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Chomsky (2009): “On phases” [OP] 

Theme: Feature Inheritance, Parallel Probing, and their consequences. CHL overgenerates, drift away 

from convergence. 

a. Three factors in language design[133] 

1. External data 

2. Genetic endowment (for language, the topic of UG)  

3. Principles of structural architecture and developmental constraints that are not specific to the  

organ under investigation, and may be organism-independent 

Computational efficiency ⇒ beyond explanatory adequacy 

2,3ȯɯɁÓÈÕÎÜÈÎÌɯÐÚɯÈÕɯÖ×ÛÐmal solution to interface conditions that FL must satisfyɂ[135} 

!ÐÖÓÐÕÎÜÐÚÛÐÊɯ×ÌÙÚ×ÌÊÛÐÝÌȯɯɁinquiry into evolutionary origins becomes more feasible the less special 

structure is attributed to UG: that is, the more we can proceed beyond explanatory ade-

quacyɂ[135] 

b. Merge[137f.] 

Freebie unbounded Merge (60,000-years-old mutant) ⇒ limited to binarity by restriction of compu-

ÛÈÛÐÖÕÈÓɯÙÌÚÖÜÙÊÌÚɯȹàÐÌÓËÐÕÎɯ*ÈàÕÌɀÚɯƕƝƜƕɯunambiguous paths), enabling minimal search under Pɀ

G, ICs (LCA) 

c. No-tampering condition (NTC)[138] 

Merge(X,Y) leaves X and Y unchanged 

⇒ Merge is to the edge 

⇒ Inclusiveness Condition 

⇒ CTM (Remerge)[140] 

d. The successor function[138] 

LEX = {1}1 

Merge(1) ⇒ {1}2                         arithmetic  

Merge(1,2) ⇒ {1, {1}}3ȱ 

⇒ Merge requires [EF] (edge feature) ⇒ unbounded Merge, recursive infinite system 

⇒ Iterable Merge revives generalized transformations (1950s) 

The Numeration (LA) seems to have been abandoned in favour of a dynamic access to LEX at each 

,ÌÙÎÌÙȱ 

e. Duality of semantics[140] 

EM: generalised argument structure (ʃ, cartography) 

IM: discourse-related (old information, specificity) and scopal properties 
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f. Label[141] 

Should contain all information relevant to the computation: selects/is selected (EM), functions as 

probe (Agree/IM) 

g. Tucking-in (Richards 2001)[141] 

Violates NTC, but consistent with SM3ȯɯɁÌËÎÌɂɯǻɯ×ÖÚÐÛÐÖÕɯÈÚɯÊÓÖÚÌɯÈÚɯ×ÖÚÚÐÉÓÌɯÛÖɯÛÏÌɯ×ÙÖÉÌ 

h. Primitive syntactic relations[141] 

1. Set-membership (Merge)  

2. Probeɀgoal (Agree) 

i. C-command[141f.] 

ɁWhether c-command plays a role within the computation to the CɀI interface is an open ques-

tion.ɂ[141] 

C-command functions in BT (Chomsky & Lasnik 1993) ⇒ BT at outer edge of the CɀI interface 

OP: Set-membership & probeɬgoal should suffice 

Condition C ⇒ Agree(PPronoun,G) 

Condition A: subject-oriented reflexive R in {SPECiȮɯȽ'Ȯȱ1iȱȾȾ, Agree(H,R) [uF?] (ReulandɀÚɯsyn-

tactic BT 2001) 

(1) Ȼ'ȱ7/ȱ1ȼȮɯ ÎÙÌÌȹ'Ȯ7/ȺȮɯÕÖɯ"-command(XP,R), MinSearchD(H) ⊃ R (multiple Agree) 

a. ItH became [[XP introduced a man] for R (self)]                                            (Norwegian/Icelandic) 

ȿ ɯÔÈÕɯÞÈÚɯÐÕÛÙÖËÜÊÌËɯÛÖɯÏÐÔÚÌÓÍȭɀɯ[?] 

    b.          TP           
          3  
        It                  T' 
   [uPers:3]   3  

              became           VP                              
               [uϩȯɯȼ      3  
                            tV                  PrtP                                  
                                           3                 
                                    PrtP                 PP             

                                            6       6  

introduced a man   for self 
ȻϩȯƗÚÎȼɯ           [D, Pers: ]            [Match(T,DP) ⇒ Match(T,R)?] 

 

⇒ Unbound bare form (SELF, rather than e.g. HIMSELF) is triggered by agreement with the subject ex-

pletive it ([Person:3]), mediated by T[uϩȯɯȼȱ                

 

(2) Skoðun   Jónsi   er [ að     þu    hafir   svikið        sigi ]                                            (Reuland 2001: 445) 

opinion  Jonɀs  is    that  you  have  betrayed   self 
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⇒ Sig is a bare reflexive (i.e. [Person:3]). Sig is a logophoric pronoun, i.e. a pronominally 

used anaphor. Crucially, here sig is not syntactically bound, but construed as coreferen-

tial with Jóns ȹÛÏÌÙÌɀÚɯÕÖɯ"-command(Jóns,sig)). 

j. Multiple Agree (Hiraiwa 2004)[142] 

A probe can derivationally simultaneously enter into more than one PɀG relation ⇒ One Agree op-

eration! 

 

(3)    T   ȱ   Prt      ȱ   N 
[uϩȯɯȼɯȻu-ÜÔȯɯȼɯȻϩȯÝÈÓȼ [Match(T,Prt)?] 

 

k. Architecture[142f.] 

No LF, multiple Transfer, cyclic phases 

(4) The architecture of FL 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

l. The PIC[143] 

Note: ɁÕÌßÛɯÏÐÎÏÌÙɯ×ÏÈÚÌɂɯÊÖÕËÐÛÐÖÕɯÛÖɯÉÌɯËÐÚ×ÌÕÚÌËɯÞÐÛÏȵ[n. 24] 

Probe into an earlier phase commonly blocked by intervention effects (no need to appeal to the 

PIC) 

Problems 

(5) Quirky agreement in Icelandic experiencer raising constructions (Boeckx 2000)[143] 

Mér        *virðist/virðast   þeir                     vera   skemmtilegir                                                    (359) 

Me.DAT   seem.3SG/3PL    they.3PL.NOM   be       interesting 

ȿ(ÛɯÚÌÌÔÚɯÛÖɯÔÌɯÛÏÈÛɯÛÏÌàɯÈÙÌɯÐÕÛÌÙÌÚÛÐÕÎȭɀ  

⇒ Agree(vmatrix,SUembedded)  

(6)  ÎÙÌÌÔÌÕÛɯÐÕÛÖɯŗÕÐÛÌɯÊÓÈÜÚÌÚɯÐÕɯ"ÏÜÒÊÏÌÌ (Paleosiberian; !ÖįÒÖÝÐîɯƖƔƔƛȺ[n. 25] 

;nan  q;l i꞊ᶪu l;ṍ;rk;-nin-et [  iṍqun  Ử-r;t;mṍ;v-nen-at  qora-t           ]                                  (613) 
he       regrets-3-PL                       that      3SG-lost-3-PL               reindeer-PL 

ȿ'ÌɯÙÌÎÙÌÛÚɯÛÏÈÛɯÏÌɯÓÖÚÛɯÛÏÌɯÙÌÐÕËÌÌÙÚȭɀ 

⇒ Agree(vmatrix,OBembedded)  
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If ɀ as it seems ɀ Agree is not subject to the PIC, it may be that the PIC holds only for the mappings 

to the interfaces, effects for NS being automatic. [?] 

 

m. Phases[143] 

CP, v*P, (DP) (as in BEA; cartographies via feature spread) 

n. CɀT[143f.] 

T functions like a phase head on the surface (locus of Subjects and Subjectɀpredicate agreement) ⇒ 

Ɂϩ-features and Tense appear to be derivÈÛÐÝÌȮɯÕÖÛɯÐÕÏÌÙÌÕÛɂɯ⇒ determined by higher C (or V) ⇒ 

in LEX, T lacks these features 

(7) Feature Inheritance (FI)[143f.] 

T inherits [uϩȼɯÈÕËɯȻT] from the phase head C.   

(8) Complementiser agreement in West Flemish (Miyagawa 2004)[n. 26] 

a.  Kpeinzen  [CP  dan-k     (ik)  morgen      goan].                                                                                (4) 

think.1SG         that-1SG (I)    tomorrow  go 

ȿ(ɯÛÏÐÕÒɯÛÏÈÛɯ(ɀÓÓɯÎÖɯÛÖÔÖÙÙÖÞȭɀ 

b. Kpeinzen  [CP  da-j         (gie)    morgen       goat]. 

think.1SG         that-2SG (you)  tomorrow  go 

ȿI ÛÏÐÕÒɯÛÏÈÛɯàÖÜɀÓÓɯÎÖɯÛÖÔÖÙÙÖÞȭɀ 

⇒ C[uϩȼɯÐÚɯÖÝÌÙÛÓàɯÙÌÈÓÐÚÌË [What does this mean for the operation[?] ȿÐÕÏÌÙÐÛÈÕÊÌɀȳ] 

 

FI produces the A/A'-distinction (Informal notion!) 

(9) A-movement 

DbP: [TP Tcomp Ȼȱ#/[uF]ȱȼȼɯ⇒ [TP DP[uF] 3ɯȻȱtDPȱȼȼɯ⇒ Complete T[n. 27] 

OP:  a. [CP C [TP 3ɯȻȱ#/[uF]ȱȼȼȼɯ⇒  [CP C [TP DP[uF] 3ɯȻȱtDPȱȼȼȼɯ⇒ CɀT 

b. [TP 3ɯȻȱ#/[uF]ȱȼȼɯ⇒  *[TP DP[uF] 3ɯȻȱtDPȱȼȼ 

FI narrow violation of NTC, but consistent with SMT, as the A/A'-distinction is required by CɀI IC: 
Ɂ"-I interface requirement that both arguments and operator-variable structures be available, analogous to 

the requirement of semantic duality that is satisfied in an optimal way by the AɀA' ËÐÚÛÐÕÊÛÐÖÕɂ[148] 

 

Note 

(10) 3ÌÕÚÌÓÌÚÚɯ3ɯÞÐÛÏɯϩ-features in Modern Greek (Iatridou 1993)[n. 30] 

vlepo     ton        [Kosta          na    tiganizi  psaria]                                                                       (176) 

see.1SG  D.ACC    Kosta.ACC  SUB  fry.3SG   fish 

ȿ(ɯÚÌÌɯ*ÖÚÛÈÚɯÍÙàɯÍÐÚÏȭɀ 

⇒ Ɂ,ÖÙ×ÏÖÓÖÎÐÊÈÓɯÌÍÍÌÊÛɯÖÍɯÈÎÙÌÌÔÌÕÛɂ[144], not syntactic! 
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o. Labels[144f.] 

Label(SO) must be identifiable by minimal search 

(11) In {H, ɻ}, H an LI, H is the label. 

(12) If ɻ is internally merged to ɼ, forming {ɻ, ɼ} then the label of ɼ is the label of {ɻ, ɼ}. 

Exceptions & problems[145, n. 34] 

(13) EM(XP,YP) (filtered by CɬI) 

              ?           
          3  
        DP             v*P 
                    3  

                   v*               VP                              
                             5  

é 

(14) Small Clauses (Acategorial; cf. Moro 2000) 

                TP 
         3  

Many               T' 
                  3  

                T°                vP           
                                  3  
                                tmany             v' 
                                            3  

                                     consider          XP 
                                                  3  

                                       Chomsky            X'   
                                                            3  

                                                               X°                Ử                              
                                                                       3  

tChomsky     Jesus 

 

(15) First-EM(H°,H°) (filtered by CɀI) 

              ?           
          3  
        X°               Y° 

 

(16) IM(H°,XP) 

a. ȱȻ?P what C [TP you T [vP tyou wrote twhat ]]] 

⇒ (11): Label = H°; (12): Label = XP 

b. I wonder [CP what C [TP you T [vP tyou wrote twhat ]]] 

⇒ C projects ⇒ Interrogative CP-complement 
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c. I read [WhP what C [TP you T [vP tyou wrote twhat ]]]                 (cf. Iatridou et al. 2001; Donati 2006) 

⇒ What projects ⇒ WhP/DP-complement (factive free relative) (iff what = H°) 

⇒ The two labels co-exist 

 

 

(17) Re: Binding Condition C (OP: 141)[145] 

a. Hei asked Marym/*i to wash Johnk/*i. 

b.            vP 
         3  

       D°               v' 
                  3  

                v°                ȱ 

                DP 
         3  

       D°               vP 
                  3  

                v°                ȱ 

⇒ Spec as probe (for Condition C to obtain negatively, c-command must be established) 

⇒ ɁȻ3ȼÏÌɯÓÈÉÌÓÐÕÎɯÈÓÎÖÙÐÛÏÔÚɯÈ××ÓàɯÍÙÌÌÓàȮɯÚÖÔÌÛÐÔÌÚɯ×ÙÖËÜÊÐÕÎɯËÌÝÐÈÕÛɯÌß×ÙÌÚÚÐÖÕÚɂ[145] 

p. Copy I.D.[145] 

(18) a. John killed John. 

b. John sold John to John. 

c. John was killed Johncopy. 

⇒ At phase-ÓÌÝÌÓȮɯɁÌÈÊÏɯÚÌÓÌÊÛÐÖÕɯÖÍɯÈÕɯ+(ɯÍÙÖÔɯÛÏÌɯÓÌßÐÊÖÕɯÐÚɯÈɯËÐÚÛÐÕÊÛɯÐÛÌÔɂ 

⇒ 1ÌÔÌÔÉÌÙɯ4ÙÐÈÎÌÙÌÒÈɀÚɯÚÜÎÎÌÚÛÐÖÕȳɯ3ÏÌɯȿÍÜÕÊÛÐÖÕɀɯÖÍɯ"ÈÚÌ is to mark different referents 

q. Copies[146] 

No erasure at SEM (LF-Uniformity) ɬ Language-specific variability at PHON 

(19) Predicate cleft in Russian (Abels 2001) 

Pisat'(-to)          on  pišet,  no  ne     regul'arno.  

write.INF.PART  he  writes but NEG  regularly  

 ȿ ÚɯÍÖÙɯÞÙÐÛÐÕÎȮɯÏÌɯÞÙÐÛÌÚȮɯÉÜÛɯÕÖÛɯÙÌÎÜÓÈÙÓàȭɀ 

(20) Clitic auxiliary in Serbo-Croatian (!ÖįÒÖÝÐî 2001) 

a.   Nisam/jesam poljubio    nisam/jesam  nju.                                                                           (141f.) 

not+am/AM    kissed                                her 

ȿ(ɯËÐËɯÕÖÛɤËÐËɯÒÐÚÚɯÏÌÙȭɀ 

b.   Sam poljubio sam nju.                                             (PF-violation: weak AUX in strong position) 

kissed     am  her 

ȿ(ɯÒÐÚÚÌËɯÏÌÙȭɀ 

(21) Predicate cleft in Hebrew (Landau 2004) 

lihyot   zamin,      Gil lo   tamid   haya.                                                                                           (10) 

to-be     available Gil not always was  

ȿ ÚɯÍÖÙɯÉÌÐÕÎɯÈÝÈÐÓÈÉÓÌȮɯ&ÐÓɯÞÈÚÕɅÛɯÈÓÞÈàÚȭɀ 
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r. Relations[146] 

No m-command ⇒ No Specɀ'ÌÈËɯȹÊÍȭɯ1ÌÜÓÈÕËɀÚɯƖƔƔƕɯ"ÖÕËÐÛÐÖÕɯ Ȱɯ,Ê"ÓÖÚÒÌàɯƖƔƔƖȺ 

Multiple Specs 

Complements vs. Specs = First-Merge vs. second-Merge  

s. CED effects (The holy grail of minimalism; Huang 1982)[146ff.] 

Condition on Extraction Domain (CED; Huang 1982): Extraction out of nongoverned domains is 

barred ⇒ Islands (strong) =  Adjuncts & Specs (non-Complements) 

(22) Adjunct island 

*What did you go home [Adjunct because you needed to do twh]? 

⇒ BEA: Asymmetrical pair-Merge (rather than late-Merge) bars extraction 

(23) Subject islands[147] 

a.  It was the CAR (not the TRUCK) [CP [of which]k [TP they [v*P t k tSU found [VP tV [DP the 

(driver, picture) t k] ]]]] 

b. [Of which car]k did [TP they [v*P t k  tSU ŗnd [VP tV [DP the (driver, picture) t k] ]]]? 

c. *It was the CAR (not the TRUCK) [CP [of which]k [TP [the (driver, picture) t k] [v*P tSU 

caused [VP tV a scandal]]]]. 

d. *[Of which car]k did [TP [the (driver, picture) t k] [v*P tSU cause [VP tV a scandal]]]? 

e.  It was the CAR (not the TRUCK) [CP [of which]m [TP [the (driver, picture) t m]k was [vP 

found [VP tV t k] ]]]. 

f. [Of which car]k was [TP [the (driver, picture) t k]m tT [vP awarded [VP a prize tV t m] ]]? 

⇒ (a, b) show that extraction out of Objects is possible, (c, d) that extraction out of Subjects is il-

legitimate; however, (e, f) show that ȿSubject islandɀ ÌÍÍÌÊÛÚɯÊÈÕɀÛɯÉÌɯËÜÌɯÛÖɯÌßÛÙÈÊÛÐÖÕɯÖÜÛɯÖÍɯÈɯ

Spec-position (i.e. the Subject position [Spec, TP]) 

⇒ Base structures (EM) provide the relevant distinction, not surface structures (IM): [v*P ɻ v* 

VP] (strong phase) vs. [vP v [VP V ɻ] ] (weak phase)  

Parallel probing (+ FI): [CP C[EF, uφ] [TP T [vP ȱɯȼȼȼɯȹȻEF] induces wh-movement); for (f) this means 

that [EF] and [uϩȼɯȹÐÕÏÌÙÐÛÌËɯÉàɯ3Ⱥɯ×ÙÖÉÌɯÐÕɯ×ÈÙÈÓÓÌÓɯȹphase simultaneity ) 

(24) i.   [TP T [vP awarded [VP a prize tV [the (driver, picture) of which car] ]]]? 

ii. [Of which car]k was[EF] [TP [the (driver, picture) t k]m tT[uϩȼ [vP awarded [VP a prize tV t m] ]]? 

Note: Transphasal extraction seems problematic (c, d) (though IM is not), but intraphasal ex-

traction (with subsequent IM) does not: (a, b)! 
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t. v*ɀV FI[148] 

Motivation: ECM-as-RTO 

(25) [v*P SU V+v*[   ] [VP V[uϩȮɯ$%ȼ OB ]] 

Asymmetry CɬT vs. vɬV: T can appear alone (nonfinite TPs), V cannot ⇒ v must identify lexical 

category of root, T must not ⇒ 3ɯÕÖɯÚÜÉÚÛÈÕÛÐÝÌɯÊÈÛÌÎÖÙàȱ[148f.] 

 

FI: optional or obligatory? 

FI obligatory for v*ɀV 

(26) Binding Condition B (by clause-mate principles) 

a. The slavei expected [VP [(the picture, the owner) of himj(*i ]m tV [TP  tm to be somewhere 

else]]. 

⇒ him is free (as required by Condition B), thus him and slave must be clause-mates (RTO) 

[ȿ"ÓÈÜÚÌɀȳɯ(ÚÕɀÛɯ3/ɯÛÙÈÕÚ×ÈÙÌÕÛɯÈÕàÞÈàȳ] 

b. The slavei expected [CP for [TP [(the picture, the owner) of himi] to be somewhere else]]. 

 

u. Wh-movement chains[149f.] 

(27) a. [CP Whoi C [TP whoj T [vP whok v* [VP saw John]]]] ⇒ Who saw John? 

b. [CP Whoi C [TP whoj T [vP [VP arrive whok]]]] ⇒ Who arrived? 

A-chains: (whok), (whok, whoj) 

A'-chain: (whoi, whoj) 

Evidence for tSU in [Spec, TP] 

(28) a. Who was never seen?  

b. *Who was there never seen?                                                          

(29) WCO 

a. Whoi ti seems to hisi friends t to be t preferable? 

b. *Whoi do you t seem to hisi friends to prefer t?                                                   

It seems that who is attracted to [Spec, CP] by [EF] directly, skipping [Spec, TP] (otherwise, Subject 

island effects would be predicted, contrary to fact) [ȻÜϩȼȳ]: 

(30) [CP Whoi C[EF] [TP T [vP twh v* [VP saw John]]]]? 

Inactivity condition restated in terms of phases: 

ɁȻ ȼn A-chain becomes invisible to further computation when its uninterpretable features are val-

uedɂ[150] ⇒ [Spec, TP] is impenetrable to [EF] 

 

A'/A-positions not determined by phrase-structural status, but by the manner in which they are 

derived[150] 
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(31) a. A'-position = Created by [EF] on phase head 

b. A-position = Others 

⇒ Successive-cyclic A'-ÔÖÝÌÔÌÕÛɯÊÙÌÈÛÌÚɯÈɯÜÕÐÍÖÙÔɯÊÏÈÐÕȰɯɁ(ÕÛÌÙÔÌËÐÈÛÌɯ×ÖÚÐÛÐÖÕÚɯËo not 

induce binding effects or have other A-×ÖÚÐÛÐÖÕɯ×ÙÖ×ÌÙÛÐÌÚɂ 

(32) In a configuration [PH [PHS [XP]]], 

a. [XP PH[EF, uϩȼ [PHS [tXP]]] ⇒ XP not a head of an A-chain ⇒ Can move on 

b. *[XP PH[EF] [t XP PHS[uϩȼ [tXP]]] ⇒ XP head of an A-chain ⇒ Cannot move on 

(33) [Of which car]k did you wonder [CP [which (picture, driver) t k]m [TP T [v*P t m caused a scan-

dal]]]?[151] 

⇒ Extraction from [Spec, CP] yields a deviant output (cf. extraction from [Spec, v*P] 

above) 

Re: Parallel probing: [EF] and [uϩȼɯÖ×ÌÙÈÛÌɯÚÐÔÜÓÛÈÕÌÖÜÚÓà: Ɂ$%ɯÙÈÐÚÌÚɯ7/ɯÖÙɯÈɯ//ɯÊÖÔ×ÓÌÔÌÕÛɯÞÐÛÏÐÕɯ
XP to Spec-PH, while agreement values all uninterpretable features and may or may not raise XP to form an 

A-ÊÏÈÐÕȭɂ[151] 

PɀG relations and IM: ɁȻ ȼÓÓɯÖ×ÛÐÖÕÚɯÈÙÌɯÖ×ÌÕȯɯÛÏÌɯÌËÎÌɯÈÕËɯ ÎÙÌÌɯÍÌÈÛÜÙÌÚɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯ×ÙÖÉÌɯÊÈÕɯÈ×ply in ei-

ÛÏÌÙɯÖÙËÌÙȮɯÖÙɯÚÐÔÜÓÛÈÕÌÖÜÚÓàȮɯÞÐÛÏɯÖÕÓàɯÊÌÙÛÈÐÕɯÊÏÖÐÊÌÚɯÊÖÕÝÌÙÎÐÕÎɂ[151] 

So: Given our wh-configuration, we have two A-chains ɻ = ([Spec, v*P]) and ɼ = ([Spec, v*P], [Spec, 

TP]), but no A'-chain such as ([Spec, TP], [Spec, CP])!  All we have is two operatorɀargument rela-

tions between [Spec, CP] and ɻ and ɼ.[153] 

v. Interrogative vs. relative "/ɀÚ[151f.] 

(34) i.  [CP C [TP T [vP ȱ7/[uwh, Q]ȱȼȼȼɯ⇒ Interrogative 

ii. [CP C [TP T [vP ȱOp/XP[uwh]ȱȼȼȼɯ⇒ Ɂ/ÖÚÚÐÉÓÌɯ×ÙÌËÐÊÈÛÌɯÖÙɯÚÖÜÙÊÌɯÍÖÙɯÏÌÈË-ÙÈÐÚÐÕÎɯÙÌÓÈÛÐÝÌɂ 

(35) Two kinds of relative clauses in Russian (under bare-VP-ellipsis) (Szczegielniak 2004)[n. 51] 

a. Head noun raising 

Ja  ×ÙÖðÐÛÈÓɯȻDP ÒÈŉËÜÑu [knigu]DO [CP tDO  čto   ty [VP ]ͅ]].                                                             (1) 

I    read             every        book                    that you 

ȿ(ɯÙÌÈËɯÌÝÌÙàɯÉÖÖÒɯÛÏÈÛɯàÖÜɯËÐËȭɀ 

b. Operator movement and adjunction of the relative clause to the head noun 

ɖ)Èɯ×ÙÖðÐÛÈÓɯȻDP ȻÒÈŉËÜÑÜɯÒÕÐÎÜȼi [CP Opi  kotoruju ty [VP ]ͅ]. 

I   read              every       book                  which       you 

ȿ(ɯÙÌÈËɯÌÝÌÙàɯÉÖÖÒɯÞÏÐÊÏɯàÖÜɯËÐËȭɀ 

w. Superiority[152] 

[wh1ȱwh2] ⇒ *[wh2ȱwh1ȱtwh2] 

(36) [CP C [TP T [v*P who v* [VP see what]]]]  

⇒ V[CP C [TP T [v*P what who v* [VP see twhat]]]]  

⇒ V[CP what C [TP T [v*P twhat who v* [VP see twhat]]]] 
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⇒ No intervention effectsȮɯÉÜÛȱ 

(37) a. *What did who see? 

b. VWas hat wer gesehen? 

(38) Stress shift (Nissenbaum 2000,196, fn. 30)[n. 52] 

Who never saw WHAT?  Who NEVER saw what?  

 Pairɬlist interpretation disappears 

So: 2Ü×ÌÙÐÖÙÐÛàɯËÖÌÚÕɀÛɯÓÌÕËɯÐÛÚÌÓÍɯÛÖɯÌß×ÓÈÕÈÛÐÖÕÚɯÐÕɯÛÌÙÔÚɯÖÍɯÓÖÊÈÓÐÛà 

 

x. Uniform vs. mixed chains[152] 

(39)  [CP who C   [TP John T [v*P t wh tSU v*  [VP V t wh]]]] 

⇒ Uniform A'-chain ([Spec, CP], [Outer Spec, v*P]) 

⇒ Uniform A-chain ([Spec, TP], [Spec, v*P]) 

⇒ Movement of John across twh in [Outer Spec, v*P] unproblematic since only full chains 

(i.e. their heads) intervene 

⇒ No mixed chains 

(40) Dative-nominative experience construction in Icelandic (Holmberg & Hróarsdóttir 2002) 

[CP C [TP T [DAT [v* NOM ȱɯ]]]] 

 

CT, n. 69: Ɂ3ÏÌɯÚÛÈÛÜÚɯof the phenomenon is not entirely clear. Standard examples, such as the contrast be-

tween (iaɀb) and (icɀd) prove little.  

(i)   a.  who saw what  

b.  whom did you persuade to do what  

c. *what did who see  

d. *what did you persuade whom to do  

In the acceptable cases, the wh-phrase in situ has focal stress and could be taking clausal scope for this rea-

son alone; the preferred cases degrade when that property is removed. Other properties that have been 

studied also raise questions. Thus, considerable ingenuity has been expended to explain why in (ii), the em-

bedded who takes matrix rather than embedded scope.  

(ii)  who wonders what who bought  

That could be an artifact, however, reflecting a preference for association of likes. Thus, the opposite asso-

ciation holds in (iii).  

(iii)  what determines to whom who will speak  

3ÏÌÙÌɯÈÙÌɯÔÈÕàɯÖÛÏÌÙɯ×ÙÖÉÓÌÔÚȭɂ[n. 52] 
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a. Það  virðist/*virðast einhverjum  manni     [ hestarnir              vera  seinir]                       (150) 

    EXPL seems/seem       some             man.DAT   the-horses.NOM   be      slow 

    ȿ(ÛɯÚÌÌÔÚɯÛÖɯÚÖÔÌɯÔÈÕɯÛÏÈÛɯÛÏÌɯÏÖÙÚÌÚɯÈÙÌɯÚÓÖÞȭɀ 

b. Mér         virðast    t  [  hestarnir              vera  seinir]                                                                (147) 

    me.DAT   seem.PL        the-horses.NOM   be      slow 

c. [Hvaða manni]DAT veist    þú    [CP að    virðist/*virðast  tDAT  [  hestarnir  vera  seinir]] (ibid.) 

which  man.DAT   know  you       that  seems/seem                    the-horses  be    slow 

ȿ3ÖɯÞÏÐÊÏɯÔÈÕɯËÖɯàÖÜɯÒÕÖÞɯÛÏÈÛɯÛÏÌɯÏÖÙÚÌÚɯÚÌÌÔɯÛÖɯÉÌɯÚÓÖÞȳɀ 

⇒ (a) Lexical experiencers block agreement with a lower nominative NP; (b) an NP-trace 

does not induce a blocking effect; (c) a wh-trace does induce a blocking effect 

⇒ If DAT in (c) would A-move to [Spec, TP], before feeding wh-movement, it would pro-

duce an N-trace, in which case no blocking of NOM-agreement should occur ɬ contrary 

to fact! If, however, DAT moves directly to [Spec, TP] and [Spec, CP] in parallel ɬ as laid 

ÖÜÛɯÐÕɯ./ɀÚɯ×ÈÙÈÓÓÌÓɯ×Ùobing/raising framework (inspired by HiraÐÞÈɀÚɯƖƔƔƘɯÔÜÓÛÐ×ÓÌɯ

Agree) ɬ the A'-trace (wh-trace) left behind is sufficient to block NOM-ÈÎÙÌÌÔÌÕÛȱ 

y. Successive-cyclic A-movement [phases in bold brackets][153] 

(41) Subject island effect (see (23)) 

a. *It was the CAR (not the TRUCK) [CP [of which]k [TP [the (driver, picture) t k]i [v*P t i 

caused a scandal]]]. 

b. *[Of which car]k did [TP [the (driver, picture) t k]i [v*P t i cause a scandal]]? 

(42) Subject island effect obviated 

a.  It is the CAR (not the TRUCK) [CP [of which]k [TP [the (driver, picture) tk]i is likely [TP 

t i to [v*P t i cause a scandal]]]]. 

b. [Of which car]k is [TP [the (driver, picture) t k]i likely [TP t i to [v*P t i cause a scandal]]]? 

⇒ 'ÌÙÌȮɯÌÔÉÌËËÌËɯȻ2×ÌÊȮɯ3/ȼɯÏÈÚɯȿÖÉÑÌÊÛɯÚÛÈÛÜÚɀȮɯÐȭÌȭɯÐÛɯÐÚɯȹÊÖÕÛÈÐÕÌËɯÐÕȺɯÛÏÌɯÊÖÔ×ÓÌÔÌnt of 

the predicate (likely); thus, extraction is possible, just like in the relevant examples from 

(23). 

(43) ECM (RtO)[153] 

[Of which car]i did [TP they believe [the (driver, picture) t k]i [TP t i to have [v*P t i caused a 

scandal]]]? 

⇒ XPi ÔÜÚÛɀÝÌɯÉÌÌÕɯÌßÛÙÈÊÛÌËɯÍÙÖÔɯÌÔÉÌËËÌËɯȻ2×ÌÊȮɯ3/ȼɯȹÈÚɯÐÕɯ(42) above) since [Spec, VP] 

is the head of an A-chain, whose head is invisible (with all its features valued), hence in-

accessible to extraction. 
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Btw: We now have some kind of ordered (or: interweaving) operations, e.g. we first have two steps 

of successive-cyclic A-movement, then extraction, then another step of the former.[143f.; n. 43]  

(44) Extraposition vs. A'-movement of PP-complement[154] 

i.    [v*P [the (driver, picture) of the car] cause a scandal] 

ii.   [v*P [ [the (driver, picture) t k] cause a scandal] [of the car]k ]                 Extraposition from EA 

iii. *[TP [the (driver, picture) t k]i [v*P [ ti caused a scandal] [of the car]k ] 

⇒ Much worse than subject-ÐÚÓÈÕËɯÌÍÍÌÊÛȱ 

z. Evidence for Phases[154f.] 

Valuation and deletion of [uF] part of Transfer ⇒ Phase heads locus of [uF][154f.] 

Only phase edges are (sometimes) morphologically marked under successive-cyclic movement[155] 

(45) Parasitic gaps (PG; Nissenbaum 2000; also cf. Legate 2003) 

[Which article]i did you file ti without reading ___PG? 

Semantic problem: Op-ÔÖÝÌÔÌÕÛɯÐÕɯ ËÑÜÕÊÛɯÊÙÌÈÛÌÚɯϞ-abstract ȹǽɯÈɯ×ÙÌËÐÊÈÛÌȮɯÐȭÌȭɯÚÖÔÌÛÏÐÕÎɯ

must be satisfied), resulting in a type mismatch between vP < t > and Adjunct < e, t > ⇒ A 

wh-phrase (= Op) raised from the vP to its left edge (by adjunction) would create another Ϟ-

abstract ⇒ PGs require wh-movement to the edge of the vP phase to be interpreted ⇒ Di-

agnostic for phases 

Derivation 

⇒ Adjunct with Operator raised to left edge 

i.  [Adjunct Opj without PRO reading tj] 

⇒ Right-adjoin Adjunct to vP 

ii. [vP [vP you filed [which article]wh ] [Adjunct Opj without PRO reading tj]]  

⇒ Left-Adjoin wh to vP (by extraction) 

iii. [vP [which article]wh [vP [vP you filed twh ] [Adjunct Opj without PRO reading tj]]  

(46) Prosody by phase in (head-final) Japanese (Ishihara 2003)[155] 

FOCUS intonation pattern (box is higher pitch, underline is post-FOCUS pitch lowering):  

Desired output: [CP ȱϔȱɯȻCP ȱWHȱϕȱ C[Q] ȼɯȱϖȱɯȼ                                                            (96) 

i.   [TP [vP [VP ȱ6'ȱ ] v] T] 

ii.  [CP [TP ȱ6'[FOC]ȱɯȼ C[Q] ] ⇒  ͖
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Advantageȯɯ/ÙÖÚÖËàɯÉàɯ×ÏÈÚÌɯËÖÌÚÕɀÛɯÕÌÌËɯÛÖɯÚ×ÌÊÐÍàɯ×ÖÚÛ-FOCUS reduction (as other, sin-

gle-cycle models have to do) ɀ it just applies to all there is adjacent to FOC, not in need to 

consider the matrix CP. 

(47) Locality conditions of QR (Cecchetto 2004)[155] 

Typically, QR cannot move out of a finite clause, which other types of A'-movement can 

(e.g. wh-movement ǽɯovert QR; note that QR targets the IP-area, cf. May 1985): 

a. What did a technician say [that John inspected twh]? 

b.  A technician said [that John inspected every plane]. 

⇒ Surface scope: Va technician  >>  every plane  

 ⇒ Long QR: *[TP [every plane]QP [TP a technician said [that John inspected tQP]]].  

⇒ Inverse scope: *every plane  >>  a technician  

c.  A technician inspected every plane.  

⇒ Surface scope: Va technician  >>  every plane ȹȿ%ÖÙɯÌÈÊÏɯ×ÓÈÕÌɯÖÕÌɯÈÕËɯÛÏÌɯÚÈÔÌɯÛÌÊÏÕi-

ÊÐÈÕɀȺ 

⇒ Short QR: [TP [every plane]QP [TP a technician inspected tQP]]. 

⇒ Inverse scope: Vevery plane  >>  a technician ȹȿ%ÖÙɯÌÈÊÏɯ×ÓÈÕÌɯÈnother ÛÌÊÏÕÐÊÐÈÕɀȺ 

Scope Economy (cf. Fox 1999): Each sub-link of QR must be motivated (e.g. the need of QP1 

to get scope over QP2), in order to avoid look-ahead, but it is illegitimate for a QP to cross 

two (or more) phase heads in one move, given the PIC. (354)  

b'.  i.    A technician said [that John inspected every plane]. 

       ii. *Every plane a technician said [that John inspected tQP].         *DO-to-IP across v*, C, v* 

       ii'.   A technician said [that every plane John inspected tQP].                   DO-to-IP across v* 

              ⇒ Licensed by resolution of type mismatch 

       iii.  *Every plane a technician said [that tQP John inspected tQP].          *IP-to-IP across C, v* 

       iii'. *A technician [v*P every plane said [that tQP John inspected tQP]].    *IP-to-v*P across C 

              ⇒ Unmotivated (look-ahead) 

Intermediate copies 

2.ɀÚɯÊÈÕÕÖÛɯÉÌɯÚ×ÌÓÓÌËɯÖÜÛɯÐÕɯÐÕÛÌÙÔÌËÐÈÛÌɯ×ÖÚÐÛÐÖÕÚɯËÌÙÐÝÌËɯÉàɯÚÜÊÊÌÚÚÐÝÌ-cyclic movement (e.g. 

[Spec, TP] in ECM) 

(48) $ßÊÌ×ÛÐÖÕȯɯ3ÙÈÕÚÐÛÐÝÌɯ$ß×ÓÌÛÐÝÌɯ"ÖÕÚÛÙÜÊÛÐÖÕɯÐÕɯ(ÊÌÓÈÕËÐÊɯȹÊÍȭɯ!ÖįÒÖÝÐîɯƖƔƔƖȺ[155; n. 59] 

[TP  það maður  virðistV2 [TP  maður  hafa       [v*P   maður  kysst     Maríu]]. (201) 

       there             seems           a-man   to-have                        kissed   Mary 

      ȿ ɯÔÈÕɯÚÌÌÔÚɯÛÖɯÏÈÝÌɯÒÐÚÚÌËɯ,ÈÙàȭɀ 
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⇒ Pronunciation of the higher copy of maður violate the V2-PF-constraint ⇒ Next lower 

copy is pronounced 

(49) Interpretive effects of intermediate A'-traces: Reconstruction sites (Legate 2003; see also Fox 2000; 

example from Fox 1998: 157)[n. 155f.; 40] 

a.  [Which of the papers that hei gave Maryj] did every studenti _  V  _ ask herj to read         

_  *__  carefully? 

a'.    *[TP every studenti [vP ask herj to read [DPȱÏÌiȱ,ÈÙàj]]]                                  ⇒ *her ≻ Mary  

a''.   V[TP every studenti [vP [DPȱÏÌiȱ,ÈÙàj] [vP ask herj to read]]]                          ⇒ VMary ≻ her 

b. *[Which of the papers that hei gave Maryj] did shej _  *__ ask every studenti to revise      

_  *__ (carefully)?   

b'.   *[TP shej [vP ask every studenti to revise [DPȱÏÌiȱ,ÈÙàj]]]                               ⇒ *she ≻ Mary 

b''.  *[TP shej [vP [DPȱÏÌiȱ,ÈÙàj] [vP ask every studenti to revise]]]                        ⇒ *she ≻ Mary 

(50) Long-distance agreement in Hindi (Boeckx 2004b; ex. from reprint in Boeckx 2008)[n. 60] 

In Hindi, a matrix verb can agree with the embedded object ȹÏÌÙÌȮɯÐÕɯÎÌÕËÌÙȯɯȻϩȯF]): 

Vivek-ne      [ kitaab    parh-nii    ]  chaah-ii.                                                                                    (67) 

Vivek-ERG     book.F   read-INF.F     want-PFV.F 

ȿ5ÐÝÌÒɯÞÈÕÛÚɯÛÖɯÙÌÈËɯÛÏÌɯÉÖÖÒȭɀ 

⇒ 1ÌÓÌÝÈÕÊÌȳɯɁOn morphologically visible agreement at stages intermediate between probe-goal 

(whether the goal remains in situ or moves to the probe), see Boeckx 2ƔƔƘÉɂɯ 

aa. EPP[156f.] 

(51) Asymmetry vɀv*[156f.] 

v permits LDA and raising, v* block it 

a. *There will [a student [v* [take the class]]] 

b. ?There will [v [come around the corner a student]]. 

c. Transitive Expletive Construction in Icelandic (Jonas 1996)[n. 64] 

[TP það     hafa      [v*P margir  jólasveinar borðað búðinginn]]                                                 (2) 

      there   have            many     Christmas-trolls      eaten the 

     ȿMany Christmas trolls have eaten the ×ÜËËÐÕÎȭɀ 

⇒ Evacuate-v*P requirement (Alexiadou & Anagnostopoulou 2001)[n. 64] 

(52) Finite Accusative Unaccusatives in Russian (Lavine & Freidin 2002)[n. 65] 

Soldata            ranilo               pulej.                                                                                                  (258) 

soldier.ACC   wounded[-AGR]  bullet.INST 

ȿ ɯÚÖÓËÐÌÙɯÞÈÚɯÞÖÜÕËÌËɯÉàɯÈɯÉÜÓÓÌÛȭɀ 
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[TP soldata[ACC] Tdef[EPP] [vP ranilo[ACC] [VP tsoldata tV pulej[OBL] ]]] 

⇒ Dissociation [EPP] ɀ [uϩȼɤȻNOM]: If languages lack EXPL, the closest DP moves to [Spec, 

TP] of Tdef (without [uϩȼȮɯÛÏÜÚ without capacity to assign [NOMȼȺȱ 

⇒ OP relocates [ACC] from v to C (CɀTdef?): [CP C[ACC] [TP soldata[ACC] Tdef[EPP] [vP ranilo [VP tsoldata 

tV pulej[OBL] ]]]] 

(53) Focus agreement in Japanese (Miyagawa 2005; ex. from Ms.)[n. 65] 

* [CP  [TP Piza-oi           [vP  dare-ga      [VP ti tV]   tabe-mo ]  sina-kat-ta     ] C° ]. (11) 

              pizza-ACC           who-NOM                   eat-MO       do-NEG-PAST 

             ȿ/ÐááÈȮɯÈÕàÖÕÌɯËÐËÕɀÛɯÌÈÛȭɀ 

⇒ The EPP on T in Japanese (focus-prominent language) interacts with focus ⇒ pizao is not 

A'-scrambled to C, but satisfies the [EPP] of T ⇒ A-movement cannot be reconstructed 

(?), A'-movement can 

Q: Is [EPP] subject to FI? 

 

(54) Locative inversion[167; n. 67] 

a.   [CP [PP In the square] [TP EXPL0 stood a statue tPP]]. 

b.   [CP [PP In the square] [TP there stood a statue tPP]]. 

c. * [CP Did [PP in the square] [TP tdid stand a statue tPP]]? 

d.   [TP  Omo-mulongo   [vP  mw-a-hik-a          mu-kali tPP     ].               (Kinande; Baker 2003: 119) 

            LOC.18-village          18.S-T-arrive-FV   CL1-woman.1 

           ȿ ÛɯÛÏÌɯÝÐÓÓÈÎÌɯÈÙÙÐÝÌËɯÈɯÞÖÔÈÕȭɀ 


