval&i#the documentargs a
binder for the variable in the parasitic gap site. Deletinig binder index now permits
the semantic component to interpret node in the “normal” way as typét) and
composing it with the matrix clause via Functional Applioat(Heim & Kratzer 1998) to
return a typd proposition. Finally, the index 1 introduced by the excepil application
of rightward movement will serve as the binder for both thealzey in the parasitic gap

and the variable in the source position dhe documentary

(63) XP :t

T

XP : (et) DP;
the documentary..

1
cAusE(he-lovedys, IR
Sam-bought) "

XP:t AdjunctP :(tt) !
AQ.cAusk(he-lovedy;, Q) /
X°  FocusP t /
P 1 )
FocusP x1 ,
N because he loveg
Focus vP N e

Sam boughk;

11 will address the locus of this instance of movement immiedijebelow in section 3.5.
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One particular benefit of this analysis is its generalizgbiFor any type of clausal adjunct
that can host a parasitic gap, this system would allow tleatsal adjunct to compose with
the matrix clause by way of the standard methods of compositVe do not need to posit
any special rules of composition or assume that clausahatfjibehave differently in the
presence of a parasitic gap than they would otherwise.

Before concluding, let us return briefly to a pair of examplest were introduced in
footnote 1. | have provided these examples in (64) and (6&wband | have suppressed

any grammaticality judgments for them.

(64) | offendede; by not recognizing him— [my favorite uncle from Cleveland

(65) | offendede; by not recognizing him— [every team member of the Red Sojgks

According to a number of native speakers that | have corutteese examples are an
improvement over examples like (54), which | repeat beloke ifference is whether the

potential parasitic gap site is filled with the pronomihah or the full DPmy aunt

(54) *1offendede; by not recognizing my aunt immediately —

[my favorite uncle from Clevelangd

Both of the anonymous reviewers foinguapoint out that the acceptability of such exam-
ples would not obviously follow directly from the accounath provided in section 3.2 or
from the formal analysis that | have provided here.

Assuming that these examples are acceptable, one revievesthat they can be made
to fit with the proposed analysis lifim is taken to be indicative of a type of resumption
strategy employed inside the adjunct clause. In the samethedya binder must be sup-
plied for a parasitic gap, so too could a binder be necessarthis pronounced version
of a parasitic gap. The marginality and dialectal variatioat | have observed with these
examples, then, could be attributed to a speaker’s abdigpell-out a parasitic gap as an

overt pronoun.
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Another possibility is that there is more than one path terlging exceptional right-
ward movement. Assume with Fox (1995, 2000), Reinhart (12956) and Takahashi
(2006) that movement can be licensed in the case that th# i®sm LF that produces a
semantic interpretation that would have otherwise beewailale. Continue to assume
that pronoun binding is a semantic phenomenon achieved wipegonoun carries a bind-
ing index that matches the binding index of a c-commandingB&m & Kratzer 1998,
Buring 2005). A possibility to be entertained is that exeamal movement of a DP past
one of the relevant clausal adjuncts is licensed in the ¢eddhe result is an LF in which
a new binding possibility is introduced. Basically, by ugtof creating an LF with a se-
mantic interpretation that would otherwise not be avadabiovement of the DPs in (64)
and (65) would be licensed. This analysis would also cdgreate out examples like (54)
with the full DPmy aunt Moving over the adjunct clause in this case would not resudh
LF that produces a semantic interpretation distinct froenitherpretation that results from
movement to a lower position. This is precisely the type @lgsis that | will propose for
our parasitic gap cases. The true success or failure of pipilscation of such an idea will
ultimately depend on distinguishing the cases in (64) a®) fi&@m other crossover phe-
nomena where we find that movement over a pronoun resistgiatja@oreference between
the moved element and the pronoun.

To conclude this subsection, it is interesting to note that wltimate effect of this
analysis is that the exceptional rightward movement of tikeli@comes an instance of
overt type-driven movement. Thus, it is analogous in waykéandependently argued for
covert operation of quantifier raising (May 1977, 1985, Rd85). In the same way that
a quantificational DP of typéet,t) must undergo an application of movement in order to
avoid the problem of a type mismatch with the tyee verb, so will the additional step of
movement at the point in the derivation shown in (63) repaype mismatch and permit

composition of the adjunct clause and the matrix clauses this ability to ensure the
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convergence of the spell-out domain that, according to #M&lElicenses what we have
seen is otherwise illicit rightward movement.

We will return to the EMM and its application in more detailsection 3.6, but, as-
suming this analysis to be the correct one, we are led to areisting conclusion about the

EMM, which is repeated below.

(53) Economy of Movement Metric (EMM)
If a derivation D of a spell-out domaim converges without some movement
operation, then B blocks a derivation B of a that includes that movement

operation.

The EMM as formulated is a transderivational economy cairdtr For us its reference set
contains derivations that involve rightward movement lmelystandard HNPS and deriva-
tions that do not. Because this exceptional movement isdypen, the metric on which
these derivations are being evaluated is not found in theagyor in the derivations them-
selves. Instead, whether or not a spell-out domain congasybeing determined by the
ability to interpret the LF representation of that spelt-damain. The reference set com-
putation performed by the EMM, then, must have access to Ehedmponent in order to

determine whether an instance of movement affects conweege

3.5 Potentially Successive-Cyclic Rightward DP-M ovement

Having seen up to this point that rightward DP-movement ieipially unbounded
when licensed by the presence of a parasitic gap domain,etktequestion that arises is
how this movement proceeds to its final landing site. It cpuéteed by way of successive-
cyclic operations of movement, as is often thought to be #se dor leftward movements
(e.g., Chomsky 1973, 1977), or it could proceed via a sirgig{distance step, as Sabbagh
(2007) argues is possible for instances of RNR of a DP thadmenable to an Across-the-

Board extraction analysis.
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In section 3.5.1 we will turn our attention to Nissenbaungsd@igm. Recall that this
represents the observation by Nissenbaum (2000) thatrootishs with multiple clausal
adjuncts adjoined to the verbal spine require a parasipdmaach clausal adjunct that is
crossed by rightward movement. | argue that this obsenvatimuld be interpreted as ev-
idence that the rightward displacement operation can ameggmes must involve succes-
sive applications of movement. Subsection 3.5.2 addresssase seemingly contradictory

results of this section and section 3.4.

3.5.1 Multiple Parasitic Gap Domains
Repeated below are the representative examples of NissergBaradigm that we saw

in (12).

(12) a. Kim promotect; without calling[pgi]
because she wanted to giN®y; | a raise —

[the guy with great referencigs

b. *Kim promotede; without calling[managemeit
because she wanted to giyey, | raise —

[the guy with great referencigs

c. *Kim promotede; without calling[pg]
because she wanted to gi@meonega raise —

[the guy with great referencigs

d. *Kim promotede; without callingmanagement
because she wanted to gi®meonega raise —

[the guy with great referencis

Nissenbaum notes of such examples with multiple adjunaisela that a parasitic gap
is required in each adjunct that has been crossed by theadespIDP. For Nissenbaum
(2000:61-64), this paradigm is a consequence of a requiretoeounter-cyclically ad-

join clausal adjuncts to a position above the binder indéwduced by the standard HNPS
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operation. This effectively forces any and all clausal adja that appear to the left of
the rightward shifted DP to compose with a tyfs) node in (55)). This in
turn requires that the adjunct clauses themselves be a(gfpearasitic gap domain. It
is in this way, in fact, that Nissenbaum accounts for theiriekry version of Larson’s
Generalization in (11).

In light of the claim that it is the presence of a parasitic gamain that is licensing
exceptional rightward DP movement, then the paradigm in ¢aR be seen as revealing
that this exceptional instance of displacement does natye\proceed via a single appli-
cation of movement. If this were the case, and movement of @aol¥Pposition where it
could provide a binder for a parasitic gap were freely atdédrom the point of view of
the EMM, it would be predicted that movement over an adjufaise without a parasitic
gap would be licensed by the presence of a parasitic gap igheehadjunct clause. More
concretely, in a structure like the one sketched in (66) ptiesence of the parasitic gap in
AdjunctP should be able to motivate the exceptional step of movemestt AdjunctR,

which lacks a parasitic gap.

(66)

XP
XP DP;

T

XP AdjunctR
vP AdjunctPy P91

N =~

v

/\
Vo VP

/\

Ve e

The contrast between (12a) and (12b) suggests insteaditttairestance of movement over

each adjunct clause must be independently licensed. Irstefrthe analysis being built
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here, there appears to be a requirement for the displaced Df®ve through a position
above each individual parasitic gap domain.

Still accepting that the derivation of a syntactic objesbires multiple spell-outs, we
can begin to formalize this requirement by assuming thattiean enriched inventory
of spell-out domains that lie between and also incluBeand CP (cf. Chomsky 2000,
2001). We can then assert that the adjunct clauses thatlaexsto the Revised Larson’s
Generalization necessarily reside in separate spell-omaéhs'? The effect is that the
EMM will be invoked multiple times in a configuration with ntigle clausal adjuncts.
It will evaluate an application of movement once in the spell domain containing the
lower adjunct clause and again in the spell-out domain acoinigthe higher adjunct clause.
This means that in a configuration with multiple parasitip g@mains, movement of the
displaced DP will by licensed by providing a means for eactushl adjunct to compose
with the matrix clause. To see this let us look closer at (1&2axh is provided below as

(67).

(67) Kim promotede; [without callingpg ]
[because she wanted to gipg; a rais¢—

[the guy with great referencis

We can pick up the derivation of this example at the point show(68). In the lower
spell-out domain XP, the DRhe guy... underwent an instance of exceptional movement
to the edge of XP immediately above tw¢houtP. In the same way as we saw in section
3.4.2, the EMM will have determined that the movement of PDRhe derivation of XP was
licensed by virtue of repairing the resulting type-misnhabetween thevithoutP, which

contains a parasitic gap, and the matrix clause.

12| will remain intentionally vague with regard to preciselgvathese ideas should be formalized. However,
in section 3.4.2 below, | will adopt the idea that spell-aitriggered whenever the derivation produces a
representation that would be convergent at the interfa@bata 2006, Narita 2011) and, specifically, when
it is convergent at the LF interface. Alternatively, one hiigursue the idea that every phrase constitutes a
spell-out domain (e.g. Muller 2011) or even that every agtit object produced in the course of a derivation
is a spell-out domain (Epstein & Seely 2002).
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(68) YP: ??

YP :t

AdjunctP : (e tt)

/\
Y®© XP:t 1
XP : (et) DP; because.. givez; a raise
/\ the guy..
AdjunctP : (tt)
/\
X° FocusP 1
Focus/P\xl without callingy,
/\
Focus vP

Kim promotedx;

The becausP has been merged into the structure above as part of a higékiosit
domain YP. Recall that this will be required by our constraigainst the two AdjunctPs
both being merged into the same spell-out domain XP. Thatsito now is a familiar one.
An additional application of movement of R0 Spec,YP is licensed in the derivation of
YP according to the EMM. It is this movement that will ensuoenposition of thébecause
and the matrix clause and, thus, ensure convergence of ¥ReBult is illustrated by the

example in (69) where we see the relevant partial representar the sentence in (67).
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(69)

YP :t
YP : (et) DP;
/\ the guy
YP :t 1 .
YP :t AdjunctP :(tt) N
/\ \\
Y© XP :t 1 \
/\ \\
XP : (et) DP; because.. givez araise |
/\ the guy. .. |
AdjunctP :(tt) i
/\ //
X¢ FocusP 1 y
FOC§\X1 without callingy; 7
/\ N . » P
Focus vP >

Kim promotedx;

While the present system will account for (67), we will stilquire something more

than what we have gathered up to this point in order to egtaetount for the ungrammat-

icality of (12b), which has been provided below as (70).

(70)  *Kim promotede; without calling[managemeit
because she wanted to giy®y | a raise —
[the guy with great referencis

Appropriately augmenting the present system will be thgppse of the following subsec-
tion. However, observe that we correctly rule out a deroratif (70) whereby the displaced

DP moves successive-cyclically through the edge of thelepell-out domain containing
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the withoutP. Recall from the discussion surrounding (51) in the previsubsection that,
according to the EMM, movement over an adjunct clause thatlgect to the Revised
Larson’s Generalization is unlicensed in the absence ofaspic gap. It is for the same
reason that movement to the edge of the lower spell-out dog@itaining thewithout?

that is illustrated by (68) will be unmotivated and, therefaunavailable in the derivation

of (70).

3.5.2 An Apparent Contradiction

The remaining problem that we face when it comes to accogritin (70) above is
that nothing as of yet tells us why movement of the DP canmoplyi be delayed until the
introduction of the higher adjunct clause with a parasiaip.gWaiting to move until this
point would essentially provide a means for circumventimg EMM violation incurred
by moving in the lower spell-out domain and would provide agible derivation for the
string. To completely rule out (70), it would appear that veegaloxically require some
way of forcing successive-cyclic movement against the efithe EMM.

The problem is slightly more serious once we recall Nissentis example of long-
distance rightward movement in (48) above and the modifiednge in (49). These ex-
amples are showing us that the need to permit the compositiarparasitic gap domain
licenses movement of a DP out of its containing clause. Bhit actually predicted un-
der our current set of assumptions. | have taken it to be the t&t derivations involve
multiple spell-outs of the syntactic object under condiacand that an application of
movement in a given spell-out domain is blocked in the caseitis deemed by the EMM
to be unnecessary for convergence. It was in this exact watyl ttuggested we rule out
a derivation of (70) that employed successive-cyclic mosetn Now, if we continue to
assume that at least CP constitutes a spell-out domaintiee® does not appear to be a
non-stipulative way to satisfy the EMM and license movenwdithe DP beyond the stan-

dard HNPS operation to the edge of the embedded CP in exai@@eand (49). On the
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basis of these data we should wish not to force successuolesity but to instead allow
long-distance non-successive-cyclic movement.

It appears, then, that the examples in (48) and (49) and taebe in (70) are placing
contradictory requirements on the system that has beerrooted thus far. The contra-
diction is only apparent, however, as both of these requergaican be accommodated by
following the claim in Abe (1993:173-176) and Fox & Peseté§05) generally, as well
as Sabbagh (2007) with respect to rightward movement iricpéat, thatA-movement
need not necessarily proceed successive-cyclitallynstead, independent principles of
the grammar may require that certain instances of movemeoépd successive-cyclically
via local applications of movement. Based on the discugfianhas preceded, we would
expect that requirements for LF convergence may lead teessoe-cyclic applications of
movement. | will show here that this assumption about movenire addition to maintain-
ing the EMM, provides a way of accounting for these seemioghtradictory data.

Let us begin by following Sabbagh’s 2007 analysis of RNR addpéng the basic
framework of Cyclic Linearization proposed by Fox & Pesgt&005). This system starts
with the proposal we have already adopted that derivatioossed cyclically via multiple
spell-outs of the syntactic object under construction. Wef@llow Ko (2007) in particular
in taking (at leastyP and CP to constitute spell-out domains. When one of thesseé
has been completely built, it is sent to the phonological gonent where it is fed into a
linearization algorithrLin. This algorithm will establish the relative linear ordertbe
syntactic elements and compile the information as a listeédch new spell-out domain is
spelled out, another set of linear ordering statementstabkshed and compiled. As per

the principle below, linear ordering statements can onlgded to the list.

13see also den Dikken (2009) and references therein for asisnuof the non-existence of successive-
cyclic movement through Spec,CP.

127



(71) Order Preservation
Information about linearization, once established at tigea a given Spell-out
domain, is never deleted in the course of a derivation.

(Fox & Pesetsky 2005:6)

Because ordering statements cannot be deleted, thendiutdhe the case that an ordering
statement established in one instance of spell-out cantsaain ordering statement estab-
lished in a preceding instance of spell-out, linearizatiauld fail. An unambiguous (or
antisymmetridollowing Kayne (1994)) ordering of the syntactic elemeiniglved could
not be produced. This means that no PF representation cewdddigned to the syntactic
object and it would therefore be illicit.

To briefly illustrate, assume thatandf in (72) are spell-out domains. At the point in
the derivation when the first spell-out domairhas been completely constructed (72a), it
will be spelled out and among the list of linearization staats collected will b&A < X
(read asA precedeX). If in the derivation of the higher spell-out domdi{72b),X moves
out ofa overAinto 3, thenX will precedea and everything in it at the spell-out gf The
linearization algorithm then will produce the orderingtetaentX < A, which contradicts
the ordering of these two elements that was previously ksttedol. This makeg an illicit

syntactic object as it cannot be assigned a legitimate Rieseptation.

v
(72) a. [aAX] b. *[gX[B[aAX]]
Lin(a): A< X Lin(a): A< X

Lin(B): X <B <A

Movement out of spell-out domains is of course possible apermitted in this theory
by requiring thaiX moves to the edge af before spell-out (73a). In this case, the ordering
statemenX < A is established at the spell-out of Further movement oX into 3 now

does not contradict the previously established orderiagstent at the spell-out 8f(73Db).
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v o]
(73) a. [qa X[AX]] b. [gX[BlaX[AX]]]]
Lin(a): X <A Lin(a): X < A
Lin(B): X <B <A

In this way, it is the requirement for order preservatiort fllaces movement to proceed
successive-cyclically through the edge of a spell-out dom&or any given instance of
movement, the need for successive-cyclic movement thrangddge position only arises
in the case that movement will alter the linear order of theagtic elements.

With this in mind, observe that rightward movemenobut of a will not necessarily
need to move through the edgecofConsider (74) in which the linear ordar X collected
at the spell-out ot will be preserved at the spell-out @fregardless of whether or nit
moves through the edge of. As Sabbagh (2007:581-582) argues, it is true for RNR,
as it is for any instance of movement, that non-successiekedong-distance movement
should in principle always be possible given that there agedther specific constraints on

[that instance of] movement.”

o
(74 a  [aAX] b [g[laAX]B]X]
Lin(a): A< X Lin(a): A< X

Lin(B): A<B<X

This is exactly how we account for the vanilla examples ohtigard movement and
parasitic gap licensing from section 3.4.2 as well as thengk@s of long-distance right-
ward movement, including (49) which has been repeated belMMiien there is only a
single parasitic gap licensing movement, it will in prineifpe possible for this movement
to proceed non-successive-cyclically a potentially umatmad distance as nothing forces it

to make any intermediate stops.

(49) Sam thinkgcp that you likeey |
because he saw you giVegi/*someonéa present —

[a new co-workdy.
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Let us consider the derivation of this example in (75) belowlevstill assuming that
minimally vP and CP constitute spell-out domains. The first stage ingheation, which
is shown in (75a), has the embedd&d constructed and spelled-out. The next two stages
of the derivation, which are both represented by (75b), sa# the embedded €Bnd the
matrix vP, constructed and spelled-out. At this point, DWill have remained inside the
embeddedP; seeing as there has been no motivation provided to do otbeacording
to the EMM. In (75c) we reach the point in the derivation whiea parasitic gap domain is
adjoined to the matrix clause. Even though movement of W&s not licensed when the
EMM was consulted at the previous instance of spell-outEfké will permit movement
of DP; at the current stage in order to provide a binder for the [aragp and ensure
convergence of CP Furthermore, because PMPad not previously been ordered with
respect to thdecauseclause, the two may freely permute so long as no other argeri

statements are contradicted in the process.

(75) a. [wp, You like [pp a new co-worker.. |1 |

Lin(vPy): you < like < DPy

b.  [w, Sam thinkgcp, that you[yp, like [pp & new co-worker.. |1 ]]
Lin(vPy): you < like < DPy
Lin(CPy): that< you < like < DPy

Lin(vP2): Sam< thinks < that< you < like < DPy

C. [cp, Sam|yp, thinks|cp, that you[yp, like e‘l 1]

because he saw you giyen a presenfa new co-worker;]
Lin(vPy): you < like < DPy
Lin(CPy): that< you < like < DPy
Lin(vP;): Sam< thinks < that< you < like < DP;
(

Lin(CP,): Sam< thinks< that< you < like < becausP < DP;
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Of course, this type of long-distance non-successivei@tclis not compatible with
the common treatment of movement as a result of an Agreeaeditip (Chomsky 2000,
2001). Itis typically thought that Agree is a necessariidlooperation that is unable to tar-
get elements acros® and CP layers (e.qg., tihase Impenetrability Conditiog©€homsky
2001). However, as | noted at the end of section 3.4.2, thigwiard movement operation,
which we have thus far treated as being motivated by the relgidd the parasitic gap, can
be viewed as an instance of type-driven movement as opposedttire-driven movement.
Thus, the step of movement over the adjunct clause need tinghered by an Agree rela-
tionship and should not necessarily be subject to the saraétipconditions that constrain
the trigger for what are considered feature-driven movesen

We are now finally in a position to account for the ungramnaditiz of (66), which is

repeated again below.

(66) * Kim promotede; without calling[managemeit
because she wanted to giyey | raise —

[the guy with great referencis

Given the new technology that we have gained in this sectidrat goes wrong in this
example lies in the earlier assertion that adjunct claussgsare subject to the Revised Lar-
son’s Generalization reside in separate spell-out dontatveeen/P and CP along with an
assumption regarding the nature of the trigger for speil-aet it be the case, following
Obata (2006) and Narita (2011), that spell-out is triggeneahediately whenever a struc-
ture is built that would produce a convergent LF. The intehdtect is that if a clausal
adjunct that is subject to Larson’s Generalization is meigéo the derivation without a
parasitic gap, spell-out will immediately be triggereddrefthe derivation proceeds. Im-
portant for the present discussion is that spell-out willrigggered prior to movement since
the resulting structure will converge according to the EMWhat this means for (66) is that

the rightward movement of DRwill be properly licensed by the presence of the parasitic
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gap in thebecauseclause, but the movement will result in the production aftcadictory
linearization statements in the course of the derivation.

Consider the derivation of (66) below to see how this is treecd he first step of the
derivation in (76a) shows the point at which #iiehas been built and spelled out. The stage
of the derivation in (76b) is the point at which the spell-damain XP containing the lower
adjunct clause has been built. Because there is no pargapia thewithoutP requiring
a binder, the EMM deems rightward movement of;0Rer thewithoutP unlicensed at
this point and it will remain in theP. At spell-out, then, a linearization statement will be
gathered stating that Qprecedes thavithoutP. The example in (76¢) shows the point at
which the spell-out domain YP containing the higher adjutatise has been built. The
becausP is a parasitic gap domain and, therefore, rightward mownewofethe DP is both
licensed and required to a position above bleeausP. However, because this movement
will result in a linearization statement which says thatwhenoutP precedes the DP, con-
tradictory linearization requirements arise and the stmecis rendered unpronounceable

and, therefore, ungrammatical.

(76) a. [w Kim promoted[pp the guy... |1]
Lin(vP): Kim < promoted< DPy

b. [xp [vp Kim promoted|pp the guy. .. |1] without calling management
Lin(vP): Kim < promoted< DPy
Lin(XP): Kim < promoted< DP; < withoutP

c. *lyp [xp [vp KiIMm promotede“l] withoutP |
because she wanted to gipg; a raise[pp the guy... ]1]
Lin(vP): Kim < promoted< DP;
Lin(XP): Kim < promoted< DP; < withoutP

Lin(YP): Kim < promoted< withoutP < becausf < DP;
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In short, by not being able to move to the edge of the speloatain containing the lower
adjunct clause (given the lack of a parasitic gap) a set diradittory ordering statements
are produced by any subsequent rightward movement.

The preceding discussion has employed several aspects syskem that has been de-
veloped over the past few subsections. | have argued théitappns of movement are
evaluated at the level of each spell-out domain. This has bwenalized as the EMM in
(53). I have also proposed that spell-out has a rolling &iggat sends the syntactic object
off for interpretation at the interfaces whenever the reawoluld converge at LF and, fur-
thermore, that the adjunct clauses that are subject to thisékeLarson’s Generalization
cannot occupy the same spell-out domain. Looking back, wesea these pieces working
together in the acceptability of (67), which contained npldt parasitic gap domains that
license successive-cyclic movement. The rightward movdsnever each adjunct clause
illustrated in (68) and (69) are appropriately licensedhmy presence of a parasitic gap in
each of them. The result is that the displaced DP moves thrthegedge of each spell-out
domain containing an adjunct clause. At each instance ehtiaation, then, the right-
ward moving DP will continuously be linearized to the rightloe elements being merged
into the structure and, in this way, it avoids being involwedontradictory linearization
statements.

We arrive at point, then, where the rightward DP-movememtefest is not inherently
successive-cyclic, but will proceed successive-cydifoahen this is made necessary by
independent requirements in the grammar. What we have separiicular is that this
rightward movement might proceed successive-cyclicallyrder to produce a convergent
LF and, as an effect, this facilitates the linearizationhef tlisplaced element.

This raises an interesting issue regarding the architectuthe grammar. If the analy-
sis presented here is correct, then we are finding that y;mtaovement can be licensed
to ensure convergence at LF but movement cannot be licensedisure convergence at

PF. Contra Fox & Pesetsky (2005), we have failed to observeessive-cyclic movement
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purely for the purposes of producing a pronounceable stilihgs is suggestive of an asym-
metric model of the grammar in which the syntax prioritizes heeds of the LF compo-
nent over those of the PF component. This is very much likéltRd=irst” organization of
the grammar proposed by Bobaljik & Wurmbrand (2012). Puyamply, in that system
derivations compete to provide a single most economicatssmtation for interpretation at
LF. The most economical candidate from this set of compstitten serves as the input to
PF, which then works to most economically translate theasgmtation for the articulatory-
phonetic interface. This idea is also represented in thee\wkehave adopted that spell-out
is triggered precisely when LF convergence would be guaeaht

In terms of the analysis that we have seen over the past fetiosgcmovement is
employed in the most economical way possible to produceargewt LFs. When the most
economical derivation for producing a representation tbat/erges at LF can be properly
linearized at PF, we get a fully convergent derivation (78hen the most economical
derivation for producing a representation that convergkes aannotbe properly linearized

at PF, we get a derivation that fails to fully converge andj essult, is ungrammatical (76).

3.6 TheDifferencein Licensing Conditions

Part of the puzzle that was laid out in section 3.1 asked wétyatlld be the case that we
observe a constraint like the Revised Larson’s Generaizan the context of rightward
movement, but not leftward movement. This is the contrasblserve between pairs like
(7) and (13), which have been repeated below. The paraapiaghe rightward movement

configuration in (7) is obligatory, but a parasitic gap isiopal withwh-movementin (13).

(7) a. | offendece; by not recognizingpg: immediately —

[my favorite uncle from Clevelangd

b. *I offendede; by not recognizing my aunt immediately —

[my favorite uncle from Clevelangd
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(13) a. [Who|; did | offende; by not recognizingpgs immediately?

b. [Who|; did | offende; by not recognizing my aunt immediately?

On the account of parasitic gap licensing that we find in Nibaeim 2000wh-movement
targets a position at the edge of tHethat is comparable to the position targeted by HNPS.
This makes the presence or absence of a parasitic gap in thextof leftward move-
ment similarly dependent on whether the adjunct is born aglleoperator structure and
is merged counter-cyclically below the moveti-phrase (77) or whether it was born as a

proposition that is merged cyclically above the mowddphrase (78).

(77) vP (78) vP
vP AdjunctP WHy vP
TN =~
WHjy VP vP AdjunctP
% s T
......... X... .. pg.

The account that | will propose for these data lies in theed@fihce between the licensing
conditions that we can ascribe to each type of movement. BBIRS and movement of a
wh-phrase can be licensed by their ability to license a pacagip in exactly the same way
as we have seen above. What makes a parasitic gap necessatycomes down to how
far HNPS andvh-movement are able to move a DP independent of a parasitiddBS
is focus-driven only as far as an inner projection of edomain. It is the parasitic gap
domain that is responsible for any further movement. On therchand, wh-movement is
driven beyond theP domain to the CP domain entirely independent of a paragfc By
making the reference set computation for the EMM sensitivkis distinction, the apparent
optionality of a parasitic gap becomes an issue of wheth@ement past a clausal adjunct
can ever be part of the most optimal derivation. We will lodokhaw this will work for

rightward movement andh-movement in section 3.6.1 and section 3.6.2 respectively.
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3.6.1 The Dependence of Rightward M ovement

We asserted previously that the particular clausal adjun@t) is a member of a group
of High Adjuncts that appear no lower than some XP that nec#gslominates the locus of
standard HNPS. It was for this reason that HNPS is unableoss@ clausal adjunct under
normal circumstances. This is the basic picture that isgortesi by the pair of structures in

(79) and (80).

(79) XP (80) *XP
XP AdjunctP XP DP,
TN e my favorite
Xe FocusP by...... _ uncle. ..
XP AdjunctP
/\ A
FocusP DP; X FocusP by......
my favorite /\
Focu$ vP uncle... FocusP X1
| offendedx; Focus vP
| offendedx;

Still working under the idea that HNPS serves to indicates@ngational focus, the EMM
provides a way to capture this claim.

The idea is basically that HNPS produces an LF that convesges particular inter-
pretation and we are observing that this interpretationb@achieved in the position that
we have labelled FocusP. Any further applications of mowaménich are not required to
produce a convergent LF representation with the intendeddretation will necessarily be
blocked. This means specifically that the reference seh®EMM will contain both the
structure in (79) and the structure in (80). It is importamnbte that a structure with a
parasitic gap will necessarily be missing from this refeeeset. Either by requiring an LF

with a unique interpretation (Fox 2000, Reinhart 2006, Talshi 2006:€e.g.,) or by starting
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from different numerations (Chomsky 1995:e.g.,), theagctiires cannot be directly com-
pared with structures that do not contain a parasitic gagw®&sn the structure (79) and
the structure in (80), it is (79) that provides the most ecoical application of movement
towards producing a convergent LF with the intended inttggion. For this reason, it is
(79) which will always block (80) and effectively keep HNP®h targeting a position
above FocusP under normal circumstances. at

The exceptional rightward movement of the DP beyond FoausRuctures like we've
seen in (81) below was argued in section 3.2 and 3.4 to besketkhy the need to repair

the type-mismatch induced by the presence of the parasifiérgthe clausal adjunct.

(81)
DP,
////////“\\\\\\\\ my favorite
uncle...
Adjunct
FocusP
Focus
| offendedxy

What makes the rightward movement in this example excegitiari course, is that stan-
dard HNPS is unable to target a position above FocusP. Frenpaimt of view of the
EMM, what makes this case different from the examples witteoparasitic gap like in
(80) is that there is no structure in the reference set thrapetes with (81) and which does
not move the DP beyond FocusP. All such derivations woulddgiroduce a representa-

tion that would converge at LF and meet the intended intéyergoals related to licensed
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the parasitic gap. The absence of such structures from feeenee set computation has
two consequences.

First, we expect that the examples from Williams (1990), imalk we observe right-
ward movement that does not target a position above the etdjlause will not be possible.
These examples, like in (79), avoid an application of movarirethe derivation of the XP
containing the clausal adjunct. However, the resultingesgntation would not converge
at LF seeing as the type-mismatch between the parasiticgapid and the matrix clause

would not be repaired and and would render the structuregenpretable.

(82) *I [y metey yesterdayall your friends; |
without really having the chance to talk pay.

(Williams 1990:267)

Second, in the presence of a parasitic gap, there will be nugtstes that are more
economical than those that involve movement beyond Foauspbsition above the par-
asitic gap domain. In other words, we correctly predict thiate the parasitic gap has
been licensed, the rightward displaced DP will not contittuendergo movement. A rel-
evant example is (12c) from Nissenbaum’s Paradigm, whicavelprovided in (83) for

convenience.

(83) *Kim promotede; without calling[pg;]
because she wanted to gi®meonega raise —

[the guy with great referencigs

In exactly the same way as above, the application of movemest thebecausf here
will not be necessary to produce a representation that cgeset LF with the intended
interpretation. Part of what it means for the presence ofasiiéc gap to license otherwise
unavailable movement, then, is that this movement operatézessarily becomes part of

the most economical structure available.
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3.6.2 Thelndependence of L eftward Movement

Thinking along the same lines as above, we can observe disagnidistinction be-
tween HNPS and theh-movement. Whereas the interpretation of HNPS is achiettitka
low FocusP, the interpretation of the constituent questiernave in (13) relies on moving
thewh-phrase to a position where it takes scope over the assendent of the utterance

at the level of a CP. This is what we see in (84).

(84) CP
DP CP
Who, /\
c° IP
did
DP IP
| /\
[° XP
XP AdjunctP
T A
X° vP by......
X1 vP
T
offendx;

Importantly, this means thavh-movement in English will always be independently Ii-
censed to move past the relevant clausal adjuncts. Consygulee instance of movement
that takes avh-phrase past a clausal adjunct will be entirely independémt parasitic
gap. From the point of view of the EMM, producing a convergeRtwith the intended
interpretation of a constituent question requires an appbn of movement that targets a
position that is higher than the clausal adjuncts that abgestito the Revised Larson’s
Generalization.

Let us continue to assume that spell-out has a rolling tritig results in various nodes

on the verbal spine acting as spell-out domains over theseafra derivation. | suggested
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in section 3.5 that structures that are interpretable atetw of LF will serve as spell-
out domains. These minimally includ® as well as the extended verbal projections that
house our clausal adjuncts of interest. Given the assertib@yclic Linearization that we
adopted in section 3.5.2yet+phrase in direct object position like in (13), which is rafes
below, will need to move to the edge of thié to avoid gathering contradictory linearization
statements following further movement to Spec,CP. Thishatwve see illustrated roughly
in (85). If thewh-phrase were to remain in-situ as in (86), it could not subseatly be

re-ordered with respect to the othét-internal material.

(13) Whaq did | offende; by not recognizing pgi/my aunt] immediately?

(85) [cpWhoy [ C° ... [\p Wher | | offend Wher ]]]]
Lin(vP): Who < | < offend
Lin(CP): Who < C° < | < offend

(86) *[cpWhoy [C° ... |yp | offend Whex |]]]
Lin(vP): I < offend < Who
Lin(CP): Who < C° < | < offend

The motivation for the intermediate step of movement of wreelement to SpeeP is
relatively straightforward for Fox & Pesetsky (2005). Tiesa step of movement that is
made necessary by the need to produce a representatiorotivarges at PF. However, |
denied this as a possible motivation for movement in se@iér2. Recall that we found
that movement cannot be motivated purely to facilitaterpritability at PF. Thus, we lose
the ability to explain the need for successive-cyaliemovement through the edge ®
with the theory of Cyclic Linearization.

There are many ways we could imagine making up for this logxplanatory power,
however. An intermediate step of movement oklaelement (or any element) could be
driven by the need to check an intermediate occurrence ohgasior underspecified fea-

ture (Collins 1997, Muller 1999, Chomsky 2001, McCloské&02). Alternatively, there
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may be a pressure for thrdrelement to evacuate the direct object position due to arfeat
mismatch between theh-element and its local environment (e.§urvive Stroik 1999,
2009) or due to an inability to interpret threh-element in-situ due to its quantificational
nature (viz., QR). All that is required to remain consisteith the picture presented here
is that the need to move in some way ensures LF-convergenoe.reBult, in the same
was as we observed for rightward movement in section 3.5IRbevthat linearization is
facilitated.

The relevant question now is going to be whether or nowthg@hrase will also take a
step of movement through the edge of the XP on its way to Sjped,ese two options are

presented in (87) and (88).

87) XP (88) *XP
XP AdjunctP DP xP
/\ — . Wh01
G VP by...... XP AdjunctP

DP VP XO VP by ......

Whoy " T

| offend x; X1 vP
| offend X1

In the absence of a parasitic gap, there will be no need fomtlhphrase to undergo an
application of movement at this point in the derivation. Degivation of XP will produce
a structure that converges at LF without an application o¥entent of thewh-phrase.
In terms of economy, the structures in (87) and (88) will be pathe same reference set
computation. The representation in (87), however, willessarily block the representation
in (88). The derivation that generates (87) does so withoutstance of movement that is
redundantly employed in the derivation for (88).

This case of leftward movement is superficially very simt@athe case of rightward

movement in section 3.6.1 above. Movement to the edge ofplé- sut domain contain-
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ing the clausal adjunct is unmotivated in the absence ofasgiar gap. Basically, there will
always be a more economical structure in the reference aetittesn’t involve this move-
ment. What crucially separates the leftward movement case the rightward movement
case, as noted above, is that the leftward movement is indepdly required to move be-
yond the clausal adjunct into Spec,CP. Thus, while we sawthiegack of a parasitic gap
traps a rightward moved DP in a low position, thl-phrase is guaranteed a second chance
to continue movement beyond tkieé domain. Being afforded this second chance provides
the means to move past the clausal adjunct in the absenceapésitic gap exactly as we
saw in (84).

When there is a parasitic gap in the clausal adjunct, thetsitn becomes familiar
again. The parasitic gap domain will not be able to compogk thie matrix clause by
way of our standard methods of composition. In the same wayeasaw for rightward
movement in section 3.4, movement of tiwk-phrase to the edge of the XP containing
the parasitic gap domain provides a way to produce a syotagiresentation such as (89)
which will avoid a type mismatch and converge at LF.

(89) XP
/\
Who, XP
XP

T

AdjunctP

XO/\P
v by...pg...

X1 vP

N

| offend x;

Since it is only by moving to the edge of XP that XP will be a cergent structure at

LF, then the reference set computation will only have actesdructures that move the
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wh-phrase to XP. In this sense, the parasitic gap is againdicgrmovement that would
otherwise be blocked by economy considerations.

What appears to be optionality of a parasitic gap in a singihdiguration, can really be
reduced the availability of two non-competing derivatiopeths for creating a constituent
guestion. It is the independent requirement to interprehghrase in the CP domain that

makes possible either of the two derivations in (87) or (89).

3.7 Summary

The primary goal of this chapter was to provide an accountlerobservation by
Larson (1989) that rightward DP-movement past particdewsal adjuncts requires a par-
asitic gap. As | argued in section 3.2, this rightward mowetrie exceptional in that
rightward DP-movement is not otherwise able to target atijpmsabove these particular
adjuncts. Inspired by an observation from Heck & Muller@2 | suggested that the ex-
ceptional movement is licensed in the presence of a paragsifi. Using the basic analysis
of parasitic gap constructions developed by Nissenbau®d)2&s the groundwork, | for-
malized this analysis in section 3.4 in terms of the abilitythee exceptional movement
to permit composition of the matrix clause and the adjuratisé at the level of LF. This
led us to an interesting picture of the grammar in which, ftbmperspective of syntactic
movement, convergence at LF is prioritized over converget®F.

This analysis also comes with the benefit of allowing us to/jpl®an account for the
fact that leftward movement over the same adjunct clauses dot necessitate a parasitic
gap. The reason for the asymmetry can be attributed to tlferelifce in licensing con-
ditions. Whereas rightward DP movement beyoRdis exceptionally licensed to ensure
composition of a parasitic gap domaimirmovement will independently be licensed to a
position where thevh-phrase takes scope over the asserted content. In Endiliskvitl li-
cense movementto Spec,CP and will do so entirely independdre presence of a clausal

adjunct or a parasitic gap.
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It was also argued in sections 3.3 and 3.5 that rightward mew and the licensing of
parasitic gaps is similar to certain cases of RNR of DPs aiegto Sabbagh (2007). Both
can in principle be seen as unbounded movement operationsay be forced to proceed
successive-cyclically by a confluence of constraints eefat interface components. The
emerging picture from these two studies on rightward movernsethat they may not in
principle differ from analogous types of leftward DP-mowvamh The Revised Larson’s
Generalization and the unique locality conditions can lesved as superficial differences
that happen to be reflexes of the principles of linearizatind the EMM. If the analysis
presented here turns out to be the correct one, the reatatiffe between leftward and
rightward DP-movement does not obviously lie in the actuathanism that is responsible
for movement. Instead the observable differences may bbibwatible to the particular
factors that license and constrain any given instance olemewt, leftward or rightward.

However, this still leaves us with a major question: why aagtipular movements lin-
earized rightward and others leftward? The answer, | wokddtd speculate, may be found
in the correlation that exists, at least in English, betwibendirection of an instance &
movement and the domain it targets. Leftw#dnovements are those movements that
target a CP layer. The instance of rightward movement exadnirere, on the other hand,
is an instance oA-movement targeting theP domain (under standard circumstances). If
we can understand this behavior as an effect of the inteffppatdependent version of the
EMM explored in section 3.6, we can reframe this questionnnnderesting way: why
are short movements (HNPS) being linearized to the righilebng movementswh
movement) are being linearized to the left?

A promising line of research could start from the idea thatéhs a strong pressure to
preserve the linear order of the elements intRedomain (Muller 2001, 2004, Williams
2003, Fox & Pesetsky 2005). The failure to preserve the avtithve vP we could under-
stand as a conflict with information-structural constraiah the presentational order of

particular discourse referents in higher domains suchea€Bylayer.
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CHAPTER 4
MODELLING EXTRAPOSI TION FROM NP

This is the first of the chapters that turn our attention ta&pasition from NP (EXNP)
configurations. Our primary concern here is to understaadéhnivation of such structures.
At stake in particular is where the extraposed material regeted. There are analyses of
EXNP suggesting that the extraposed material is genenatié iusual position inside the
host and some additional mechanism, either in the syntax BFaresults in the discon-
tinuous constituency (e.g., Ross 1967, Chomsky & Lasnik’1B@x & Nissenbaum 1999,
de Vries 2002). Other analyses argue that the extraposeerialds generated outside
of the host in a position adjoined to the verbal spine (e.gzHemont & Culicover 1990,
Koster 2000, Webelhuth et al. 2013). It is fair to say thaergavork on EXNP has largely
begun to converge on the idea that extraposed material evggexd in a position external
to its host.

We will probe the issue by proposing and investigating a nemnectivity diagnostic.
With a focus on the extraposition of relative clauses froraatiobjects, we will find that the
extraposed material can be interpreted as if it were insglledst. The argument is based
around the finding that a negative polarity item (NPI) licesh# the restrictor argument of

a host headed bgveryremains licensed in an extraposed position (1).

(1) a.  WetooKpp every guesicp Who ateanyof the potato salaf to the hospital.

b. We took|pp every guest; to the hospital

[cp Who ateanyof the potato salai.

Given that NPIs are otherwise not licensed when they areagwed in the nuclear scope

of every a tight relationship between the extraposed material b@dhost is implicated in
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the licensing of the NPI. | will argue below that this findirsgnost naturally accounted for
in theories of EXNP that generate the extraposed materthkimestrictor argument of the
host.

The chapter is organized as follows. In section 4.1 | willtfbsefly outline the major
representatives of the two competing classes of analysdsXblP mentioned above as
well as the predictions they make with respect to the abibtynterpret the extraposed
material inside the host. | will propose to distinguish bedw classes of analyses of EXNP
on the basis of where the extraposed material generated ingmleoutsidedichotomy

gives us the following two classes:

I. Host-External Analyses

Extraposed material is generated external to its host DP.

Il. Host-Internal Analyses

Extraposed material generated internal to its host DP.

Section 4.2 establishes the licensing pattern for varideks i the restrictor argument
of the quantifiereveryand introduces the phenomenon as a connectivity diagrostan
extraposed relative clause. Of particular consequendebwithe observation thavery
is incapable of licensing an NPI in material that is adjoit@the verbal spine regardless
of the configuration. NPIs are only licensed in material ibagenerated in the restrictor
argument of the host. In section 4.3 we will see the resul@nofcceptability judgment
study that tested the predictions made by the differenselef analyses and the intuitions
reported in (1). This study reveals that participants bijialetect the contrast between
NPIs in extraposed material that are licensed or unlicebgdtie head of the host. Based
on these results, | argue that extraposed material can bgiated as if it were in the
restrictor argument of its host and, furthermore, that ihite state of affairs predictexd

priori by the Host-Internal analyses of EXNP.
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In light of the experimental data presented in section 4e8tisn 4.4 evaluates the
available Host-Internal analyses. | ultimately suggest the theory of EXNP proposed by
Fox & Nissenbaum (1999), whereby extraposition is pa@siti covert movement of the
host, most adequately accounts for the range of facts thatilveee. Given the amount of
support that Host-External analyses have accumulatetipsdcs presses the investigation
slightly further to ask whether the derivation of EXNP configtions might employ either
a Host-Internal or Host-External mechanism. | argue thatsame Host-Internal analysis
from Fox & Nissenbaum (1999) may on its own provide sufficemipirical coverage with

respect to the data examined here. Finally, section 4.6 suin@s and concludes.

4.1 Two Competing M odels of Extraposition from NP

One way of carving up the logical space for possible analgé&XNP is with regard
to the proposed relationship between the extraposed rabaed the host. Accounts may
also differ with respect to whether the host is interpreteditu or ex-situ or perhaps with
respect to precisely where the extraposed material is spfoleor the time being, these
are issues that can be treated as orthogonal to the quest@ma. We will initially be
concerned with the distinction between what | refer tddast-ExternalandHost-Internal

analyses of EXNP.

IRecent overviews and critiques of EXNP analyses can be fauBaltin (2005) and Webelhuth et al.
(2013).

2 A set of analyses, which | will not directly address here heerion-syntactic analyses of EXNP. These
analyses suggest that the extraposed word order is the osallpost-syntactic reordering process (e.g.,
Chomsky & Lasnik 1977, Rochemont 1978, Gobbel 2013, Hufaterank 2014). The results of the inves-
tigation reported in section 4.2 and 4.3 are compatible aithlyses. However, | will argue in section 4.4
they should be dispreferred to syntactic approaches to EXiN&ldition to the arguments presented there,
I would point to a number of syntactic and semantic effects$ biave been identified with extraposition op-
erations (e.g., Williams 1974, Guéron 1980, Taraldseri1@iéron & May 1984, Rochemont & Culicover
1990, Fox & Nissenbaum 1999, Fox 2002, Bhatt & Pancheva 20(tl)ggest that at least some instances of
EXNP, including those considered in this thesis, are syittac
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4.1.1 Host-Internal Approachesto EXNP
4.1.1.1 Subextraction: Ross 1967

| will refer to those analyses of EXNP which suggest that thieaposed material is
generated inside the host as Host-Internal analy/Sese initial formulation of the EXNP
operation by Ross (1967) is among the Host-Internal claappfoaches to EXNP. On this
analysis EXNP is an operation that extracts the extraposeerral out of its host and right

adjoins it to what Ross called the first cyclic node (2).

(2) I met[pp a linguiste; | this morning[cp who is from East Africd;.
| )

For Ross, the only cyclic node was CP. However, Baltin (19481) and Guéron
(1980) and later Rochemont & Culicover (1990) observedttimextraposed material does
not always behave as if it were adjoined to CP. The contrgsgfiammaticality patterns in
examples (3) and (4), which have been adapted from BaltiB1(P®9), suggest that the
height of the extraposed material correlates with the hafthe host. The contrast in (3)
can be taken to show that a relative clause extraposed froi ia Direct object position
cannot be stranded by a VP-fronting operation and so musatiepthe VP constituent.
The contrast in (4), on the other hand, suggests that thestippse true of a relative clause
extraposed from a DP in subject position. The extraposadivelclause cannot be treated

as part of the VP constituent with respect to a VP-frontingrapion.
(3) a. |[vpInvite [pp SOmeoné; tomorrow|cp Who is from East Africd; |2
though we may, ...

b. *[vp Invite [pp SOMeoné; |2

though we may [cp who is from East Africdy, ...

3 A major Host-Internal analysis of EXNP that | will not dirgctaddress in this section is the strand-
ing approach that was pursued initially by Kayne (1994).iataons on this type of account can be found
in Rochemont & Culicover 1997. | refer the reader to resedrghWilder (1995), Biring & Hartmann
(1997), Rochemont & Culicover (1997), Koster (2000), dee€r{2002), Vicente (2003), Sheehan (2010),
and Webelhuth et al. (2013) for arguments addressing trenabtlity of such accounts of EXNP.
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(4) a. *[vpInvited[cpWho is from East Africd; |2

though[pp someonéd; may have bees, ...

b. [vp Invited |, though[pp someoné; may have bees;

[cpWho is from East Africdy, ...

From these facts Baltin (1981) suggests that a phrase esedgrom a direct object cannot
target a position above VP while a phrase extraposed frosutbject must target a position

above VP and, for Baltin, even above the subject’s surfaséipo.

4.1.1.2 QR+Late-Merge: Fox & Nissebaum 1999

Fox & Nissenbaum (1999) and later Fox (2002) argue for a Hastnal analysis of
EXNP that capitalizes on the Copy-Theory of movement (CHhgnmi®995) and a single-
output model of grammar (Bobaljik 1995, Brody 1995, Groat &€il 1996). For them,
the host DP first undergoes an application of Quantifier RgiEQR) to the edge of VP as
shown in (5a) below. The extraposed material is subsequietd-merged into the higher
copy of the host (as in Lebeaux 1988), which will be the copgnoement that is deleted
at PF (5b)}

(5) a. [vp[ve I met|ppa linguist] this morning| [pp a linguist] |
\ 4

b. [ve [vp | met [pp a linguist] this morning| [pp atinguist

[cpwho is from East Africd] |

4.1.1.3 Asyndetic Coordination: de Vries 2002

A non-movement approach to EXNP of the Host-Internal vgiigbffered by de Vries
(2002:ch.7). Following Koster’s (2000) theory Bérallel Construa)] which we will see
in the following section, the extraposed material is para ghrase projected from a null

Boolean operator and is conjoined with the matrix clause,(asyndetic coordination).

4More accurately, Fox & Nissenbaum (1999) argue that thiswowefor EXNP is restricted adjuncts. As
Lebeaux (1988) points out, complements seem to resishiatge.
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For de Vries (2002), the second conjunct of the asyndeticdioation phrase (&:P) con-
tains not only the extraposed material but also a secondriarwe of the matrix clause

coordinate (6).

(6) | [e:p [vp Met a linguist this morning

[a:p & [vp met|pp alinguist[cp who is from East Africd] thismerning]]]

As illustrated with strikethrough text, the EXNP word ordtethe result of targeting every-

thing in the second conjunct with ellipsis except for the@gbsed material.

4.1.2 Host-External Approachesto EXNP
4.1.2.1 Complementation: Rochemont & Culicover 1990

An alternative set of analyses, which I will refer to as HEgternal analyses, suggest
that the extraposed material is base-generated in a poshat is external to the host.
Host-External analyses can be traced back to a suggestart &-extraposition from
NPs by Guéron (1980:642) that was subsequently applied usrdd & May (1984:sec.
2) to result-clause and relative clause extraposttidfor Guéron & May, the extraposed
material is extracted from its host and right adjoined tovbebal spine. The entire NP
host subsequently undergoes an application of QR at LF ts@i@owhere it governs the

extraposed material. It is by establishing this governmeationship at LF that Guéron &

SOutside of Transformational analyses of EXNP, which | foonsn this thesis, Kiss (2005) provides a
base-generation analysis of EXNP within the theory of HBaisten Phrase Structure Grammar (HPSG). See
Webelhuth et al. (2013) for a discussion of this system angi@ann (2013) in the same collection for an
extension of it. Put very simply, there is an index on the hagiresented as the feature ANCHOR, which
can percolate up the tree. Relative clauses are activekjirigdor an ANCHOR feature in order to identify
a position to join with the structure. It is the local perdaa of the ANCHOR feature that licenses the
base-generation of a relative clause to the verbal spin@atsitie of the host.

At present it is difficult to fairly evaluate this analysis par with the others as analyses of NPI-licensing in
HPSG have emerged only relatively recently (e.g., Tonh&2@@1, Richter & Soehn 2006, Sailer 2007). Itis
not entirely clear to me exactly what the predictions of aigig analysis would be concerning the licensing
of NPIs in a relative clause be it in-situ or ex-situ. It is fors reason that | must set such analyses aside for
the time being. However, an anonymous reviewellfioguapoints out that the research in the unpublished
dissertation by Heike Walker completed at Goethe-Unit@&raim Main provides a Host-External analysis of
EXNP that interprets the relative clause as if it were in #snictor argument of its host.
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May propose the extraposed material can be interpretediawdfre a complement to its
host NP and interpretation would proceed as normal.

Culicover & Rochemont (1990) and Rochemont & Culicover (@R&dapt this idea to
suggest that material extraposed from an NP is simply basergted in an extraposed po-
sition that would achieve the same result. Rochemont & Guéc (1990:32—-36) formulate
the Complement Principléen (7), which encodes the requirement that the extraposed ma
terial is construable as a complement to the host NP (or DiBwimg Abney (1987)) for

interpretive purposes and that this relationship is estlaéi under government.

(7) Complement Principle
B is a potential complement of (a, B = X™®) only if a andf3 are in a government
relation.

(adapted from Rochemont & Culicover 1990:35)

The Complement Principle in conjunction with tRanciple of Full InterpretationChomsky
1986) essentially forces material extraposed from an N tadjoined to a position on the
verbal spine that is governed by the host in order to be plppeerpreted. The ultimate
result is that an extraposed relative clause adjoins to tsieMP or IP that dominates the

host roughly in accordance with the constituency facts seé) and (5)°

4.1.2.2 Asyndetic Coordination: Koster 2000

Another base-generation analysis for EXNP of the Host-tBslevariety is couched
within the theory ofParallel Construalproposed by Koster (2000). Koster (2000) proposes
employing the type of asyndetic coordination adopted by desf2002). However, what

Koster (2000:22) calls a Colon Phrase (:P) conjoins onlettieaposed material with some

5To be precise, Culicover & Rochemont (1990:30-35) argueBENXaNP from a direct object targets the
edge of VP, EXNP from a subject targets the edge of IP or opliptvVP, and EXNP from a fronted/h-
element targets the edge of CP. Along with a custom defingfogovernment, it is these facts specifically
that the Complement Principle is intended to account for.
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XP in the matrix clause that contains the acting host. Focirness, | have chosen in (8)

to conjoin the extraposed material with VP.
(8) I [:;p [vp met[pp a linguist] this morning] [:p : [cp Who is from East Africd ||

The method for interpreting such a structure that is suggdsy Koster (2000:22—-23, 25)
is that the extraposed material can be semantically irgeggdras giving “further specifica-

tion” to the acting host DP via “set intersection”.

4.1.3 Interpretive Predictions

As we have seen from the discussion above, these two setpodamhes to EXNP
differ on where they assert the extraposed material is baserated. Because of this,
they also lead to differerd priori predictions about where it is possible to interpret the
extraposed material.

The Host-Internal analyses presented above predict thraip@sed material should be-
have as if it were at some point in the restrictor argumentofiost. A failure to observe
any such behavior should be interpreted as a short-commihifoclass of analyses. On
the other hand, the Host-External analyses above lead xpéziethe extraposed material
to behave as if it were always adjoined to the verbal spinenawer in the restrictor argu-
ment of its host. Observing that the extraposed mateonakbehave as if it were in the
restrictor argument of its host should be seen as a shoringoior this class of analyses.
The following section will introduce exactly the type of pteenenon that could be used to

test these predictions.

4.2 A New Connectivity Diagnostic: NPIsin the Restrictor of Every

Several connectivity diagnostics have been explored ifitév@ture as they relate to
EXNP. Taraldsen (1981), for example, observed that theidisjeference effect between
the indirect object pronouher and the R-expressiokim in the relative clause in (9a)

is ameliorated in the context of EXNP (9b). Rochemont & Gaier (1990) go further to
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show that the disjoint reference effect persists when thegminal form appears in subject

position (10).
(9) a. *Ishowed her[pp a picture[cp that Kimp thought I lost)] this morning.

b. ?1showed her[pp a picture]; this morning|cp that Kimp thought | lost];.

(10) a. *She was showrjpp a picture|cp that Kimp thought | lost]] this morning.

b. *She was showrjpp a picture]; this morning[cp that Kim, thought | lost ;.

These facts are interesting in that they can be interpreteshawing that material extra-
posed from a direct object is generated above the indirgetcbbut below the subject.
While they potentially tell us something about the heightted base-generated position
of the extraposed material, they do not help us decide whétieeposition is internal or
external to the host. The same can be said for the data intfafilhas been adapted from
Guéron (1980:650). These examples suggest that the exgdpnaterial with the min-
imizer slightestis in a position within the scope of sentential negation, thely do not
tell us whether it was generated inside or outside of its.h(&te Linebarger (1980) and

especially Uribe-Etxevarria (1994:ch. 2) for relevantdission of these and other data.)
(11) a. *Mary thinks thafpp the extraposition transformation
[cp Which hagthe slighteseffect on LF]] hasn't been found yet.
b. Mary thinks thafpp the extraposition transformatign

hasn’t been found yétp which hasthe slighteseffect on LF];.

A more relevant diagnostic, which also employs the disjoéférence affects associ-
ated with Condition C, comes from Buring & Hartmann (1997:9). They observe from
examples similar to the ones in (12) that the disjoint refeeeeffect observed betwehis
in the host DP and the R-expressidgohnin a clausal complement of the noun is not bled

by EXNP.

(12) a. *Mary mentionedpp his; claim [cpthat John is intelligent]] yesterday.

b. *Mary mentionedpp his; claim ], yesterdaycp that Joha is intelligent],.

153



This suggests both that an extraposed complement clausmésajed inside its host and
that it must be interpreted in a position inside its host.

The NPI-licensing diagnostics we will see in this sectioaaconnectivity diagnostic
that is observable as grammaticality, will provide the apyaity in sections 4.4 and 4.5
to further explore EXNP configurations in a way otherwise aifdrded by Condition C

effects.

421 Ladusaw’'s Generalization

Among the class of NPIs originally discussed at length byrkli(1964) are elements
like any andever. Since at least Ladusaw 1979 it has been recognized thatBth
are licensed in the restrictor argument of the universahtifier everybut not in its nu-
clear scope. This is illustrated in (13a) where the [dRYis licensed in a relative clause

modifying guest but goes unlicensed while in the matrix clause in (13b).

13) a. Everynp guest who atany of the potato salafl[yp became ill].

b. *Every|np guest who became ill[yp ateanyof the potato salafl

The examples in (14)—(17) below are intended to help estalttie generality of this
pattern. In addition to the NPEnyandever, so-called “minimizers” likehe slightest bit
andso much as (a dimgyre also licensed in the restrictor argumengwéry The contrasts
in the (a.) and (b.) variants are between sentenceseaviginyand sentences witbome
which Ladusaw (1979) noted does not license NPIs. Theseastatsuggest that there is

in fact something special aboewerythat is responsible for licensing an N®!I.

I will regularly useanyin a partitive construction in an extra effort to block thedrchoice reading of
any, which is also licensed in the restrictor argumeneeéry(e.g., Hoeksema 2012), but which would only
introduce an additional complicating factor to the invgation in this chapter. According to Dayal (2009),
anyin a partitive construction tends to resist a free-choiterpretation unless it appears in the semantic
scope of a possibility modal.

8NPIs are also licensed in the restrictor of the univeasigbf), but noteachor both, and they are licensed
in the restrictor argument of proportionalost (of)andfew (of) In what follows | will focus on the use of
every See Heim (1984) for a discussion of some interesting fglwdnditions for the licensing of NPIs in
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(14)

o

We mefpp every biker|cp who haseverridden on these trails.
b. *We met|pp some bikergcp who haveeverridden on these trails.
(15) a.  The company considered
[pp every applicanicp who was fromany of the local temp agencies
b. *The company considered
[pp some applicantikp who were fromanyof the local temp agencieg
(16) a.  The bank contacted
[pp every customejcp Who was inthe slightest bibf debt]).
b. *The bank contacted
[pp SOMe customerig:p who were inthe slightest bibf debt]].
(17) a.  Sam stolép every bagcp that hadso much as a dimiaside]].
b. * Sam stolgpp some bagécp that hadso much as a dimaside]].
The examples below in (18)—(21) show that it is crucial f& NP1 to be in the restrictor
argument of the universal quantifier. The licensing patt#yserved in these examples

suggests that NPIs that are in a phrase that is simply adjamthe matrix clause cannot

be licensed byevery®

(18) a.  We met every bikéep while riding on these trails

b. *We met every bikefcp while everriding on these trails

the restrictor okveryand Hoeksema (2012) for a discussion of the types of NPIdihaind do not appear
in the restrictor of universals.

For the purposes of the present discussion, | will set asidéssue of how to properly model the formal
properties ofeverythat are responsible for licensing NPIs in its restrictayuamnent. However, | would
direct the reader to Giannakidou (1998) and Hoeksema (2f@thallenges faced by both the standard
monotonicity analysis of weak NPIs (Ladusaw 1979, von Fih€99) and the Anti-Additivity analysis of
strong NPIs (Zwarts 1998) with respect to licensing NPIshe testrictor argument advery It will be
enough for the argument being made here to work purely wétethpirical facts observed in this section.

9 Note that it is a property of certain connectives includifygvithout, instead of andbeforethat they
independently license NPIs in their complements.

155



(19) a. The company considered every applicant

[cp because they were from one of the local temp agencies
b. *The company considered every applicant
[cp because they were froamyof the local temp agenciés
(20) a.  The bank contacted every customer
[cp after they were in some amount of débt
b. *The bank contacted every customer
[cp after they were irthe slightest bibf debt].
(21) a. Sam stole every bagp because they had some money ingide
b. *Sam stole every balgp because they hagb much as a dimiaside].
Moreover, as we have already seen from the contrast in (L) not enough for the
NPI to fall within the scope of the phrase headedlbgry The examples below go further
to show thaeverystill fails to license an NPI in its nuclear scope even wheardiguration
is forced in which that NP1 is in the syntactic and semantapgcof the phrase headed by
every In both (22) and (23), a quantificational DP in subject posibinds a variable in
the phrase containing the NPI and, therefore, presumalolypoes a position in which the
NPI is in that DP’s syntactic and semantic scope. The canitretsveen the (a.) and (b.)
variants suggest that, even under these conditions, théaN$to be license@very
(22) a. [ppEverygirl]; leaves early because gieecomes bored.
b. *[pp Every girl]; leaves early because sheverbecomes bored.
(of [pp No girl |1 leaves early because sreverbecomes bored.
(23) a. [ppEvery boy]; worked while someone was watching him
b. *[pp Every boy|; worked whileanyone was watching him
C. [pp No boy]; worked whileanyone was watching him

The (c.) variants of (22) and (23) substitute the quantifigr which licenses NPIs

in its restrictor argument as well as its nuclear scope. @le@amples are intended to
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provide assurance that the culprit for the relevant unaetdpy observed in (18)—(23) is
not necessarily a violation of the locality constraints dRlNcensing!® The observation
thatno is able to license the NPIs in these clausal adjuncts sugdfest it is indeed a
failure to satisfy a configurational requirement that iessible for the inability oevery
to license NPIs in material adjoined to the verbal spine.

This characterization of the conditions on the licensin@NBls byeveryis consistent
with the consensus in a portion of the literature that thedd@mns on NPI-licensing are
at least in part syntactic. In particular, it has been argaed.inebarger (1980, 1987),
Uribe-Etxevarria (1994), de Swart (1998), and GuerzonD@Q@hat NPIs are licensed by
virtue of being interpreted in the scope of their licensoLi&t For the time being, | will
assume the same, but we will see relevant evidence in setédhat this is correct. Given
this particular conception of the conditions on NPI-licewgs it is possible to capture the

distribution of NPlIs in the data above with the general@ain (24).

(24) Ladusaw’s Generalization
An NPl is licensed byveryonly if that NPI is generated in the restrictor argument

of every

This condition on NPI-licensing ensures that there will bene means available for
interpreting an NPI in the restrictor elveryat LF. It also provides a straightforward way
to evaluate the two sets of analyses outlined previouslgatien 4.1. Finding that an NPI
remains licensed bgveryfollowing the extraposition operation would suggest tinat ¢éx-
traposed material is base-generated in the restrictonagtiof the host. This is naturally
captured by the Host-Internal analyses. If we find that aniBlRb longer licensed follow-

ing the extraposition operation, we would have evidencelaiming that the extraposed

19t has been recognized at least since Fauconnier (1975) arabarger (1980) that the licensing of
certain NPIs may show sensitivity to the types of island tmmsts discussed in Ross (1967), including
certain adjunctislands. See Guerzoni (2006) for a recactidsion and other relevant references.
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material is not base-generated in the restrictor argumietiteohost. The Host-External

theories would more naturally account for this state ofiedfa

4.2.2 TheTest Cases

The examples in (25) represent one of the relevant datagioibe evaluated. A relative
clause containing the NRInyis intended to be interpreted as a modifier for a non-adjacent
host,guestin this case. The contrast in acceptability that arises ftoenalternation be-
tweeneveryin (25a) andsomein (25b) suggests thaveryis capable of licensing the NPI

in the extraposed material.

(25) a.  They tooKpp every guest; to the hospital

[cp Who ateanyof the potato salai.

b. *They took[pp Some guesth to the hospital

[cp Who ateanyof the potato saladi.

The additional examples in (26)—(29) are variations of ttegples above and are intended
to help establish the robustness of this pattern. The (aianta present the NRiverand
minimizers in relative clauses that have been extraposed & host headed lBvery The

(b.) variants provide the relevant contrast with the quemtsome

(26) a.  We mefpp every biker]; yesterday

[cp who hadeverridden on these trails.
b. *We met|pp some bikerg; yesterday

[cp Who hadeverridden on these trailg.

(27) a.  The company considergsp every applicani; last month

[cp Who was fromany of the local temp agenciés.

b. *The company considerggp some applicanty last month

[cp Who were fromany of the local temp agencies.
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(28) a.  The bank contactegp every customey; today

[cpWho is inthe slightest bibf debt];.

b. *The bank contactefhp some customerg today

[cp who are inthe slightest bibf debt].

(29) a.  Sam stolép every bag; last night

[cp that hadso much as a dimaside];.

b. *Sam stolgpp some bag$ last night

[cp that hadso much as a dimeside];.

Intuitively, the EXNP structures here follow the same lisieig pattern observed with the
in-situ structures in the previous section. The acceptgmf an NPI in the extraposed
relative clauses seems to be dependent on the preseruerghs opposed teome This
contrast suggests thaveryis capable of licensing an NPI even when the NPI appears in
an extraposed relative clause.

At this point we might be tempted to conclude that the préaist of the Host-Internal

analyses are borne out. However, the crucial comparisor tmdde is between sets of

1The data in (i) are cited by Akmajian & Lehrer (1976:fn. 8) wiredit Bresnan (1973) for identifying
the contrast. Similar data are also cited by Guéron (188Q@:7). | have not myself seen Bresnan 1973, but
such data are presented in Guéron (1980) as evidence tiNIP E5Xa syntactic operation that feeds LF rules
for interpretation.

() a. [pp The best friendcp that | everhad]] is gone.
b. *[pp The best friend; is gone|cp that | everhad];.

These data are relevant for the fact that the B®irin (ia.) is licensed by the superlativEstwhen the
relative clause is in-situ but is not licensed in the EXNPfiuration in (ib.). It does not appear, though, that
superlative adjectives are entirely incapable of licegp$iPls in extraposed material.

(i) a.  Sam wrotdpp the longest titlgcp that | hadeverseen on a papéflast year.
b.  Sam wrotdpp the longest titlg; last year/cp that | hadeverseen on a papéy.

Understanding what separates examples (i) and (ii) goesroethe scope of the argument being made here
and so the issue must be set aside for now. It is, howeverhyoihting out an observation by Kyle Johnson
(p.c.) that we may be observing something of a subject/obgammetry. The superlatiBestseems to be
more willing to license an NPI in an extraposed relative s&awhen in direct object position (iii).

(i) a. Icalled[pp the best friendcp that I everhad] last night.
b. 2?1 calledpp the best friend; that | [cp that | everhad];.
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sentences like in (2), which has been repeated below. Ribellt is whether or not the
NPI remains licensed in the extraposed position that pes/awindow into the derivation

of EXNP structures.

(2) a.  WetooKpp every guesicp Wwho ateanyof the potato salad to the hospital.

b.  We took|pp every gues}; to the hospital

[pp Who ateany of the potato salafi.

Evaluating such pairs using our native-speaker intuititmsugh, is not as straightforward
as it was made to seem in the introduction. Independent did&esing of the NPI, there
are additional influencing factors to be considered. Thegghtmnclude, for example,
the effect of EXNP on acceptability and possibly the inceeladifficulty in licensing an
NPI that this additional complexity might introduce. Théldaving section reports on an
experiment designed to test the intuitions reported hedetlag predictions in section 2.3

while taking these additional factors into account.

4.3 Experiment 2: NPI-Licensing in Extraposed Relative Clauses

A judgment study was conducted to evaluate the acceptabiliNPIs in both in-situ
and extraposed relative clauses. Based on the claims inrévéops sections, we should
expect to find that sentences with an NPI in a relative clabaerhodifies the restrictor
argument ofeveryare perceived as more acceptable or more natural than wkesathe
relative clause modifies the restrictor argumensafe Finding that this contrast disap-
pears when there is no NPI in the relative clause would be &romtion of Ladusaw’s
(1979) claim thakvery but notsome licenses NPIs in its restrictor argument.

Moreover, this experiment was designed so as to identifydiifgrence in the ability
of everyto license an NPI in an in-situ or extraposed relative clauf# is the case that
an NPl is licensed in both in-situ and extraposed relatisests, then we should expect to
see the asymmetry betweewveryandsomethat arises in the presence of an NPI regardless

of the position of the relative clause. Conversely, if ithe ttase that an NPI fails to be
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licensed in extraposed material, we expect to observe theeaduantifier asymmetry with
an in-situ relative clauses but the asymmetry should befgigntly reduced or effectively

neutralized with an extraposed relative clause.

4.3.1 Participants

Sixty-four native speakers of English were recruited f@ $tudy using Amazon’s Me-
chanical Turk, a web-based service for crowd-sourcingst#slOnly participants with a
minimum 95% success-rate on task completion (minimum of th3@s) were accepted
for participation. To prevent evaluating data from nonkreaspeakers, participation was
restricted to IP addresses in the United States and pamitspvere asked to report their
language abilities. Only a single participant reported s fanguage other than English.
This participant’s data was removed and another partitipas recruited to replace the
lost data. Participants ranged in age from 18 to 73 with anageeage of 36.33 years and

a median age of 33 years. Of the 64 participants, 53% werelécana 47% were male.

432 Materials

The materials consisted of 16 items distributed acrosds$ihsa fully crossed 2x2
design that included the factoExtraposition Host andPolarity. A full example item is
provided in (30). Items differing on the nature of the Hostdleither the NPI-licensing
every(30a) or the non-NPI-licensingome(30b). The dimension Polarity had items vary
between having an NPI in the relative clause (30a) or somer atbn-polarity-sensitive
element (30c). Varying items on the dimension of Extrapasiprovided an in-situ control

for each of the ex-situ configurations.

2Amazon’s Mechanical Turk can be accessed https://wwwhntam.
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(30) a. Ex-situ/Every/NPI

Park rangers removed every camper yesterday who was at ahg sites
with significant flooding.

b.  Ex-situ/ Some/NPI
Park rangers removed some campers yesterday who were at thieysites
with significant flooding.

c. Ex-situ/Every/ Other
Park rangers removed every camper yesterday who was at dhe sites
with significant flooding.

d. Ex-situ/ Some/ Other
Park rangers removed some campers yesterday who were at threesites
with significant flooding.

e. In-situ/Every/NPI
Yesterday park rangers removed every camper who was at ahg aites
with significant flooding.

f. In-situ / Some / NPI
Yesterday park rangers removed some campers who were af Hreygtes
with significant flooding.

g. In-situ/ Every/ Other
Yesterday park rangers removed every camper who was at ahe sftes
with significant flooding.

h.  In-situ/ Some / Other
Yesterday park rangers removed some campers who were af threesites

with significant flooding.

In all cases the NPI in the extraposed relative clauseamgs In the same way as noted

in footnote 7, the NPI sometimes appeared in a partitivetcocison in an attempt to dis-
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courage a possible free-choice reading. The non-NPI cquarts did not always contain a
partitive construction as they do in (30). For the purposgrammaticality or coherence, a
simple indefinite or other non-polarity-sensitive elemens used insteatf. A full list of

the experimental items can be found in appendix A.2.

4.3.3 Procedure

Once agreeing to participate, participants clicked a |t took them to the on-line
experiment presentation tool Ibex Farm where the expetiahé@ems were presentéd.
Participants were told that they would be reading sentemceégvaluating their naturalness
as sentences of English. After providing informed condesy then received a short guided
practice for using a 7-point Likert-scale where 1 corresfmhto “Completely Unnatural”
and 7 corresponded to “Completely Natural”.

The items were presented in a Latin-square design and wesenied randomly among
38 filler items. The filler items had a large number of non-caca word orders including
passive and cleft constructions. A total of 4 items were gie=il to be ungrammatical
by including an island violation, a case assignment probtama violation of a selectional
restriction. The Likert-scale with the corresponding saallues were presented along with
each item. The experiment took an average of approximatelyihutes to complete and

participants received $0.50 in compensation upon conmgjekie task.

434 Results
The mean naturalness rating for each condition is presenteterically in Table 4.1

and graphically in Figure 4.1.

30ne might note that these issues could be avoided entirelyslng an NPI likeeveror a minimizer
instead ofany. Minimizers were avoided because the experimental desadymat make it possible to be
sure that participants were not interpreting the minimirsder a literal interpretation. The reasamywas
preferred toeveris that this experiment is part of a larger study that is atsestigating the extraposition of
PPs from NP aneveris not possible in PPs.

14 Ibex Farm was developed by Alex Drummond and can be accetskitia/spellout.net/ibexfarm/.
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Ex-Situ In-situ
Every Some Every Some

NPl 4.60 (0.13) 3.87 (0.14)4.96 (0.13) 3.98 (0.14)
Other 5.14(0.11) 5.13(0.12)5.23(0.13) 5.44 (0.12)

Table 4.1. Mean naturalness by condition with standard errors for Exp.

Ex-situ In—situ

2 "7 > ™
;:% © B NPl O Other ;:% © B NPl O Other
2 4 °
£ < 2 < 4
§ ™ g ™
g oA g -
§ - - § -
s o s o

Every Some Every Some

Figure 4.1. Mean naturalness by condition with standard error bars g 2

The data were analyzed using a linear mixed-effects (LMgassion model (Baayen et al.

2008) with thel ne4 package (Bates et al. 2014) in the statistical computingr@mment

R, version 3.2 (R Core Team 201%) The fixed effects of Extraposition, Host, and Polar-
ity, as well as their interactions, were included as predgcand centered around 0 (Ex-
situ,Every,NPI = 1). Both subjects and items as well as tkdiptors and their interactions

were assigned random slopes. The model that was evalugiealised in (31).

(32) Rating~ Extrapositionx Hostx Polarity+
(Extrapositionx Hostx Polarity+ 1|subjecj +

(Extrapositionx Hostx Polarity+ 1|item)

15The statistical computing package R can be accessed at/\ttpv.r-project.org/.
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Pointwise comparisons and 95% Confidence Intervals (95%v@&i¢ calculated with two-
tailedt-tests of the subject means.
The LME model yielded the results summarized in Table 4.gn@cance at the con-

ventional levelr = 0.05 was determined by an absolttealue greater than 2.00.

B Std. Error  t

(Intercept) 4.793 0.128 37.26

Extraposition -0.105 0.043 -2.45

Host 0.190 0.048 3.99

Polarity -0.438 0.084 -5.23
Extrapositionk Host -0.006 0.039 -0.15
Extrapositiork Polarity -0.010 0.045 -0.23

HostxPolarity 0.237 0.062 3.85
Extrapositiork Hostx Polarity -0.055 0.048 -1.16

Table 4.2. Model results with estimate, standard error, &vdlue for Exp. 2

A significant main effect was revealed for each of the fixe@&# Extraposition, Host,
and Polarity. Additionally, a significant interaction wasserved for the type of Host and
the Polarity sensitivity of the extraposed material, réftera significantly larger effect
of Polarity for conditions with the hostomethan for the conditions for the hostery
In particular, collapsing over the factor Extrapositiore #ind that there was overall a
significantly greater penalty in naturalness for replacngon-NPI with an NPI in the
relative clause when the host wasme(Ay = 1.36, 95% CI1[1.09,1.63)) than there was
when the host wasvery(A; = 0.40, 95% C1[0.18, 0.62)).

The LME model did not detect a significant effect of the thwesy interaction term.
Looking closely at theeveryconditions in Table 4.1 and Figure 4.1, though, it does seem
that numerically there was some additional penalty in r@tiss observed for having an
NPIin an extraposed relative clause compared to having aimNiR in-situ relative clause.
For this reason, a set of post-hoc analyses were designadherf investigate the effect.

First, examining only those conditions with an NPI in theti®e clause, a comparison

of the confidence intervals for the difference between thimmase of the mean for each Host
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condition in an Ex-situ construction (30a)/(30Yy, = 0.73, 95% CI[0.35, 1.11]) and the
difference between the estimate of the mean for the samednditoons In-situ (30e)/(30f)
(Ap = 0.98, 95% CI[0.69, 1.27)) failed to indicate a significant effect of Extraposition
on naturalness ratings. A pair of by-participants)(&nd by-items (k) repeated-measures
ANOVAs were also performed on the NPI conditions. Theseyaas, like the LME model,
showed a significant effect of both Extraposition (€ 63) = 6.09, p < 0.05;F(1,15) =
4.91 p < 0.05) and the type of Host (f1,63) = 48.8,p < 0.01;F,(1,15) = 317,p <
0.01). However, this analysis, too, failed to observe a sigaift interaction between Ex-
traposition and Host@#1,63) = 1.22, p < 0.30; K(1,15) = 0.99, p < 0.35).

The same analyses were also performed over only those morgdivith everyas the
host. Comparing the confidence intervals for the differene®veen the estimate of the
mean for the two Polarity conditions ex-situ (30a)/(3(%) = 0.54, 95% C1[0.22, 0.85))
and the same conditions in-situ (30e)/(304) = 0.27, 95% CI[—-0.04, 0.57]) again did
not indicate a significant effect of Extraposition on nakoeas ratings. In the repeated-
measures ANOVAs, Polarity was significant by-participaatsl by-items (If(1,63) =
14.2, p< 0.01; R(1,15) =5.64, p < 0.05) while Extraposition was significant by-participants
and marginally significant by-items{FL,63) = 4.55, p < 0.05; K (1,15) =3.43 p < 0.10).
The interaction of Extraposition and Polarity failed togleaignificance (F1,63) = 1.45 p<
0.25;F(1,15) = 1.46,p < 0.25).

4.3.5 Discussion

The main effect of Extraposition found in the LME model is patticularly surprising.
We can understand the lower acceptability ratings for Ex-siructures to be a reflection
of the fact that EXNP is a marked structure in out-of-theebbontexts. The main effect
observed for each of Host and Polarity in the LME model do dibdv directly from
anya priori predictions made here. However, we might imagine that the eféect of the

presence or absence of an NPI in the relative clause reflextsititional costin processing
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related to licensing an NPI. The main effect of the type oftHasd perhaps even some of
the main effect of Polarity, seems to be carried by the sicpniti interaction between these
two factors. From the direction of this interaction, whishapparent in the graph in Figure
1, we see that NPI conditions with the heseryconsistently received higher ratings than
the NPI conditions with the hosbme This is a clear reflection of the intuition that NPIs
are licensed bgverybut are not licensed bsome!®

Concerning the three-way interaction, we were looking lieg effect as a sign that the
sensitivity of an NP1 in a relative clause to the type of hestffected by whether or not that
relative clause has been extraposed. Finding that EXNRalzats the effect of the type
of host would suggest that NPIs are not licensed in extraposserial. Interestingly, this
three-way interaction between factors was not detecteldeil. ME model. In the absence
of this interaction there is no evidence that the magnitudéhe additional decrease in
perceived naturalness that results from having an NPI ihagive clause with a universal
host is different based on whether or not the relative clasigesitu or extraposed. This
means that we are unable to reject the null-hypothesis tRét Bre equally licensed by the
presence oéveryin-situ and ex-situ.

The post-hoc analyses also failed to reject this null-hlyesis. The lack of evidence
that Extraposition interacts with the Host conditions gia NPI in the relative clauses
means that we are unable to say that the observed licensymgnaetry betweerevery
and somediffers given the position of the relative clause. The ifigbto identify an
interaction between Extraposition and the Polarity caodg when the host was headed

by everymeans we cannot conclude that the observed abilitgvefyto license an NPI

16The anonymous reviewers fhinguapoint out that the relatively high condition means and thatieely
small difference between the levels of Host in the NPI caadi fail to meet the expectations developed
based on the discussion in section 4.2. Specifically, onétegpect to observe lower response means for
the NPI conditions wittsomeas part of the claim by Ladusaw (1979) tlsaimedoes not license NPIs. It is
important to keep in mind that there are agriori predictions made regarding the estimates of the means
for the experimental conditions. The values of the estim#be the true means of these conditions will
necessarily be an artifact of the design of this particutpeeiment. For this reason, we are only interested
in interpreting the predictors and their interactions ir@tincluded in the model in (31).
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differed as a function of the position of the relative clauSemething extra must be said,
then, concerning the additional penalty that seems to se=pt@umerically when an NPl is
in extraposed material. A potential explanation that onghtpursue is that this effectis an
off-line reflection of some additional increase in on-limeqessing effort that is associated
with licensing an NPI either across a greater distance onenfdce of greater structural
complexity. The current study was not designed to speakthereof these possibilities,
thus the issue must be left for future research.

To summarize briefly, we saw a significant interaction of @etdrs Host and Polarity
such that NPIs were reliably perceived as less natural wiemaost quantifier wasome
compared to when the host quantifier veaery We also failed in both the planned and
post-hoc comparisons, to identify any evidence that tlusnising pattern is interrupted
by EXNP. These results are consistent with the intuitioas$ tere reported above: NPIs
licensed in a relative clause leweryremain licensed following EXNP. Returning to the
predictions made by the two sets of analyses for EXNP digclgs section 3.1, these
results show the predictions of Host-Internal analyseaéout. Although a relative clause
has been extraposed, with respect to NPI-licensing it lehas if it were generated in the

restrictor argument of the DP that hosts it.

4.4 TowardsModelling EXNP

Let us start by considering the subextraction analysis agsSRt%967) again. Recall that
on this analysis of EXNP, the extraposed relative clauseébbas extracted out of its host
and right-adjoined to the verbal spine. On this analysisjlitbe necessary to reconstruct
the extraposed material back into the restrictor argumiavery Only in this way will it
be possible to satisfy the configurational condition thaN&h be interpreted in the scope

of its licensor at LB’

Independent of the discussion here, any need to recongieiektraposed material is arguably a weak-
ness of this analysis. | would refer the reader to Willian&7@4), Taraldsen (1981), Rochemont & Culicover
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To see that reconstruction of the material containing thewlPbe necessary, we can
consider the following examples, which have been adaptaud frinebarger (1980:225-
228). Equivalent examples are discussed in this same dditékibe-Etxevarria (1994:ch.
2). Itis interesting to note first that the existentially gtihed subject in (32) is scopally
ambiguous with respect to sentential negation. The trutth@fsurface scope reading in
(32a) requires a context in which there is a particular dotttat was not available. The
inverse-scope reading in (32b) requires a situation in kvihere are no doctors that are

available.

(32) A doctor wasn'’t available.
a.  d> -
Context: Tim and Pam are doctors. Only Tim wasn'’t available.
‘There is a (certain) doctotr such thai was not available.’
bh. - >4
Context: Tim and Pam are doctors. Both Tim and Pam weren’t available.

‘It is not the case that there is a doctosuch thakk was available.’

What is interesting for our purpose is the observation thatdcope of the subject and
sentential negation is disambiguated given a relativeselaontaining an NPI. The string
in (33) strongly resists the surface scope reading in (3@&islcompatible with the inverse

scope reading in (33b).

(1990), Fox & Nissenbaum (1999), Fox (2002), and Bhatt & hama (2004) for interpretive evidence that
extraposed material must be interpreted in its extrapossitiqn.
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(33) A doctor who knowsnything about acupuncture wasn’t available .
a. *4 > -
Context Tim and Pam are doctors who know about acupuncture. Only Tim
wasn't available.
‘There is a (certain) doctor such thatx knows about acupuncture and it is

not the case thatwas available.’

bh. - >4
Context: Tim and Pam are doctors who know about acupuncture. Both Tim
and Pam weren’t available.
‘It is not the case that there is a doctosuch thak knew about acupuncture

andx was available.’

A way to make sense of these facts is to assert that the eldtiuse that contains the
NPI must be interpreted at LF in a position that is within thepe of sentential negation.
Taking it to be the case that logical scope relations arerahted at LF (e.g. May 1985),
then the obligatory low scope of the subject would follownfreomething along the lines
of the Principle of Full Interpretation, which requires tlevery element in a syntactic
representation be appropriately interpreted at the ated (e.g., Chomsky 1986). While
the subject and its relative clause may be spoken outsideciyge of negation, if they
are not interpreted together in a position where the redatlause can be construed as a
modifier of the subject, the resulting structure could notriterpreted appropriately and
would consequently not be a legitimate linguistic représtgon.

In short, the data above in (33) suggest that NPI-licensffexts logical scope rela-
tions, which in turn suggests that NPI-licensing is itsafedmined at LF. It is from this
conclusion that we formulate the expectation that it wilheeessary to reconstruct the ex-
traposed material back into the restrictor argumeiefyin order to satisfy the configura-
tional constraints on NPI-licensing. Given this, we camfalate a very specific prediction

regarding when NPI-licensing Bverywill be possible. On the Ross-style analysis, NPI-
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licensing byeveryshould no longer be possible if there is some independentresgent

to interpret the extraposed material in its extraposedtiposat LF. The resulting conflict

over where to interpret the extraposed material is predieesult in ungrammaticality.
A requirement of the relevant type for testing this predictcomes in the form of

Antecedent-Contained Deletion (ACD). An example is predid (34).
(34) | [vp bought every book; yesterdaycp that | was told ta; |.

Based on the observations in Sag (1976) and Williams (199d@¥allowing May (1985),
the relative clause containing the ellipsis site must eatethe antecedent VP. It is in
this way that the LF-identity relationship that is requirfed deletion can be established
between the ellipsis site and the antecedent VP withounggihto the problem of infinite
regress. Baltin (1987) proposes an EXNP-by-extractioryaisaof ACD intended to do
exactly this. For him, the relative clause in (34) is extedctrom its hosevery bookand
adjoined to the VP. By allowing movement to only optionakyave a trace (e.g. Pesetsky
1982, Lasnik & Saito 1984), the ellipsis site can be resolweder LF-identity with the
antecedent VB Basically, then, it is because the extraposed materiatéspreted in its
extraposed position at LF that ACD is licensed.

Because on this analysis of EXNP the choice to satisfy ettieeconditions on ACD-
licensing or the conditions on NPI-licensing would necegsaiolate the conditions of
the other, we should observe ungrammaticality in a sentertbeboth an instance of ACD
and an NPI licensed bgvery As the contrast in (35) demonstrates, this expectatioontis n
borne out. The extraposed relative clause can simultaheooistain an ACD site and an

NPI licensed byevery

185ee Larson & May (1990) and Fox (2002) for further discussiithe analysis presented in Baltin 1987.
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(35) a.  Kim[yp bought every book yesterday
[cpthat she ha@verbeen told ta\; |.

b. *Kim [yp bought some bookKs yesterday

[cp that she ha@verbeen told ta\ |.

Given the particular beliefs about ACD that have been adbpéze, | interpret the gram-
maticality of (35a) as indicating that reconstruction ig necessary for the licensing of
NPIs in extraposed material. It can, therefore, be takenvaerece against subextrac-
tion analyses of EXNP like those proposed by Ross (1967)tirBé1978, 1981), and
Guéron & May (1984).

We can also note that (35a) resists a non-syntactic anatyslse EXNP operation.
Assume that NPI-licensing in an extraposed relative clauvisle a host headed bgv-
ery is possible because the EXNP operation involves constittemrdering at PF (e.qg.
Hunter & Frank 2014). Such an analysis falls into the Hos¢imal variety of analyses
seeing as the extraposed material is generated in thectestargument of its host. It
would also straightforwardly account for the ability of thest to license an NPI in extra-
posed material because the extraposed material in fact leaxes the host and could be
interpreted in its restrictor argument at LF. The issue thistanalysis faces is that EXNP
can be observed to feed ACD.

Building on data from Larson & May (1990), Tiedeman (1995%@lves contrasts like
the one between (36a) and (36b). The example in (36a) shaws ttelative clause con-
tained in the subject of an embedded finite clause cannotéepneted in a position where
the ACD site can be resolved to the matrix VP. What (36b) revisahat an application of
EXNP will produce the structural configuration required togerly resolve the ACD site.
As the bracketing of this examples illustrates, this candimesed if the extraposed relative

clause targets a position outside the matrix¥Phe example in (36c¢) that replacegery

195ee Fox (2002) for further relevant discussion of such exesnp
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with someprovides the relevant contrast with (36b) to show #haryis licensing the NPI

in the extraposed relative clause.

(36) a. *I[ypclaimed thafpp every movie|cp that youeverdid A ]| was awful].
b. I [vp claimed thafpp every movigl was awful]; [cp that youeverdid Aq .

c. *I [yp claimed thafpp some movie$ were awful];

[cpthat youeverdid Aq |.

The contrast between (36a) and (36b) is unexpected on thetkisg the mechanism re-
sponsible for EXNP operates at PF. Finding that EXNP shosvaftuence both on the

linear string and on the semantic interpretation suggestswe are observing a syntactic
operation. The contrast between (36b) and (36c¢), thenpiwislg us that an NPI licensed
by everyremains licensed following the syntactic operation thaegponsible for EXNP.

| take this to be evidence against a purely non-syntactityaiseof the EXNP mechanism

and the NPI-licensing phenomenon.

This leaves us to consider two remaining Host-Internalyaes: the QR analysis in
Fox & Nissenbaum 1999 then Fox 2002 and the asyndetic cadrdimanalysis in de Vries
2002. Both of these analyses are suited to handle the fag&5)nand (36). For each
analysis, the extraposed material is in the restrictorragnt of its host and the hostis in a
position external to the antecedent VP. This is precisedtype of configuration required
to simultaneously license an NPl wiveryand properly resolve an ellipsis site in the
extraposed material.

In choosing between these two remaining analyses, we cantimat the asyndetic co-
ordination analysis suffers from a general interpretivabpem. Webelhuth et al. (2013:38)
point out that, given a quantificational head, the phras@sgbeordinated could poten-
tially have different truth conditions. The issue is mordags for the universally quanti-
fied structures that we have been considering in this chapein fact get the wrong truth

conditions. For example, the postulated conjuncts for thecture in (37) would respec-
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tively meanx took every guest to the hospitahdx took every guest who ate any potato

salad to the hospital

(37) Theyle:p [vp took every guest to the hospitad.p &:
[vp teek [pp everyguest|cp who ateanyof the potato salai] tethehespital] |]

Because the truth conditions of the first conjunct entailttbth conditions of the second,
the conjunction of the two is expected to be equivalenttimok every guest to the hospital
However, this example, in which the extraposed relativesgais intended to serve as a
restrictive modifier, has only the interpretation in whicbubset of all the guests, namely
those who ate the potato salad, were taken to the hospital.

This interpretive problem is not an issue for the QR ana)yglsch is designed to inter-
pret the relevant quantifier only once. Fox (2002) suggésts tor extraposition structures
to be interpretable, the lower copy of the host must be tumtedcthe kind of object at LF
that can be bound by the higher copy. Following Engdahl (1@8@ Sauerland (1998),
Fox (2002:67) formulates an operation calledce Conversiomhich effectively turns the
lower copy into a definite description with a variable. Theiadale that is introduced by
this operation can then be bound by the binder index intredas part of the movement of
the host in the way suggested by Heim & Kratzer (1998). Thikkustrated in (38), which

is a rough partial representation of the LF for the examp(@&a).
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(38)

/\

DP

P
Kim

O/\
/\ e\[/)ery A

AdvP
N° CP
A book
yesterday book
bought|pp, thebookx; | 2

that she ha@&verbeen told
to [vpe buy [pp thebookys ||

The direct objecevery boolkhere has undergone an instance of QR to the edge of the
matrix VP. The lower copy of the direct object in the matrixesedent VR has undergone
Trace Conversion, which replaced the lower instanceweirywith a null variant ofthe
and inserted the variableto yield the book x The relative clause containing both the NPI
everand the elided VP, which was merged counter-cyclically, is present only mliigher
copy of QR’ed direct object. The NPI is licensed in this confagion by virtue of being
interpreted in the restrictor argumentefery The identity relationship between ¥Rnd
VPx required for deletion of VP can also be satisfied in this configuration as=\i$not
contained in VR. Along with the additional assumption that relative claaisan employ
a head-internal matching analy$fsthe lower copy of the movement dependency in the
relative clause will undergo Trace Conversion to yigld book y Modulo the names of the
variables, the LF representations of these VPs are idéatickellipsis is licensed.

The QR-based analysis of EXNP directly accounts for thenBogg of NPIs in ex-

traposed material while simultaneously accounting foratiditional data presented here.

2OFox (2002) cites Kayne (1976), Cinque (1981-82), Sauei(4888), Cresti (2000) and Kennedy (2000).
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On the basis of these results, | would suggest that it is thédyais that we get from
Fox & Nissenbaum (1999) and Fox (2002) that is best suitedrfodeling instances of

EXNP that call for a Host-Internal approach.

4.5 On Maximizing Empirical Coverage

While the data that have been presented in the precedingsdisen support the con-
clusion that a Host-Internal mechanism for deriving EXNBeserally available, they do
not force us to conclude that EXNP configurations can only dréved via Host-Internal
means. It remains to be shown that, in the absence of the nesdloy a Host-Internal
strategy, there is no Host-External means for deriving EXNRfigurations.

The same point can be raised with respect to the types of datate typically put
forward in support of Host-External analyses. Perhaps titomgest evidence for the ne-
cessity of a Host-External approach to EXNP includes thewfasion that EXNP is not
subject to the full range of island constraints that we finthueftward movements (e.g.,
Rochemont & Culicover 1990) and the possibility for splitesedents (Perlmutter & Ross
1970). We will look at each of these in turn below, but it is tonoting at this point
that, while such data may suggest the need for some Hostriax@nalysis of EXNP, they
do not force us to the conclusion that EXNP configurationsarag be derived via some
Host-External mechanism.

This state of affairs places us in a position to employ thestigative logic that has
recently been applied to Right Node Raising configuration8arros & Vicente (2011)
and Larson (2012). In what follows we will examine senternted simultaneously con-
tain a suspected requirement to employ a Host-Externdkgtyaand our new suspected
requirement to employ a Host-Internal strategy. If we fimdthe form of ungrammat-
icality, that these contradictory requirements on thewddion cannot be simultaneously
accommodated, we can conclude that both types of mechaaignavailable to the gram-

mar and necessary to derive EXNP configurations. Howewee find that such sentences
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do not result in ungrammaticality, we would have evidengd tme or both of these two
approaches is no longer needed. Assuming that these twoaghms—eithensideor out-
sidethe host—exhaust the logical possibility space, we are$ied to make the stronger
conclusion that one approach in particular could be disgemsth.

On the basis of the particular English data that we examife@ihé will suggest that
only a single strategy is necessary and that the QR-basdgsmnaf EXNP is able to
provide sufficient empirical coverage. We will see in the samay as above that the virtue
of this analysis is ultimately its combination of the bersefif Host-Internal and Host-
External analyses. The extraposed material is simultasstggenerated inside of its host

and in its extraposed position.

45.1 Idand-Violating EXNP
The example in (39), which is adapted from Rochemont & Cukrd1990:33), pro-

vides an example of a relative clause extraposed from a D&bjest position.
(39) [op A man|]; came into the roonfcp that no one knevjy.

Examples such as this are often noted to represent an exeaptiheSubject Condition

which is presented in (40).

(40) Subject Condition

A DP in Spec,IP is opaque for subextraction.

The examplesin (41) illustrate. Leftward subextractiamira DP serving as the grammat-
ical subject (41a) is significantly degraded relative toextikaction from the same DP that

is in the associate position of expletitieere(41b) or in the direct object position (418).

21See Haegeman et al. (2014) for a discussion of amelioratiegts for the Subject Condition.
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(41) a. *Thisis[the animdk that[a documentary abowes |1

was reviewea; last week.

b. ? Thisis[the animdp that there waga documentary aboeb |1

reviewede; last week

c.  Thisis|the animdk that they revieweda documentary aboep | last week.

Rochemont & Culicover (1990) interpret this state of affaas strong evidence against a
movement analysis of EXNP and in favor of a Host-Externalkebgesneration analysis,
which at the time was the major competing approach.

In as far as EXNP from a DP in subject position does indicaeie of a Host-External
strategy and NPI-licensing by the host indicates a Hosrhall strategy, we should find that
the two phenomena are mutually incompatible. As explairexye, the contradictory re-
quirements placed on the derivation of a such a sentencédstesult in ungrammaticality.
This is not what we find, however, in the examples that we h&ready seen in (36) and
the pair of examples below in (42). The contrast betweeretegamples suggests that the
NPI in the extraposed relative clause is license@Wgryeven when EXNP targets a DP in

subject position.

(42) a. [ppEvery campef left this morning

[cp Who was atiny of the sites with significant flooding.

b. *[op Some camperly left this morning

[cp Who were atanyof the sites with significant flooding.

It is the acceptability of (42a) specifically which suggehbts either a Host-Internal or
Host-External approach is sufficient to account for theda da its own. Still taking it
to be the case that NPI-licensing byerystrongly supports the need for a Host-Internal
approach, the strategy | will take is to sketch a way in whi¢ka) could be derived via
Fox & Nissenbaum'’s (1999) QR-based analysis of EXNP. Rehatl on this analysis the

host will first undergo an instance of covert movement andettteaposed material will
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be introduced counter-cyclically into the higher copy. Agstrated in (42), this strategy

provides a means for rightward displacement without inogra violation of the Subject

Condition.
43) i Covert Movement
IP
P DP1
O/\
DP1 VP D NP

every |
/\ A N°

D° NP left ... ;
every | X l

N° ’
camper L

il. Late-Merger

- N o N

1
VP NP
N° CP

every \

camper who... any

Note that the extraposed material is not subextracted srd#rivation. Instead, the island
domain is itself picked up and moved. By late-merging thatiet clause into the higher

copy, the Subject Condition is effectively circumventéd.

22Strunk & Snider (2013) also present a series of corpus andriempntal studies that they interpret as
showing that EXNP of a relative clause is not subject to agmateal constraint against extraction out of a
complex NP (see Chomsky 1973). They conclude further frasahservation that EXNP is not subject to a
categorical syntactic locality constraint such as Suljagelf this is the correct interpretation of those data,
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While this analysis provides an account for the apparenttgptional cases of subex-
traction above, Webelhuth et al. (2013:23—-24) argue tHatetates great problems for the
theory”. Covert DP-movement is being employed to accounE8NP from a position
that otherwise disallows overt DP-movement. We have seeneathat EXNP is possi-
ble from subject position, but as Postal (1974:83-84) oleskDPs cannot be rightward

moved out of Spec,IP in English. This is illustrated by thatcast in (44), which modifies

the examples from above.

(44) a.  This morningjpp every campef; left
[cp Who was at any of the sites with significant floodiag
b. *This morning,e; left

[pp every camper who was at any of the sites with significant flogdi.

Webelhuth et al. (2013) also observe that EXNP is permittaah the first object in a dou-
ble object construction (45) and from the object of a pregpmsi(46). We have already
seen in chapter 3 that rightward DP-movement is not possibie either of these posi-

tions (Ross 1967).

(45) a. On Valentine’s Day, we will giviyp all those couple§ a free meal
[cpthat come to our restaurat
(Webelhuth et al. 2013:23, (72))
b. *On Valentine’s Day, we will givee; a free meal
[pp all those couples that come to our restaufant

(Webelhuth et al. 2013:23, (71))

then we might hope to extend the analysis sketched here $e #sxamples. We will look at such examples
in slightly more detail in section 5.1 of the following chapt
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(46) a.  We will talk to[pp all those couple$ about their food preferences
[cpthat come to our restaurat

(Webelhuth et al. 2013:24, (78))

b. *We will talk to e; about their food preferences
[pp all those couples that come to our restaufant

(Webelhuth et al. 2013:24, (77))

The contention for Webelhuth et al. (2013) is that the QRetddkeory of EXNP makes the
wrong predictions about when EXNP should be possible. If EX®driven by an instance
of DP-movement, we should only find EXNP in environments wHaP-movement is pos-
sible. Furthermore, accounting for these discrepancitsdsn EXNP and DP-movement
would “require a multitude of construction-specific stigibns” about when an instance of
movement must be covert and when it can be overt.

What goes overlooked in this discussion is that covert m@&remf the first object
in a double-object construction and covert movement of gstjonal objects is possible
entirely independent of EXNP. This is illustrated in (4704A8) respectively by the avail-

ability of an inverse-scope reading with a DP in subject {asi

47 Someone will give every couple a free meal.
‘For everyx such thaix is a couple, there is some perspauch thaty will give

x a free meal’

(48) Someone will talk to every couple about their food prefees.
‘For everyx such that is a couple, there is some perspauch thaty will talk

to x aboutx’s food preferences.

The general clause-boundedness of QR makes this difficaletoonstrate for subjects.
That aside, we can interpret the examples above to be deratingtthat, entirely indepen-
dent of EXNP, we are already faced with a puzzle of why certygpes of DP-movement

out of certain positions must be covert. This is not a puzzis produced by the analysis
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we get in Fox & Nissenbaum 1999, it is simply a puzzle that r&er illuminated by this
analysis.

The actual puzzle that | would claim that we are left with—anguzzle that is not
entirely unfamiliar to us—is whyA--movement that does not independently target the CP-
layer is either covert or linearized rightward. Presumaiiyatever factor or factors are
found to be responsible for this fact can be circumvented btenal that is late-merged.

This is what we learn from the analysis provided by Fox & Nigssum (1999).

45.2 Split Antecedents
EXNP is famously compatible with so-calleglit antecedentsThe original observa-
tion comes from (Perlmutter & Ross 1970) and is exemplifiecséytences like in (49),

which is adapted from their example (3).

(49) [op A man|; entered the room arjgp a woman|; went out

[cp Who were quite similaf;.

The problem that these examples present can be seen by toyregonstruct the source
sentence. One finds that neither DP is capable of hostingvestlause of this particular

shape.

(50) a. *[pp A manwho were quite simildrentered the room arigp a woman
went out.
b. *[pp A man| entered the room arnjgp @ woman who were quite similér

went out.

This observation has been interpreted by a number of rds&aras strong evidence against
a movement analysis of EXNP and in favor of some Host-Extdrase-generation analy-
sis (Perlmutter & Ross 1970, Gazdar 1981, Rochemont & Cugich990, Webelhuth et al.
2013).

With this, we can probe for the necessity of both Host-Exdeamd Host-Internal anal-

yses of EXNP in the same way as we did above. In as far as Nétding requires a

182



Host-Internal mechanism and split antecedence requiressé&Ekternal mechanism, we
should expect ungrammaticality in a sentence that mustl&nmeously satisfy both re-
guirements. The pair of examples in (51) below suggestdragnto these expectations,

that an NPI can be licensed in the extraposed material even gplit antecedence.

(51) a. [pp Every intern|; left and[pp every employeé; quit
[cp Who were inany of the basement officgs.

b. *[pp Some intern$; left and|[pp Some employe€s quit

[cp Who were inany of the basement officgs.

The acceptability of (51a) suggests that either a Hosthaleor Host-External approach
alone is sufficient to account for the data at hand. Again, lldsuggest that the QR-
based analysis of Fox & Nissenbaum (1999) provides a wayiné #tbout these data that
will accommodate the ability to have split antecedents amelthose antecedents license
an NPI in the extraposed relative. However, having seenttieaéxtraposed material can
be traced back to just one of the host DPs, we will require soimg extra to make this
work.

As a hint for what this extra something might be, we can take tiwat (49) displays
what Yatabe (2003) and Grosz (2015) refer tasasimative agreemeand which Postal
(1998) observed in known instances of Right Node RaisingRRNhe example below has

been adapted from Postal (1998:173).

(52) The pilot claimed that the first nuregand

the sailor proved that the second nuese- [were spie

In the same way as (43) above, the example in (52) does not firmb@ous source in
either conjunct, as demonstrated by (53). The morpholbgiwpe of the displaced pred-
icatewere spiess not determined singularly by the subject of either coofunut instead

cumulatively by the subject of both conjuncts.
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(53) *The pilot claimed that the first nur$eere spiesand

the sailor proved that the second nujsere spies

On the basis of this observation, | would like to expand onggsstion made by Grosz
(2015) that EXNP configurations that show split anteceddikee(49) and (51a) involve
multidominance-based RNR (e.g. McCawley 1982). As we ve# smmediately below,
this means that the extraposed material is shared by theemsth conjunct. Still building
on Grosz (2015) and following Kluck & de Vries (2013) spedfig, | would suggest that
the relevant mechanism for EXNP feeds the application of RN&n this view of split
antecedence, sentences like (49) in fact do not reveal imgybout the mechanics of
the EXNP operation itself. However, by adopting the QR-daaealysis of EXNP, it is
possible to model the observation that in (51a) an NPI isBed in extraposed material
that has split antecedents headecklogry

We can imagine a derivation of (51a) that proceeds as foltoypsoduce the represen-
tation in (54) below. Separate applications of movemenfydher multidomination) will
covertly displacesvery interrandevery employet the edge of their respective conjuncts.
The resulting configuration will permit the late-merger loé trelative clause into both con-
juncts simultaneously. Looking at (54) we see a represent&br a relative clause with
split antecedents very much like the one proposed by McKjitBmck (2013). The relative
clause is simultaneously in the restrictor argument of daxdt. By permitting the type
of multiple agreement and feature sharing between the hasts$he relative clause opera-
tor that we find in Grosz 2015, an explanation of summativeeagent begins to emerge.
Specifically, it is the features on the relative clause dperthat are triggering summative

agreement inside the relative clause. By being interprietéde restrictor argument of a

23| am imagining, in particular, that the output of EXNP saéisftheRight Edge Restrictiarwhich repre-
sents a constraint on the application of RNR that requiresliared material to be rightmost in both conjuncts
(e.g. Postal 1974, Wilder 1997b, Hartmann 2000, Sabbagi)200
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DP headed bgvery we expect an NPI to be licensed in the extraposed matetiaéisame

way as above.

(54) ConjP

IP ConjP

T

IP DPy

/\ Conj IP
and

[ : t ] l ft Do NP /\
pp, every intern le every
P DP,

NO

[pp, every employeé quit

CP

who...any...

This, however, is merely a sketch of an approach to the pnobl# remains to be
shown that this type of structure can be both properly lizedrand properly interpreted.
Moreover, this approach differs in non-trivial ways fronmet recent analyses for split an-
tecedence. Baltin (2005) and Fox & Johnson (2015) propd&eit methods of achiev-
ing an Across-the-Board style QR operation that result®ordinating the two hosts in a
position outside of what | have represented above as C8rgid both accounts, the ex-

traposed material is functionally late-merged with therdawated hosts. Zhang (2007)

24See Fox & Johnson (2015) for an explicit way of interpreting tepresentation that results from their
treatment.
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presents an account that is essentially the inverse. This begin as the conjuncts of
a nominal coordinate phrase that is conjoined above my CangPeach move sideward
(e.g. Nunes 2001) into their respective conjuncts. Filling gaps present in the analysis
sketched around (54) and choosing among the availabl@atiee analyses must be left as

challenges to future resear¢h.

46 Summary

The novel connectivity diagnostic that we developed inisact.2 and that we inves-
tigated experimentally in section 4.3 revealed that NPI=lative clauses in extraposition
to the direct object are licensed by the head of the host. Ueatghat this observation is
best modeled by a Host-Internal analysis of EXNP, whichtsrélae extraposed material
as being generated internal to the restrictor argumensdiast. Host-External analyses
claiming that the extraposed material is adjoined to thdeaucscope of the host do not
predicta priori the possibility of NPI-licensing in such configurations.

Based on additional evidence presented in section 4.4,destgd further that the QR
analysis of EXNP in Fox & Nissenbaum 1999 is best suited t@actfor the observed
NPI-licensing facts. In section 4.5 | also argued that thiglysis may account for a range
of data that are commonly taken to support Host-Externalyaaa and which otherwise
present puzzles for a movement-based approach to EXNP.ngderward, we will con-

tinue to examine and work with this model of EXNP.

25We might also hope to see that this analysis could be extemdadapted to account for relative clause
constructions with coordinated heads (Vergnaud 1974 ehattkf 1977, Link 1984), which are also compat-
ible with EXNP configurations.

@

a. [pp Everyintern and every employéequit [cp who were in any of the basement offides
b. *[pp Some interns and some employégeguit [cp who were in any of the basement offides
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CHAPTERS
THE LOCALITY OF EXTRAPOSITION FROM NP

This chapter turns to an investigation of the locality coiotis on EXNP. A review
of the previous literature will reveal that EXNP is a stiyckbcal operation. However, a
range of evidence from quantifier scope and Antecedentawed Deletion suggests that
an extraposed relative clause can be interpreted higheithextraposed position. While
such facts initially suggest that the locality conditioms ©EXNP are potentially violable,
we will see a range of data that suggest this is not the caseedd, we will find that there
can be disconnect between where extraposed material iprieted and where it must be
spoken. | propose an account of these facts that relies osuttessive-cyclicity of QR
and | try to illuminate some outstanding problems raisechigydata.

In section 5.1 we will examine evidence for subclausal libpg@onstraints on EXNP.
In particular we will look at standard arguments presenteBaltin (1978, 1981), Guéron
(1980) and Rochemont & Culicover (1990) that provide theyse for the locality condi-
tions on EXNP that are illustrated in (1). Briefly, this trdagtam captures the generaliza-
tion that EXNP from direct objects targets the edge®iand EXNP from subjects targets

either the edge ofP or the edge of CP.
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(1) Locality Conditions on EXNP

/CP\

cP EX,
CO/\I
/\
DP,
l

P
IP
© vP
vP EX12

/\

Vv VP
/\
Ve DP,

Section 5.2 introduces some puzzling data which initiallygest that the Locality Con-
ditions on EXNP are violable. We will observe data suppagrtirstronger version of a gen-
eralization credited to Williams (1974), which says that tiost of an extraposed relative
clause is interpreted at least as high as the adjoined positithe extraposed relative. We
will be led to the generalization in (2) which states that tiost and extraposed relative
clause are interpreted at the exact same position, justais &#ancheva (2004) conclude

for comparative clause extraposition.

(2) Extraposition-Scope Generalization
When a phras@ is extraposed from a host, the scope ot is exactly as high as
the attachment site ¢.

(adapted from Bhatt & Pancheva 2004:21, (39))

With this interpretive correlation in hand, it will be somlest puzzling to observe that the
host of an extraposed relative clause and the relativeelitaedf may behave interpretively

as if they were in positions higher than predicted by the Ligc&€onditions on EXNP.
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Even under such circumstances however, we will find that) vaspect to pronunciation,
an extraposed relative clause cannot violate the locabityglitions represented by (1).
Based on the results of the previous chapter, | will contioueeat EXNP as the product
of covert movement of the host DP and late-merger of the pated relative clause. | argue
that the results of section 5.2 can be understood by adoptrieyv of covert movement, and
Quantifier Raising in particular, as a successive-cycligenwent (e.g., Nissenbaum 2000,
Cecchetto 2004, Hulsey & Sauerland 2006, Takahashi 200)en propose a constraint
on EXNP that requires extraposed material to be late-mengdits host within the first

cycle of QR.

(3) Condition on EXNP
In an EXNP configuration, extraposed material must be mengcthe host in the

first cycle of QR.

Given the nature of QR, subsequent cycles will be unabletéo tile pronunciation of the
chain. This will provide a way to force extraposed relatilaises to be spoken in their low
position, but allow subsequent applications of QR to wideirtsemantic scope.

In section 5.4 we will see that certain cases of Antecedemt&ined Deletion (ACD)
present a similar puzzle regarding where extraposed raht=n be spoken and where
it can be interpreted. We will be particularly interestedristances of ACD that require
EXNP. A well-known example of this comes from a contrast ided by Tiedeman (1995)

and presented in (4).

(4) a. *lexpectthafeveryone that you doexpectewill-visitMary )|
will visit Mary.
(Larson & May 1990:107, (21a))

b. I expectthaf everyond will visit Mary

[ that you do( expeetewilivisitMary )|;.
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In the same way as section 5.2, we will observe that the exsgpmaterial in (4) behaves
as if were still within the embeddedP. This is so despite the fact that the ellipsis site
is resolved to the matrixP and given the requirement for EXNP. These examples are
particularly interesting, however, because they revealptbtential unboundedness of the
instance of movement that is responsible for EXNP. Thus, we finat the instance of
movement that is responsible for EXNP is potentially unlsechand successive cyclic,
just like HNPS and leftward movement, but its apparentlyegtional locality constraints
can be attributed to an independent constraint on late-eradrthe extraposed material (3).
Section 5.5 concludes by summarizing and discussing tlegaet questions and puz-
zles that remain. In brief, it is not straightforwardly obus why a constraint on EXNP
like (3) should hold. If HNPS can be proceed in an unboundshliée as part of ensuring
LF-convergence, we might expect the same to be true of EXBEbIRI, we will see that
is is rather mysterious that EXNP should be obligatory ingi¥en that it does not target a

position outside the antecedent to the ellipsis site.

5.1 Sub-Clausal Locality Conditions on EXNP

We have seen in both chapter 1 and chapter 4 that EXNP displeygpected locality
conditions relative to leftward displacement operatidrRecall that, for Ross (1967:307),
all rightward movement targets the edge of its first contejrmlause. This accounts for the
data in (8), which illustrates that EXNP can extrapose divel@lause within an embedded
clause (5a), but cannot extrapose a relative clause frormae@ded clause into the matrix

clause (5b).

5) a. Sam saitp that he bought some coffeé; for his co-workers

[cpthat they serve in the librarly |.

b. *Sam saidcpthat he boughtsome coffeé; ] to his co-workers

[cpthat they serve in the library.
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We can observe the clause boundedness of EXNP from subfe(3.i While a relative
clause can be extraposed from the embedded subject int{@a)riot appear to the right

of an adverbial phrase modifying the matrix clause (6b).

(6) a. Sam saifcpthat| everyond is upset at Kim
[ who ever bought one of her cdgs|.
b. *Tim said[cpthat[ everyond is upsef to Kim

[ who ever bought one of her cdts

Akmajian (1975:119-121) proposes to strengthen the kyoatinditions on EXNP by
arguing that DP also counts as a cyclic node for the apptincadf movement rules. This
is based on examples like (7) adapted from Akmajian 1975:f183, which he takes to

show that a PP can only be extraposed over a single DP node.

(7) a. [ppA photograph ofpp a book about French cooking
was published last year.
b.  [pp A photographe; | was published last year
[ppOf [pp @ book about French cooking.
c. *[pp A photograph ofpp a booke; || was published last year
[ppabout French cookiny.

(Akmajian 1975:118, fn. 3, (i)—(iii))

The statement in (8), which | will calhkmajian’s Right Roof Constraintepresents the
general bounding condition on extraposition posited in Akem 1975:119 based on the

data above.

(8) Akmajian’s Right Roof Constraint
No element may be extraposed more than one cycle up from the@yntaining

it, where CP and DP are cyclic nodes.

This constraint says that extraposed material can crossiii®ining DP node, but not its

containing clausal node. As Akmajian (1975:120) notes, $hmply amounts to a “special
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case” of Subjacency (cf. Chomsky 1973) in that it sets aicti&tn on the number of cyclic
nodes movement may cross. The difference is that while aago$ed element can cross
a single cyclic node, it cannot then cross another in a seapplication of movemert.

In a series of experimental and corpus studies on EnglistGamchan Strunk & Snider
(2013) argue contra Akmajian (1975) that EXNP can in facthspuaultiple DP nodes.
Strunk & Snider hypothesize that Subjacency is not a relefeaor determining the ac-
ceptability of EXNP structures. Examining pairs of sengmlkike those in (9), which are
disambiguated by the shape of the relative clause opecatepredicts that a relative clause
extraposed from DP(9a) should be perceived as significantly more acceptabledhrela-
tive clause extraposed from the embedded [¥3®) if EXNP configurations are subject to
Subjacency and all else were equal. Interestingly, Struidn&ler (2013) failed to observe

any difference between these sentences.

(9) | consultedpp, the diplomatic representative of
[pp @ small country withpp, border dispute§] early today. . .
a. [cpwho threatens to cause a hugely disastrous|war

(Strunk & Snider 2013:119, (32))

b.  [cpwhich threaten to cause a hugely disastrous]yar

(Strunk & Snider 2013:119, (33))

They interpret this lack of an effect to indicate that thistance of EXNP is not constrained
by something resembling Subjacency. They conclude furtiesed on the additional re-

sults from other judgment studies and corpus investigafitiat there is no hard subclausal

INote that the same paradigm in (7) emerges for leftward mewnenit would seem that a PP cannot be
extracted from an embedded NP regardless of the directitreahovement.

(i) a.  They publishedop a photograph ofpp a book about French cooking last year.
b.  [ppOf [pp whal]s did they publishpp a photograple; ] last year?
c. *[ppAbout[pp what]]; did they publishpp a photograph ofpp a booke; |] last year?

Therefore, it is not clear that the paradigm in (7) shows ughang that is exceptional about the locality
constraints on rightward movement as compared to leftwardement.
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locality constraint on EXNP. Instead, in as far as such atcaimé manifest itself, Strunk
& Snider propose that it is a soft (violable) constraint ané that might actually represent
constraints on sentence processing.

The connectivity diagnostic introduced in the previouspteaactually provides a dif-
ferent way to ask whether EXNP is subject to a locality castithat prohibits EXNP from
a DP embedded inside another DP. By comparing exampleshidsetin (10), it could be
possible to determine whether an NPI can be licensed by thetidjereveryif it heads an

embedded DP as in (10b).

(10) a. | metpp, every representative fgpp, a country] today

[cp Who everthreatened to start a war

b. | met[pp, a representative fdpp, every country|] today

[cp Which everthreatened to start a war

| have suppressed my own judgments for these exampless Iblitserved that (10b) is rela-
tively acceptable, it would provide further support for th@m presented in Strunk & Snider
(2013) that EXNP can target embedded DPs. In the case tha) idfudged as relatively
unacceptable, it would suggest that EXNP cannot target dddzeDPs.

These arguments aside, a number of diagnostics have bedifiggewhich do indi-
cate that there is a subclausal upper-bound on where arpesed relative clause can
be spoken and interpreted. Guéron (1980:640-642), BaI9®1:266—-270), and also
Rochemont & Culicover (1990:34-36) provide evidence thatemal extraposed from a
DP does not behave as if it were always adjoined to CP. Insthade is a correlation
between the height of attachment of the extraposed materththe grammatical role of
its host DP. The following examples adapted from Baltin @287) show that a relative
clause extraposed from a subject NP may be outsideRtzes it is able to escap®-ellipsis

(VPE).
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(11) Although nobody wouldl, ride with Fred]> who knew just him,
people wouldA, who knew his brother.

(Baltin 1981:267, (22))

Taking vP-fronting to represent the same sort of facts, Baltin (12&3) then provides the
examples in (12) to illustrate that material extraposethfem object NP, on the other hand,

behaves as if it were part of the target€ticonstituent and, therefong?-internal.

(12) a. [y Call people up who are from Bostdonthough he mag;,

he’s generally pretty cheap about long-distance calls.

b. *|yp Call people up; though he may; who are from Boston,
he’s generally pretty cheap about long-distance calls.

(Baltin 1981:269, (29))

Baltin (1981) attempts to subsume Akmajian’s Right Roof Saaint under a general
theory of Subjacency that is relativized to the directiommaivement. For instance, it is
possible to make sense of the different results that wendttain (11) and (12) by asserting
thatvP also counts as a cyclic node for rightward moveniamhat we might calBaltin’s

Right Roof Constraintan be stated as in (13).

(13) Baltin’s Right Roof Constraint
No element may be extraposed more than one cycle up from the@yntaining

it, where CPyP, and DP are cyclic nodes.

Thus, extraposition from a direct object can cross the @oimig DP to adjoin tovP and
extraposition from a subject can cross the containing DRljmimto CP.

Rochemont & Culicover (1990) and Culicover & Rochemont (@98rgue that Con-
dition C effects corroborate this picture of EXNP. Tarali$&981) observed that EXNP

2Baltin (1981) argues that, in fac)l maximal projections count for evaluating Subjacency in@nses
of rightward movement. An immediate problem for this speafaim, which is discussed at length by Baltin
(2005), is that it incorrectly predicts that extraposit@amnot target material embedded in a PR:looked at
a book last week about French cooking
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from a direct object ameliorates the disjoint referenceafbetween an R-expression in

the extraposed relative clause and a pronominal indirgetab

(14) a. *1showed har|[pp a picture[cp that Kimy thought | lost]] this morning.

b. ?1showed her[pp a picture] this morning[cp that Kimy thought | lost.

This contrast suggests that the extraposed material isnadjdo, and interpreted in, a
position that is higher than the indirect object. Rochen&®gwlicover (1990) found that
the disjoint reference effect persists, however, when thexjitession in the extraposed
relative clause is co-indexed with a pronominal subjec).(16bserving that EXNP is
otherwise acceptable in this configuration (16), the exaspi (15) suggest that EXNP

cannot target a position above the subject.

(15) a. *She was showrjpp the picturecp that Kiny thought I lost] this morning.
b. *She was showrjpp the picturg this morning[cp that Kiny thought I losg.

(16) Pam was showimp the picture] this morning|cp that Kim thought I lost.

The above facts from ellipsis, movement, and Condition Gansistent with the claim
that EXNP is subject to some set of subclausal locality e¢airgs. In particular, these facts
characterize the locality constraints on EXNP that are jtech in Baltin 1981: EXNP
from a direct object targets the edge of VP and EXNP from aesutbgirgets the edge of IP.

With regard to EXNP from a subject, Culicover & Rochemont9@pPargue that the
picture is slightly more complex. Specifically, they arghattEXNP from a subject may
also target a position at the edgewbt. Culicover & Rochemont (1990:31-35) argue ex-
tensively, contra Baltin (1981), that material extrapoBed a subject can be part of the

constituent targeted byPE (17).

17) Although none ofpp the MEN]; did ( getetheeceneertcpwhowerevisiting
frem-Besten|,), several of pp the WOMEN], went to the concefp who were

visiting from Boston),.

(Culicover & Rochemont 1990:30, (16))
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Independent of the success of this argument, we can findlmamabng evidence from
NPI-licensing. The example below in (18) from Linebargedg§Q), which is discussed by
Uribe-Etxevarria 1994:60—63 reveals that sentential ti@ga&an license an NP1 in a rela-
tive clause extraposed from a subject. This is consistehtthve claim that the extraposed
material is adjoined to and interpreted in a position at ttgeeofvP. We will discuss this
example in more detail in the following section where we wék that this is the correct

interpretation of this data point.

(18) [ A doctor]; wasn't availabldcp who knowsanything about acupunctuie.

(Linebarger 1980:228, (23a))

Putting these pieces together produces the generalizatid®). Material extraposed
from a direct object is not able to target a position highantthevP-layer. Material that is
extraposed from the subject may target one of two positibhs may be inside or outside
thevP-layer. To establish a parallelism with EXNP from a dirdajeat, | will assume that
when material extraposed from a subject is adjoined outhieleP-layer, it is in a position

within the CP-layer.
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(19) Locality Conditions on EXNP

CP
CP EX1
/\
C° IP
/\
DP; IP
I° vP
vP EX12

/\
Vv VP
/\
Ve DP,

The question that arises in light of the research by Strunk&& (2013) and some addi-
tional facts that we see below, is whether these localityditamms on EXNP are violable

constraints. The following sections will turn us to thisuss

5.2 Potential Locality Violations

In this section we will see some initial evidence suggedtirag the locality constraints
on EXNP that were identified in the previous section are ‘il@a In particular, we will
be led to the conclusion that a direct object host and an moded relative clause can
be interpreted outside their containiug. However, we will also make the contradictory
discovery that even in such cases the extraposed relatiuseldoes not otherwise behave

as if it were in a position outside thw®.

5.2.1 The Scope of the Host
To understand the nature of the problem we must start witbblservation by Williams

(1974) that an extraposed result-clause or comparataeselmarks the semantic scope of
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its host. Fox & Nissenbaum (1999) and Fox (2002) argue treas#me holds for EXNP

configurations (22).

(20) Williams’s Generalization (Fox 2002:72)
When an adjunc is extraposed from a “source DR, the scope ot is at least

as high as the attachment sitefofthe extraposition site)

To illustrate, Fox (2002) makes use of the ambiguity dised$s Sag (1976) and Williams
(1977) that exists in the example in (21). This sentence tiasrehe LF in (21a) or (21Db).

(21) Sam read every book before you did

a. Samyp [vp, every book\1 readx; ||

before you didyp. every bookA1 readx; | |

b. Sam|,p every boolkA1 [\p [vp, readx; | before you didyp. readxy | ||

In (21a), every bookhas undergone short QR to a position below bleéoreclause. In
this position it remains part of the antecedeRk for the elidedvPe in the beforeclause.
The interpretation this LF yields is one in which there is bafdbooks and Sam read the
entire set before you read the entire set. The other LF in)(&lihe result ofevery book
undergoing QR to a position above theforeclause where it is outsidd, and binds a
variable invPe. The interpretation here is one in which it is the case fohdamok that
Sam read it before you read it.

The following examples are adapted from Fox (2002) to ithtst the effect of EXNP
on the above ambiguity. As one may expect, the ambiguityigteraith an in-situ relative
clause (22). Of interest to us here is the observation camgiwith (20) that the ambiguity

is resolved for the high scope reading of the universal gfi@ngiven EXNP in (23).

(22) | read|pp every booKcp that Kim had recommendégtbefore you didA.
a. before> V: Sam read the entire set before you read the entire set.

b. V > before: Sam read each book before you read it.

(Fox 2002:72, (22a))
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(23) Sam readpp every booK before you didA [cp that Kim had recommendgd
a. *before> V: Sam read the entire set before you read the entire set.

b. V > before: Sam read each book before you read it.

(Fox 2002:72, (22b))

This observation that EXNP disambiguates the scope of tseihdavor thevV > before
reading supports the claim that the host of an EXNP configuras interpreted at least as
high as the extraposed material.

It can be shown that Williams’ Generalization in (20) is ietféoo weak. Building off
of the ambiguity in example (33) from section 4.4 of chaptand the work in Linebarger
(1980:225-228), Uribe-Etxevarria (1994:60—-63) discagbe fact that the scope of the
subject and sentential negation is disambiguated givenxmap®sed relative clause con-
taining an NPI that is licensed by sentential negation. Thegin (24) is reproduced from
(18) above. It is interesting to note that this example is gatible only with the inverse

scope context in (24b).

(24) [ A doctor]; wasn't availabldcp who knowsanything about acupunctuie.

a. *4 > -
Context Tim and Pam are doctors who know about acupuncture. Only Tim
wasn'’t available.
‘There is a (certain) doctor such thatx knows about acupuncture and it is
not the case thatwas available.’

bh. - >4
Context: Tim and Pam are doctors who know about acupuncture. Both Tim
and Pam weren’t available.
‘It is not the case that there is a doctosuch thak knew about acupuncture

andx was available.’
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We can understand these facts by asserting first that thepesed relative clause can sit
in a position at the edge ofP (following the constituency facts that are established by
Rochemont & Culicover (1990)) and, therefore, under negatirhis will necessarily be
the case in (24) ianyis to be licensed. Similar to the discussion of (33) from isect
4.4, the obligatory low scope of the subject would then felfoom the Principle of Full
Interpretation (Chomsky 1986), which will require that tieéative clause and the host be
interpreted together.

This is effectively a restatement of the more restrictivesian of William’s General-
izationthat is presented in Bhatt & Pancheva (2004) and provide2bh (The scope of the

host of an EXNP configuration is exactly as high as the exsegaoelative clausg.

(25) Extraposition-Scope Generalization
When a phras@ is extraposed from a host, the scope oft is exactly as high as
the attachment site ¢.

(adapted from Bhatt & Pancheva 2004:21, (39))

5.2.2 The Scope of the Extraposed Relative Clause
Let us now consider the examples in (26) and (27) which shoXXP configuration
in which the host is the negative polarity item (NBfyand the positive polarity item (PPI)
some respectively.
(26) Tim didn’t invite [pp any peoplé; to the party|cp who work in his officel.
(27) Tim didn’t invite [pp Some peoplé; to the party|cp who work in his office];.

Supposing that the extraposed relative clause is adjoingddrinegation at the edge of VP,

the NPI host in (26) is expected to be licensed. Howeverragguthat the PPsomemust

3The Extraposition-Scope Generalization is a property ttive clause EXNP that follows naturally
from the QR-based theory of EXNP proposed by Fox & Nissenb@i#89). We will see how this is the case
in the following section.
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be interpreted above sentential negation, the accepyediil27) is interesting for revealing
that the host in an EXNP configuration can be interpreted iosition higher thawvP.

A vague quantifier likemanyand a numeral quantifier likieve reveal the same thing.
The scope ambiguity with respect to negation that is showmagyin (28a) andfivein
(29a) persists in conjunction with EXNP in their respectfis¢ variants. Thus, we find
another case in which the EXNP host can be interpreted iniigqosutside thevP.

(28) a. Sam didn'tinvite many people to the party.
i. = > many: Sam invited only a few people.
il. many> — : There are many people that Sam did not invite.

b. Sam didn’t invitepp many peoplé; to the party

[cpWho had an interest in comirjg.
I - > many: Sam invited only a few people with an interest in coming.
il. many> —: There are many people with an interest in coming that Sam
did not invite.
(29) a. Samdidn'tinvite five people to the party.
I — > 5: Sam invited only four or fewer people.
. 5> —: There is a group of five people that Sam did not invite.
b. Sam didn’t invitepp five peoplg to the party
[cpWho had an interest in coming
I — > 5: Sam invited only four or fewer people with an interest imeo
ing.
. 5> —: There is a group of five people with an interest in coming that

Sam did not invite.

The puzzle begins now with the examples in (30) and (31) heldvese examples are
modified from (26) and (27) respectively by placing the Ni®erinside the extraposed

relative clause. On the basis of the discussion we saw iseg2.1, if the NPleveris to
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be licensed by sentential negation, the extraposed releliuse will need to be interpreted
in a position below sentential negation. Knowing this, tbatcast between (30) and (31)
seems to be revealing that it is not always the case thattestdause extraposed from a

direct object is interpreted below sentential negation.

(30) Sam didn’t invitdpp any peoplé; to the party|cp who haveeverteased hin;.

(31) *Sam didn'tinvitelpp Some peoplé; to the party

[cp Who haveeverteased hinj;.

In (30) where the host is an NPI, and is therefore interpreedw negationeveris li-
censed in the extraposed relative clause. On the other dreh the host is a PPI and
interpreted above negation as in (31), we find that it is n@éomossible to license an
NPI in the extraposed relative clause. Given the acceftiabil (26) and (27) above, this
suggests that when the host is interpreted above negatidapss the extraposed relative
clause. Thisis exactly what one would expect from the Exas&mn-Scope Generalization
(20).

A similar result is obtained again with the vague quantifi@nyin (32) and the numeral
guantifierfive in (33). An NPI in the extraposed relative clause is licensely on the
reading in whichmanyor fiveis interpreted below negation as in the (a) variants. Aghis,
suggests that when the host is interpreted above negation(3d%) above, the extraposed

relative clause must also interpreted above negation.

(32) Sam didn't invitdpp many peoplé; to the party|cp who haveeverteased hinj;.
a. - >many: Sam invited only a few people who have teased him.

b. *many> —: There are many people who have teased him that Sam did not

invite.
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(33) Sam didn't invitdpp five people); to the party|cp who haveeverteased hinj;.
a. - >many: Sam invited only four or fewer people who have teased him.

b. *5> —: Thereis a group of five people who have teased him that Sam did

not invite.

With these data in hand, examples like (27) and others inlwthie host and extra-
posed relative clause are interpreted outsidevthare potential counter-examples to the
the Locality Conditions on EXNP. It may be that the Localitgr@itions on EXNP can be
violated precisely when the host and extraposed relateese are interpreted in a posi-
tion outsidevP. If this were the case, we would expect the extraposedvelelause to no
longer behave as part of thE. For instance, if the extraposed relative clause wererajo
outsidevP when the host is interpreted above negation, we would éxpdmnd that, in
precisely these instances, they are able to esdaie

Turning to the examples in (34)—(36) we see that this prexfiags not borne out. The
example in (34) contains the PBdme which we know is interpreted above negation, but
the extraposed relative clause is still unable to ese®ie(34b). Similarly, the sentences
in (35b) with the vague quantifienanyand (36b) with the numeral quantifiéve are

ungrammatical.
(34) a. Sam didn’fyp invite [pp Some peopléto the partyl;
[cp Who work in his office] and Kim didn’tA; either.

b. *Sam didn'tjyp invite [pp Some peopléto the party1
[cp Who work in his office] and Kim also didn't;

[cp who work in her office.
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(35 a. Sam didn’fyp invite [pp many peoplé to the party|;
[cp Who work in his office] and Kim didn’tA; either.

b. *Sam didn'tjyp invite [pp many peoplé to the party;
[cp Who work in his office] and Kim also didn'tA;

[cp Who work in her office.

(36) a.  Sam didn’fyp invite [pp three peoplé to the party1
[cp Who work in his office] and Kim didn'tA; either.

b. *Sam didn'tlyp invite [pp three peoplé to the party|;
[cp Who work in his office] and Kim also didn'tA;

[cp who work in her office.

To summarize briefly, the observations discussed here leavéth paradoxical con-
clusions regarding the syntactic and semantic scope ofxinepmsed relative clause. On
one hand, we observe that an extraposed relative clausésdrakt are interpreted together
in the extraposed position and this can be outsfleHowever, with respect to where the
extraposed relative clause can be spoken, we find that it beuspoken in a position in-
side thevP regardless of where it is interpreted. The next sectiorudises how we might

handle these seemingly contradictory results.

5.3 Successive-Cyclic QR and the Condition on EXNP

In this section | will present the proposal for resolving fhezzle from the previous
section. | will suggest that the apparently conflicting Hssare best understood by pre-
serving our view of the Locality Conditions on EXNP and extieng the analysis of EXNP
proposed in Fox & Nissenbaum (1999). We will see that by meogithe QR to proceed
successive-cyclicity, we can formulate a condition on EXN&t requires late-merge of an
extraposed relative clause to take place within the firskecgtmovement. The output of

the EXNP operation may then feed additional applicationQBt This will allow us to
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separately control where an extraposed relative clausélmeuspoken and where it can be

interpreted.

5.3.1 Local Extraposition

The QR-based analysis of EXNP provided by Fox & Nissenbauw@®g}l and argued
for in chapter 4 comes with the basic machinery required toaat for the puzzle from
section 5.2. The EXNP operation under this analysis willegate representations like the
one shown in (37). The host RMas undergone QR to the edge of the first dominating
VP, as per the Locality Conditions on EXNP in (19). The extsmubrelative clause has
been late-merged into the higher copy of the host. As annostaf QR, which is a covert
movement, only the material in the lower copy of the host Wélspoken and the higher
copy will be deleted at the PF-interface. Because the velatause has been late-merged
into the higher copy of the host, it will necessarily be ipteted in this position at both
PF and LF. This means that it will be spoken in the positiorupeed by the higher copy
of the host. In conjunction with the principle of Full Integpation, this also derives the
Extraposition-Scope Generalization. The relative clandais configuration can only be
interpreted at the edge oP and, for this reason, so must the host in order to assure that

they are properly interpreted at the LF interface.
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(37) NegP

/\
not vP
VP DPy
vP AdvP D° NP
/\ any /\
\V° VP N° CP
/\ peeple
Ve DP;
who... (ever
invite ( )
D° NP
any |
NO
people

This is the type of representation that is responsible fettamples from section 5.2 in
which the host and the extraposed relative clause are netegbtogether below negation.
The structure in (37), then, represents a partial repratentfor each of the examples that

are repeated below.
(28) Tim didn’t invite[pp any peoplé; to the party] who work in his office]1.
(30b-i) Sam didn't invitgpp many peoplé; to the party

[cpWho had an interest in cominjg.

— > many: Sam invited only a few people with an interest in coming.
(31b-i) Sam didn’t invitgpp five peopld to the party
[cpWho had an interest in comirig

- > 5: Sam invited only a four or fewer people with an interestomang.

(32) Sam didn'’t invitdpp any peoplé; to the party|cp who haveeverteased hin;.
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(34a) Sam didn’t invitdpp many peoplé; to the party
[cp Who haveeverteased hinj;.
- > many: Sam invited only a few people to the party who have ever tkase
him.
(35a) Sam didn’t invitgpp five peoplé; to the party|cp Wwho haveeverteased hinj;.
— > 5: Sam invited only four or fewer people to the party who haxer éeased

him.

Looking closely at (37), an NPI in the extraposed relatiausk is licensed because the
relative clause is interpreted below negation. As notedr@bthis means that the host is
interpreted below negation and the NPI hasty will be licensed (but not the PPI host

some@ and the quantifiersmanyandfive will necessarily be interpreted below negation.

5.3.2 Subsequent QR

What this analysis of EXNP cannot account for in its prestatesare those examples
in which the host and extraposed relative clause are irggrgrin a position higher than
where the relative clause is spoken. If EXNP were alwaysvddrdirectly by a single
application of QR, there would be no reason to expect thelitpc@onditions on EXNP to
hold. Thatis, it should be possible to QR the host tofRexternal position above negation
where it and the late-merged relative clause can be intexghréherefore, | suggest that we
extend the proposal in Fox & Nissenbaum 1999 by adopting\a wfecovert movement,
and of QR in particular, that permits its successive-cyapplication (Nissenbaum 2000,
Cecchetto 2004, Hulsey & Sauerland 2006).

To model this idea, we will continue to operate under the mggions regarding spell-
out domains that were sketched in chapter 3. Specificallywillereat spell-out as the
result of a rolling trigger that sends the syntactic repnéesieon to the PF and LF interface
components whenever it would converge at LF. Let us assuatét fls in accordance with

the Economy of Movement Metric from section 3.4 of chapteh& the instance of QR
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that repairs the type mismatch between the direct objectlamderb (May 1977, 1985,
Rooth 1985) targets the edge . This means that, in the case that a direct object takes
scope above negation, the direct object will be compelladdwge through the edge oP
before moving to a position above negation.

This will make it possible to generate structures such aoiigein (38) below. The
direct object has undergone QR to the edge oWvihat which point the extraposed relative
clause was late-merged into the higher copy. The host aativelclause have then been
targeted by a subsequent application of QR in a higher cheliehtas placed them together

in a position where they are interpreted above negation.

(38) XP
NegP DP;
/\ /\
not vP D° NP
/\ some /\
vP DP, N® CP
/\ /\ peeple
VP AdVP DO NP Whe—@eveﬂ
/\ some /\
Ve VP N° CP
/\ pee.p{.e
N DPy who... (*ever)
invite
D° NP
some \
NO
people

What is still missing from this analysis is something thatés the extraposed relative
clause to be spoken in the copy of the host that resides attieeavP. Recall from the

previous section that, even when the relative clause isgreéted outside theP, it cannot
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be spoken outside thd>. We can make this fact follow from the normal properties & Q

if we accept the following condition on EXNP.

(39) Condition on EXNP
In an EXNP configuration, extraposed material must be mengcthe host in the

first cycle of QR.

The Condition on EXNP essentially requires that the |lategereof an extraposed relative
clause occurs before spell-out of & In other words, the structure in (37) is a necessary
step in the derivation of (38). Considering now the instanfc®R that generates (38), we
should expect it to behave like any other instance of QR. ttiquaar, we correctly predict
that this instance of movement will widen the semantic saafpf@e host and the relative
clause at LF, but will not affect where either are pronoureie@F.

The representation in (38), therefore, underlies thosenples from section 5.2 in
which the host and the extraposed relative clause are netegbabove negation. For con-

venience, | have provided these below.

(29) Tim didn’t invite [pp Some peoplé; to the party|cp who work in his office1.
(30b-ii) Sam didn’t invitelpp many peoplé; to the party
[cpWho had an interest in coming.
many> —: There are many people with an interest in coming that Samalid
invite.
(31b-ii) Sam didn’t invite[pp five peoplel to the party
[cpWho had an interest in comirig
5> —: There is a group of five people with an interest in coming Be did
not invite.
(33) *Sam didn't invite[pp some peoplé; to the party

[cp Who haveeverteased hin;.
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(34b) *Sam didn't invite[pp many people; to the party
[cp Who haveeverteased hinj;.

many> —: There are many people who have teased him that Sam did ri@t inv

(35b) *Sam didn't invitepp five peopld to the partycp who haveeverteased hin;.
5> —: There is a group of five people who have teased him that Samadid

invite.

The host will be interpreted above negation and, theret@e pe the PPSome(but not the
NPl any). This is also the configuration that gives a wide-scopeamétation to the vague
guantifiermanyand the numeral quantifiéive Because the relative clause is interpreted
above sentential negation as well, an NPI cannot be licansadrelative clause extraposed
from a PPI or a host interpreted above negation.

At present, it is not clear precisely what is responsibldtierCondition on EXNP. This
makes EXNP different in a rather fundamental way from howahfed HNPS in chapter
3. It is tempting to attempt formulate the Condition on EXNiBtead as a condition on
the application of late-merge or counter-cyclicity, butsitnot obvious that is desirable.
The anti-reconstruction effects observed by Lebeaux (188 motivate an operation like
late-merge invh-questions suggests that late-merge need not apply in 8tecyicle. In
order for late-merge to be a viable means for bleeding thedfion C violation in (40),
it must be possible to introduce the R€ar Timwith the offending R-expression after the

wh-phrase has escaped W and the scope of the pronominal subject.
(40) [Which town near Tim|, does he visit e most?

The Condition on EXNP, therefore, represents the first of puuazles regarding EXNP.
Future research will hopefully be able to illuminate whysitlat the late-merge operation

associated with EXNP is restricted to the first cycle of QR.
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5.4 Evidence from Antecedent-Contained Deletion

In this section we turn our focus to a specific class of Anteae€ontained Deletion
(ACD) configurations in which the host is generated in an efdbd clause, but the ellipsis
site is resolved to the matrix clause. In section 5.4.1 weidantify cases where there is
a clear requirement for EXNP in order to resolve the ACD sitéhe matrix clause. This
type of example presents another potential violation ofLiheality Conditions on EXNP.
However, we will see in section 5.4.2 that these extraposkdive clauses—even though
they are resolved to the matn#—still behave as if they are adjoined to a position in
the embeddedP. Thus, these examples are interesting for providing ece¢hat, while
late-merge of the relative clause is necessarily very JdQ& is a potentially unbounded

operation that can continue to widen the scope of the exsepeelative clause.

54.1 When ACD RequiresEXNP

The examples in (41) and (42) from Larson & May (1990) are sa$éACD in which
the embedded subject of a non-finite complement clauseiogrda ACD site that is re-
solved to the matrixP. Following Wilder (2003), | will refer generally to suchses where
an ACD site in an embedded host is resolved to the maRias a wide scope ACD (WS-

ACD) configurationg'

(42) | expectpp everyone you dq expeetetovisit-Mary )| to visit Mary.
(Larson & May 1990:107, (21b))

(42) John believefbp everyone you did believeeteo-beagenius)] to be a genius.
(Larson & May 1990:107, (23b))

Larson & May (1990) observe the interesting contrast betviee examples above and

(43) and (44) below. In these examples, the WS-ACD site isdabby the subject of a

4Unless otherwise noted, | will use angled brackets. ) andstrikethreugh text to identify the elided
constituent and its content.
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finite complement clause. These examples are ungrammaticah interpretation where

the ellipsis site is resolved to the matrix clause.

(43) * 1 expect thafpp everyone that you doexpectewill-visit Mary )]

will visit Mary.

(Larson & May 1990:107, (21a))

(44) *John believed thdbp everyone you did believeeis-agenius)| is a genius.
(Larson & May 1990:107, (23a))

The account that Larson & May (1990) offer for this contradie's on a constraint on the
QR operation responsible for licensing ACD. If we take QR éoumable to cross finite-
clause boundaries, then the hegéryoneannot be raised to a position where the WS-ACD
site could be resolved. Tiedeman (1995), however, made étlekwown observation that
the subject of an embedded finite clause can host a WS-ACsitee condition that it

is part of an EXNP configuration. This is demonstrated by tten®les in (45) and (46)

below.

(45) | expect thaipp everyond; will visit Mary

[cp that you do{ expecte-will-visitMary )]1.

(46) John believed thapp everyond is a genius
[cpthat you do( believeeis-agenius));.

These examples are interesting for revealing that it isiptest® resolve an embedded ACD
site to the matrix/P. Given the necessity of EXNP, though, these configuratianse seen
as potential violations of the Locality Conditions on EXNiPfact, Fox (2002) interprets
these data as evidence for the claim that ACD always reqaimegpplication of EXNP.
That is, the necessity of EXNP suggests that it is only by-taéeging the relative clause

in a position at the edge of the mattiR that the ACD site can be resolved.

5See Baltin (1987) and Larson & May (1990) for further relevdiscussion regarding the link between
ACD and EXNP.
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Similar although more controversial cases of WS-ACD hawnldentified in which
the host of the ACD site is generated as the direct objecteoéthbedded clause. Kennedy
(1997) provides the example in (47) to show that an ACD sitduobby the direct object
of a non-finite complement clause can be resolved to the xnariWilder (1997a, 2003)
provides examples like in (48) to show that the direct obgéet finite complement clause

can contain an ACD site resolved to the matifix

47) Tim wants to visifpp every city Bill does( wantte-visit-e )].
(Kennedy 1997:671, (22))

(48) John thought that the fire destroyed

[pp every book that Bill did( thinkthefire-destreyees)]|.
(adapted from Wilder 2003:93, (49a))

It is interesting now to observe the paradigm in (49) fromobason (2008:43). These
examples shows that a WS-ACD site hosted by an embedded chjawot be resolved to
the matrix clause unless it is spoken phrase-finally. Thiskmachieved by either HNPS
(49b) or EXNP (49c). The examples in (50) show that we obs#r@esame pattern given

WS-ACD in a non-finite complement.

(49) a. *John said that Mary pltp every book

that Bill also did( saythatMary-puteentheshelf)] on the shelf.
(Jacobson 2008:43, (18))

b. John said that Mary p& on the shelf

[op every book that Bill also did saythatMary-puteentheshelf)];.
(Jacobson 2008:43, (19))

C. John said that Mary pUisp every book; on the shelf

[cp that Bill did ( saythatMaryputeentheshelf)|;.
(Jacobson 2008:43, (20))
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(50) a. *John expects Mary to p{gp every book

that Bill does( expeetMary-toputeontheshelf) on the shelf.
b. John expects Mary to pet on the shelf

[pp every book that Bill doe$ expectMary-to-puteentheshelf)];.

C. John expects Mary to pisp every book 1 on the shelf

[cpthat Bill does( expectMary-toputeontheshelf)];.

Like the examples provided by Tiedeman (1995), the requergrfor EXNP in these ex-
amples seems to suggest that the relative clause is beiogdpla a position outside of its
antecedent clause in order to resolve the WS-ACD site.

In light of the claims made in section 5.3 that a relative skagan be interpreted in
a position higher than where it is spoken, this is a partitylpuzzling state of events.
Looking again at the contrast presented by Tiedeman (198&)ould expect it to be
possible to speak the string in (51a) but interpret theivealause as if it had been carried

by QR to the position in the matrix clause where it is intetpdan (51b).

(51) a. *lexpectthalpp everyongcp that you do( expe i visi i

will visit Mary.
b. | expect thafpp everyond will visit Mary

[cpthat you do( expectewill-visitMary ).

The ungrammaticality of (51a), however, suggests thaishst possible. In fact, Johnson
(2012) argues that this contrast in (51) shows preciselyitignot possible to interpret a
relative clause in a position higher than where it is spoKéms requirement for EXNP in
(51b)—and presumably in (49) and (50)—seems to indicatelhied_ocality Condition on
EXNP, and the Right Roof Constraint, can be violated as gagswolving a WS-ACD site.
It is possible that this is exactly what we are seeing. | alguechapter 3 that right-
ward DP-movement over clause boundaries is possible pigaighen it is to ensure LF-

convergence. Thus, we could imagine that there are insdganaehich exceptional EXNP
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is licensed when it would ensure LF-convergence by pemgjtthe resolution of a WS-
ACD. We can determine whether this is what we are seeing isdnge way that we did
in section 5.2. If we are observing exceptional EXNP giventeed to accommodate a
WS-ACD site, we would expect to observe that the extraposkdive clause that contains
the WS-ACD site will behave as if it were adjoined outsidelsd eEmbedded clause. The
data that we will see in the following subsection suggests ttven under these conditions,

the Locality Conditions on EXNP are not violable.

5.4.2 ACD Does Not License Exceptional EXNP

Wilder (2003) presents examples like (52) below to dematethat, even with a WS-
ACD site, an extraposed relative clause hosted by the subijecfinite clause cannot be
spoken to the right of an adverbial modifying the matrix skau This suggests that the
EXNP operation is not displacing the relative clause ovengeficlause boundary. The
example in (53) shows the same result but replaces the advgdsterdaywith to Sue

which serves as an argument for the matrix predicate.

(52) *John said that| everyond is a geniug yesterday
[ that you did( sayeisagenius)|.
(Wilder 2003:92, (44a))
(53) *Bob said| that[ everyond) is a geniug to Sue
[ that you did( sayeisageniuste-Sue));.

Using the same technique, Bachrach & Katzir (2007) provideexample in (54) to
illustrate that an extraposed relative clause hosted byeatddbject also fails to behave as
if it were adjoined to a position in the matrix clause despie presence of a WS-ACD
site® As (55) shows, the extraposed relative also fails to follomaegument of the matrix

predicate.

6Bachrach & Katzir (2007) interpret this as evidence that A€Dot dependent on EXNP, contra Baltin
(1987) and Fox (2002).
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(54)  *John will claim| that the fire destroyefgp every book1 | tomorrow

[cpthat | will { elaimthatthefire-destroyee)|;
(adapted from Bachrach & Katzir 2007:5, (18))

(55) *Kim said| that the fire destroyefhp every booK; ] to Bill
[cpthat Tom did( saythatthefire-destroyeet)|1.

We observe the same pattern with Jacobson’s (2008) examphesll. Even when EXNP
is required to license the WS-ACD site contained in an eméeédibject, the extraposed

relative clause does not behave as if it were in the matrixsela

(56) *John said that Mary will put|pp every book 1 on the shelf yesterday

[cp that Tom did( saythatMary-will-puteentheshelf)];.
(57) *John said that Mary will put|pp every book; on the shelf to Sue

[cp that Tom did( saythatMary-will-puteentheshelf)];.

The judgments are not as clear with non-finite complemenisels, but this technique
seems to yield the same results in this domain. The exampbesded in (58) and (59)
are intended to show that EXNP of a relative clause with a VE®Aite from the subject
of an non-finite complement clause does not license a vimlatif the EXNP Locality

Conditions.

(58) *Kim believed| [pp everyond to live in Vermont| this afternoon
[cpthat you did( believeetelive-in-Vermeont)];.
(59) *Tim wanted[ (Pam) to live in[pp every city| | this afternoon

[op that Bill did ( want(Pam)tetiveine)]s.

The familiarvPE diagnostic from Baltin (1978, 1981) and Guéron (1980ficam these
results. In fact, we will see that the Locality ConditionsEXNP are strictly adhered to.

Relative clauses with WS-ACD sites that are extraposed &miedded direct objects still
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fail to escape deletion of the embeddéRE. If it were the case that WS-ACD licensed
EXNP to a position where the ACD site was no longer antecedemtained, we should
expect that the relative clause containing the ACD site, &ila minimum, not behave as if
it were part of the embeddeadP.

To start, recall from section 5.1 that a relative clauseagadsed from a subject is able to
escape&PE. This is the case also in examples like (60) in which aivegatause containing
a WS-ACD site has been extraposed from an embedded suhjstiaslwe might expect,

the relative clause can be stranded by embed®&din the second conjunct.

(60) | thought|pp everyonel; would help[cp that Bob did( think-eweuld-help)]1
and you thoughfpp everyond, would ( ehelp)
[cp that Kim did ( think-eweudldhelp)),.

Examples like this should assure us that a relative clausgitong a WS-ACD site is not
incapable of escapingPE.

For cases of WS-ACD that are hosted by the direct object ofta ftomplement clause,
the relative clause containing the WS-ACD site must bedékas part of the embedded
despite the fact that the WS-ACD site is resolved to the matduse. In (61) we see ex-
amples modeled on those in Jacobson 2008 with an obligaextitaposed relative clause.
We find in (61a) that the relative clause containing the W33/Aie can be interpreted in
the ellipsis site. With the variant in (61b), we find that tleéative clause containing the

WS-ACD cannot escape ellipsis even of the embeddred

"Note that we cannot use these diagnostics to examine WS-A@figarations with embedded subjects.
Even if it were the case that a relative clause extraposed émbedded subject adjoined to a position at the
edge of the matrixP, we should expect it not to behave as if it were outsideviRis
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(61) John said Mary should pi{gp every book; on the shelf
[cpthat Tom did( sayMary-puteentheshelf)]; ...

a. ...andthen he said Sue shoylgut{pp-everyboekirontheshelf
[crthatTomdid(sayMary-puteontheshelf)]).
b. *...andthen he said Sue shoylgut{pp-everybeckirentheshelf)
[cpthat Tom did( sayMary-puteontheshelf)].

We make the exact same discovery in (62) for WS-ACD sitesguldsy the direct object of
an embedded non-finite clause. The relative clause contpihe WS-ACD site cannot be

treated as if it were outside the embedd&Pdwith respect to thePE diagnostic.

(62) Tim wants to visi{pp every city that Kim does wanttevisite)] ...

a. ... and Sam also wants to

(visit] s that i d isite)]).

b. *...and Bob wants to
( visit{ppeveryeity}r ) [pp that Sue doeswantte-visite ).

The data presented above ultimately characterize the itpcabnditions on EXNP:
material extraposed form direct objects cannot esedte but material extraposed from
subjects can. Given the acceptability of (60), we can afteilthe unacceptability of the
object conditions above to the inability of EXNP to displaetative clauses to a position
in which they could escapd’E. This is true even when the relative clause contains a WS-
ACD site.

The conclusion | reach on the basis of these data is simildre@onclusion reached
in section 5.2. The Locality Conditions on EXNP represemttwnstraints on the phono-
logical displacement of extraposed material. Howeverfaloethat WS-ACD is possible
suggests that an extraposed relative clause and its hobearg interpreted higher than
where they can be spoken. To account for these observati@nsan appeal to the same

analysis that was offered in section 5.3. QR applies sunaesgclically and can widen
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the scope of extraposed material. As per the Condition on EXIN39), though, an extra-
posed relative clause must be introduced within the firskecgtQR, which has the effect
of forcing it to be pronounced low in the structure. What warfefrom these examples of
WS-ACD is that the QR operation that EXNP is parasitic up@m subsequently cross a
clause boundary to target a position where the host andvesldause can be interpreted
outside the antecedent constituent of a WS-ACD site.

On this analysis, whereby QR may proceed successive-allglmver a potentially un-
bounded distance to widen the scope of a relative claus&xtnaposition-Scope General-
ization predicts that it should also be possible to intdrfire host outside of its containing
clause. As noted above, it is often thought that QR is unabtrdss clausal-boundaries
for the purposes of taking scope over another quantificatielement. | have not provided
the relevant evidence in this section to determine if thia fact the case.

Interestingly, Cecchetto (2004) argues that otherwiseaitable inverse-readings be-
tween a matrix subject and an object embedded in the infhitiomplement of the non-
restructuring subject control verb becomes available éncitntext of the Italian correlate
of WS-ACD. Recently, Syrett (2015) has argued for Englist thverse-scope between the
matrix subject and the direct object of an embedded finitesgas possible precisely in
the context of WS-ACD. Syrett (2015) reports on a truth-egludgment task suggesting
that undergraduate participants were able to access thanglinverse-scope reading on a
wide-scope interpretation of an ACD site. In this experimearticipants were shown an
image and heard a story corresponding to the target scerstribe end of the story, the
narrator delivered the target sentence and asked theiparti@about the accuracy of the
statement. A sample target sentence is provided in (63f)itgitntended interpretation in

(63b).
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(63) a. Someone said he could jump over every frog that Jdgkie

b. ‘For every frogx such that Jessie said she could jump axethere was
someone who said he could jump over that frog.’

(Syrett 2015:586)

These types of facts lend support the system being advoleatedvhereby QR is successive-
cyclic and potentially unbounded when provided the appab@motivation.

In addition to the puzzle of why we observe the Condition or\EEXthe discussion
here has brought a second puzzle to light. Given the propaisiéty to interpret a relative
clause in a position higher than where it is spoken, the ashin (51) from Tiedeman
(1995) was rather puzzling. The system sketched in sect®&es not predict cases of
obligatory EXNP. Assuming that the observations in thigiseand their interpretation are
accurate, then contrasts like (51) become all the more jmgzAlVe are observing instances
of obligatory EXNP to resolve WS-ACD sites, but the instax0EEXNP we are observing
do not actually target positions outside the antecederdtitaant. The question, therefore,
is why EXNP is needed at all in these configurations.

Two possible answers have been offered in the literatunest, FFox (2002), building
on Baltin (1987), argues that ACD simply requires EXNP. Hegrethis does not help us
to understand the fact that the EXNP that is involved in tisaigion of WS-ACD sites
does not target a position outside the antecedent constitkarthermore, there is reason
to think that EXNP is not required for the resolution of ACChélexamples in (64) and
(65) respectively show that A-movement aAdmovement may be sufficient means for

permitting the resolution of an ACD sife.

(64) [pp Every bike that could bé+epairede )]1 was repairee;

(65) [pp The articles you asked me {deurnede )|; | burnede;.

8These examples are perfectly compatible with an analysAC@i-resolution that asserts that the relative
clause must be late-merged. The point made by the exampé4)iand (65) is only that EXNP, in the sense
of a QR+Late-Merge operation, is not always necessary.
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Second, Wilder (2003) argues for a constraint that milgagainst string-containment
in addition to the usual constraint against containmenhéantecedent constituent at LF.
It is possible, however, to find counter-examples to thenthaiat string-containment is not
possible. Among the cases explicitly discussed by Wilde08) is the example in (66)
where the ACD site precedéso dollarsbut permits in interpretation as part of the elided

material.

(66) John gavéwhoever he could givetwe-dellars)| two dollars.

The analysis that Wilder (2003:sec. 6) offers to accountliese examples asserts that
the material to the right of the ACD site does not actuallyrespond to material that is
deleted by the&PE operation. The idea is that the relative clause in (6&jedigtcontains a
pseudogapping constructions in which the pseudogappegrtiadas elided under identity

with the corresponding string in the matrix clause. Thidlisstrated in (67).

(67) John gavéwhoever he could giveeer ) {twe-dellargs | two dollars.
(Wilder 2003:106, (99b))

There is an empirical issue for this analysis that arisemftbe claim that string-
containment is possible only when pseudogapping is p@ssiiiis predicts that an ACD
site will not be able to proceed a constituent that is intigd in the ellipsis site, but can-
not be targeted for pseudogapping. To test this predicti@can start with an observation
that resultative secondary predicates strongly resisgogranded by thePE ellipsis. This

suggests that resultatives cannot be the remnant of pseppliog.
(68) *Sam painted the door red and Kinpaintedthedeer) black.

We expect now to find that a string-final resultative will fimlbe interpreted as part of the

ACD site. As example (69) shows, this expectation is notzedl

(69) | paintedpp everything you wanted me topaintered)] red.

This data point resists a pseudogapping explanation artbiforeason constitutes counter-

evidence to the claim that ACD sites cannot be string-coethi
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Thus, it is not clear that either of these answers could deviable a viable solution
to the question of why EXNP is required in examples like (5These examples, then,

continue to present an interesting direction for futureagesh.

55 Summary

This chapter has largely been in service of examining thalityaconstraints on EXNP
and presenting two outstanding puzzles. | argued in seétibnhat EXNP is subject to
subclausal locality constraints that force an extraposkdive clause to be spoken within
the first dominatingyP or CP. We also saw in section 5.2 that it is possible to inétithe
host of an EXNP configuration and an extraposed relativeselau positions higher than
expected on the basis of these locality conditions. Whigs¢hcases presented potential
counter-examples to the subclausal locality conditionE£&NP, the extraposed relative
clause did not otherwise behave as if it were adjoined to dipo$igher than expected.

| modeled this disconnect between where extraposed matespoken and where it
is interpreted in section 5.3 with an extended version ofQiRebased system for EXNP
proposed by Fox & Nissenbaum (1999). | adopted a system $isan@es the successive-
cyclicity of QR and postulated the Condition on EXNP thattniets the late-merger of
extraposed relative clauses to the first cycle of QR. Thisadtl us to independently control
where extraposed material will be interpreted. The fact e extraposed relative clause
is pronounced in its lowest copy was suggested to follow fioeusual properties of QR.

Section 5.4 examined instances of wide scope ACD configuraitinat provided an-
other example of the ability to interpret an extraposedtirgdaclause in a position higher
than expected given the Locality Conditions on EXNP. Themgstructions were patrtic-
ularly interesting because they presented cases in whidiFEXas obligatory in order
to achieve the intended interpretation. Familiar diageestevealed that, even in these

instances, EXNP failed to violate the Locality ConditiomsEXXNP.
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This investigation left us with two questions that will gaituture research. First, it is
not entirely clear why we should observe a constraint likee @ondition on EXNP given
that HNPS is potentially unbounded. The second questiorbaaee out of the observation
that EXNP is obligatory in the resolution of at least some A@infigurations, yet those
instances of EXNP did not by themselves resolve antecemerntinment. Given the anal-
ysis outlined in section 5.3, it is not clear how or why EXNPRsld be involved in the
resolution of the relevant ACD sites.

To conclude, we can take note again that the Condition on EpiéBents a clear dif-
ference between HNPS and EXNP that warrants further irgetsdin. However, it is in-
teresting to consider that we did not observe that positmy®nd the firstP or CP are
inaccessible to extraposed material and its host. We obd@mly that extraposed material
and its host cannot be spoken in these position. Thus, tbear difference in locality
that we observe between these two rightward displacemearatipns is in their locality
of pronunciation. Based on the acceptability of WS-ACD dmel ¢vidence presented by
Cecchetto (2004) and Syrett (2015), the two constructiogglaly the same locality of
movement. Like leftward movement, both HNPS and the QR aiperéhat drives EXNP

are potentially unbounded and successive-cyclic moveoparations.
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APPENDIX

EXPERIMENTAL ITEMS

A.1l Experiment 1ltems

(1)

(2)

®3)

a.

No judge should contact, in order to give his scorestieg the contestants

in this month’s competition.

No judge should contact, and give his scoresheet (todhtestants in this

month’s competition.

No judge should contact the contestants in this montimgstition, in order

to give his scoresheet (to).

No judge should contact the contestants in this monthspstition, and
give his scoresheet (to).

No woman could meet, in order to give her yearbook (tt,person she
roomed with in college.

No woman could meet, and give her yearbook (to), the peskerroomed

with in college.

No woman could meet the person she roomed with in collegerder to

give her yearbook (to).

No woman could meet the person she roomed the in collegegigar her
yearbook (to).

No fireman should befriend, in order to give his grae(to), the homeless
people outside the station.

No fireman should befriend, and give his groceries (t@ hibmeless people

outside the station.
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(4)

(5)

(6)

No fireman should befriend the homeless people outsid&dtien, in order
to give his groceries (to).

No fireman should befriend the homeless people outsidgdtien, and give
his groceries (to).

No nurse could save, after giving her blanket (to),vilséms of the most

recent tornado.

No nurse could save, and give her blanket (to), the viatihtlse most recent

tornado.

No nurse could save the victims of the most recent tornaiftier, giving her
blanket (to).
No nurse could save the victims of the most recent tornadd,give her

blanket (to).

No landlady should evict, after giving her key (tok tenants causing trou-

ble around the building.

No landlady should evict, and give her key (to), the temaatising trouble

around the building.

No landlady should evict the tenants causing troubleratdabe building,
after giving her key (to).

No landlady should evict the tenants causing troubleratdbe building,

and give her key (to).

No boss would punish, by giving his work (to), the ingewho regularly

show up late.

No boss would punish, and his work (to), the interns whalleaty show up

late.

No boss would punish the interns who regularly show up @&ategiving his

work (to).
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(7)

(8)

9)

No boss would punish the interns who regularly show up ke give his
work (to).

No officer could calm, because he gave his warning (&), people who
were parking in the street illegally.

No officer could calm, and give his warning (to), the peapth® were park-

ing in the street illegally.

No officer could calm the people who were parking in theettidegally,
because he gave his warning (to).

No officer could calm the people who were parking in theettigegally,
and give his warning (to).

No man would thank, before giving his car (to), the tgleorking outside
this restaurant.

No man would thank, and give his car (to), the valets waylantside this

restaurant.

No man would thank the valets working outside this restatjbefore giving

his car (to).

No man would thank the valets working outside this restatjiand give his
car (to).

No women could contact, before telling her missiol, (tte undercover spy
that the company hired.

No women could contact, and tell her mission (to), the vcweer spy that

the company hired.

No women could contact the undercover spy that the comipiaeg, before
telling her mission (to).

No women could contact the undercover spy that the compaed, and

tell her mission (to).
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(10)

(11)

(12)

(13)

a.

No chef would fire, after telling his recipe (to), treople that were hired to

help in the kitchen.

No chef would fire, and tell his recipe (to), the people thete hired to help
in the kitchen.

No chef would fire the people that were hired to help in thehdn, after
telling his recipe (to).

No chef would fire the people that were hired to help in thehdn, and tell
his recipe (to).

No captain would rescue, because he told his desiin@b), the sailors that
were found stranded at sea.

No captain would rescue, and tell his destination (tag,g4ilors that were

found stranded at sea.

No captain would rescue the sailors that were found statisea, because

he told his destination (to).

No captain would rescue the sailors that were found se@uatisea, and tell
his destination (to).

No inspector should interrogate, after telling kishnique (to), the person
suspected to be guilty of the crime.

No inspector should interrogate, and tell his techniqakg the person sus-

pected to be guilty of the crime.

No inspector should interrogate the person suspecte@ tguilty of the

crime, after telling his technique (to).

No inspector should interrogate the person suspecte@ tguidty of the

crime, and tell his technique (to).

No boy should annoy, by telling his hobbies (to), tivesgvho sit next to

him on the bus.
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(14)

(15)

(16)

No boy should annoy, and tell his hobbies (to), the girl®wit next to him

on the bus.

No boy should annoy the girls who sit next to him on the bydgebing his
hobbies (to).

No boy should annoy the girls who sit next to him on the bus, @Il his
hobbies (to).

No librarian should scare, by telling her penalty,(tbe people who keep
books past the return date.

No librarian should scare, and tell her penalty (to), teegte who keep

books past the return date.

No librarian should scare the people who keep books pasethrn date, by

telling her penalty (to).

No librarian should scare the people who keep books pastetiarn date,
and tell her penalty (to).

No salesman should encourage, before telling hisven(tb), the people
who are unsure about buying a car.

No salesman should encourage, and tell his motive (te)p#ople who are

unsure about buying a car.

No salesman should encourage the people who are unsurelabang a

car, before telling his motive (to).

No salesman should encourage the people who are unswrelabong a
car, and tell his motive (to).

None of the sergeants could gather, in order to teliskiategy (to), the
commanding officers in charge of protecting the city.

None of the sergeants could gather, and tell his strateyytle command-

ing officers in charge of protecting the city.

228



C. None of the sergeants could gather the commanding officezkarge of

protecting the city, in order to tell his strategy (to).

d. None of the sergeants could gather the commanding officerkarge of

protecting the city, and tell his strategy (to).

A.2 Experiment 2 ltems
(1) (Yesterday) park rangers removed [every/some] carap@gisterday) who was/were

at [any/one] of the sites with significant flooding.

(2) (Last night) the boys stole [every/some] bag(s) (laght)i that had [any/a few]

credit cards inside.

(3) (Last night) we invited [every/some] neighbor(s) (lagiht) who had [any/some]

interest in building a park.

(4) (Yesterday) citizens ousted [every/some] politiceriyesterday) who had [any/many]

connection(s) to pirates.

(5) (Last month) the bank contacted [every/some] custah€idst month) who had

[any/some] outstanding credit card debt.

(6) (Last year) the company considered [every/some] jolicgp(s) (last year) who

was/were from [any/one] of the local temp agencies.

(7) (Last week) the press criticized [every/some] repregem(s) (last week) who

is/are from [any/one] of the Republican districts.

(8) (Lastweek)the police monitored [every/some] witnes¥(last week) who was/were

in [any/some] danger from the local mafia.

(9) (This afternoon) Greg removed [every/some] rosebissti(eis afternoon) that was/were

in [any/some] of the temporary pots.

(10) (This month) Kara promoted [every/some] employedfs$ month) who was/were

in [any/one] of the top accounting divisions.
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(11)

(12)

(13)

(14)

(15)

(16)

(This morning) the doctors examined [every/some]guefs) (this morning) who

is/are on [any/some] of the new experimental pain medinatio

(Last week) the government quarantined [everyonedsom)] (last week) who was

on [any/one] of the cruises in the Caribbean.

(Last night) someone stole [every/some] bike(s) (hgit) that was/were on [any

of/@] the bike rack(s) behind the building.

(Today) Sarah sold [every/some] book(s) (today) thet/were in [any/one] of the

national book review journals.

(Next season) teams will recruit [every/some] atlftéhext season) who is/are at

[any of the/a] universities/university with a recent chaomship.

(Last semester) Allen tutored [every/some] stude(igst semester) who was/were

on [any/one] of the intramural basketball teams.
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