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6 On Phases

Noam Chomsky

I would like to review some recent and ongoing work in the general framework of the
so-called Minimalist Program (MP), which addresses an array of concerns that are a
core part of the traditional study of language, assuming a different form within the
biolinguistic perspective that began to take shape fifty years ago. I will presuppose
familiarity with recent publications, while recalling some conclusions that seem per-
tinent to proceeding along lines they suggest. One major stimulus to the development
of the MP was a personal letter by Jean-Roger Vergnaud in 1977, unpublished until
recently but famous in the field, which initiated very extensive and productive inqui-
ries that remain central to the study of language to the present, including the consid-
erations here.’

The traditional concerns have to do with the properties that are specific to human
language, that is, to the “faculty of language” FL. To borrow Jespersen’s formula-
tion eighty years ago, the goal is to unearth “the great principles underlying the
grammars of all languages™ with the goal of “gaining a deeper insight into the inner-
most nature of human language and of human thought.” The biolinguistic per-
spective views FL as an “organ of the body,” one of many subcomponents of an
organism that interact in its normal life. From this perspective, the closest approxi-
mation to the informal notion “language” is a state of FL, an I-language. UG is the
theory of the initial state of FL, virtually shared; in terms of traditional concerns, the
theory of the distinguishing features of human language.

For any such system, we can identify three factors that enter into its growth and
development: (1) external data, (2) genetic endowment (for language, the topic of
UG), and (3) principles of structural architecture and developmental constraints
that are not specific to the organ under investigation, and may be organism-
independent. Factor (2) interprets data as linguistic experience, not a trivial matter;
it constructs part of what ethologists called the organism’s Umwelt.?> And it sets the
general course of growth and development within a narrow range. The particular
path is determined by experience (among other factors that we can ignore here).
The questions arise in principle for any organic system, and have been raised since
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the early days of modern biology. The only general questions concerning them have
to do with feasibility, not legitimacy.

These questions arose in the early days of the biolinguistic perspective, which
converged quickly with efforts to develop generative grammar, rooted in different
concerns. The matter was brought up in print in the course of critical discussion of
prevailing assumptions in the “behavioral sciences’: basically, the belief that lan-
guage, like all behavior, is shaped by association, conditioning, and simple induction,
along with ‘“analogy,” and perhaps also ‘““general learning procedures” of some
unspecified sort. While such notions were understandable “in the context of eigh-
teenth century struggles for scientific naturalism, . .. there is surely no reason today
for taking seriously a position that attributes a complex human achievement entirely
to months (or at most years) of experience, rather than to millions of years of evolu-
tion or to principles of neural organization that may be more deeply grounded in
physical law,” a stand that would furthermore take humans to be “unique among
animals.”?® The three factors, essentially. The issues were not much discussed in pub-
lic, partly because the third factor was at the remote horizons of inquiry (as com-
monly in other domains), but also because of the much more urgent concern of
justifying even the legitimacy of the generative grammar/biolinguistic amalgam as a
way of studying language at a time when even the second factor was considered
highly contentious or worse, and it was commonly assumed that languages can “dif-
fer from each other without limit and in unpredictable ways,”* or could vary at most
within limited constraints on patterns and structures.

UG is said to meet the condition of “explanatory adequacy’’ insofar as it is a true
theory of the genetic endowment, and thus, under appropriate idealizations, maps
experience to attained I-languages—abstracting here from effects of the third factor.
We can regard an explanation of some property of language as principled, to the ex-
tent that current understanding now reaches, insofar as it can be reduced to the third
factor and to conditions that language must meet to be usable at all—specifically,
conditions coded in UG that are imposed by organism-internal systems with which
FL interacts. Insofar as properties of I-languages can be given a principled explana-
tion, in this sense, we move to a deeper level of explanation, beyond explanatory
adequacy.

Though these terms are not used in other domains—say, bee communication, or
the mammalian visual system—investigation adopts effectively the same categories.
In the study of language as in other domains, it is uncontroversial that search for ex-
planatory adequacy not only does not await achievement of descriptive adequacy,
but rather contributes to that goal and even to discovery of the nature of the task,
by clarifying the true nature of the object of inquiry (I-language) and of descriptive
adequacy. It is no less a truism that the same relation holds between both inquiries
and the search for principled explanation.
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Concern for principled explanation is often framed in methodological terms as the
attempt to keep to simple taxonomies or generative systems without excessive redun-
dancy and other unattractive properties. Sometimes methodological considerations,
largely intuitive, can be reframed within the biolinguistic perspective as empirical
hypotheses that can be investigated in other domains as well. For computational
systems such as language, we naturally hope to discover concepts of computational
efficiency that carry us beyond explanatory adequacy, and to investigate how these
relate to principles of a more general character that may hold in other domains and
for other organisms, and may have deeper explanations.

For reasons that need not be reviewed,’ the crystallization of the principles-and-
parameters (P&P) program removed some serious conceptual barriers to exploring
the possibility of principled explanation. Since that time, it has been the subject of
extensive inquiry, from various approaches, with sufficient progress and convergence,
many researchers have felt, to identify a reasonably integrated subdiscipline that fo-
cuses on these issues, the minimalist program MP.°

Adopting the P&P framework, I will assume that one element of parameter-setting
is assembly of features into lexical items (LIs), which we can take to be atoms for
further computation and the locus of parameters, sweeping many complicated and
important questions under the rug.

It has been a useful guide for research to consider an extremely far-reaching
thesis—the “‘strong minimalist thesis”” SMT—which holds that language is an opti-
mal solution to interface conditions that FL must satisfy; that is, language is an op-
timal way to link sound and meaning, where these notions are given a technical sense
in terms of the interface systems that enter into the use and interpretation of expres-
sions generated by an I-language. If SMT held fully, which no one expects, UG
would be restricted to properties imposed by interface conditions. A primary task of
the MP is to clarify the notions that enter into SMT and to determine how closely the
ideal can be approached. Any departure from SMT—any postulation of descriptive
technology that cannot be given a principled explanation—merits close examination,
to see if it is really justified. The more fully principled explanation can be achieved,
the better we understand the nature of FL; and the better we can formulate, perhaps
even constructively investigate, the problem of how FL evolved, apparently appear-
ing quite recently in a small breeding group of which all contemporary humans are
descendants, part of a “great leap forward” in human intellectual and moral facul-
ties, as some paleoanthropologists term this development. Evidently, inquiry into
evolutionary origins becomes more feasible the less special structure is attributed to
UG: that is, the more we can proceed beyond explanatory adequacy.’

It is hardly necessary to add that the conditions that enter into principled explana-
tion, in this sense, are only partially understood: we have to learn about the condi-
tions that set the problem in the course of trying to solve it. The research task is
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interactive: to clarify the nature of the interfaces and optimal computational princi-
ples through investigation of how language satisfies the conditions they impose—
optimally, insofar as SMT holds. This familiar feature of empirical inquiry has long
been taken for granted in the study of the sensorimotor interface (SM). Inquiry into
acoustic and articulatory phonetics takes cues from what has been learned about
phonological features and other such properties in I-language research and seeks
SM correlates, and any discoveries then feed back to refine I-language inquiry. The
same should hold, no less uncontroversially, at the semantic/conceptual-intentional
interface (C-1). And it should also hold for third factor properties. We do not know
a priori, in more than general terms, what are the right ways to optimize, say, neural
networks; empirical inquiry into such matters is interactive in the same ways.

A further question is whether the contribution of the two interfaces to principled
explanation is symmetrical. It is well known that language is in many ways ““poorly
designed” for communicative efficiency: apart from such ubiquitous phenomena
as ambiguity, garden paths, and so on, one core property of languages—recursive
embedding with nested dependencies—Ieads to exponential memory growth and
therefore has to be avoided in language use, giving it something of the character of
paratactic constructions. Languages have various devices to overcome the prob-
lems.® These devices might be close to or even beyond the SM interface. Some of
them are used to overcome prosodic difficulties, as in familiar examples of the “house
that Jack built” variety. Others yield “rearrangements’ near the SM interface that
violate crossing constraints and have other properties that indicate that they are
not operations of the narrow syntax. PP-extraposition is a likely case, to which we
return.’

It might be, then, that there is a basic asymmetry in the contribution to “language
design” of the two interface systems: the primary contribution to the structure of
FL may be optimization of mapping to the C-I interface. Such ideas have the flavor
of traditional conceptions of language as in essence a mode of expression of thought,
a notion restated by leading biologists as the proposal that language evolved primar-
ily as a means of “development of abstract or productive thinking” and “in sym-
bolizing, in evoking cognitive images” and ‘“mental creation of possible worlds” for
thought and planning, with communicative needs a secondary factor in language
evolution.!® If these speculations are on the right track, we would expect to find
that conditions imposed by the C-I interface enter into principled explanation in a
crucial way, while mapping to the SM interface is an ancillary process. If so, we
might discover that SMT is satisfied by phonological systems that violate otherwise
valid principles of computational efficiency, while doing the best they can to satisfy
the problem they face: to map to the SM interface syntactic objects generated by
computations that are “‘well designed” to satisfy C-I conditions. There is, I think,
empirical evidence that something like that might be correct. But, again, the ques-
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tions can only be answered by interactive research in many dimensions. Such ques-
tions are worth keeping in mind, even though they are at the periphery of current
empirical study.

Suppose we assume SMT to be true, and see how far we can go towards accommo-
dating properties of language, identifying places in the argument where assumptions
are introduced that require independent research, and where the quest fails, for now
at least.

In the early 1990s, Howard Lasnik and I sketched our best understanding of what
UG might be, adopting the familiar EST/Y-model, within the P&P framework
(Chomsky and Lasnik 1993). A great deal of work since then, including ours, has
been devoted to investigating stipulated components of that model to determine
whether the phenomena for which they were designed could be derived by keeping
more closely to SMT—or perhaps even better, with richer empirical coverage.

Two linguistic levels are assumed to be indispensable (though it is more than tru-
ism): the interface levels that are accessible to SM and C-I. These language-external
though organism-internal systems have their own properties, which for present pur-
poses we can assume to be independent of language, suppressing important questions
that merit independent inquiry. The EST/Y-model postulated three additional in-
ternal levels, each with specific properties: d-structure, s-structure, and LF.'! Fur-
thermore, each of the five postulated levels is generated by cyclic/compositional
operations, which are highly redundant, covering much the same ground. That sharp
departure from SMT raised the question whether all of this technology can be
reduced to a single cycle, dispensing with all internal levels. An even better result
would be that the three internal levels are not only dispensable, but literally
unformulable. That seems possible, if we examine more closely the generative proce-
dure that constructs interface representations. I will briefly review (and somewhat re-
state) the line of argument in earlier papers.

As has long been recognized, the most elementary property of language—and an
unusual one in the biological world—is that it is a system of discrete infinity consist-
ing of hierarchically organized objects.'? The simplest such system is based on an op-
eration that takes n syntactic objects (SOs) already formed, and constructs from them
a new SO. Call the operation Merge. Unbounded Merge or some equivalent (or
more complex variant) is unavoidable in a system of hierarchic discrete infinity, so
we can assume that it ““comes free,”” in the present context.

Of course, the operation does not “come free” in human evolution. Rather, its
emergence was a crucial event, so far without any explanation. Suppose that some
ancestor, perhaps about 60,000 years ago, underwent a slight mutation rewiring the
brain, yielding unbounded Merge. Then he or she would at once have had available
an infinite array of structured expressions for use in thought (planning, interpreta-
tion, etc.), gaining selectional advantages transmitted to offspring, capacities that
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came to dominate, yielding the dramatic and rather sudden changes found in the
archeological record. Speculation, of course, as are all such stories, but about
the simplest one imaginable, consistent with what little is known, and presupposed
in some form (often tacitly) in all speculations about the matter. Since the integration
of language precursors into FL together with innovation of unbounded Merge would
have been sudden (in evolutionary time), effects of path-dependent evolution
and other complexities that underlie the logic of Jacobian ‘“‘bricolage” might be
secondary phenomena, and evolution to a form of FL approaching SMT, not too
surprising.

Though study of the evolution of language is in its infancy,!® consideration of the
nature of the problem can be of some help in thinking about the core problems of
study of language. It is hardly controversial that FL is a common human possession
apart from pathology, to an approximation so close that we can ignore variation.
Evidently, study of evolution of language is not concerned with developments since
the “great leap forward” and the trek from Africa: say, with the large-scale effects of
the Norman Conquest on English. It should be equally uncontroversial that investi-
gation of explanatory adequacy and beyond will try to abstract from such develop-
ments to the extent that understanding permits, thus putting to the side many topics
of great interest to anyone concerned with language.!*

Returning to SMT, arguably restriction of computational resources limits # for
Merge to two, as Luigi Rizzi suggests, thus yielding the ““unambiguous paths’ struc-
ture postulated by Kayne (1981). There are other conditions that conspire to this
conclusion: minimal search within a probe-goal framework, for example. Perhaps
also interface conditions: at the SM interface, requirements of linearization, per-
haps along the lines of Kayne’s LCA; at the C-I interface, conditions of predicate-
argument structure and others. Let us assume the limitation to be accurate, at least
sufficiently so that we can take it as a good first approximation.

A natural requirement for efficient computation is a “no-tampering condition”
(NTC): Merge of X and Y leaves the two SOs unchanged. If so, then Merge of X
and Y can be taken to yield the set {X, Y}, the simplest possibility worth consider-
ing. Merge cannot break up X or Y, or add new features to them. Therefore Merge is
invariably “to the edge” and we also try to establish the “inclusiveness principle,”
dispensing with bar levels, traces, indices, and similar descriptive technology intro-
duced in the course of derivation of an expression. It seems that this desideratum of
efficient computation can also be met within narrow syntax at least, with apparent
departures that have a principled explanation; and that it sometimes even yields
superior empirical results, in one well-studied case, with regard to reconstruction
effects. There is an ample literature on these matters, and I will assume it to be more
less on the right track. Note that SMT might be satisfied even where NTC is
violated—if the violation has a principled explanation in terms of interface condi-
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tions (or perhaps some other factor, not considered here). The logic is the same as in
the case of the phonological component, already mentioned.

A more complex alternative, consistent with NTC, is that Merge forms the pair
{X, Y ). The underlying issue is whether linear order plays a role in narrow syntax
and mapping to C-I, or whether it is restricted to the phonological component, moti-
vated by interface conditions at SM. The latter assumption has guided a good deal of
research since Reinhart 1979, and while the issue is far from settled, there seems to
me good reason to suppose that the simpler assumption can be sustained: that order
does not enter into the generation of the C-I interface, and that syntactic determi-
nants of order fall within the phonological component.

Suppose that a language has the simplest possible lexicon: just one LI, call it
“one.” Application of Merge to the LI yields{one}, call it “two” Application of
Merge to{one}yields{one, {one}}, call it “three.” And so on. In effect, Merge
applied in this manner yields the successor function. It is straightforward to define
addition in terms of Merge(X, Y), and in familiar ways, the rest of arithmetic. The
emergence of the arithmetical capacity has been puzzling ever since Alfred Russell
Wallace, the co-founder of modern evolutionary theory, observed that the “gigantic
development of the mathematical capacity is wholly unexplained by the theory of
natural selection, and must be due to some altogether distinct cause,” if only because
it remained unused. It may, then, have been a side product of some other evolved ca-
pacity (not Wallace’s conclusion), and it has often been speculated that it may be
abstracted from FL by reducing the latter to its bare minimum. Reduction to a
single-membered lexicon is a simple way to yield this consequence. !’

For an LI to be able to enter into a computation, merging with some SO, it must
have some property permitting this operation. A property of an LI is called a feature,
so an LI has a feature that permits it to be merged. Call this the edge feature (EF) of
the LI. If an LI lacks EF, it can only be a full expression in itself; an interjection.
When merged with a syntactic object SO, LI forms {LI, SO}; SO is its complement.
The fact that Merge iterates without limit is a property at least of LIs—and opti-
mally, only of LIs, as I will assume. EF articulates the fact that Merge is unbounded,
that language is a recursive infinite system of a particular kind. What kind? That
depends on further specification of EF, which, like any other feature of UG—say,
sonorant—has to be defined. Its definition, to which we return, is an empirical hy-
pothesis about the subcategory of recursive infinite systems that language constitutes.

Reliance on iterable Merge as the sole computational operation of narrow syntax
eliminates, as unformulable, the notions d- and s-structure, and three of the composi-
tional operations of EST: those that form d-structure and map it to s-structure, and
then on to LF. It also revives, in far more elementary terms, the notion of general-
ized transformation of the earliest work in generative grammar in the 1950s. A great
deal of descriptive capacity is lost by this optimal assumption, including all processes
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and principles associated with d- and s-structure, bar-level distinctions in phrase
structure (N versus N, etc.), and much else. Since this descriptive technology has
been widely and productively used, it is a significant empirical task to show that it is
dispensable—to show, that is, that it was misconceived, and should be abandoned. I
will assume that success in this endeavor has been sufficient so that it is reasonable to
assume it for our purposes here.

Suppose that X and Y are merged (for expository purposes, think of Y as merged
to X). Either Y is not part of X (external Merge, EM) or Y is part of X (internal
Merge, IM).*® In both cases, Merge yields {X, Y}. IM yields two copies of Y in {X,
Y}, one external to X, one within X.!7 IM is the operation Move under the “copy
theory of movement,” which is the null hypothesis in this framework, required by
strict adherence to the NTC. Unless there is some stipulation to the contrary, which
would require sufficient empirical evidence, both kinds of Merge are available for FL
and IM creates copies.

If the means of language are fully exploited by the interface systems, in accord
with a reasonable interpretation of SMT, then we would expect the two types of
Merge to have different effects at the interfaces. At the phonetic interface, they obvi-
ously do; IM yields the ubiquitous displacement phenomenon. At the semantic inter-
face, the two types of Merge correlate well with the duality of semantics that has
been studied within generative grammar for almost forty years, at first in terms of
“deep and surface structure interpretation” (and of course with much earlier roots).
To a large extent, EM yields generalized argument structure (0-roles, the ‘“‘carto-
graphic” hierarchies,'® and similar properties); and IM yields discourse-related prop-
erties such as old information and specificity, along with scopal effects. The
correlation is reasonably close, and perhaps would be found to be perfect if we un-
derstood enough—an important research topic.

The two available types of Merge have been treated very differently since the early
days of modern generative grammar. But that is a historical residue; we have to ask
whether it is accurate. It has always been presupposed without comment that EM
comes free: no one has postulated an “EPP property” for EM or stipulated that it
satisfies the NTC. IM, in contrast, has been regarded (by me, in particular) as a
problematic operation, an “imperfection” of language that has to be postulated as
an unexplained property of UG unless it can be motivated in some principled way.
The displacement property of natural language is simply a fact: expressions are com-
monly pronounced in one place and interpreted in others as well. There have been
many ideas as to how to capture that fact, transformational operations being one.
My own view had always been that the alternatives might turn out to be close to no-
tational variants, and that any decision among them would have to be teased out by
subtle empirical evidence. A few years ago, it became clear that this is a misunder-
standing. IM (= Move, with the “copy theory”) is as free as EM; it can only be
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blocked by stipulation. The absence of the operation would be an imperfection that
has to be explained, not its use in deriving expressions. It follows that any alternative
device to deal with the displacement property and the duality of semantics requires
double stipulation: to ban IM, and to justify the new device. The proposal faces a
serious empirical burden of proof, unlike the core (and over time, much refined) prin-
ciple of transformational grammar.

We thus expect language to use IM rather than other mechanisms that can be
devised to express semantic properties apart from generalized argument structure;
largely true, it appears, perhaps better than that. Note that this line of argument is
an adaptation to the C-I interface of the reasoning familiar at the SM interface, al-
ready discussed. Here too, we may regard these observations as an empirical hypoth-
esis about the nature of the C-I system, to be investigated in language-independent
terms. The hypothesis is that C-I incorporates a dual semantics, with generalized ar-
gument structure as one component, the other being discourse-related and scopal
properties. Language seeks to satisfy the duality in the optimal way, EM serving one
function and IM the other, avoiding additional means to express these properties.

Each SO generated enters into further computations. Some information about the
SO is relevant to these computations. In the best case, a single designated element
should contain all the relevant information: the label (the item “projected” in X’-
theories; the locus in the label-free system of Collins 2002). The label selects and is
selected in EM, and is the probe that seeks a goal for operations internal to the SO:
Agree or IM. A natural interpretation of the notion “edge’ can capture some of the
properties of “‘tucking in” in the sense of Richards 2001, taking the “edge” to be the
position as close as possible to the probe—a literal violation of NTC, but arguably a
principled one, hence consistent with SMT.

We therefore have two syntactic relations: (A) set-membership, based on Merge,
and (B) probe-goal. Assuming composition of relations, (A) yields the notions term-
of and dominate. These seem to be the minimal assumptions about the available rela-
tions. If we add “sister-of,” then composition will yield c-command and identity (the
latter presumably available independently). Whether c-command plays a role within
the computation to the C-I interface is an open question. I know of no clear evidence
that it does, so will keep to the relations that seem unavoidable, set membership and
probe-goal.

It has always been assumed that c-command relations function in Binding Theory
BT, which would mean, if the above is correct, that BT is at the outer edge of the
C-I interface (as suggested, in essence, in Chomsky and Lasnik 1993). It is not
entirely clear, however, that c-command is actually required here, in addition to
set-membership and probe-goal. Condition (C) could be formulated as a probe-goal
relation, taking the c-commanding pronoun X to be the label of {X, SO}, hence
a probe (along lines to which we turn below, though with complications and
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consequences I will put aside here). As for Condition (A), suppose we adopt the
framework of Reuland (2001). Then the most important case is bare subject-oriented
reflexives R that satisfy locality conditions, and are thus plausibly to be understood
as within the I-language. In a structure of the form {SPEC, {H,...R...}}, with R c-
commanded and bound by SPEC, R could be taken to be the goal probed by H, and
thus only indirectly bound by SPEC; hence a case of Agree, not c-command. The
crucial empirical test is a structure of the form [H...XP...R], where H and XP
agree, XP does not c-command R, and R is in the minimal search domain of the
probe H; a sentence of the basic form (1):

(1) It became [[introduced a man] for R (self)]

Here “a man” does not c-command R, but both “a man” and R are goals of the
probe that heads the construction. Reuland points out!® that in an interesting range
of such cases the reflexive must have the bare form R, meaning it is in an agreement
(probe-goal) relation with H, though not c-commanded by its antecedent XP. If so,
then the core case of Condition (A) does not involve c-command, but rather Agree.
C-command may turn not to be an operative relation for Condition (A), which would
support the view that the only relations are the inescapable ones: set-membership and
probe-goal.

I will take over here the probe-goal framework of earlier work, including Ken Hi-
raiwa’s theory of Multiple-Agree.2? The probe agrees with goals in its domain as far
as a goal with no unvalued features, which blocks further search (intervention). In
the simplest case of two-membered probe-goal match (say [@-features]-N), intrinsic
features of the goal value those of the probe, and also value the structural Case
feature of the goal (in a manner determined by the probe). Generalizing to
Multiple-Agree (e.g., probe-[participle sequence]-N), features of the goal (including
the structural Case, sometimes visible as in Icelandic) value all matched elements
(probe, participles), and the option of raising the goal may or may not be
exercised?!—and if exercised will be all the way to the probe, matters to which we
return.

As noted, iterated Merge incorporates the effects of three of the EST/Y-model
compositional cycles, while eliminating d- and s-structure. Still unaccounted for are
the cyclic/compositional mappings to the phonetic and semantic interfaces. These
too are incorporated, and the final internal level LF is eliminated, if at various stages
of computation there are Transfer operations: one hands the SO already constructed
to the phonological component, which maps it to the SM interface (“Spell-Out”);
the other hands SO to the semantic component, which maps it to the C-I interface.
Call these SOs phases. Thus SMT entails that computation of expressions must be
restricted to a single cyclic/compositional process with phases. In the best case, the
phases will be the same for both Transfer operations. To my knowledge, there is no
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compelling evidence to the contrary.?? Let us assume, then, that the best-case conclu-
sion can be sustained. It is also natural to expect that along with Transfer, all other
operations will also apply at the phase level, as determined by the label/probe. That
implies that IM should be driven only by phase heads. Empirical evidence to which
we return supports this conclusion.

For minimal computation, as soon as the information is transferred it will be for-
gotten, not accessed in subsequent stages of derivation: the computation will not
have to look back at earlier phases as it proceeds, and cyclicity is preserved in a
very strong sense.”® Working that out, we try to formulate a phase-impenetrability
condition PIC, conforming as closely as possible to SMT. I will again assume that
the literature about this is more or less on target (including Chomsky 2001, 2004,
and Nissenbaum 2000), though with modifications.?*

Note that for narrow syntax, probe into an earlier phase will almost always be
blocked by intervention effects. One illustration to the contrary is agreement into a
lower phase without intervention in experiencer constructions in which the subject
is raised (voiding the intervention effect) and agreement holds with the nominative
object of the lower phase (Icelandic).?5 It may be, then, that PIC holds only for the
mappings to the interface, with the effects for narrow syntax automatic.

The next question is: What are the phases? I will pursue the suggestion in Chom-
sky 2004 that they are CP and v*P, where C is shorthand for the region that Rizzi
(1997) calls the “left periphery,” possibly involving feature spread from fewer func-
tional heads (maybe only one); and v* is the functional head associated with full ar-
gument structure, transitive and experiencer constructions, and is one of several
choices for v, which may furthermore be the element determining that the selected
root is verbal, along lines discussed by Marantz (1997). Similarities between CP and
DP suggest that DP too may be a phase, possibilities explored by Svenonius (2004)
and Hiraiwa (2005) among others. I will put that aside here, and keep to the clausal
skeleton—avoiding much structure here as well.

It seems problematic for T to fail to define a phase boundary along with C, since
on the surface it seems to be T, not C, that is the locus of the ¢-features that are
involved in the nominative-agreement system, and raising of the external argument
subject or unaccusative/passive object to Spec-T. There is, however, antecedent rea-
son to suspect otherwise, confirmed (as we will see) by empirical phenomena. The an-
tecedent reason is that for T, ¢-features and Tense appear to be derivative, not
inherent: basic tense and also tenselike properties (e.g., irrealis) are determined by C
(in which they are inherent: “John left” is past tense whether or not it is embedded)
or by the selecting V (also inherent) or perhaps even broader context. In the lexicon,
T lacks these features. T manifests the basic tense features if and only if it is selected
by C (default agreement aside); if not, it is a raising (or ECM) infinitival, lacking ¢-
features and basic tense. So it makes sense to assume that Agree and Tense features
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are inherited from C, the phase head.?® If C-T agrees with the goal DP, the latter can
remain in situ under long-distance Agree, with all uninterpretable features valued; or
it can raise as far as Spec-T, at which point it is inactivated, with all features valued,
and cannot raise further to Spec-C.2” We thus derive the A-A’ distinction.

There is ample evidence that the A-A’ distinction exists.?® Let’s assume it therefore
to be a real property of I-language. The device of inheritance establishes the distinc-
tion in a simple way, perhaps the simplest way. The mechanism is a narrow violation
of NTC. The usual question therefore arises: does it violate SMT? If it does, then the
device belongs to UG (perhaps parametrized), lacking a principled explanation. But
the crucial role it plays at the C-I interface suggests the usual direction to determine
whether it is consistent with SMT though violating NTC. If the C-I interface requires
this distinction,?® then SMT will be satisfied by an optimal device to establish it that
violates NTC, and inheritance of features of C by the LI selected by C (namely T)
may meet that condition. If so, the violation of NTC still satisfies SMT.

When @-features appear morphologically at T without tense (or in participles,
etc.), they should therefore be regarded as just a morphological effect of agreement,
without significance in the syntactic computation.®® The relative inability of TP to be
moved or to appear in isolation without C gives some further reason to suspect that
TP only has phaselike characteristics when selected by C, hence derivatively from C,
though this is not a criterial property.®' We turn later to further evidence for these
assumptions.

Let’s return first to the properties of EF. Suppose that EF permits free Merge to
the edge, indefinitely. That yields a certain subcategory of recursive systems: with
embedding, a pervasive feature of human language.3? If an LI a enters a derivation
and its EF is not satisfied, the resulting expression will often crash, but not always;
say, the expression “No.” If EF is minimally satisfied for a, then a has a comple-
ment, to which C-I will assign some interpretation; a theta role in some configura-
tions. The predicate-internal subject hypothesis asserts that C-I will also assign a
theta role to second EM to v*, that is, to its specifier, the external argument EA. If
only phase heads trigger operations (as I will assume), then IM will satisfy EF only
for phase heads; apparent exceptions, such as raising to Spec-T, are derivative, via
inheritance. Merge can apply freely, yielding expressions interpreted at the interface
in many different kinds of ways. They are sometimes called “deviant,” but that is
only an informal notion. Expressions that are unintelligible at the SM interface may
satisfy the most stringent C-I conditions, and conversely. And expressions that are
“deviant” are not only often quite normal but even the best way to express some
thought; metaphors, to take a standard example, or such evocative expressions as
Veblen’s “perform leisure.” That includes even expressions that crash, often used as
literary devices and in informal discourse, with a precise and felicitous interpretation
at the interfaces. The only empirical requirement is that SM and C-I assign the inter-
pretations that the expression actually has, including many varieties of “deviance.”>?
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The label of an SO must be identifiable with minimal search, by some simple algo-
rithm. Two obvious proposals, carried over from X-bar-theoretic approaches, are (2)
and (3):

(2) In {H, a}, H an LI, H is the label.

(3) If a is internally merged to B, forming {a, B} then the label of B is the label of
{a, B}.

These principles suffice for virtually every case.** Sometimes, however, they conflict.
One example is the first step of every derivation, when two LIs merge, so that by (2),
either may project. That seems unproblematic, though one of the choices may yield
some form of deviance. A more interesting case arises when LI o is internally merged
to non-LI B. In this case, (2) yields the conclusion that a is the label, while (3) yields
the conclusion that the label of B is the label. Consider, for example, wh-movement
of the LI what to Spec-C, forming (4), ¢ a copy of what:

(4) What [C [you wrote t]]

If C projects, in accord with (3), then (4) can be, for example, the interrogative com-
plement of “wonder” in “I wonder what you wrote.” latridou, Anagnostopoulou,
and Izvorksi (2001) and Donati (2006) point out that what may also project, in ac-
cord with (2), yielding the free relative object of “I read [what you wrote],”” inter-
preted as a DP headed by what. In conformity with (2), that is possible only when
the phrase that is moved is a head; there can be no free relative interpretation in “I
read [what book you wrote].” Relying on more subtle properties, Donati shows that
the same is true for comparatives. Binding Condition (C) might be a case of (2)
under EM, with the pronominal Spec becoming the label, hence serving as the probe,
as discussed earlier. Note that when what is taken to be the label in (4), so is C (for
reasons of feature-inheritance by T). That is, the two labels coexist, in accord with a
literal interpretation of the labeling algorithm (2)—(3).

The conclusion, then, is that the labeling algorithms apply freely, sometimes pro-
ducing deviant expressions. The outcome will satisfy the empirical conditions on I-
language if these are the interpretations actually assigned.

There must be some way to identify internally merged o with its copy, but not with
other items that have the same feature composition: to distinguish, say, “John killed
John” or “John sold John to John” (with syntactically unrelated occurrences of
John), from “John was killed John™ (with two copies of the same LI John). That is
straightforward, satisfying the inclusiveness condition, if within a phase each selec-
tion of an LI from the lexicon is a distinct item, so that all relevant identical items
are copies. Nothing more than phase-level memory is required to identify these prop-
erties at the semantic interface C-1, where the information is required.

It has sometimes been suggested that IM should be eliminated in favor of EM. As
noted, that necessitates a stipulation barring IM, and thus requires empirical support.
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It also requires some other device to distinguish copies from unrelated occurrences.
And it involves additional computation when a phrase that would otherwise be inter-
nally merged (moved) has to be generated independently before merger, then some-
how identified as a copy; perhaps generated many times, as in successive-cyclic
movement. There are other rather severe complications resulting from the cyclic local
character of IM, discussed below. I do not see any compensating advantages to this
departure from SMT.

Since IM always leaves a copy, thanks to the NTC, and the copies are carried to
the semantic interface, we eliminate the lowering operation of reconstruction—
though just how reconstruction works is by no means a simple question. What about
the phonetic interface? Here two desiderata conflict: (1) ease of processing, and (2)
minimization of computation. Processing would be eased if all copies remain. That
would eliminate many of the “filler-gap” problems that complicate parsing programs
and perceptual theories. But minimization of computation calls for erasure of all but
one copy, so that the phonological component can forget about the others; the issue
does not arise in the mapping to the semantic interface, where all copies remain
without complication.®®> Overwhelmingly, the second desideratum is correct. That
provides more evidence that language is “‘designed” so that mapping to C-I approx-
imates the SMT, with utility for communication only a secondary factor.

If minimization of computation is the driving force in “Spell-Out” of copies, there
should be an exception to the conclusion that only one is phonetically realized:
namely, when special conditions, such as Lasnik’s stranded affix filter, require some
residue of the lowest copy to satisfy interface conditions. For evidence supporting
that conclusion, see Abels 2001, Boskovi¢ 2001, Landau 2004, and Hiraiwa 2002.

For minimal computation, the probe should search the smallest domain to find the
goal: its c-command domain. It follows that there should be no m-command, hence
no Spec-head relations, except for the special case where the Spec itself can be a
probe. That requires considerable rethinking of much important work, particularly
on agreement. I think the conclusion is tenable, 3¢ but it is far from obvious. Without
further stipulation, the number of specifiers is unlimited; the specifier-complement
distinction itself reduces to first-Merge, second-Merge, and so on. Again, these con-
clusions, restricting descriptive technology and thus approaching SMT, have to be
shown to be empirically viable.

Minimal search is not uniquely defined in XP-YP structures where neither XP nor
YP is a head: the ““wrong choice” yields island effects. Among the means proposed to
identify the right choice are Kayne’s connectedness principle and government. Each
involves stipulation of mechanisms that depart from SMT, and hence motivates a
search for alternatives.

Consider the CED effects discovered by Huang (1982), involving XP-YP structures
with island violations under the wrong choice. The adjunct-island subcase follows if
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an adjunct is not in the search domain of the probe. That in turn follows from the
approach to adjuncts in Chomsky 2004, taking them to be entered into the derivation
by pair-Merge instead of set-Merge to capture the fundamental asymmetry of
adjunction,” then simplified to set-Merge at the point of Transfer, thus permitting
phonetic linearization and yielding ““late-insertion’ effects at the semantic interface.

Consider the subject-island subcase. It has been assumed since Huang’s discovery
of these properties that the surface subject is the island, but there is reason to doubt
this assumption. Compare (5) and (6):38

(5) a. It was the CAR (not the TRUCK) of which [they found the (driver, picture)]
b. Of which car did [they find the (driver, picture)?

(6) a. *It was the CAR (not the TRUCK) of which [the (driver, picture) caused a
scandal]
b. *Of which car did [the (driver, picture) cause a scandal]

These are standard examples of the subject-island condition. The interesting case is

(7):

(7) a. It was the CAR (not the TRUCK) of which [the (driver, picture) was found]
b. Of which car was [the (driver, picture) awarded a prize]

These fall together with (5), not (6), though the surface subject is in the same position
as in (6). If so, then the effect is determined by the base structures of (7), not the sur-
face structures, in which the distinction between the cases has been effaced by raising
of the surface subject from the verb phrase. The relevant base structures are (8):

(8) a. C[T [v ][V [the (driver, picture) of which]]]]
b. C|[T [ [the (driver, picture) of which] [v* [V XP]]]]

In (a) v is unaccusative/passive, so that only (b) but not (a) has the internal phase a.
We now have the right distinction,*° though it remains to explain it.

There are further consequences. One is that T is not the probe that yields A-
movement of [the (driver, picture) of which] to the Spec-T position in (7) before C is
merged: if it were, the required distinction would again be effaced before wh-
movement. Rather, A- as well as A’-movement must be triggered by probes in C:
the probe for wh-accesses which in its base position in (7), raising of-which to Spec-
C, while the Agree-probe in C, inherited by T, raises the full DP [the (driver, picture)
of which] to Spec-T, the two operations proceeding in parallel. It follows further that
TP is not a phase; rather CP, as already concluded on other grounds. Other consid-
erations converge towards the same conclusion.

It remains to explain why the probe for wh-movement cannot readily access the
wh-phrase within the external argument of a. That could reduce to a locality condi-
tion: which in o is embedded in the lower phase, which has already been passed in the
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derivation. We know that the external argument itself can be accessed in the next
higher phase, but there is a cost to extracting something embedded in it—facts to
which we return.*°

Note that in (5), the problem does not arise. In (5), the wh-phrase is extracted to
the edge of v*P unproblematically, then on to the edge of CP; nothing is extracted
from it in the CP phase. In (6), the PP-complement of the subject cannot be ex-
tracted in the same way in the v*P phase, because its base position is not in the
search domain of the label/probe v*; for the same reason, Spec-to-Spec movement
is always impossible. Therefore extraction in (6) would have to be from the base
position, distinguishing the cases properly.

We therefore reinforce the conclusion that C has two probes: the edge feature EF
that is automatically available for an LI, and an Agree-feature (¢-features). The for-
mer attracts the wh-phrase to the edge of C, the second attracts the DP, but only as
far as T, with which it agrees. These facts raise the usual two questions: row (what
are the mechanisms?) and why (what is the motivation?).

The obvious mechanism is the one already suggested for other reasons: T inherits
its Agree feature from C, and then derivatively serves as a probe at the phase level
CP. The motivation may trace back to a C-I interface requirement that both argu-
ments and operator-variable structures be available, analogous to the requirement
of semantic duality that is satisfied in an optimal way by the A-A’ distinction, as al-
ready discussed.

On optimal assumptions, transmission of the Agree feature should be a property
of phase-heads in general, not just of C. Hence v* should transmit its Agree feature
to V, and probe of an object with structural Case by v* should be able to raise it to
Spec-V, a step-by-step analogue to raising to Spec-T by C. That would yield the intri-
guing but puzzling conclusions about raising of objects to Spec-V, particularly in
ECM constructions, but perhaps generally.*! The evidence is compelling, but has
been unclear why such rules should exist: why should objects raise to Spec-V at all,
an operation that is even more odd because its effects are not visible, given that V
then raises to v*? These strange facts fall into place automatically if the properties
of the C-phase hold of phases generally. They thus yield further evidence to support
the basic assumptions: C and v* are the phase heads, and their Agree feature is inher-
ited by the LI they select. Futhermore, if the suggestions above about motivation
prove to be accurate, the curious phenomenon of raising to Spec-V follows from the
C-I requirement that the A-A’ distinction must be observed at the CP-phase, supple-
mented by third-factor conditions of efficient computation.

As noted earlier, it is tempting to speculate that the resistance to extraction of the
complement of C and v* (TP and VP respectively) is traceable to the requirement of
feature inheritance from the selecting phase head. Note also that there is still an
asymmetry between C-T and v*-V: T can appear without C, but V requires v*. That
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too would follow if lexical items are roots, with functional elements (v, n, etc.) deter-
mining their category, along lines already mentioned.

Another question is whether inheritance is obligatory or optional. For C-T, that
raises familiar questions about universality of EPP and about mechanisms of agree-
ment. For v*-V, properties of Binding Theory condition (B) indicate that the rule
must be obligatory, by the general logic of the clause-mate principles of Postal-
Lasnik-Saito. Thus in (9), him is necessarily free:

(9) The slave expected [(the picture, the owner) of him] to be somewhere else

The for-to analogue, to my ear, allows the bound option more readily, as would be
expected. Lasnik, however, has given arguments to the contrary (see Lasnik 2002).
The questions are unsettled for both C-T and v*-V.

What is true of (5)—(7) should hold in general for wh-questions. Consider the sim-
pler cases (10), (11), with indices for expository purposes only:

(10) a. C|[T [who [v* [see John]]]]
b. Who; [C [who; [T [who, v* [see John]]]]]
c. Who saw John

(11) a. C[T [v [arrive who]]]
b. Who; [C [who; [T [v [arrive whog]]]]]
¢. Who arrived

In (10), in the v*-phase v*-John agreement values all uninterpretable features. Turn-
ing to the C-phase, both the edge and the Agree feature of C seek the goal who in
Spec-v*. The Agree feature, inherited by T from C, raises it to Spec-T, while the
edge feature of C raises it to Spec-C. The result is (10b). There is a direct relation
between who; and whoy, and between who; and whoy, but none between who; and
who;. There are two A-chains in (b): (who;, whoy) and (whoy). Each A-chain is an ar-
gument, with who; the operator ranging over the A-chains, interpreted as restricted
bound variables.** Similarly in (11), with no lower phase, parallel operation of the
edge and Agree features of C derives (b) from (a), with the operator who in Spec-C
and the two A-chain arguments (Spec-T, Complement-V) and (Complement-V).

In both cases the A-chains are invisible, but familiar properties of A-movement
(binding, scope, weak crossover, etc.) reveal that there really is a copy in the position
who; heading the two-membered A-chain, even though it is not pronounced. Thus we
have such standard distinctions as in (12):

(12) a. Who was never seen, *who was there never seen
b. Whoj; seems to his; friends to be preferable, *who; do you seem to his;
friends to prefer

It has been conventionally assumed that in such constructions as (10), (11), there is
an A-chain formed by A-movement of the wh-phrase to Spec-T, and an A’-A chain
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formed by A’-movement of the subject to Spec-C. There was never any real justifica-
tion for assuming that there are two chains, a uniform A-chain and a nonuniform A’-
A chain, rather than just one A’-A-A chain formed by successive-cyclic raising of the
wh-phrase to Spec-T and then on to Spec-C. We now see, however, that the intuition
is justified. There is no direct relation between the wh-phrase in Spec-C and in Spec-
T, and no reason to suppose that there is a nonuniform chain at all: just the argu-
ment A-chains and an operator-argument/variable construction. By the usual
demand of minimal computation, the A-chains contain no pronounced copy.

As matters now stand, constructions of the form (10), (11), can be formed in two
ways: (1) as just described, with the edge feature of C extracting the wh-phrase from
its base position, and (2) with the Agree feature of C-T forming the A-chain headed
by Spec-T (who; in these examples), at which point the edge feature EF of C raises
who; to Spec-C.** Alternative 2 looks suspicious, both because it is redundant, and
because we know that EF of C cannot extract the PP complement from within Spec-
T: if it could, the subject-condition effects would be obviated. It must be, then, that
the Spec-T position is impenetrable to EF, and a far more natural principle would be
that it is simply invisible to EF, hence barring alternative 2 as well. That principle
generalizes the inactivity condition of earlier work, which takes the head of an A-
chain (which always has any uninterpretable features valued) to be invisible to
Agree.** A reasonable principle, then, is that an A-chain becomes invisible to further
computation when its uninterpretable features are valued. That will incorporate the
effects of the earlier inactivity condition, restated in terms of phases.**

We have been presupposing the informal notions A- and A’-position. For our pur-
poses here, it will suffice to define an A’-position as one that is attracted by an edge
feature of a phase head; hence typically in Spec-C or outer Spec of v*. Others are
A-positions. From this point of view, A- and A’-positions are distinguished not by
their structural status within a phrase marker, but by the manner in which they are
derived. The shift of perspective has many consequences. I will tentatively assume
that it is on the right track. It follows that successive-cyclic A’-movement creates a
uniform A’-chain, no matter where the landing sites are along the way. Intermediate
positions do not induce binding effects or have other A-position properties, whatever
their structural status is.

Let us review some of the properties of the theory of IM. With all operations
driven by the phase head, the only A-chains are completed A-chains with all features
valued, either inherently or by Agree. It follows that “traces’ (technically, lower
copies) are invisible, as desired.*® We also conclude that in A-movement, features
are not valued until the operation is completed; otherwise the operation could not
apply. Suppose PH is a phase head (C or v¥*) selecting PH;. Then EF of PH can raise
XP to Spec-PH, but only from its base position. If the Agree feature of PH (inherited
by PHy) has raised XP to Spec-PHj, then XP is invisible; it cannot be raised and
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nothing can be extracted from it. If, however, EF raises XP to Spec-PH, it no longer
heads an A-chain (by definition), and is subject to raising or extraction by a higher
EF. Extraction from this A’-position should be on a par with extraction from an ex-
ternal argument, carrying the cost of searching into a phase already passed. Thus
(13) should have about the same status as the subject-island violations (6):*’

(13) Of which car did you wonder [which [(picture, driver)] [caused a scandal]]

Let’s look more closely at legitimate application of EF of the phase head PH to
XP in its base position, either raising XP to Spec-PH, or raising its complement to
Spec-PH as in (5), (7). We know that raising cannot follow long-distance agreement
valuing the features of XP, or XP would be invisible, for the reasons just given: its
PP-complement could not be extracted, and XP itself could not be raised. Further-
more, XP cannot be raised before agreement, or its Case feature will be unvalued. It
follows that the edge and Agree features of PH apply in parallel: EF raises XP or a
PP complement within XP to Spec-PH, while agreement values all uninterpretable
features and may or may not raise XP to form an A-chain.*®

We therefore have a rather delicate array of conclusions about the mechanisms of
probe-goal relations and IM. They amount to the conclusion that all options are
open: the edge and Agree features of the probe can apply in either order, or simulta-
neously, with only certain choices converging.

What holds for wh-movement should extend to A’-movement generally. Suppose
that the edge feature of the phase head is indiscriminate: it can seek any goal in its
domain, with restrictions (e.g., about remnant movement, proper binding, etc.) deter-
mined by other factors.*® Take, say, Topicalization of DP. EF of a phase head PH
can seek any DP in the phase and raise it to Spec-PH. There are no intervention
effects, unless we assume that phrases that are to be topicalized have some special
mark. That seems superfluous even if feasible, particularly if we adopt Rizzi’s
approach to the left periphery: what is raised is identified as a topic by the final posi-
tion it reaches, and any extra specification is redundant. The same should be true for
other forms of A’-movement. We need not postulate an uninterpretable feature that
induces movement, and can thus overcome a long-standing problem about crash at
the lower phase levels in successive-cyclic movement.

Further elaboration depends on how the relevant structures are to be analyzed
properly. To mention a few possibilities, suppose that the moved phrase is labeled
by an interpretable interrogative wh-feature. Then it will have to reach the right po-
sition in the left periphery for interpretation, or be associated with such a position by
some other operation.>® Otherwise the expression may converge, but will be inter-
preted as deviant at the C-I interface. A wh-phrase lacking the interpretable interrog-
ative feature, or an empty operator, will yield a structure that converges but will
again have no interpretation unless the phrase undergoes A’-movement to the root,
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constituting a possible predicate or source for a head-raising relative.’! Note that
there should be no superiority effect for multiple wh-phrases; any can be targeted
for movement. We are led to that conclusion for other reasons as well. Thus suppose
that we have what in (10) instead of John:

(14) C [T [who [v* [see what]]]]

At the lower v* phase the subject who does not intervene, so even if uninterpretable
wh-features are targeted by the edge-feature of v*, what can be raised to the edge,
voiding any superiority effect. That leaves the problem of explaining the superiority
phenomena in the languages in which they appear: English, but apparently not Ger-
man in simple cases, for example. Standard examples, such as (14), tell us very little,
and it is not so simple to find convincing cases.>>

Do A’-chains function in the manner of A-chains with regard to intervention? The
line of argument we are pursuing indicates that they should. That appears to be cor-
rect. Consider such constructions as “who did John see,” schematically (15):

(15) C|[T [John [v* [V whol]]]

Given PIC, at the lower v* phase who raises to the edge, so it is accessible to the
phase head C. The Agree feature of C-T seeks the subject John and raises it to Spec-
T, and the edge feature of C seeks the object who in the outer Spec of v* and raises it
to Spec-C. If T were a phase head, or an independent probe for some other reason
(as assumed in earlier work, mine in particular), then raising of subject to Spec-T
would be blocked by intervention of the @-features of who in the outer Spec of v*.
But since it is not a phase head, and both operations are driven by the phase head
C in parallel, the problem does not arise. However, raising of the subject does cross
the lower copy of who in the A’-position of the outer Spec of v*, that is, the lower
copy in the A’-chain (Spec-C, Outer-Spec-v*). A’-chains thus behave in this respect
like A-chains: if uniform, only the full chain (equivalently, its head) is the object
that intervenes. We therefore have uniform chains—either A-chains or A’-chains—
but no mixed chains.>?

A somewhat more complex illustration similar to (5)—(7) has been discovered in
Icelandic.>* Keeping just to the essence, consider the dative-nominative experiencer
construction (16) (e.g., “to-someone seems [the horses are slow]”):

(16) C [T [DAT [v¥ NOM...]]]

If DAT remains in situ, in an expletive construction, it blocks T-Nom agreement, as
expected. If Dat is raised to Spec-T, T-Nom agreement is permitted, again as
expected: there is no intervening argument. But if DAT is wh-moved, it blocks agree-
ment, which is paradoxical since it appears to be the lower copy of an A-chain. The
solution suggested by Holmberg-Hroarsdottir (along with several other devices) is
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that the Dat subject moves to Spec-C, directly, so that the sole A-chain has only one
position, its base position, which blocks agreement by intervention. That seems basi-
cally right, but it yields new problems, because we do want to have the A-chain
(Spec-T, Spec-v*), for reasons already mentioned. The desired result follows, as be-
fore, if both operations, A- and A’-movement, are driven by the phase head C. That
will leave no relation between Spec-C and Spec-T, but an operator-argument relation
between Spec-C and each of the two A-chains, (Spec-T, Spec-v*) and (Spec-v*). The
A-chain (Spec-v*) suffices to block T-Nom agreement, by standard intervention;
the A-chain (Spec-T, Spec-v¥*) yields the A-movement effects.

One might explore whether the variation in judgments (see note 54) can be attrib-
uted to the timing of the edge and Agree probes.

The examples discussed so far are restricted to two-membered A-chains, as in (5—
7), (10-11), (16). Consider now successive-cyclic A-movement.>> Compare (17) = (6)
with (18), in both cases with boldface brackets around the internal phases and the
other brackets around TP, and 7 used for the lower copies in the A-chains:

(17) a. *It was the CAR (not the TRUCK) of which [the (driver, picture) [¢ caused
a scandal]]
b. *Of which car did [the (driver, picture) [¢ cause a scandal]]

(18) a. It is the CAR (not the TRUCK) of which [the (driver, picture) is likely [¢ to
[t cause a scandal]]]
b. Of which car is [the (driver, picture) likely [¢ to [z cause a scandal]]]

In (17), as already discussed, the PP phrase in the EA “the (driver, picture) of which”
raises to Spec-C from its base position, and we have the subject-island effect. But in
(18), the effect is obviated. These expressions have the status of extraction from ob-
ject, not subject, as in (5), (7). That follows from the previous conclusions about IM,
assuming the (still mysterious) condition EPP, which requires A-movement to pass
through Spec-T, with familiar consequences for binding, and possibly reconstruction.
One permitted order of operations is this: the Agree feature of C-T raises EA step by
step to its final position, and along the way, the edge feature of C extracts the PP
complement and raises it to Spec-C, with no deep search required because no phase
boundaries are crossed. The parallel operations interweave, again unproblematically.

Note that the same conclusions hold, as expected, for ECM. Thus (19) has the
status of (18), not (17):

(19) Of which car did they believe the (driver, picture) to have caused a scandal

It must be, then, that “of which car” is raised from an intermediate position, Spec-T
of the ECM infinitival, before it reaches Spec-V, a position analogous to Spec-T in
the matrix clause. In Spec-T and Spec-V, all features are valued in the completed
A-chain, and its head is invisible, as we have seen.
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Reinforcing earlier conclusions, we find that the two searches driven by the phase
head operate in parallel, and can even interweave. What yields the subject-island ef-
fect, it appears, is search that goes too deeply into a phase already passed, not the
difference between base and surface position. The Agree feature of C raises XP to
Spec-T (by inheritance), while its edge feature raises XP (or part of it) to Spec-C.
The generalized inactivity condition bars extraction from matrix Spec-T (and if fully
generalized, raising of full XP from that position). Such constructions as (19) provide
an independent reason for ECM-raising to Spec-V. And extraction of complement
provides an independent reason, alongside of binding and (perhaps) reconstruction
effects, for successive-cyclic A-movement through Spec-T.

Note that raising of the PP-complement is sharply different from extraposition of
PP in such constructions. Thus (20) has the same status as extraposition from EA, as
in (21), and both are much worse than the (relatively weaker) subject-island effect of
(17):

(20) *The (driver, picture) is likely to cause a scandal of the car
(21) *The (driver, picture) caused a scandal of the car

We conclude, then, that despite some superficial similarities, extraposition and A’-
movement of PP-complement are entirely different phenomena. Quite possibly, as
suggested earlier, PP-extraposition is part of the mapping to the SM interface, hence
is part of Spell-Out. If so, it should be restricted to the interior of a phase, thus allow-
ing extraposition from object but not from EA subject.>®

As discussed elsewhere (Chomsky 2001), the size of phases is in part determined by
uninterpretable features. Such features are a striking phenomenon of language that
was not recognized to be significant, or even particularly noticed, prior to Vergnaud’s
original ideas about the role of structural Case (see note 1). The values of these fea-
tures are redundant, fixed by structural position in the course of derivation. We
therefore expect them to be selected from the lexicon unvalued. Since these features
have no semantic interpretation, they must be deleted before they reach the semantic
interface for the derivation to converge. They must therefore be deleted either before
Transfer or as part of Transfer. But these features may have phonetic realization, so
they cannot be deleted before transfer to the phonological component. They must
therefore be valued at the stage in computation where they are transferred—by defi-
nition, at the phase-level-—and this must be the same stage for both transfer opera-
tions, again supporting the optimal assumption that transfer to both interfaces is at
the same stage of derivation. Once valued, the uninterpretable features are deleted
by the mapping to the semantic component, and given whatever phonetic properties
they have in particular I-languages by the phonological component. The conclusion
is supported by the fact that once features are valued, they are indistinguishable from
interpretable features and there is no indication of their relation to the interpretable
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features that match them and assign them their values.>” Hence they must be trans-
ferred at the point where they are valued: again, at the phase level, assuming that all
operations apply at this level, as determined by the label.

These observations provide further support for the conclusion that v*P and CP are
phases, the locus of determination of structural Case and agreement for object and
subject. For subject, the conclusion is based on the assumption that TP is not a
phase, for reasons discussed, so that T operates as a probe only derivatively by virtue
of its relation to C (similarly, v* and V). A stronger principle would be that phases
are exactly the domains in which uninterpretable features are valued, as seems
plausible.

There is also morphological evidence that CP, v*P are the phases. Just for these
two categories the edge is sometimes morphologically marked in successive-cyclic
movement, with the effect of movement through Spec-C sometimes found in the
subject-agreement domain, another reason to suspect that T-agreement is derivative
from properties of C.>® These also seem to be the stages that permit parasitic gap
constructions; for extensive discussion, based on the assumption that these are phases
for A’-movement, see Nissenbaum 2000. There is also evidence for other effects of
phases, among them in phonology (Ishihara 2003) and covert movement (Cecchetto
2004), and there is also much further investigation of alternatives and further articu-
lation that I cannot review here.

Phases should, presumably, be as small as possible, to minimize computation after
Transfer and to capture as fully as possible the cyclic/compositional character of
mappings to the interface. C and v* impose an upper bound, and T is too small, as
we have seen. More generally, there are two basic cases to consider:

1. SO cannot be transferred to the SM interface (“spelled out™) if it is subsequently
going to move.

2. SO cannot be moved to an edge unless it can be spelled out right there, satisfying
any uninterpretable features by long-distance Agree.

Case 1 is transparent, unless more complex apparatus is introduced that we would
hope to avoid. Case 2 has to be sharpened. It conforms to a fairly general empirical
observation that should be captured:

3. In a probe-goal relation, the goal can be spelled out only in situ (under long-
distance Agree) or at the probe (under internal Merge).

Standard illustrations are passive/unaccusative in situ or with movement. The goal
cannot stop at some intermediate point of the derivation, in particular, at intermedi-
ate Spec-T positions through which it must pass in successive-cyclic A-movement
(including ECM constructions).>® In the case of A’-movement, reconstruction effects
indicate that the raised goal also passes through internal positions leaving copies that

Downloaded from http://direct.mit.edu/books/edited-volume/chapter-pdf/2285447/9780262273152_caf.pdf by California Institute of Technology (Caltech) user on 20 February 2024



This is a portion of the eBook at do0i:10.7551/mitpress/9780262062787.001.0001

156 Noam Chomsky

are visible at the semantic interface.®® These observations tell us something impor-
tant about the operation of IM: the raised goal must reach the probe by means of
local steps, passing through intermediate positions where it leaves copies, but not
stopping there to be spelled out.®! Just how small these local steps are remains to be
clarified. For A’-movement, they could turn out to be as small as every category, as
proposed more generally on completely different (and long-abandoned) grounds in
Chomsky 1986. As noted earlier, there is an exception, which may have principled
grounds: inheritance of the features of the phase head by the category it selects, T
and V. These properties of IM, which appear to be quite general, add further reason
to suppose that operations are at the phase level only, and that inactivation of Spec-
T in a tensed clause is a reflex of inheritance of C features.

There are some asymmetries between A- and A’-movement with regard to local
steps. One is that the reconstruction effects are far weaker for A-movement (if they
exist at all®?). The only strong argument for local steps for A-movement are those
based on binding and (as discussed above) extraction. In the latter case, the argument
supports only the option, but not the necessity, of the local step. In both cases the
effects hold only at Spec-T, hence fall within the EPP category. Furthermore, there
is strong evidence that raising of EA to Spec-T does not pass through intermediate
positions (hence presumably that A-movement never does). If there were intermedi-
ate positions between the base and surface position in this case (say, at the edge of a
participial phrase), then subject-island effects would be obviated, exactly as they are
in successive-cyclic (and ECM) raising.®® These properties remain to be explained.

A consequence of the conclusion that the Agree-feature belongs to C, and to T only
derivatively, is that it is in the same region as the left-periphery head for Focus. This
conclusion is developed by Miyagawa (2005) to argue that agreement and Focus are
two values of the same parameter, with languages varying as to which of them is
prominent: ¢-features for English-type languages, Focus for Japanese-type languages
(including Bantu and others discussed by Baker (2003), whose proposals he adapts).
Strengthening ideas on universality of features in Sigurdsson 2004, Miyagawa argues
that these functional features are not only present in all languages, but are also pho-
nologically expressed in some fashion. The relevant point here is that if analysis
along these lines can be sustained, it provides further indirect evidence to support
the conclusion that the phases are CP and v*P, the locus of valuation of uninterpret-
able features, placing Vergnaud’s seminal ideas of twenty-five years ago in a much
broader context and carrying the MP some important steps forward.

Let us turn finally to the mysterious property EPP, which has been an annoying
problem ever since it was originally formulated to describe the obligatory presence
of expletives in subject position of English-type languages if nothing raises to that
position. EPP problems are considerably more general, however. Thus, while v typi-
cally permits both long-distance agreement and raising, v* does not:°*
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(22) *There will [a student [v* [take the class]]]

Rather generally, it seems, if languages of the relevant typology lack an expletive, the
closest noun phrase raises to Spec-T, sometimes with default agreement morphology
(or none) on T.®>

For infinitivals, we may be able to disregard control structures: subject is null so its
structural position is uncertain, and they presumably fall under CP structures in any
event. That leaves raising/ECM infinitivals. For these, EPP may in part be reducible
to the general step-by-step property of IM, already discussed; but only in part, be-
cause of the special role of Spec-T in such operations, a residual EPP effect. It also
remains to account for EPP in tensed clauses (the C-T category) and the analogous
v*-V issues.

It is tempting to ask whether EPP can be reformulated in terms of feature inheri-
tance. Suppose that EF can be inherited from the phase head along with the Agree
feature. Not being a phase head, T need have no option for second-Merge by IM,
but rather inherits it from C, and by some kind of feature spread, this extends to all
T’s in the phase.®® Operations then proceed as before. If there is no accessible NOM,
then T will have default morphology, as in Icelandic and the Slavic constructions dis-
cussed by Lavine and Freidin; or null morphology, as in Miyagawa’s Japanese exam-
ples. And there are a few other options.®” If nothing is raised, then the inherited edge
feature of T must be satisfied by EM, necessarily of an expletive since no argument
role can be assigned. Possibly reformulation of the EPP properties in such terms
might open a way to resolving the problems they raise. If so, it would be a welcome
development, another step toward the goals of the MP and the long tradition of in-
quiry from which it derives.

Notes

I would like to thank Robert Freidin, Samuel Epstein, and Eric Reuland, among others, along
with participants in a fall 2004 seminar at MIT, for valuable comments on an earlier draft.

1. Letter, April 17, 1977 (reprinted in chapter 1 of this book); Vergnaud 1985.

2. Obviously, this is an extreme abstraction. Each stage of development, along various paths,
contributes to interpretation of data as experience.

3. Chomsky 1965, 59.

4. Joos’s (1957) summary of the guiding “Boasian” tradition of American linguistics.

5. For some discussion, see Chomsky 2005.

6. See Brody 1995, Chomsky 1993 and 1995, as well as much subsequent work. For illuminat-
ing comment on the general project, see Freidin and Vergnaud 2001. Despite repeated clarifi-
cation, MP is often taken to be a hypothesis about language or a new approach to language,
displacing earlier ones. It is neither. Furthermore, as again repeatedly stressed, the program is
theory neutral: whatever one’s conception of UG, one can be interested in principled explana-
tion (MP), or not. And if so, essentially the same questions will arise.
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7. For some discussion and sources, see Chomsky 2005.

8. See, for example, O’Neil 1977, and sources cited. Also discussion in Miller and Chomsky
1963.

9. See Chomsky 1995, chaps. 4, 7.3. Such considerations suggest that the freezing principle of
Wexler and Culicover 1980 should be generalized to immobilization of the full extraposed
phrase, within narrow syntax. On apparent counterexamples with semantic consequences
(involving ‘“‘late Merge” and Antecedent-contained-deletion), see Chomsky 2004, suggesting
that these are actually generated in situ. For additional evidence in support of this conclusion,
see Szczegielniak 2004, showing that raising relatives have the same crucial properties, barring
the possibility of QR-style covert raising of the nominal head of the relative clause as proposed
in the papers discussed in Chomsky 2004.

10. Nobel laureates Salvador Luria and Frangois Jacob. See Chomsky 2005 for context and
sources.

11. Some confusion has been caused by recent use of the term “LF” to refer to the C-I inter-
face itself, thus departing from its definition within EST as the output of (overt and covert)
syntactic operations and the input to rules of semantic interpretation that map LF to C-I.
I am keeping here to the original sense, within the EST/Y-model. There is no issue beyond
terminology.

12. Hierarchy is automatic for recursive operations, conventionally suppressed for those that
merely enumerate a sequence of objects.

13. And might not proceed much beyond, some leading evolutionary biologists believe. See
particularly Lewontin 1990. His chapter in an updated 1995 edition is no less skeptical about
the prospects.

14. Topics that may, however, have bearing on growth of language in the individual, and indi-
rectly even on language evolution. As an example, Yang (2002), adapting ideas of Morris
Halle’s, has shown that contrary to widely held beliefs, even in such marginal corners of En-
glish as irregular verbs, children appear to impose a principled system of generation, assigning
the elements to rule-governed categories, thus providing evidence about the role of extra-
linguistic principles of efficiency in determining the nature of I-languages attained.

15. Dissociations in aphasia and performance, which have been known for many years, tell us
little in this regard, contrary to much discussion, because they reflect many different factors.
Similarly, dissociation of reading from other language performance has never been taken to
entail that there is a “reading faculty”’ independent of the faculty of language, as Luigi Rizzi
observes (personal communication).

16. “Part of” here means “term of,” in the technical sense: a term of the SO a is a member of
o or of a term of a.

17. There has been much misunderstanding since the copy theory was proposed in Chomsky
1993, modifying earlier conceptions of movement by eliminating trace and indexing in favor of
the NTC: that is, leaving the moved element unaffected instead of replacing it by an indexed
trace (indexing is now superfluous, under identity). It has sometimes been supposed that a new
“copy” is created, then inserted in the position of the moved element—all unnecessary—and
an alternative has been proposed in terms of “remerge,” which is simply a notation for the
copy theory as originally formulated in the most elementary terms.
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18. See Cinque 1999, 2002; Rizzi 2004; Belletti 2004.
19. Personal communication. His examples are from Norwegian and Icelandic.

20. Chomsky 2004. See Hiraiwa (2002) for discussion of these and many related questions
along lines rather similar to those adopted here. Also Boeckx 2004a.

21. As noted in Chomsky 2004, note 51, generalization to Multiple-Agree overcomes prob-
lems in Chomsky 2001 discussed by Frampton et al. (2000), who develop an alternative
approach in this and later papers; see Frampton and Guttman 2004 for recent extensions.
The same processes hold elsewhere, for example, in Hindi multiple-gender agreement; see
Boeckx 2004b and Hiraiwa 2002.

22. The optimal conclusion is, in fact, required, under the theory of adjuncts outlined in
Chomsky 2004.

23. On various notions of cyclicity, often confused, see Lasnik (2006). Note that the consider-
ations discussed here suggest a principled explanation for the successive-cyclic property of A’-
movement.

24. To mention one, in the analysis developed below we can dispense with the “‘next higher
phase” condition of my earlier papers cited.

25. Another case, brought up by a reviewer (citing Mel’cuk 1988 and Boskovic 2005), is agree-
ment into finite clauses in Chukchee.

26. Sometimes the ¢-features of C are morphologically expressed, as in the famous West
Flemish examples. We leave open the question of how, or whether, expression of the features
on C relates to the CP-internal syntax. See Miyagawa (2006) for review of a number of cases.

27. In the framework of Chomsky 2001, “inactivation” of raised DP at Spec-T was attributed
to the fact that T is complete, with all features specified (unlike participles, lacking person).
Those additional assumptions are unnecessary here; only completeness at the phase level has
an effect. The earlier assumptions are also refuted by empirical phenomena in various lan-
guages, as discussed by Frampton and Guttman (2004) and Nevins (2005), who develop differ-
ent approaches.

28. See Rizzi (forthcoming) for review, and a much more general context.

29. To pursue the matter, one should ask such questions as whether quantifier-variable nota-
tion (as distinct from formally equivalent variable-free systems) is somehow an empirical prop-
erty of the C-I (thought) systems, analogous to properties of the SM systems. Similar questions
arise in other connections: e.g., is the familiar notation for sentential calculus, matching nested
embedding in natural language, an empirical property of the C-I system, as distinct from Pol-
ish notation? Relative ease of learning and interpretation suggests a positive answer to both
questions, which might turn out to bear on language design in interesting ways.

30. See Iatridou 1988 on tenseless T with @-features in Greek. See also Freidin 2004 for similar
conclusions on different grounds.

31. Thus TP cannot be clefted stranding C, and so on. There are proposals to move TP in
Kayne’s LCA framework, to account for right-most complementizer and other phenomena.
See also Rooryck 2000. These operations are unformulable in the present limited framework,
at least for tensed CP, and even here do not separate TP from C, leaving TP adjacent to C and
in its m-command domain—a notion that also departs from optimal assumptions about mini-
mizing search.
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32. Note that we understand Merge(XP, YP) as satisfying EF if one or the other label has
EF—say the label of YP, if we think of XP as merged to YP—even if it is not an LI. Thus
Merge of external argument to v¥P satisfies the EF of v*. NTC requires that Merge in this
case too is to the edge.

33. These are the earliest assumptions of generative grammar, in Chomsky (1955) and later
work. They still seem to me basically accurate, though the early proposals for assigning a sta-
tus to expressions were quickly shown to be inadequate.

34. The exceptions are EM of nonheads XP, YP, forming {XP, YP}, as in external argument
merger of DP to v¥P. The conventional assumption is that the label is v¥*. A possibility is that
either label projects, but only v*-labeling will yield a coherent argument structure at C-I An-
other possible case is small clauses, if they are headless. A suggestive approach, along the gen-
eral lines of Moro 2000, is that these structures lack a label and have an inherent instability, so
that one of the two members of the small clause must raise.

35. Technically, this statement requires minor qualification: there is processing of each copy in
the mapping to the semantic interface. But it is assumed (for good reasons) that these opera-
tions are universal, hence in effect instantaneous and costless, unlike the mapping to the pho-
netic interface, which tolerates substantial variety (again for obvious reasons) and therefore
involves language-specific and sometimes complex computations.

36. E.g., Reuland’s observations on Condition (A), cited above. For another illustration, see
McCloskey 2002, which argues that the form of the complementizer in Irish A’-binding does
not depend on Spec-head agreement, as had been supposed, but on how Spec is formed—by
EM or IM.

37. For some similar ideas, see Afarli 1995; Rubin 2003; Safir 1986. A slight modification
might be needed, restricting simplification to the Transfer operations themselves, never enter-
ing narrow syntax. That depends on whether intervention effects and PIC will bar all other
cases.

38. Idealizing the judgments, and keeping to the pied-piping case, to exclude the incomplete
constituent effects studied by Kuno (1972). In the oral tradition, including talks of mine, exam-
ples have kept to “picture-PP,” but that lexical choice introduces extraneous issues because of
the ambiguity of the phrase, which can be understood with PP interpreted not as a comple-
ment of “picture” but as, in effect, a reduced relative clause (roughly, “I have a picture which
is of Boston,” contrary to *“I saw a driver who is of the car,” “I saw an author who is of the
book™). The differences show up elsewhere—for example, in one-replacement. Note that there
are apparent counterparts to (5) and (6) in extraposition structures, but these diverge sharply,
as we will see below, strengthening the conclusion already mentioned that PP-extraposition is
not part of narrow syntax.

39. Choice of v* might have an effect. Perhaps “‘of which books did the authors receive the
prize” is more acceptable than (6). If so, difference among theta roles might be relevant, per-
haps requiring a deeper analysis of base structures.

40. These considerations suggest a possible independent argument for the predicate-internal
subject hypothesis. For some suggestions, on different grounds, about C as the locus of mood
and agreement features, see Aygen 2004.

41. See Lasnik and Saito 1991; Lasnik 2003 for further discussion; and for summary of his-
tory, back to Postal 1974.
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42. Reformulation of application of operations can dispense with chains, if there is some rea-
son to do this. I will keep to the chain notation for expository convenience.

43. As we will see directly, such interweaving of operations is permissible.
44. If in Spec-T, it is already invisible to IM, because of PIC.

45. It remains the case that inherent Case will be visible to Match, inducing interference
effects.

46. That would also be true of the trace of a raised DP with quirky Case, adopting earlier
assumptions that quirky Case involves a structural Case feature, valued by raising. From the
formulation given here, it follows that the quirky-Case head of a nontrivial A-chain should not
cause an interference effect. I do not know if it is possible to test this consequence.

47. On such cases, see unpublished work by Esther Torrego, reviewed in Chomsky 1986, 26f.

48. There is nothing problematic about application of features in parallel. It has always been
assumed, unproblematically, for probing by ¢-features.

49. That should be the case for independent reasons, since EF-probe does not involve feature
matching, hence Agree.

50. See among others Pesetsky 1987, Fiengo et al. 1988, Reinhart 1993, and Tsai 1994 on
options for wh-in-situ languages. For extensive discussion of many related issues, see Cheng
and Corver, 2006.

51. For evidence that the two kinds of relatives can coexist, head-raising and head-Merge, see
Szczegielniak 2004.

52. See Chomsky 1995, chap. 4, note 69. The basic problem with the standard cases is that the
in-situ wh-phrase is the prosodic peak, and might have wide scope under a focus interpretation.
The problem is compounded by the fact that the pair-list interpretation disappears if stress is
shifted, as in “who NEVER saw what”? See Nissenbaum 2000, chap. 3, note 2, for observa-
tions on deaccenting, which can be stated in terms of superiority, though it remains to explain
them. Standard efforts to account for superiority in terms of locality do not apply, at least in
any obvious way. See Pesetsky 2000 on what may be superiority effects in more complex
constructions.

53. Notice again that we are again glossing over the question of the precise mechanisms,
which can be formulated in various ways, including elimination of chains altogether. The ques-
tions are interesting, but do not seem to bear directly on this level of discussion.

54. Hiraiwa (2002, 2005); Holmberg and Hroarsdottir (2003), who observe that not all speak-
ers accept the data they describe.

55. Cases brought up by Sam Epstein, personal communication.

56. Something similar appears to be true with regard to peculiarities of in-situ object in En-
glish; see Chomsky 2001.

57. Assuming no resort to extra mechanisms, which can always be devised, but require inde-
pendent justification.

58. See sources cited in Chomsky 2004, and for further elaboration, several papers in Cheng
and Corver, 2006.

59. A long-standing problem, for which a number of devices have been proposed, none really
satisfactory. An apparent exception in Icelandic might be related to the fact that transitive
expletives are allowed, as discussed elsewhere. For similar conclusions, see Boskovi¢ 2002.
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60. On interpretive effects, see Legate 2003, and more generally, Fox 2000. On morphologi-
cally visible agreement at stages intermediate between probe-goal (whether the goal remains
in situ or moves to the probe), see Boeckx 2004b.

61. T am adapting here proposals of Boeckx (2003), based on work by Takahashi (1994), and
earlier ideas phrased in terms of a minimal link condition.

62. See Lasnik 2003, chaps. 9, 10; the issue of Freidin-Lebeaux effects that he discusses is not
relevant here.

63. John Frampton, personal communication.

64. It has been argued that this property reduces to the requirement that something must evac-
uate v¥P (Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou 2001). On subject in situ in Icelandic transitive ex-
pletive constructions, see Jonas 1995, 1996.

65. See, among others, Lavine and Freidin 2002; Miyagawa 2005. In the present framework,
the Lavine-Freidin account has to be slightly revised so that it is C, not v, that assigns the
(unexplained) structural accusative case in object position of unaccusative/passive in Slavic.
66. It does not matter whether Agree also spreads, given the revised version of the inactivity
condition.

67. An implicit assumption here is that locative inversion in English (e.g., “in the square stood
a statue”) is to the same position as in sentences with overt subjects (“in the square, there
stood a statue”), perhaps with null expletive. That seems to account for the clearest cases and
their restrictions (e.g, the lack of V-C movement as in **‘did in the square stand a statue”),
though problems remain. On languages with clear locative-inversion of DP to subject, see
Baker 2003; Miyagawa 2005.
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1 2 Some Preliminary Comparative Remarks on French and Italian
Definite Articles

Richard S. Kayne

What we call the definite article does not have consistent behavior even across a set
of languages/dialects as relatively homogeneous as the Romance ones. In this chap-
ter, I will try to bring intra-Romance comparative evidence to bear on the question
of how best to understand the differences in question (having to do with interroga-
tives, superlatives and partitives/bare plurals). I will argue that these differences are
to be understood in terms of whether or not a given language/dialect pronounces its
definite article in a given context, much as in Kayne 2005a for French versus English
unpronounced nouns.

The comparative evidence discussed will also bear on questions of analysis and
theory for each of the domains considered. For example, unpronounced N (or NP)
will be seen to move past (the counterparts of) which in sentences like Which do
you prefer? Romance postnominal superlatives will be seen to involve a derivation
like that proposed for Greek by Alexiadou and Wilder (1998). And Romance bare
plurals will arguably contain a definite article of the sort seen overtly in French
partitives.

12.1 Interrogatives

English has both:

(1) Which student did you just see?

and

(2) What student did you just see?

In (2) the wh-word is the same as the one in

(3) What have you done?

The French counterpart of bare interrogative what is either que/qu’ or quoi:

(4) Qu’as-tu fait?
‘What have you done?
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(5) Tu as fait quoi?
“You have done what?’

depending on various factors. However, neither que/qu’ nor quoi can mimic what in
2):

(6) *Qu’étudiant as-tu vu?
‘What student have you seen?’

(7) *Quoi étudiant as-tu vu?
French does have:

(8) Quel étudiant as-tu vu?
‘Which student have you seen?’

with a wh-word quel that seems (although the interpretation of (8) may cover that of
(2), too) to be a relatively close counterpart of English which as in (1).

Of central interest in this chapter is the fact that French does not allow the lexical
noun to be unpronounced in sentences that are otherwise exactly like (8):!

9) *Quel as-tu vu?
Similarly in the plural:

(10) Quels étudiants as-tu vus?
‘Which students have you seen?’

(11) *Quels as-tu vus?

The lexical noun can remain unpronounced in French only if quel(s) is preceded by
the definite article (written as one word with quel?):

(12) Lequel as-tu vu?
‘The which have you seen?’

(13) Lesquels as-tu vus?
The Italian counterparts of (8) and (10) are the following:

(14) Quale studente hai visto?
‘Which student have-you seen?’

(15) Quali studenti hai visto?
‘Which students. ..’

in which Italian quale/quali is parallel to French quel/quels. Yet Italian differs from
French in that Italian allows the lexical noun to be unexpressed without a definite
article appearing, in contrast to (9) and (11):

(16) Quale/quali hai visto?
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Moreover, Italian does not allow the definite article to appear in (16), as opposed to
French (12) and (13):

(17) *I1 quale hai visto?
‘The which...’

(18) *I quali hai visto?
‘The which (plural)...’

We can note in passing that English is more like Italian here:
(19) Which would you prefer?
(20) *The which would you prefer?

On the other hand, English differs from Italian in relative clauses with quale or
which:

(21) the reason for (*the) which John. ..
(22) la ragione per *(la) quale Gianni. ..

English relative which is incompatible with the, while Italian relative guale must be
preceded by the definite article, here /a.* In relatives, French quel is like Italian quale,
despite differing from it in interrogatives in the way just discussed. In relatives,
French quel requires the definite article, as in Italian:

(23) la raison pour laquelle Jean. ..
(24) *1a raison pour quelle Jean. ..

The question why English differs in relatives in this way from both French and Ital-
ian will not be pursued in this paper.* (Nor will I pursue here the Italian-internal
contrast between (17)/(18) and (22).°)

Returning to the central theme of French vs. Italian, we can ask whether the con-
trast discussed in (9)—(18) between French quel and Italian quale in interrogatives
without a pronounced lexical N (whereby quel requires and quale disallows a preced-
ing definite article) correlates or clusters with any other difference between the two
languages.

12.2  Superlatives

Cross-Romance comparative evidence suggests a link to postnominal superlatives.
English superlatives have the superlative adjective prenominal:

(25) You should give the smartest student an A.
(26) *You should give the student smartest an A.
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This is also true with most:
(27) You should give the most intelligent student an A.
(28) *You should give the student most intelligent an A.

Plausibly, this falls under the generalization that English adjectives are (almost)
always prenominal.®

French and Italian share the property that their adjectives can readily be postno-
minal, in contrast to English:

(29) *John has read a book interesting.

(30) Jean a lu un livre intéressant. French
(31) Gianni ha letto un libro interessante. Italian
Similarly with superlatives:

(32) L’étudiant le plus intelligent est Jean. French
‘The student the most intelligent is J’

(33) Lo studente piu intelligente ¢ Gianni. Italian

French and Italian also share the property of lacking a morphological distinction
corresponding to most versus more. French plus and Italian piu appear both in the
superlatives of (32)/(33) and in comparatives:

(34) Marie est plus intelligente que Jean. French
‘M is plus intelligent that/than J’

(35) Maria ¢ piu intelligente di Gianni. Italian
‘M is piu intelligent of/than G’

However, French and Italian differ sharply in that French (32) contains a definite

article /e immediately before plus, whereas Italian piu in (33) is not preceded by

a definite article. In French, this definite article is obligatory with postnominal
superlatives:

(36) *L’étudiant plus intelligent est Jean.
In Italian it is impossible:
(37) *Lo studente il piu intelligente ¢ Gianni.

The fact that French has, in postnominal superlatives, an obligatory definite article
that Italian cannot have is reminiscent of the fact discussed earlier that French has,
with interrogative bare quel, an obligatory definite article (see (9)—(13)) that Italian
quale cannot have (see (16)—(18)).
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That there is a significant linkage here is supported by the fact that the following
cross-Romance generalization appears to hold:

(38) If a Romance language obligatorily has an overt definite article preceding (its
equivalent of) bare interrogative quel, then it obligatorily has a definite article
preceding (its equivalent of ) postnominal superlative plus.

12.3 Greek

We can (and must) now ask why this linkage should hold and how best to express it.
(A specific answer will be proposed beginning in section 12.6.) As a first step, note
that the pre-plus definite article in (32) is less exotic than it looks. Although in French
it does not appear with nonsuperlative postnominal adjectives:

(39) *I’étudiant l'intelligent
‘The student the intelligent’

DPs that look like (39) are possible in Greek,” as discussed by Alexiadou and Wilder
(1998). I will attempt to adapt their analysis to French.

Alexiadou and Wilder look at the (grammatical) Greek counterpart of (39) in the
following way. From the observation that Greek allows a postnominal adjective to
be preceded by an “extra” definite article only if that adjective can occur in predicate
position (as opposed to adjectives like former), Alexiadou and Wilder conclude that
the postnominal adjectives in question should in fact be analyzed as predicative, orig-
inating within a small clause, in effect a kind of reduced relative clause. Their pro-
posal adopts a raising approach to (these) relatives, approximately along the lines of
Kayne (1994, §8.4), in which the relative clause is a complement of D. But Alexiadou
and Wilder diverge from that analysis in one crucial way (see in part Bianchi 1999,
49; also Zwart 2000, Zribi-Hertz 2003, note 16, as well as Zribi-Hertz and Glaude
2003, 32). Whereas I had assumed that the phrase that was raised/promoted in rela-
tive clauses (to a position just below D) could never itself be a DP, Alexiadou and
Wilder argue that it can be, and that that is precisely what underlies Greek having
two Ds in cases like (39).

For reduced relatives, I had a derivation (for English cases like the recently arrived
letter) essentially as follows (abstracting away from the head of the small clause) (see
Kayne 1994, 98). The small clause, which was taken to have a subject NP (or QP,
but not DP), is merged with (an unpronounced) C, yielding:

(40) C [sc letter [recently arrived]]
Preposing of the predicate phrase to SpecCP yielded:
(41) [recently arrived]; C [sc letter t;]
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followed by merger of D:
(42) the [[recently arrived]; C [sc letter t;]]

This derivation produces an output in which the predicate phrase (whether participial
or adjectival®) precedes the noun.

Alexiadou and Wilder argue that the small clause subject in this kind of derivation
must be allowed to be a DP. Continuing for convenience with English morphemes
(and using a simple adjective), their proposal leads to derivations (in Greek) like the
following, in which the subject of the small clause is the DP “the student”:

(43) C [sc [the student] [intelligent]] — preposing of predicate
[intelligent]; C [sc [the student] t;] — merger of D
the [[intelligent]; C [sc [the student] t;]]

Alexiadou and Wilder then propose that the derivation shown in (43) can be
extended,’ in the sense that the DP subject of the small clause can itself be preposed
to the specifier of the higher D. Starting from and repeating the last line of (43), we
have

(44) the [[intelligent]; C [sc [the student] t;]] — DP-preposing
[the student]; the [[intelligent]; C [sc t; ti]]

The result is of course ungrammatical in English (and French, as in (39), and
Italian):

(45) *the student the intelligent

but is grammatical in Greek.

A (remnant movement) variant of the partial derivation in (44) would have
the whole small clause containing ““‘the student” preposed to SpecD (rather than just
“the student”):

(46) the [[intelligent]; C [sc [the student] t;]] — small clause preposing
[sc [the student] t;]; the [[intelligent]; C t;]

in which case there is significant parallelism with the derivation of prenominal rela-
tives of the Japanese and Amharic type proposed in Kayne 1994, 93.

Both (44) and (46) attribute to (45) an initially nonobvious property, namely that it
is the second definite article that is hierarchically the higher one (the one merged
later)—since the first definite article is embedded within the preposed phrase contain-
ing “student.”

As far as the choice between (46) and (44) is concerned, the link to Japanese and
Ambaric favors (46). In addition, (46) has movement to SpecD of a constituent (the
small clause) that is hierarchically closer to D than what is moved in (44) (the subject
of that small clause).!® This, too, favors (46), which I will from now on take to be the
correct choice for the derivation of (45) in Greek.
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12.4 French Postnominal Superlatives

Since the “extra” definite article seen with French postnominal superlatives as in (32)
recalls the Greek pattern of (45), let me in fact propose that French postnominal
superlatives have a derivation similar to (43)+(46). Thus a French example such as

(47) le livre le plus court
‘The book the most short’

will have a derivation containing the following steps, starting from a small clause
with a full DP subject:

(48) C [sc [le livre] [plus court]] — preposing of predicate
[plus court]; C [sc [le livre] t;] — merger of higher D
le [[plus court]; C [sc [le livre] t;]] — small clause preposing
[sc [le livre] t;]; le [[plus court]; C t;]

Again, it is the le immediately preceding plus that is the hierarchically higher D (the
one merged later).!?

Any analysis of (47) must account for the fact that French does not allow this
higher D to appear with postnominal nonsuperlative adjectives (as we had previously
seen in (39)):

(49) *1e livre le court
‘The book the short’

(50) le livre court

What I would like to propose is that in French (and also Italian) the predicate pre-
posing step in (48) is limited to superlatives. In effect, this amounts to saying that in
French (and Italian), when the subject of the small clause in (48) has a definite arti-
cle, predicate preposing is not available at all, in any general sense. The correct way
to think of the first step in (48) is rather as:

(51) C[sc [le livre] [plus court]] — superlative preposing
[plus court]; C [sc [le livre] t;]

That French can have superlative preposing here in the absence of any more gen-
eral predicate preposing should be interpreted in terms of (obligatory) pied-piping.
The superlative plus in (51) raises across DP to SpecC and in so doing pied-pipes
the adjective. Unlike Greek in its counterpart of (43), French does not allow adjec-
tive phrases per se to raise to SpecC in such structures—in French they only raise as
a side effect of the raising of superlative plus.'? The idea that superlatives in French
(and Italian) can raise in a way that ordinary APs cannot of course recalls the fact
that interrogative wh-phrases (in English, for example) raise in a way that ordinary
DPs do not; similarly, negative phrases in some languages (very visibly in Icelandic,

Downloaded from http://direct.mit.edu/books/edited-volume/chapter-pdf/2285487/9780262273152_cal.pdf by California Institute of Technology (Caltech) user on 20 February 2024



This is a portion of the eBook at do0i:10.7551/mitpress/9780262062787.001.0001

298 Richard S. Kayne

for example!?) raise in a way that ordinary DPs do not. Pied-piping of the AP by
plus is to be considered parallel to the pied-piping of NP (or QP or NumP) by the
wh-morpheme or by the negative morpheme (see Hendrick 1990).

I note in passing that there is evidence that, even in English, superlatives raise in a
way that ordinary APs do not. This is not apparent in the most interesting book,
which appears to be parallel to the interesting book, but it is seen, I think, in the
sharp contrast between the following:

(52) That’s not the shortest/most interesting of books.
(53) *That’s not the short/interesting of books.
and also in

(54) (DHOf all the students, John’s the one who’s written the fewest number of
papers this year.

(55) John is the author of the few (*number of ) papers that are good.

The adjective few, as seen in (55), normally cannot directly modify the overt noun
number, but it can (to varying extents) is few is raised—as shown, I would claim, in
(54). This raising is seen more transparently in:

(56) 2(7)John has written too few a number of papers to qualify for a grant.

in which foo few has been raised past a, just as fewest has been raised (I claim) in
(54).1* In (56) few has clearly been pied-piped by too:

(57) *John has written few a number of papers.

and in (54), by extension, by -est. (Similarly, in (52) short/interesting has plausibly
been pied-piped by -est/most.*>)
Let me repeat the contrast that holds within French:

(58) le livre le plus court
‘The book the most short’

(59) *le livre le court

The proposal is that this contrast is due to French having raising of plus (similarly to
raising of wh) that pied-pipes the adjective court. This leads to the intermediate stage:

(60) [plus court]; C [sc [le livre] t;]

seen in (51), which in turn leads to (58) via the merger of the higher D /e and the
preposing of (the small clause containing) le livre to Spec,le:

(61) [plus court]; C [sc [le livre] t;] — merger of /e
le [[plus court]; C [sc [le livre] t;]] — small clause preposing
[sc [le livre] t;]; le [[plus court]; C t;]
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A parallel derivation for (59) is not available in French (as opposed to Greek) be-
cause, by hypothesis, the “bare” adjective court cannot be raised in French in the
same way that plus court has been in (60).

This picture of French takes plus court in (58) to be a constituent that excludes the
definite article /e, as shown in (61). Put another way, (58) contains no constituent of
the form “le plus.” That the definite article and the superlative morpheme do not
form a constituent is supported to a certain indirect extent by English:

(62) That is a most interesting book.

which at the very least shows that most need not occur with the at all.*®

Closer to present concerns, there is evidence within French itself that superlative
plus and preceding definite article need not form a constituent:’

(63) les quatre plus belles femmes
‘The four most beautiful women’

(64) la quatriéme plus belle femme
‘The fourth most beautiful woman’

In these examples plus is not immediately preceded by a definite article. I conclude
that the dissociation of le and plus shown in (61) is plausible and I take it to be
correct.

In (63) and (64) the superlative is prenominal rather than postnominal. In such
prenominal cases in French there cannot be a definite article directly preceding plus
at all:

(65) *les quatre les plus belles femmes
(66) *la quatriéme la plus belle femme

The contrast between these and (58), with a well-formed postnominal superlative
and two definite articles, can be understood as follows. As we have seen, in (58) the
first definite article originates as part of the subject of the small clause; the second
corresponds to the higher definite article of a relative clauselike structure. At the
point in the derivation of (58) (given in (48)) just after the merger of the higher defi-
nite article we have:

(67) le [[plus court]; C [sc [le livre] t;]]

If we were to have a numeral (cardinal or ordinal) within the small clause subject, we
would have (adjusting to plural in the first of these):

(68) les [[plus courts]; C [sc [les quatre livres] t]]
(69) Ie [[plus court]; C [sc [le quatrieme livre] t;]]

Small clause preposing would then yield:
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(70) [sc [les quatre livres] t;]; les [[plus courts]; C tj]
(71) [sc [le quatriéme livre] t;]; le [[plus court]; C t]
corresponding to:

(72) les quatre livres les plus courts
“The four books the most short’

(73) le quatriéme livre le plus court
‘The fourth book the...

These are well formed, but they still have the superlatives postnominal.

Put another way, the type of derivation proposed earlier for the well-formed (58)
has the (welcome) property that it does not lead us to expect (65)/(66) to be available.
If it were possible in French to stop the derivation at the point shown in (67), we
would get, switching back to belle:

(74) *la plus belle la femme

which is ill-formed in French (even with an adjective like belle that lends itself to be-
ing prenominal). I conclude that when the derivation reaches (67) (or (68) or (69)) it
must continue on, with the small clause obligatorily moving to SpecD, yielding (58)
(or (72) or (73)).18

There remains the question of how to allow for the well-formed prenominal super-
latives of (63) and (64), as well as for the corresponding case with no numeral:

(75) les plus belles femmes
‘The most beautiful women’

in all three of which there is only one definite article. A possible answer is that
French, in addition to (67), also allows the small clause subject to contain no overt
article:

(76) la [[plus belle]; C [sc [femme] t;]]

yielding (75) or its singular counterpart directly. If a numeral can be merged above
CP but below D in this kind of derivation, we can derive (63) and (64), for example
for (63):'°

(77) les [quatre [[plus belles]; C [sc [femmes] t;]]]

A question that arises is why small clause preposing applied to (76) yields a devi-
ant result:

(78) *femme la plus belle

Adapting an idea of Alexiadou and Wilder’s (1998, 327), let me say that (small
clause) movement to Spec,/a—that is, to the Spec of the higher D in (76)—is subject
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to a strong agreement effect, namely that the subject of the small clause must itself be
preceded by (overt) definite D, as in

(79) la femme la plus belle
with the representation:
(80) [sc [la femme] ;] la [[plus belle]; C ;]

in which the preposed small clause matches the higher D /a in definiteness.?°

Note that this matching requirement cannot be met in French by an unpro-
nounced definite article that would precede fermme in (76), otherwise (78) could incor-
rectly be generated. Nor, not unexpectedly, by an indefinite article:*!

(81) *une femme la plus belle
‘A woman the most beautiful’

On the other hand, one sees no definite article per se in the well-formed:

(82) ton livre le plus court
“Your book the most short’

Either the possessive must itself count as fulfilling the matching requirement imposed
by le, or there must be an unpronounced /e specifically licensed by that possessive.
Although French does not permit (81), it does have

(83) une femme des plus jolies
‘A woman of-the most pretty’

with an interpretation akin to that of a most beautiful woman. In French this is not
possible with a nonsuperlative:

(84) *une femme des jolies

suggesting that superlative raising plays a role in (83) (though I will not pursue the
analysis of (83) here).

12.5 French Superlatives vs. Italian Superlatives

The central contrast is (cf. the discussion of (36) and (37) earlier):

(85) le livre le plus court French
‘The book the most short’

(86) il libro piu corto Italian

With a postnominal superlative, French must have a definite article preceding plus,
while Italian cannot have one preceding piu. To exclude the word-for-word French
counterpart of (86):
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(87) *le livre plus court
as a superlative in French,?? we need to ensure that the higher definite article in:
(88) [sc [le livre] t;]; le [[plus court]; C tj]

is overt, i.e. French must not allow the equivalent of (88) with an unpronounced def-
inite D.

We can now ask in what way Italian is different. Let me propose that Italian is
only minimally different from French, in that (86) has a structure identical to (85)/
(88), except that Italian leaves its definite D there unpronounced:

(89) [sc [il libro] ti]; D [[piu corto]; C t;]

The unpronounced definite D of (89) is not allowed in French.

Before going on to make this proposal more precise, let me note that the un-
pronounced (definite) D that Italian has in (89) shares with the pronounced definite
D of French (88) the property that the (specifier of the) small clause that it attracts to
its Spec must match in definiteness (in the superlative interpretation; see note 22).
Italian (90) is parallel to French (78), and Italian (91) (as a superlative) is parallel to
French (81):

(90) *libro piu corto
(91) *un libro piu corto

Italian (89) and French (88) are thus strongly parallel, yet with a sharp difference
concerning whether the higher D is pronounced or not.

12.6 French vs. Italian Bare Arguments

Distinguishing French (85) from Italian (86) (with the corresponding representations
(88) and (89)) in terms of the pronounced versus unpronounced character of the
higher D (rather than via recourse to an ad hoc distinction between French plus and
Italian piti) makes it possible, I think, to relate these superlative facts to another dif-
ference between French and Italian (in a way that an ad hoc distinction between plus
and piu would not have).

Let us ask, then, why French and Italian should differ here at all, and secondly,
why it is French whose higher D must be pronounced in (85) and Italian whose
higher D must not be pronounced in (86), rather than the other way around. The an-
swer that I will now propose will rest in part on the fact that this French/Italian dif-
ference is one that is in essence already familiar from work on bare plurals and bare
mass nouns (for example, Delfitto and Schroten 1991, Longobardi 1994, and Chier-
chia 1998).
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Italian allows bare plurals, but French does not:

(92) *Jean achetait livres. French
‘J bought (was buying) books’

(93) Gianni comprava libri. Italian
(Same)

Bare mass nouns/NPs show a parallel difference:

(94) *Jean buvait biere. French
‘J drank beer’

(95) Gianni beveva birra. Italian
(Same)

To express (92) and (94) French has what I will, partly following the French gram-
matical tradition, call the “partitive’”:

(96) Jean achetait des livres.
(97) Jean buvait de la biére.

in which the direct object is preceded by the preposition de (‘of’) and the definite
article. (This is clearly so in (97), with definite article /a; in (96) the expected *de les
is reduced to des, in a way that is fully general in French and not limited to these
partitives.??)

The presence of de in these partitives is related to the presence of an unpronounced
noun akin to overt nouns like number, amount and quantity—that is, we should think
of (96) and (97) as**

(98) ...NUMBER de les livres

(99) ...AMOUNT de la biere

with capitals indicating nonpronunciation, and de akin to the de and of of
(100) un certain nombre de livres

(101) a certain number of books

It is important to see that the syntax of this de and the syntax of the definite article
that follows it in (96)—(99) are at least partially independent. A simple indication in
this direction comes from Piedmontese, which is like French in rejecting exact coun-
terparts of (93) and (95), and like French in having a partitive preposition akin to de.
However Piedmontese lacks the definite article that French partitives have; the fol-
lowing examples have been provided by Luigi Burzio:

(102) Maria a-I’a cata’ d’ sucher.
‘M she has bought of sugar’
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(103) *Maria a-l’a cata’ d’l sucher.
‘...of the sugar’

(In what follows, I will use the term ‘““bare plural/mass” in such a way as to
cover (102), as well as (93) and (95)—that is, ‘bareness’ will pick out absence of overt
determiner and will be indifferent to the presence of a preposition. The French (96)/
(97) are not ‘“‘bare,” since they contain a (reduced) definite article following the
preposition.)

Within French itself, one sees this independence of de and the definite article in at
least two ways. First, the definite article can fail to appear in cases like (96) where the
plural noun is preceded by an adjective:

(104) Jean achetait de bons livres.
‘J was-buying of good books’

Yet the de continues to be present. Second, there is an alternation concerning quan-
tity elements like beaucoup (‘a lot’), which in simple cases corresponding to a lot of
friends are followed by de-NP, with no definite article:

(105) Jean a beaucoup d’amis.
‘J has a lot of friends’

Yet under right-dislocation, beaucoup can for many speakers co-occur either with or
without the definite article:

(106) Jean en a beaucoup, d’amis.
‘J of-them has a lot, of friends’

(107) Jean en a beaucoup, des amis.
(Same, with the definite article)

Granting, then, that de and the definite article of partitives are independent of one
another (even if they interact in important ways), we can return to (92)—(95) and con-
clude that French and Italian actually differ there in two separate ways. French (like
Piedmontese) must have de where Italian does not have to have it. And, second,
French has a definite article (in (96)/(97)) where Italian does not have to have one
(in (93)/(95)). (On Italian partitives, see the discussion of (122) later.)

This second conclusion is very similar to what we have seen in the syntax of
superlatives. More specifically, assume that I have been correct in arguing that the
superlative difference has to do, not directly with the superlative morphemes plus
and piu, but rather with French necessarily having an overt higher definite article in
certain DPs (containing postnominal superlatives), as opposed to Italian necessarily
having an unpronounced higher definite article in the same (superlative) context.

Then both differences now under consideration (superlatives on the one hand, bare
plurals/mass on the other) have something to do with the pronunciation (in French)
versus the nonpronunciation (in Italian) of the definite article in certain contexts.
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The structures given for the two French cases now under discussion are
(108) [sc [le livre] ti]; le [[plus court]; C tj] (=(8%))
(109) AMOUNT de la bicre (=(99))
Their Italian counterparts are, in the superlative case, with unpronounced D:
(110) [sc [il libro] t;]; D [[piu corto]; C tj]
and in the bare mass noun case (95):
(111) AMOUNT D birra

In (111) T have attributed to Italian the same structure (but with D unpronounced)
that we have in (109), less the de.?>

Assume that AMOUNT in (111) is in SpecD (in all likelihood having gotten there
by movement—and similarly for (109), with respect to SpecP). Then we can formu-
late two generalizations:

(112) In Italian, a definite D with a filled Spec can and must be unpronounced.
(113) In French, a filled Spec does not license nonpronunciation for a definite D.
The formulation in (112) allows both (110) and (111), while prohibiting (cf. (37)):

(114) *il libro il piu corto Italian
‘The book the most short’

It also allows (111)/(95), while prohibiting:
(115) *AMOUNT la birra

with a pronounced D. That (115) is impossible translates into the fact that the inter-
pretation of (95) is distinct from that of

(116) Gianni beveva la birra.
‘G drank the beer’

As far as French is concerned, (113) excludes the counterpart of (88) in which D
would be unpronounced, thereby correctly excluding as a superlative (cf. (87)):

(117) *le livre plus court

In the case of partitives, (113) is compatible with the well-formedness of (109)/(97),
but excludes (the Italianlike): ¢

(118) *AMOUNT D biére

with an unpronounced D, and thereby prohibits French from having (the Italianlike)
(94), repeated here:2”

(119) *Jean buvait biére.
‘J drank beer’
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The pair of generalizations (112)/(113) thus allows bringing together the difference
between French and Italian superlatives with the difference between French and Ital-
ian bare plurals/mass nouns. (From the present perspective, bare plurals and bare
mass nouns/NPs (at least those with an indefinite interpretation®®) must contain
NUMBER/AMOUNT, and are therefore less “‘bare,” strictly speaking, than has
been thought.)

Taking singular count nouns not to be compatible either with NUMBER or with
AMOUNT, this gives us a way of understanding the assymmetry within Italian be-
tween the widespread character of bare plurals and bare mass nouns, and the much
more limited character of bare singulars:

(120) *Gianni comprava libro.
‘G bought book’

The status of (120) follows from the impossibility of having an argument be a simple
NP,2° combined (since (120) has neither NUMBER nor AMOUNT in SpecD) with
the limited possibilities for licensing a null D. (In Italian, a null D can perhaps only
be licensed via (112).3°

Of interest is the fact that (112) does not exclude an Italian counterpart of (109)
(since in (109) AMOUNT is, given the presence of the (overt) preposition,*! not in
SpecD)—that is, Italian is not prohibited from having

(121) AMOUNT de la birra
which arguably corresponds to the well-formed della birra in sentences like??

(122) Gianni beveva della birra.
‘G drank of-the beer’

Somewhat similarly (112) does not prevent Italian from having a counterpart to
French (83):33

(123) Ho parlato con un impiegato dei piu gentili. Italian
‘I-have spoken with an emplyee of-the most nice’

since the definite article -7 is ‘protected’ by the preposition from having a filled Spec.
The same holds for

(124) due dei ragazzi Italian
‘Two of-the boys’

A question concerning (112) is, what exactly is meant by filled Spec, in particular
in cases in which some phrase might have moved through SpecD, landing in some
still higher position. Passage through SpecD has been proposed in at least two kinds
of cases. One involves extractions from NP/DP of the sort discussed by Giorgi and
Longobardi (1991, chap. 2); the other involves extraction of a dative possessor in
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Hungarian (Szabolcsi 1983), which can plausibly be transposed to Italian (and
French) sentences with dative inalienable possessors, for example, in Italian:3*

(125) Gli hanno rotto la gamba.
‘To-him they-have broken the leg’

If there is in fact movement through SpecD, then, given the pronunciation of the def-
inite article in many such cases (e.g., la in (125)), movement through SpecD must not
count as producing a filled Spec in the sense of (112).

12.7 Back to Lequel and Quale

Consider again (38), repeated here:

(126) If a Romance language obligatorily has an overt definite article preceding (its
equivalent of ) bare interrogative quel, then it obligatorily has a definite article
preceding (its equivalent of ) postnominal superlative plus.

The relevant interrogative sentences are

(127) Lequel as-tu vu? French
‘The which have you seen’

(128) *Quel as-tu vu?
and

(129) *1I quale hai visto? Italian
‘The which have-you seen’

(130) Quale hai visto?

Why should the correlation stated in (126) hold?

The correlation expressed in (126) brings together interrogative lequellquale and
superlatives. The discussion of section 12.6 brought together superlatives and bare
plurals/mass nouns. It is therefore of interest that the following seems to hold:

(131) If a Romance language has an obligatory overt definite article preceding bare
interrogative quel, then it does not allow bare plurals/bare mass nouns any
more than French does.

The fact that the lequel versus quale difference between French and Italian corre-
lates both with a difference having to do with bare plurals/mass nouns and with a
difference having to do with (postnominal) superlatives suggests folding lequel/quale
into the perspective of (112)/(113). What we want to say, then, is that interrogative
quellquale, in the absence of an overt noun, enters into structures that are in fact sim-
ilar to those proposed for postnominal superlatives, repeated here for French and
Italian, respectively:
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(132) [sc [le livre] t;]; le [[plus court]; C t;]

(133) [sc [il libro] t;]; D [[piu corto]; C t;]

as well as to those proposed for bare plurals/mass nouns (possible only in Italian):
(134) NUMBER D libri

(135) AMOUNT D birra

The key question then is, where is the missing noun in (127)—(130)? Although its
presence in the structure is virtually certain, its exact position is less immediate. Let
me propose that the unpronounced noun (or NP) in such interrogatives precedes,
rather than follows, lequellquale. In all likelihood, it does so as the result of move-
ment. The structures corresponding to the grammatical sentences (127) and (130)
are thus:3>

(136) N; le quel t;. ..
(137) N; D quale t;...

where N is unpronounced in both languages, and D is unpronounced in Italian.3®

Taking N (or NP) in Italian to be in SpecD makes (137) immediately compatible
with (112). In the same way, taking N (or NP) in French to be in SpecD makes (136)
immediately compatible with (113). We consequently have a way of understanding
the triple linkage across superlatives, bare plural/mass nouns and lequel/quale.

12.8 A Digression to English Possessors

A question that arises is, why does N(P) here move to SpecD? There would appear to
be a link to Rizzi’s (2000, 316) discussion of null topics in German and to Chomsky’s
(2001, 13) Phase Impenetrability Condition. An unpronounced category, here N (see
note 35), that is not locally licensed by another category must arguably move up
to the Spec of an appropriate phase (here perhaps DP), presumably to the nearest
such Spec (thinking of the discussion of (125)). (This would not apply to the un-
pronounced D itself of (135), which is locally licensed by the phrase in its Spec.)

There is a curious set of English facts that bears on the principles regulating
the syntax of unpronounced categories. These facts concern possessives with un-
pronounced nouns (or NPs), as in

(138) John’s car is bigger than Bill’s.
The possessor of the unpronounced noun can be pronominal:
(139) John’s car is bigger than yours.

In these examples, the unpronounced noun clearly has an antecedent car. Somewhat
different is:
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(140) Why don’t we go over to Bill’s tonight?

which is perfectly natural in an out-of-the-blue context, with no feeling of an ante-
cedent in the sense of (138)/(139). The interpretation of (140) in an out-of-the-blue
context is very close, if not identical, to that of:

(141) Why don’t we go over to Bill’s place tonight?
a fact that (among others) led me to propose (see Kayne (2004)):
(142) ...Bill’s PLACE...

as (part of)) the structure of (140). In (142), PLACE is an unpronounced noun that
differs from the ones in (138) and (139) in not (necessarily) having an antecedent.

Trudgill and Hannah (1994, 76) have noted in effect that in American English (and
this is certainly true for mine) the possessor in (140) cannot be pronominal:®’

(143) *Why don’t we go over to yours tonight?

To me, this sentence in clearly impossible in an out-of-the-blue context, contrary to
(140). Similarly, in a contrastive context, I have a clear difference between non-
pronominal and pronominal possessors, with unanteceded PLACE:

(144) Why should we go over to Bill’s tonight? We should all go over to John’s/
*yours, instead.

Why should this be? The answer depends in part, I think, on the fact that in a sense,
(138) and (139) are misleading—the parallel behavior of pronominal and nonprono-
minal possessors that those two examples display breaks down if we reinstate the lex-
ical noun and simultaneously keep the -s:

(145) Bill’s house
(146) *yours house

and similarly for *hers house, *theirs house, *ours house (and for the less regular pos-
sessive of *mine house).>®

A natural hypothesis is that (143) is out for the same reason as (146). But if that’s
true, how can we distinguish these two from (139)? Assume that, parallel to (142), we
have, for (143):

(147) *...yours PLACE
but that for (139) we have, rather:
(148) ...N; yours t;

with N-raising approximately as in (136) and (137). Let me, more specifically, adopt
the approach to (145) versus (146) put forth by Bernstein and Tortora (2005), who
have pronominal possessors lower in the DP structure than lexical ones (cf. Nilsen

Downloaded from http://direct.mit.edu/books/edited-volume/chapter-pdf/2285487/9780262273152_cal.pdf by California Institute of Technology (Caltech) user on 20 February 2024



This is a portion of the eBook at do0i:10.7551/mitpress/9780262062787.001.0001

310 Richard S. Kayne

2003 on object shift; also see Cardinaletti 1997). In particular, pronominal possessors
are lower than the position in which ‘s is found, so that your in the simple case can-
not precede ‘s, as seen in (146). To allow for:

(149) a friend of yours

they propose that when «a friend raises to Spec,of (cf. Kayne 1994, 86) your in fact can
raise to the position normally reserved for lexical possessors. In their note 30, they
suggest looking at predicative:

(150) This book is yours.

in the same way, with raising of an unpronounced (pronominal) counterpart of book
licensing the raising of your past ‘s.

If we generalize further to all argument positions, we in effect reach (148) as part
of the analysis of (139). If the raising of your (and other pronominal possessors) to
Spec,’s is dependent on such N-raising (in a way that recalls Chomsky (1995, 185)
on equidistance) and if no such raising takes place with PLACE in (143)/(144)/
(147), then we can draw the desired distinction.

This leads in turn to the question why unpronounced PLACE would fail to raise in
(147) while unpronounced N does raise in (148), which corresponds to (139) and
(150). A likely initial answer is that N raises in (148) precisely because it has an ante-
cedent, which PLACE in (147) does not have.>°

This might then be related to the proposal in Kayne 2002a, §9, to the effect that
every antecedent-pronoun pair originates in a doubling constituent that subsequently
raises (a movement induced by a property of the pronominal subpart).

12.9 Conclusion

Examples (127)-(130), with lequel and quale, have in common with (150) and (139)
that there is an unpronounced noun understood to have an antecedent. Therefore,
the suggestion just made as to why there should be N-raising carries over, and pro-
vides an account of why (136) and (137) are the correct structures.*® Those structures
in turn allow linking lequel/quale to the question of postnominal superlatives (and via
(131) to the question of bare plurals).

That these three phenomena are each to be seen as reflecting a (differential)
property of definite D is not self-evident. To look at lequel versus quale in that way
is straightforward, less so no doubt are the other two. For postnominal superlatives,
one might have thought that what was at issue was some property of the superlative
morpheme itself. For bare plurals, one might have thought that the absence of any
definite D in bare plurals in Italian would make the approach argued for here un-
likely to be on the right track. But that consideration is overridden if it is correct to
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take French partitives (which do contain a definite article) to be a true French coun-
terpart of Italian bare plurals.*!

Moreover, the fact that within Romance there is a partial correlation/clustering
across these three properties (as stated in (131) and (126)) constitutes additional evi-
dence (especially in the case of (131)) that the syntax of definite D is central to an
understanding of indefinite bare plurals/bare mass nouns across Romance.

This is of course not entirely a surprise, since we can readily see through French
partitives that phrases that are globally interpreted as indefinites (similarly to bare
plurals in Italian) can and do contain a definite D. The comparative evidence dis-
cussed here suggests (in a way, that recalls Cheng and Sybesma (1999, 529; 2005)
on Chinese) that the same holds for Italian (cf. Chomsky’s (2001, 2) uniformity
principle), even though Italian bare plurals do not give their definite D any
pronunciation.*?

It goes without saying that additional Romance languages need to be examined
to test the validity of the cross-Romance correlations that I have suggested, and
that additional morphosyntactic properties of French and Italian (and other Ro-
mance languages) need to be looked into with an eye to seeing how widespread (and
how consistent) the ramifications are of (112)/(113).43

The present conclusion shares with Longobardi (1994, 618) and Chierchia (1998,
386) the idea that Italian bare plurals/mass nouns** contain an unpronounced deter-
miner. But I have been led to think that that determiner is an unpronounced counter-
part of the definite article (see note 28), with the indefinite reading (again recalling
Cheng and Sybesma 1999, 2005) depending rather on the additional presence of an
unpronounced NUMBER/AMOUNT.

Notes

For helpful comments on an earlier draft of this chapter, I am indebted to Guglielmo Cinque
and Jean-Yves Pollock.

1. (9) differs from:
(1) Quelle est-elle? (‘Which is it(fem.)’)

in which we have a (nonsubject) predicative quelle. (9) is representative of all cases in which
quel is part of an argument. In (i), quelle is arguably not part of a DP.
The contrast:

(i) *Quel de ces livres est le plus intéressant? (‘Which of those books is the most interesting?’)
(iii) Lequel de ces livres est le plus intéressant?

suggests that (iii) contains an unpronounced noun in addition to overt /ivres, as in the Turkish
construction mentioned by Kornfilt (1997, 237), in which the “extra” (pronounced) noun cor-
responds to a classifierlike item (or person).
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2. As far as I can tell, this orthographic convention is not of importance to the syntax; see
Julien 2002.

3. Except, as brought to my attention by Guglielmo Cinque, when predicative:
(i) Da gentiluomo quale era...(‘from gentleman which he-was...’),

recalling note 1.

4. Possibly, (21) can be linked to the fact that the is incompatible with plural generics in cases
like (cf. Longobardi 1994, 631):

(1) Cats are smart.
and/or to the fact that the is incompatible with possessives, as in
(i1) (*the) your books

and/or to the being incompatible with inalienable possession in cases like (see Guéron 1983 as
well as Vergnaud and Zubizarreta 1992):

(iii) John raised the arm.
and/or to the being incompatible with sentential complements as in:
(iv) John erred in (*the) telling us a lie.

and/or to the fact that the is morphologically related to demonstratives (see Bernstein 2004),
and/or to Sportiche’s (1995, §4.2) suggestion that the might be a specifier.
5. Which recalls Kuroda 1968. The obligatoriness of the definite article with Italian relative
quale may suggest an analysis in which quale+NP is the double of an unpronounced resump-
tive (cf. Perlmutter 1972), yet in which NP is raised much as in Kayne 1994, 89. (The raising of
a double would be similar to Kayne 2002a.)

Indirectly relevant is the fact that Italian CLLD is possible with idiom chunks. See Cinque
1977, 402, and Bianchi 1993.
6. Both with superlatives and with ordinary adjectives there are exceptions when the adjective
is accompanied by a complement, as in

(1) The student most capable of solving that problem is Mary.
(ii) any student capable of solving that problem

Similarly, although for me a bit less easily, with -est:

(iii) (?)The student strongest in mathematics is Mary.

It may be that the preposition (of, in in these examples) is playing a crucial role, in a way
related to Cinque’s (2005, note 34) and perhaps to the facts mentioned in Kayne (1975, chap.
3, note 82).

7. And in Hebrew; see Alexiadou 2003 for discussion of differences between Greek and He-
brew (and Scandinavian).

Relevant also (but coming to my attention too late to be taken into account here) is Campos
and Stavrou 2004.

8. It might be that adjectives have two possible sources, one within a relative clause and one
not—see Alexiadou and Wilder 1998, 313, as well as Cinque 2005, note 2.
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9. For them (p. 322), the derivation can alternatively stop at that point, yielding:
(1) *the intelligent the student

the equivalent of which is possible in Greek, though not in English or French, or in Italian
(unless prenominal begli (‘beautiful—m.pl.”) is ‘be+gli’, with gli a (second) definite article).
10. For a notion of “closeness” that does not depend on feature-checking, see Kayne (2005a,
§5.6); also Cinque 2005.

11. This conclusion and derivation differ from Matushansky 2003, whose general hypothesis
that all superlatives are associated with a noun (sometimes unpronounced; cf. also Martinon
1927, 103) looks correct.

In (48) (and similarly for (44) or (45), in Greek) the Spec of overt /e is itself overt, in a way
incompatible with Koopman and Szabolcsi’s (2000, 40) formulation of their Generalized Dou-
bly Filled Comp Filter.

12. As for the question why Greek allows the equivalent of (49), with a nonsuperlative adjec-
tive, as opposed to French and Italian, I do not have a clear proposal to make. Alexiadou and
Wilder (1998, 330), citing Anagnostopoulou (1994), note that (49) in Greek has something in
common with clitic doubling. That may well be a promising linkage, in particular thinking of
the fact that Greek has clitic doubling with nonprepositional accusatives in a way that even
Spanish (which lacks (49)) does not.

For example, it might be that in order for an ordinary AP to be able to cross “D NP in (43)
on its way to SpecC, the D in question (the one within the small clause subject) must have
some property that accusative clitics have when they are compatible with doubling of a non-
prepositional object, especially if the relevant D c-commanded the initial position of the AP
(allowing D in Greek, but not in French, to act as a successful probe for AP), thinking of Spor-
tiche 2002. (If the (adjectival) predicate in the first line of (51) is a nonsuperlative, the deriva-
tion will not converge.) Pursuing the implications here of Sportiche’s approach to D is beyond
the scope of this chapter.

13. See Kayne 1998; on Icelandic, see also Svenonius 2000. Probably also related is the raising
in French and Italian of toutftutto (‘everything’)—Kayne 1975, chap. 1, and Cinque 1995,
chap. 9.

14. For relevant discussion, see Hendrick 1990 and Kayne 2005b.
The fact that a cannot appear in (54):

(1) *...the fewest a number of papers. ..

is perhaps related to the presence of the, in a way that would need to be clarified. Possibly (i) is
related to:

(i) *That’s not the shortest of a book (that I've ever seen).
(iii) *?That’s not the most interesting of a book.

Degree modifiers other than superlatives are not compatible with an ‘extra’ definite article in
French:

(iv) *les hommes les trop/si riches (‘the men the too/so rich’)
recalling the contrast between (52) and

(v) *the too/so/more interesting of books
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Cf. also, to a lesser extent:
(vi) the most/*too/*so intelligent of the students

Possibly, in (61), /e can be merged with a CP containing a degree phrase in its Spec only if
the degree element is superlative plus, and similarly for English t/e.

15. Consider also the fact that in Persian (cf. Moshiri 1988, 24) superlatives end up prenomi-
nal, while ordinary adjectives and even comparatives are generally postnominal; also the con-
trast within Italian:

(1) una bellissima/*bellina donna (‘a most-beautiful/a-little-beautiful woman’)
Plausibly parallel to (52) versus (53) is

(if) That’s not the shortest/most interesting of his books.

(iii) *That’s not the short/interesting of his books.
More similar, still, to the Persian facts is the contrast:

(iv) the blackest two dogs that I’'ve ever seen

(v) *the black two dogs that I saw yesterday

16. French lacks an exact counterpart of (62), for reasons that remain to be elucidated. As is
well known, English does not allow this with -est:

(i) *That is a shortest book.

In addition, there is for me a clear contrast between (62) and:
(i) *?That is a most short book.

Similarly:

(iii) She is a most intelligent woman.

(iv) *?She is a most smart woman.

suggesting that the almost certainly related:

(v) *?She is a more smart linguist than he is.

is not simply due to ‘competition’ from smarter.
The interpretation of (62) is close to that of

(vi) That is a very interesting book.

but the two differ sharply in various ways:

(vii) a very very/*most most interesting book

(viii) a not very/*not most interesting book

(ix) very/*most few books

(x) so very/*most interesting; such a very/*most interesting book
suggesting that (62) might be related to:

(xi) That is a book of the most interesting sort/kind.

with most a true superlative.
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17. From Sportiche’s (2002) perspective, they would not be expected to.

Left open is how to integrate Genoese a ciu cdsa bella (‘the most thing beautiful’) (Toso
1997, 76).

If definite article and plus formed a constituent, the obligatory agreement shown by the sec-
ond /a in

(1) la fille la plus intelligente (‘the girl the most intelligent’)

would not be expected.
For some cases of nonagreement with adverbial superlatives (which fall outside the scope of
this chapter), see Martinon 1927, 104.

18. Whether this obligatory continuation is due more to a property of the higher /e or more to
a property of the small clause is left an open question here.

19. The presence of a numeral between CP and D appears to interfere with small clause
preposing, however, if we return to (67). Adding a numeral above CP to (67) gives us (with a
plural):

(1) les [quatre [[plus courts]; C [sc [les livres] t;]]]

Doing nothing further is not possible (just as we saw with (74)):

(ii) *les quatre plus courts les livres

But in this case, as opposed to (58), small clause preposing is not possible, either:
(iii) *les livres les quatre plus courts

20. If Sportiche (2002) is on the right track, the /a preceding femme might be the head of the
small clause, rather than the head of the specifier of the small clause.

A reviewer makes the interesting suggesting that (78) might be related to the definiteness re-
quirement on Icelandic object shift.

21. Sentences corresponding to (81) are found, however (perhaps they are akin to (83), or,
thinking of Martinon’s (1927, 101) discussion, to a reduced relative—see also Chenal 1986,
415, 417, and Grevisse 1993, §950). Martinon also mentions as a (probable) superlative:

(1) ce qu’il y a de plus beau (‘that which there is of most beautiful’)

which needs to be looked into.

22. Possible as a comparative is:
(1) le seul livre plus court que. .. (‘the only book more short than...’)

23. Roodenburg (2003) suggests that with des the /- is not syntactically present at all. On bare
nominals with coordination, see Longobardi 1994, 619n, and Roodenburg 2004. Cf. also Bou-
chard 2003.

24. Cf. the (undeveloped) suggestion in Kayne 1975, §2.9, in terms of the noun part; on NUM-
BER/AMOUNT, see Kayne 2002b, 2005a, 2005b.

The unpronounced NUMBER/AMOUNT of these partitives is not subject to the restriction
concerning Italian bare plurals/mass nouns as subjects discussed by Longobardi (1994, 616).
Why Italian hanging topics (cf. Cinque 1977, 406, and Beninca and Poletto 2004, 64) are (con-
trary to French) not subject to that restriction remains to be understood.
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25. It might be that an unpronounced preposition could not be licensed by unpronounced
AMOUNT.

26. The fact that no language has (as far as I know):

(1) *Jean a les amis. (‘J has the friends’)

with a partitive/indefinite interpretation means that the presence of an overt definite article
induces for some reason to be determined the need for an overt preposition.

27. As for (104), it might be that the plural morpheme following the prenominal adjective
counts as a pronounced definite D—see Pollock 1998, note 24.

28. The definite article /a in (109)/(97) (and its unpronounced counterpart in (111)/(95))
may have something significant in common with the definite article found in generic sentences,
as noted by Gross (1968, 30). The global indefinite interpretation of (111) and (109) is compa-
rable to that of

(1) a certain amount of beer
(ii)) a number of people
The presence of an overt preposition (like) of is not essential:
(iii) a hundred people
(iv) ein Liter Wein (German ‘a liter wine’)
Left aside here is any discussion of French negative sentences like
(v) Jean n’a pas d’amis. (‘J NEG has not of friends’)

with no definite article. It may be that Italian bare plurals match both (v) and French parti-
tives; see note 30.
Like (ii), French partitives seem to be positive polarity items.

29. See the discussion in Longobardi 1994, 620. The possible counterexample having to do
with (Italian and French) infinitives mentioned in Kayne 1999, §4 might dissolve if, as sug-
gested to me by Viviane Déprez, their prepositional complementizer (difde) reflects the pres-
ence of an unpronounced head noun—see Kayne 2003, §4.6.

30. Which would amount to saying that there are no null indefinite determiners per se in Ital-

ian. On Brazilian Portuguese, which differs from Italian in productively allowing bare singu-

lars, see Schmitt and Munn 2002; on the relevance of French-based creoles, see Déprez 2005.
Italian allows bare singulars in negative contexts like:

(1) Non ho mai visto gatto che fosse. .. (‘neg I-have never seen cat that was...’)

as discussed by Beninca (1980).

31. See note 25. It remains to be understood why Italian partitives with di require an overt
definite article—as opposed to Piedmontese (102) and also (in the special case of prenominal
adjectives) as opposed to French (104):

(i) *Gianni comprava di buoni libri. (‘G bought of good books’)

32. There are differences in behavior between Italian partitives as in (122) and French parti-
tives as in (97) that fall outside the scope of this chapter.

33. Example provided by Paola Beninca, who notes that the construction is literary in Italian,
and who finds the exact counterpart of (83) less than perfectly natural.
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34. See Landau 1999. Similarly, perhaps, for clitic doubling and for antecedent-pronoun rela-
tions; see Kayne 2002a.

A reviewer notes the potential relevance here of Boskovi¢’s (2002) approach to successive
cyclicity.
35. If the agreement requirement discussed at (78) holds with quellquale, too, then the unpro-
nounced phrase in Spec,D in (136)/(137) should be taken to be DP.

The text proposal means that (i) (cf. note 1)

(1) Lequel de ces livres...? (‘the which of these books. ..")
must be
(i1) N;j le quel t; de ces livres. ..

36. Left open here is the contrast within Italian between (137) and possessive i/ mio (‘the my’)
(also l'altro (‘the other’) and relative il quale—(22)), which has an unpronounced noun to-
gether with a pronounced D. One possibility is further movement of the unpronounced noun
(cf. Bianchi 1999, 79, on relatives), with a link to (125); another is that the unpronounced noun
in il mio, and so on, need raise no higher than just past mio itself.

With an overt noun, French and Italian do not differ, in cases like

(1) Marie a gagné le concours. (French—‘M has won the competition’)
(i) Maria ha vinto il concorso. (Italian—same)

Given (112), (ii) must not have a filled Spec.

37. 1 have come across one speaker of American English who accepts (143). Although this
leads to interesting questions, it does not bear on the text discussion.

38. Possible is his house, because his is (irregularly) the form that occurs both with and without
an overt lexical noun.

39. This approach to (147) differs from the suggestion made in Kayne 2004, §1.1.

Trudgill and Hannah (1994, 76) state that, in English English, sentences like (143) are possi-
ble, contrary to (most—see note 22) American English. (Possibly there is a link to The soup
has carrots in, which they (p. 81) also give as possible in English English.) The implication
here is that for such speakers, either PLACE is being taken to have an antecedent, or else
PLACE is raising for a distinct reason—cf. Longobardi 1996, §1.4, on Italian casa (‘home’).

40. If the antecedent relation underlies raising in the case of lequel/quale, then the motivation
for raising (to SpecD) is distinct from the case of postnominal superlatives.

41. See Spector 2001 and references cited there, emphasizing the parallelism. Possibly, French
partitives can in addition have an analysis corresponding to that of Italian partitives (on
which, see Storto 2001).

42. Cf. also the fact that, according to Harrell 1962, 206, Moroccan Arabic, with the numerals
between 2 and 10 inclusive, has the possibility of a definite article within what corresponds to
indefinite rwo books, and so on.

43. For example, Delfitto and Schroten (1991) suggest a link between bare plurals and postno-
minal number morphology, though as noted by Chierchia (1998, note 32) their proposal does
not extend to mass nouns. Nor can the presence of (pronounced) suffixal number morphology
be a sufficient condition for licensing bare plurals, given the apparent absence of bare plurals
in Genoese (Toso 1997, 66) and Pavese (Andrea Moro, personal communication). Déprez
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(2005) argues that it is not a necessary condition for bare nominals, on the basis of various cre-
ole languages.

A reviewer makes the interesting suggestion that despite (apparent—cf. Bernstein 1997)
complications in French it might be that (112) is also what underlies the absence of an overt
definite article following prenominal demonstratives in Italian (vs. Greek; Holton et al. 1997,
97, 317), thinking of Giusti’s (1993) and Bruge’s (2002) analysis of demonstratives as raising to
SpecDP.

Ultimately many other language families will need to be brought into the discussion in a sys-

tematic way.
44. And by plausible extension English indefinite bare plurals. Chomsky (2000, 139) argues
against bare plurals having a semantically null D; that would lead to the (plausible) conclusion
that the unpronounced definite D proposed here (like the one visible in French partitives) is
not semantically null.
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