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1. Grammar

1.1 Overview
In broad terms, this book is concerned with aspects of grammar. Grammar is traditionally

subdivided into two different but inter-rel ated areas of study — mor phology and syntax. Morphology is
the study of how words are formed out of smaller units (called mor phemes), and so addresses questions
such as ‘What are the component morphemes of a word like antidisestablishmentarianism, and what is the
nature of the morphol ogical operations by which they are combined together to form the overdl word?
Syntax is the study of the way in which phrases and sentences are structured out of words, and so
addresses questions like ‘What is the structure of a sentence like What’ s the president doing? and what is
the nature of the grammatical operations by which its component words are combined together to form the
overdl sentence structure? In this chapter, we take alook at the approach to syntax adopted by Chomsky.

1.2 Universal Grammar

Within traditional grammar, the syntax of alanguage is described in terms of ataxonomy (i.e.
classificatory list) of the range of different types of syntactic structures found in the language. The centra
assumpti on underpinning syntactic analysis in traditional grammar is that phrases and sentences are built
up of a series of constituents (i.e. syntactic units), each of which belongs to a specific grammatical
category and serves a specific grammatical function. Given this assumption, the task of the linguist
analysi ng the syntactic structure of any given type of sentenceisto identify each of the constituentsin the
sentence, and (for each constituent) to say what category it belongs to and what function it serves. For
example, in relation to the syntax of a simple sentence like:

(1) Students protested vehemently

it would traditionally be said that each of the three words in the sentence bd ongs to a specific grammatical
category (students being a plura noun, protested a past tense verb, and vehemently an adverb) and that
each serves a specific grammatical function (protested being a predicate, students being its sole
argument and functioning as the subject of protested, and yesterday being an adjunct —i.e. an
expression which provides additional information about the time, place or manner of an event). The
overdl sentence Students protested yesterday has the categorid status of a clause whichisfinitein nature
(by virtue of denoting an event taking place at a specific time), and has the semantic function of
expressing aproposition whichis declarative in force (in that it is used to make a statement rather than
e.g. ak aquestion).

In contrast to the taxonomic approach adopted in traditional grammar, Chomsky takes a cognitive
approach to the study of grammar. For Chomsky, the goal of thelinguist isto determine what it is that
native speakers know about their native language whi ch enables them to speak and understand the
language fluently: hence, the study of language is part of the wider study of cognition (i.e. what human
beings know). In afairly obvious sense, any native speaker of alanguage can be said to know the grammar
of his or her native language. For example, any native speaker of English can tell you that the negative
counterpart of | like syntax is | don’t like syntax, and not e.g. *I no like syntax: in other words, native
speakers know how to combine words together to form expressions (e.g. negative sentences) in their
language. Likewise, any native speaker of English can tell you that a sentence like She loves me more than
you is ambiguous and has two inter pretations which can be paraphrased as ‘ She loves me more than she
loves you' and ‘ She loves me more than you love me': in other words, native speakers aso know how to
interpret (i.e. assign meaning to) expressionsin their language. However, it isimportant to emphasise



that this grammatical knowledge of how to form and interpret expressionsin your native languageis tacit
(i.e. subconscious) rather than explicit (i.e. conscious): so, it’s no good asking a native speaker of English
aquestion such as ‘How do you form negative sentencesin English?, since human beings have no
conscious awareness of the processes involved in speaking and understanding their native language. To
introduce a technica term devised by Chomsky, we can say that native speakers have grammatical
competencein their native language: by this, we mean that they have tacit knowledge of the grammar of
their language—i.e of how to form and interpret words, phrases and sentences in the language.

In work dating back to the 1960s, Chomsky has drawn a distinction between competence (the fluent
native speaker’s tacit knowledge of his or her language) and per formance (what peopl e actually say or
understand by what someone el se says on a given occasion). Competenceis ‘the speaker-hearer's
knowl edge of hislanguage’, while performanceis ‘the actual use of language in concrete situations’
(Chomsky, 1965, p. 4). Very often, performance is an imperfect reflection of competence: we al make
occasional slips of the tongue, or occasionally misinterpret something which someone e se says to us.
However, this doesn’t mean that we don’t know our native language or that we don’'t have competencein
it. Misproductions and misinterpretations are performance error s, attributable to a variety of
performance factors like tiredness, boredom, drunkenness, drugs, external distractions, and so forth. A
grammar of alanguage tdls you what you need to know in order to have native-like competence in the
language (i.e. to be able to speak the language like a fluent native speaker): hence, it is clear that grammar
is concerned with competence rather than performance. Thisis not to deny theinterest of performance as a
field of study, but merely to assert that performanceis more properly studied within the different — though
related — discipline of psycholinguistics, which studies the psychological processes underlying speech
production and comprehension.

In the terminol ogy adopted by Chomsky (1986a, pp. 19-56), when we study the grammati cal
competence of a native speaker of alanguage like English we're studying a cognitive system inter nalised
within the brain/mind of native speakers of English; our ultimate goal in studying competenceisto
characterise the nature of the interndised linguistic system (or I -language, as Chomsky terms it) which
makes native speakers proficient in English. Such a cognitive approach has obvious implications for the
descriptive linguist who is concerned to devel op a grammar of a particular language like English.
Accordingly to Chomsky (19864a, p.22) a grammar of alanguageis ‘atheory of the I-language ... under
investigation’. This means that in devising a grammar of English, we are attempting to uncover the
internalised linguistic system (= I-language) possessed by native speakers of English —i.e. weare
attempting to characterise a mental state (a state of competence, and thus linguistic knowledge). See Smith
(1999) for more extensive discussion of the notion of I-language.

Chomsky’ s ultimate goal isto devise atheory of Universal Grammar/UG which generalises from the
grammars of particular |-languages to the grammars of al possible natural (i.e. human) I-languages. He
defines UG (19864, p.23) as ‘the theory of human I-languages ...that identifies the I-languages that are
humanly accessible under norma conditions' . (The expression ‘are humanly accessibl€ means ‘ can be
acquired by human beings'.) In other words, UG is atheory about the nature of possible grammars of
human languages. hence, atheory of Universal Grammar answers the question: ‘What are the defining
characteristics of the grammars of human I-languages?

Thereareanumber of criteria of adequacy which a Theory of Universal Grammar must satisfy. One
such criterion (which isimplicit in the use of the term Universal Grammar) is universality, in the sense
that atheory of UG must provide us with the tools needed to provide adescriptively adequate grammar
for any and every human I-language (i.e. a grammar which correctly describes how to form and interpret
expressions in the relevant language). After al, atheory of UG would be of little interest if it enabled usto
describe the grammar of English and French, but not that of Swahili or Chinese.

However, since the ultimate goal of any theory is explanation, it is not enough for atheory of Universa
Grammar simply to list sets of universal properties of natural language grammars; on the contrary, a
theory of UG must seek to explain the relevant properties. So, a key question for any adequate theory of
UG to answer is. ‘“Why do grammars of human I-languages have the properties they do? The requirement
that atheory should explain why grammars have the properties they do is conventionally referred to as the
criterion of explanatory adequacy.

Since the theory of Universal Grammar is concerned with characterising the properties of natura (i.e.
human) I-language grammars, an important question which we want our theory of UG to answer is. ‘What
are the defining characteristics of human I-languages which differentiate them from, for example, artificial



languages like those used in mathematics and computing (e.g. Java, Prolog, C etc.), or from animal
communi cation systems (e.g. the tail-wagging dance performed by bees to communi cate the | ocation of a
food source to other bees)? It therefore foll ows that the descriptive gpparatus which our theory of
Universal Grammar allows us to make use of in devising natura language grammars must not be so
powerful that it can be used to describe not only natural languages, but also computer languages or animal
communi cation systems (since any such excessively powerful theory wouldn’t be abl e to pinpoint the
criterial properties of natural languages which differentiate them from other types of communi cation
system). In other words, athird condition which we have to impaose on our theory of languageisthat it be
maximally constrained: that is, we want our theory to provide us with technical devices which are so
congtrained (i.e. limited) in their expressive power that they can only be used to describe natural
languages, and are not appropriate for the description of other communication systems. A theory whichis
constrained in appropriate ways should enabl e us to provide a principled explanation for why certain types
of syntactic structure and syntactic operation simply aren’t found in natura languages. One way of
constraining grammars it to suppose that grammatical operations obey certain linguistic principles, and
that any operation which violates the relevant principles leads to ungrammati caity: see the discussion
beow in 81.5 for a concrete example.

A related requirement is that linguistic theory should provide grammars which make use of the minima
theoretical apparatus required: in other words, grammars should be as simple as possible. Much earlier
work in syntax involved the postulation of complex structures and principles. as areaction to the excessive
compl exity of this kind of work, Chomsky in work over the past 10 years or so has made the requirement
to mini mise the theoretical and descriptive apparatus used to describe language the cornerstone of the
Minimalist Program for Linguistic Theory which he has been deve oping (in work dating back to
Chomsky 1993, 1995). In more recent work, Chomsky (1998, 1999, 2001, 2002) has suggested that
language is a perfect system with an optimal design in the sensethat natural language grammars create
structures which are designed to inter face perfectly with other components of the mind — more
specifically with speech and thought systems. (For discussion of the idea that language is a perfect system
of optimal design, see Lappin, L evine and Johnson 2000a/2000b/2001, Holmberg 2000,
Piattelli-Palmarini 2000, Reuland 2000/2001a, Roberts 2000/2001a, Uriagereka 2000/2001, Freidin and
Vergnaud 2001 and Atkinson 2003.)

To make this discussi on rather more concrete, let’s suppose that a grammar of alanguageis organised
as follows. One component of agrammar is aL exicon (= dictionary = list of all thelexical items/wordsin
the language and their linguistic properties), and in forming a given sentence out of a set of words, we first
have to take the relevant words out of the L exicon. Our chosen words are then combined together by a
series of syntactic computations in the syntax (i.e. in the syntactic/computational component of the
grammar), thereby forming a syntactic structure. This syntactic structure serves as input into two other
components of the grammar. One is the semantic component which maps (i.e. ‘ converts’) the syntactic
structureinto a corresponding semantic representation (i.e to arepresentation of linguistic aspects of its
meaning): the other is a PF component, so called because it maps the syntactic structure into a PF
representation (i.e. arepresentation of its Phonetic Form, giving us a phonetic spellout for each word,
tdling us how it is pronounced). The semantic representation i nterfaces with systems of thought, and the
PF representation with systems of speech — as shown in diagrammatic form bel ow:

semantic —» semantic » THOUGHT
component representation SYSTEMS
2 Lexicon| __, syntactic <:
Syntax structure
PF . PF » SPEECH
component representation SYSTEMS

Interms of the model in (2), an important constraint is that the (semantic and PF) representations which
are ‘handed over’ to the (thought and speech) interface systems should contain only € ements which are
legible by the appropriate interface system — so that the semantic representations handed over to thought
systems contain only el ements contributing to meani ng, and the PF representations handed over to speech
systems contain only el ements which contribute to phonetic form (i.e to determining how the sentenceis
pronounced).



The neurophysiol ogical mechanisms which underlie linguistic competence make it possible for young
children to acquire language in aremarkably short period of time. Accordingly, afourth condition which
any adequate linguistic theory must meet is that of lear nability: it must provide grammars which are
learnabl e by young children in a short period of time. The desire to maximise the lear nability of natural
language grammars provides an additional argument for minimising the theoretical apparatus used to
describe languages, in the sense that the simpler grammars are, the simpler it isfor children to acquire
them.

1.3 ThelL anguage Faculty
Mention of learnability leads us to consider the related goal of developing atheory of

language acquisition. An acquisition theory is concerned with the question of how children acquire
grammars of ther native languages. Children generally produce their first recognisable word (e.g. Mama
or Dada) by the age of 12 months. For the next 6 months or so, thereis little apparent evidence of
grammatical development in their speech production, although the child's productive vocabulary typically
increases by about five words a month until it reaches around 30 words at age 18 months. Throughout this
single-word stage, children’s utterances comprise single words spoken in isolation: e.g. a child may say
Apple when reaching for an apple, or Up when wanting to climb up onto her mother’s knee. During the
single-word stage, it isdifficult to find any clear evidence of the acquisition of grammar, in that children
do not make productive use of inflections (e.g. they don’t add the plural -s ending to nouns, or the past
tense -d ending to verbs), and don’t productively combine words together to form two- and three-word
utterances.

At around the age of 18 months (though with considerable variation from one child to another), we find
the first visible signs of the acquisition of grammar: children start to make productive use of infl ections
(e.g. using plural nouns like doggies dongside the singular form doggy, and inflected verb forms like
going/gone aongside the uninflected verb form go), and similarly start to produce € ementary two- and
three-word utterances such as Want Teddy, Eating cookie, Daddy gone office, etc. From this point on,
thereis arapid expansion in their grammatical development, until by the age of around 30 months they
have typically acquired most of the inflections and core grammatical constructions used in English, and
are able to produce adult-like sentences such as Where' s Mummy gone? What' s Daddy doing? Can we go
to the zoo, Daddy? etc. (though occasiona morphol ogical and syntactic errors persist until the age of four
years or so — e.g. We goed there with Daddy, What we can do? etc.).

So, the central phenomenon which any theory of language acquisition must seek to explain is this: how
isit that after along drawn-out period of many months in which thereis no obvious sign of grammatica
development, at around the age of 18 months thereis a sudden spurt as multiword speech starts to emerge,
and a phenomenal growth in grammatica devel opment then takes place over the next 12 months? This
uniformity and (once the spurt has started) rapidity in the pattern of children’s linguistic development are
the central facts which atheory of language acquisition must seek to explain. But how?

Chomsky mai ntai ns that the most plausible explanation for the uniformity and rapidity of first language
acquisition isto posit that the course of acquisition is determined by a biol ogically endowed i nnate
L anguage Faculty (or language acquisition program, to borrow a computer software metaphor) within
the brain, which provides children with a genetically transmitted al gorithm (i.e. set of procedures) for
developing a grammar, on the basis of ther linguistic experience (i.e. on the basis of the speech input they
receive). Theway in which Chomsky visualises the acquisition process can be represented schematically
asin (3) bedow (whereL isthe language being acquired):

3 Experience ? Language |6 >ra
of L Faculty

Children acquiring alanguage will observe people around them using the language, and the set of
expressions in the language which a child hears (and the contexts in which they are used) in the course of
acquiring the language constitute the child’ s linguistic experience of the language. This experience serves
as input to the child's language faculty, which provides the child with a procedure for (subconsciously)
analys ng the experience and devising agrammar of the language being acquired. Thus, the input to the



language faculty is the child's experience, and the output of the language faculty is a grammar of the
language being acquired.

The hypothesis that the course of language acquisition is determined by an innate language faculty is
known popularly as theinnateness hypothesis. Chomsky maintains that the ability to speak and acquire
languages is unique to human beings, and that natural languages incorporate principles which are also
unique to humans and which reflect the nature of the human mind:

Whatever evidence we do have seems to me to support the view that the ability to acquire
and use language is a speci es-specific human capacity, that there are very deep and restrictive
principles that determine the nature of human language and are rooted in the specific
character of the human mind. (Chomsky 1972, p. 102)

Moreover, he notes, language acquisition is an ability which all humans possess, entirdy independently of
their generd intelligence:

Even at low levels of intelligence, at pathol ogical leves, we find a command of language that
istotally unattai nable by an ape that may, in other respects, surpass a human imbecilein
problem-solving activity and other adaptive behaviour. (Chomsky 1972, p. 10)

In addition, the apparent uniformity in the types of grammars devel oped by different speakers of the same
language suggests that children have genetic guidancein the task of constructing a grammar of their native
language:

We know that the grammars that are in fact constructed vary only slightly among speakers
of the same language, despite wide variations not only in intelligence but also in the
conditions under which language is acquired. (Chomsky 1972, p. 79)

Furthermore, the rapidity of acquisition (once the grammar spurt has started) also points to genetic
guidancein grammar construction:

Otherwise it isimpaossibleto explain how children come to construct grammars...under the
given conditions of time and access to data. (Chomsky 1972, p. 113)

(The sequence ‘under...data means simply ‘in so short atime, and on the basis of such limited linguistic
experience.”) What makes the uniformity and rapi dity of acquisition even more remarkable is the fact that
the child’ s linguistic experience is often degenerate (i.e. imperfect), sinceit is based on thelinguistic
performance of adult speakers, and this may be a poor reflection of their competence:

A good deal of normal speech consists of fdse starts, disconnected phrases, and other
deviations from idealised competence. (Chomsky 1972, p. 158)

If much of the speech input which children receive is ungrammatical (because of performance errors), how
isit that they can use this degenerate experience to devel op a (competence) grammar which specifies how
to form grammatical sentences? Chomsky’s answer is to draw the following anal ogy:

Descartes asks: how is it when we see a sort of irregular figure drawn in front of us we seeit
as atriangle? He observes, quite correctly, that there' s a disparity between the data presented
to us and the percept that we congtruct. And he argues, | think quite plausibly, that we seethe
figure as a triangl e because there's somethi ng about the nature of our minds which makes the
image of atriangle easily constructible by the mind. (Chomsky 1968, p. 687)

The obviousimplication is that in much the same way as we are geneti call y predisposed to anal yse shapes
(however irregular) as having specific geometrical properties, so too we are geneticaly predisposed to
analyse sentences (however ungrammatica) are having specific grammatical properties. (For eval uation of
this kind of degenerate input argument, see Pullum and Scholz 2002, Thomas 2002, Sampson 2002, Fodor
and Crowther 2002, Lasnik and Uriagereka 2002, Legate and Y ang 2002, Crain and Pietroski 2002, and
Scholz and Pullum 2002.)

A further argument Chomsky uses in support of the innateness hypothesis rel ates to the fact that
language acquisition is an entirely subconscious and involuntary activity (in the sense that you can't
consciously choose whether or not to acquire your native language — though you can choose whether or
not you wish to learn chess); it isalso an activity which islargdy unguided (in the sense that parents don't



teach children to ta k):

Children acquire...languages quite successfully even though no special careis taken to teach
them and no specid attention is given to their progress. (Chomsky 1965, pp. 200-1)

Theimplication isthat we don’t learn to have a native language, any more than we learn to have arms or
legs; the ability to acquire a native languageis part of our genetic endowment — just like the ability to
learn to walk.

Studies of language acquisition lend empirical support to the innateness hypothesis. Research has
suggested that thereis acritical period for the acquisition of syntax, in the sensethat children who learn a
given language before puberty generally achieve native competence in it, whereas those acquire a (first or
second) language after the age of 9 or 10 years rardy manage to achieve native-like syntactic competence:
see Lenneberg (1967), Hurford (1991) and Smith (1998, 1999) for discussion. A particularly poignant
example of thisis achild called Genie (See Curtiss 1977, Rymer 1993), who was deprived of speech input
and kept locked up on her owninaroom until age 13. When eventually taken into care and exposed to
intensive language input, her vocabulary grew enormously, but her syntax never devel oped. This suggests
that the acquisition of syntax is determined by an innate ‘language acquisition programme’ whichisin
effect switched off (or gradually atrophies) at the onset of puberty. (For further discussion of the
innateness hypothesis, see Antony and Hornstein 2002.)

1.4 Principlesof Universal Grammar

If (as Chomsky claims) human beings are biologically endowed with an innate language
faculty, an obvious question to ask is what is the nature of the language faculty. Animportant point to note
inthisregardis that children can in principle acquire any natural language as their native language (e.g.
Afghan orphans brought up by English-speaking foster parents in an English-speaking community acquire
English astheir first language). It therefore follows that the language faculty must incorporate a theory of
Universal Grammar/UG which enables the child to deve op a grammar of any natural language on the
basis of suitable linguistic experience of the language (i.e. sufficient speech input). Experience of a
particular language L (examples of words, phrases and sentencesin L which the child hears produced by
native speakers of L in particular contexts) serves as input to the child s language faculty which
incorporates atheory of Universal Grammar providing the child with a procedure for developing a
grammar of L.

If the acquisition of grammatical competence isindeed controlled by a genetically endowed language
faculty incorporating atheory of UG, then it follows that certain aspects of child (and adult) competence
are known without experience, and hence must be part of the genetic information about language with
which we are biologically endowed at birth. Such aspects of language would not have to be learned,
precisely because they form part of the child’ s genetic inheritance. If we make the (plausible) assumption
that the language faculty does not vary significantly from one (normal) human being to another, those
aspects of language which areinnately determined will also be universal. Thus, in seeking to determine
the nature of the language faculty, we are in effect looking for UG principles (i.e. principles of Universa
Grammar) which determine the very nature of language.

But how can we uncover such principles? The answer is that since the relevant principles are posited to
be universal, it follows that they will affect the application of every reevant type of grammatical operation
in every language. Thus, detailed anaysis of one grammatical construction in one language could revesal
evidence of the operation of principles of Universa Grammar. By way of illustration, let’s look at
guestion-formation in English. In this connection, consider the following dia ogue:

(4)  SPEAKERA: He had said someone would do something
SPEAKER B: He had said who would do what?

In (4), speaker B largely echoes what speaker A says, except for replacing someone by who and something
by what. For obvious reasons, the type of question produced by speaker B in (4) iscalled an echo
guestion. However, speaker B could dternatively have replied with a non-echo question like that be ow:

(55 Who had he said would do what?

If we compare the echo question He had said who would do what? in (4) with the corresponding
non-echo question Who had he said would do what? in (5), wefind that (5) involves two movement



operaions which are not found in (4). Oneis an auxiliary inversion operation by which the past tense
auxiliary had is moved in front of its subject he. (As we shall seein chapter 2, an auxiliary is aword like
had/would in (5) which carries grammatical properties such as tense/aspect/mood/modality.) The other is
awh-movement operati on by which the wh-word who is moved to the front of the overall sentence, and
positioned in front of had.

A closer look at questions like (5) provides evidence that there are UG principles which constrain the
way in which movement operations may apply. Aninteresting property of the questionsin (4/5) is that
they contain two auxiliaries (had and would) and two wh-expressions (who and what). Now, if we
compare (5) with the corresponding echo-question in (4), we find that thefirst of the two auxiliaries (had)
and thefirst of the wh-words (who) is moved to the front of the sentencein (5). If wetry inverting the
second auxiliary (would) and fronting the second wh-word (what), we end up with ungrammatical
sentences, as we see from (6¢-€) beow (the key items are highlighted, and the corresponding echo
guestion is given in parentheses; 6ais repeated from the echo question in 4B, and 6b isrepeated from 5):

(6)(@ Hehad said who would do what? (= echo question)
(b)  Who had he said would do what? (cf. He had said who would do what?)
(c *Who would he had said do what? (cf. He had said who would do what?)
(d) *What had he said who would do? (cf. He had said who would do what?)
(e *What would he had said who do? (cf. He had said who would do what?)

If we compare (6b) with its echo-question counterpart (6a) He had said who would do what? we see that
(6b) involves preposing the first wh-word who and the first auxiliary had, and that this resultsin a
grammeatical sentence. By contrast, (6¢) invalves preposing the first wh-word who and the second
auxiliary would; (6d) involves preposing the second wh-word what and the first auxiliary had; and (6€)
involves preposing the second wh-word what and the second auxiliary would. The generalisation which
emerges from the datain (6) is that auxiliary inversion preposes the closest auxiliary had (i.e. the one
nearest the beginning of the sentencein (6a) above) and likewise wh-fronting preposes the closest
wh-expression who. The fact that two quite distinct different movement operations (auxiliary inversion
and wh-movement) are subj ect to the same locality condition (which requires preposing of the most local
expression of the relevant type —i.e. the one nearest the beginning of the sentence) suggests that one of the
principles of Universal Grammar incorporated into the language faculty is a L ocality Principle which can
be outlined informally as:

(7) Locality Principle
Grammatical operations are local

In consequence of (7), auxiliary inversion preposes the closest auxiliary, and wh-movement preposes the
closest wh-expression. It seems reasonable to suppose that (7) is a principle of Universal Grammar (rather
than an idiosyncratic property of question-formation in English). In fact, the strongest possible hypothesis
we could put forward is that (7) holds of all grammatical operationsin all natural languages, not just of
movement operations; and indeed we shall seein later chapters that other types of grammatical operation
(including agr eement and case assignment) are subject to asimilar locality condition. If so, and if we
assume that abstract grammatical principles which are universal are part of our biological endowment,
then the natural condusion to reachisthat (7) isaprinciple which is biologicaly wired into the language
faculty, and which thus forms part of our genetic make-up.

A theory of grammar which posits that grammatical operations are constrained by innate principl es of
UG offers the important advantage that it minimises the burden of grammatical learning imposed on the
child (in the sense that children do not haveto learn e.g. that auxiliary inversion affects the first auxiliary
in a sentence, or that wh-movement likewise affects the first wh-expression). This is an important
cons deration, since we saw earlier that learnability is a criterion of adequacy for any theory of grammar —
i.e. any adequate theory of grammar must be able to explain how children come to learn the grammar of
their native language(s) in such arapid and uniform fashion. The UG theory devel oped by Chomsky
provides a straightforward account of the rapidity of the child’s grammatical devel oppment, sinceit posits
that there are a universal set of innately endowed grammatical principles which determine how
grammatical operations apply in natura language grammars. Since UG principles which are innately
endowed are wired into the language faculty and so do not have to belearned by the child, this minimises
the learning load placed on the child, and thereby maximises the learnability of natural language



grammars.

1.5 Parameters

Thus far, we have argued that the language faculty incorporates a set of universal principles
which guide the child in acquiring a grammar. However, it clearly cannot be the case that all aspects of the
grammar of languages are universal; if this were so, dl natura language grammars would be the same and
there would be no grammatical learning involved in language acquisition (i.e. no need for childrento
learn anything about the grammar of sentences in the language they are acquiring), only lexical learning
(viz. learning the lexica items/words in the language and their idiosyncratic linguistic properties, e.g.
whether agiven item has an irregular plural or past tense form). But although there are universal principles
which determine the broad outlines of the grammar of natural languages, there a so seem to be language-
particular aspects of grammar which children haveto learn as part of the task of acquiring their native
language. Thus, language acquisition involves not only lexical learning but also some grammatical
learning. Let’ stake a closer look at the grammatical |earning involved, and what it tells us about the
language acquisition process.

Clearly, grammatical learning is not going to involve learning those aspects of grammar which are
determined by universal (hence innate) grammatical operations and principles. Rather, grammati cal
learning will be limited to those parameters (i.e. dimensions or aspects) of grammar which are subject to
language-particular variation (and hence vary from one language to another). In other words, grammatical
learning will be limited to parametrised aspects of grammar (i.e. those aspects of grammar which are
subject to parametri ¢ variation from one language to another). The obvious way to determine just what
aspects of the grammar of their native language children haveto learn is to examine the range of
parametric variation found in the grammars of different (adult) natural languages.

We canillustrate one type of parametric variation across languages in terms of the following contrast
between the Italian examples in (8a/b) below, and their English counterpartsin (8c/d):

(8)(@ Mariaparlafrancese (b) Parlafrancese
(© Maria speaks French (d) *Speaks French

As (8a) and (8c) illustrate, the Italian verb parlare and its English counterpart speak (as used here) have a
subject like Maria and an object like francese/French: in both cases, the verb is a present tense form
which agrees with its subject Maria (and henceis athird person singular form). But what are we to make
of Italian sentences like (8b) Parla francese (= * Speaks French’) in which the verb parla ‘ speaks’ has the
overt object francese ‘ French’ but has no overt subject? The answer suggested in work over the past few
decades isthat the verb in such cases has a null subject which can be thought of as asilent or invisible
counterpart of the pronouns he/she which appear in the corresponding English trand ation ‘ He/ She speaks
French’. Thisnull subject is conventionally designated as pro, so that (8b) has the structure pro parla
francese ‘ pro speaks French’, where pro is anull subject pronoun.

There are two reasons for thinking that the verb parla ‘ speaks' has a null subject in (8b). Firstly,
parlare ‘speak’ (intherdevant use) is averb which requires both a subject and an object: under the null
subject analysis, itssubject is pro (anull pronoun). Secondly, finite verbs (i.e. verbs which carry tense and
agreement properties) agree with their subjectsin Italian: hence, in order to account for the fact that the
present-tense verb parla ‘speaks’ is in thethird person singular formin (8b), we need to posit that it has a
third person singular subject; under the null subject analysis, we can say that parla ‘speaks’ has anull
pronoun (pro) as its subject, and that pro (if used to refer to Maria) is athird person feminine singular
pronoun.

The more generd conclusion to be drawn from our discussion isthat in languages like Italian, finite
(tense- and agreement-inflected) verbs like parla ‘ speaks’ can have either an overt subject like Maria or a
null pro subject. But things are very different in English. Although afinite verb like speaks can have an
overt subject like Maria in English, afinite verb cannot normally have anull pro subject — hence the
ungrammaticality of (8d) * Speaks French. So, finite verbs in alanguage like Italian can have either overt
or null subjects, but in alanguage like English, finite verbs can generally have only overt subjects, not null
subjects. We can describe the differences between the two types of language by saying that Italianis a
null subject language, whereas English is anon-null subject language. More generdly, there appears to
be parametri ¢ variation between |anguages as to whether or not they allow finite verbs to have null



subjects. Therelevant parameter (termed the Null Subject Parameter) would appear to be abinary one,
with only two possible settings for any given language L, viz. L either does or doesn’t allow finite verbs to
have null subjects. There appears to be no language which alows the subjects of some finite verbs to be
null, but not others — e.g. no language in which it is OK to say Drinks wine (meaning ‘ He/she drinks
wine') but not OK to say Eats pasta (meaning ‘He/she eats pasta’). The range of grammatical variation
found across languages appears to be strictly limited to just two possibilities — languages either do or don’'t
systematically alow finite verbs to have null subjects. (A complication glossed over hereis posed by
languages in which only some finite verb forms can have null subjects. see Vainikkaand Levy 1999 and
the collection of papersin Jaeggli and Safir 1989 for illustration and discussion.)

A more familiar aspect of grammar which appears to be parametrised relates to word order, in that
different types of language have different word ordersin specific types of construction. One type of word
order variation can beillustrated in relation to the foll owing contrast between English and Chinese
guestions:

(9@  What do you think he will say?
(b) Ni xiangxintahui shuo shenme
Youthink  hewill say what?

In simplewh-questions in English (i.e. questions contai ning a single word begi nning with wh- like
what/wher e/lwhen/why) the wh-expression is moved to the beginning of the sentence, asis the case with
what in (9a). By contrast, in Chinese, the wh-word does not move to the front of the sentence, but rather
remainsin situ (i.e. in the same place as would be occupied by a corresponding non-interrogative
expression), so that shenme ‘what’ is positioned after the verb shuo ‘say’ becauseit isthe (direct object)
compl ement of the verb, and complements of the relevant type are normally positioned after their verbsin
Chinese. Thus, another parameter of variation between languages is the wh-parameter — a parameter
which determines whether wh-expressions can be fronted (i.e. moved to the front of the overal
interrogative structure containing them) or not. Signifi cantly, this parameter agai n appears to be one which
isbinary in nature, in that it allows for only two possibilities — viz. alanguage either does or doesn’t dlow
wh-movement (i.e. movement of wh-expressions to the front of the sentence). Many other possibilities for
wh-movement just don’t seem to occur in natural language: for example, thereis no language in which the
counterpart of who undergoes wh-fronting but not the counterpart of what (e.g. no languagein whichitis
OK to say Who did you see? but not What did you see?). Likewise, thereis no language in which
wh-complements of some verbs can undergo fronting, but not wh-complements of other verbs (e.g. no
languagein whichit is OK to say What did he drink? but not What did he eat?). It would seem that the
range of parametric variation found with respect to wh-fronting is limited to just two possibilities: viz. a
language either does or doesn’t allow wh-expressions to be systematically fronted. (However, it should be
noted that a number of complications are overlooked herein theinterest of simplifyi ng exposition: e.g.
some languages like English allow only one wh-expression to be fronted in this way, whereas others allow
more than one wh-expressi on to be fronted; see Bodkovi¢ 2002afor arecent account. An additional
complication is posed by the fact that wh-movement appears to be optional in some languages, either in
main clauses, or in main and complement clauses alike: see Denham 2000, and Cheng and Rooryck 2000.)

Let’s now turnto look at arather different type of word-order variation, concerning the relative
position of heads and complements within phrases. It is agenera (indeed, universal) property of phrases
that every phrase has a head word which determines the nature of the overall phrase. For example, an
expression such as students of Philosophy is a plural noun phrase because its head word (i.e. the key word
in the phrase whaose nature determines the properties of the overall phrase) is the plura noun students: the
noun students (and not the noun Philosophy) is the head word because the phrase students of Linguistics
denotes kinds of student, not kinds of Philosophy. The following expression of Philosophy which
combines with the head noun students to form the noun phrase students of Philosophy functions as the
complement of the noun students. In much the same way, an expression such asin the kitchenisa
prepositiona phrase which comprises the head preposition in and its compl ement the kitchen. Likewise, an
expression such as stay with me isaverb phrase which comprises the head verb stay and its complement
with me. And similarly, an expression such as fond of fast food is an adjectival phrase formed by
combining the head adjective fond with its complement of fast food.

In English al heads (whether nouns, verbs, prepositions, or adjectives etc.) normally precede their
compl ements; however, there are aso languages like K orean in which al heads normally follow their
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complements. In informal terms, we can say that English is a head-fir st language, whereas Korean is a
head-last language. The differences between the two languages can beillustrated by comparing the
English examplesin (10) below with their Korean counterpartsin (11):

(10)(&  Closethe door (b) desirefor change
(1)@  Muneul dadara (b)  byunhwaedaehan galmang
Door dose change-for desire

In the English verb phrase close the door in (104), the head verb close precedes its complement the door;
if we suppose that the door is adeterminer phrase, then the head of the phrase (= the determiner the)
precedes its complement (= the noun door). Likewise, in the English noun phrase desire for changein
(10b), the head noun desire precedes its complement for change; the complement for changeisinturna
prepositiona phrase in which the head preposition for likewise precedes its complement change. Since
English consistently positions heads before complements, it is a head-first language. By contrast, we find
precisely the opposite ordering in Korean. In the verb phrase muneul dadara (literally ‘ door close') in
(11a), the head verb dadara ‘ close’ follows its complement muneul ‘door’; likewise, in the noun phrase
byunhwa-edaehan galmang (literally ‘ change-for desire’) in (11b) the head noun galmang ‘desire
follows its complement byunhwa-edaehan ‘ change-for’; the expression byunhwa-edaehan ‘ change-for’ is
inturn a prepositional phrase whose head preposition edaehan ‘for/about’ foll ows its complement
byunhwa ‘ change' (so that edaehan might more appropriately be call ed a postposition; prepositions and
postpositions are differents kinds of adposition). Since Korean consistently positions heads after their
complements, it is a head-last language. Given that English is head-first and Korean head-last, it is clear
that the relaive positioning of heads with respect to their complements is one word-order parameter along
which languages differ; the relevant parameter is termed the Head Position Parameter.

It should be noted, however, that word-order variation in respect of the rel ative positioning of heads
and complements falls within narrowly circumscribed limits. There are many logi cally possibl e types of
word order variation which just don't seem to occur in natural languages. For exampl e, we might imagine
that in a given language some verbs would precede and others follow their complements, so that (e.g.) if
two new hypothetical verbs like scrunge and plurg were coined in English, then scrunge might take a
following complement, and plurg a preceding complement. And yet, this doesn’'t ever seem to happen:
rather al verbs typically occupy the same position in a given language with respect to a given type of
complement. (A complication overlooked herein theinterest of expository simplicity is that some
languages position some types of head before their complements, and other types of head after ther
compl ements. German is one such language, as you will see from exercisell.)

What this suggests is that there are universal constraints (i.e. restrictions) on the range of parametric
variation found across languages in respect of the relative ordering of heads and complements. It would
seem asif there are only two different possibilities which the theory of Universal Grammar allows for: a
given type of structurein a given language must either be head-first (with the relevant heads positioned
before their complements), or head-last (with the relevant heads positioned after their compl ements).
Many other logically possible orderings of heads with respect to complements appear not to be found in
natural language grammars. The obvious question to ask is why this should be. The answer given by the
theory of parameters is that the language faculty i mposes genetic constraints on the range of parametric
variation permitted in natural language grammars. In the case of the Head Position Parameter (i.e. the
parameter which determines the rd ative positioning of heads with respect to their complements), the
language faculty alows only a binary set of possibilities— namey that a given kind of structurein agiven
languageis either consistently head-first or consistently head-l ast.

We can generalise our discussion in this section in the following terms. If the Head Position
Parameter reduces to a simple binary choice, and if the Wh-Parameter and the Null Subject Parameter
also involve binary choices, it seemsimplausible that binarity could be an accidental property of these
particular parameters. Rather, it seems much morelikdy that it is an inherent property of parameters that
they constrain the range of structural variation between languages, and limit it to a simple binary choice.
Generalising still further, it seems possible that all grammatical variation between languages can be
characterised in terms of a set of parameters, and that for each parameter, the language faculty specifies a
binary choice of possible values for the parameter.

1.6 Parameter setting
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Thetheory of parameters outlined in the previous section has important i mplications for a
theory of language acquisition. If all grammatical variation can be characterised in terms of a series of
parameters with binary settings, it follows that the only grammatical |earning which children haveto
undertake in relation to the syntacti ¢ properties of the relevant class of constructionsis to determine (on
the basis of their linguistic experience) which of the two aternative settings for each parameter is the
appropriate one for the language bei ng acquired. So, for example, children haveto learn whether the
native language they are acquiring is a null subject language or not, whether it is a wh-movement language
or not, and whether it is a head-first language or not...and so on for all the other parameters a ong which
languages vary. Of course, children aso face the formidable task of lexical learning —i.e. building up
their vocabulary in the relevant language, learning what words mean and what range of forms they have
(e.g. whether they are regular or irregular in respect of their morphol ogy), what kinds of structures they
can be used in and so on. On this view, the acquisition of grammar involves the twin tasks of lexical
learning and par ameter -setting.

This leads us to the following view of the language acquisition process. The central task which the
child faces in acquiring alanguage is to construct a grammar of the language. The innate Language
Faculty incorporates (i) aset of universal grammatical principles, and (ii) a set of grammatical parameters
which impose severe constraints on the range of grammatical variation permitted in natural languages
(perhaps limiting variation to binary choices). Since universal principles don’'t haveto be learned, the
child’s syntactic learning task is limited to that of parameter -setting (i.e. determining an appropriate
setting for each of the relevant grammatica parameters). For obvious reasons, the theory outlined here
(deve oped by Chomsky at the beginning of the 1980s and articulated in Chomsky 1981) is known as
Principles-and-Parameters Theory/PPT.

The PPT mode clearly has important implications for the nature of the language acquisition process,
sinceit vastly reduces the compl exity of the acquisition task which children face. PPT hypothesises that
grammatical properties which are universal will not have to be learned by the child, since they are wired
into the language faculty and hence part of the child' s genetic endowment: on the contrary, dl the child
hasto learn are those grammatical properties which are subject to parametric variation across languages.
Moreover, the child s learning task will be further simplified if it turns out (as research since 1980 has
suggested) that the values which a parameter can have fall within a narrowly specified range, perhaps
characterisablein terms of a series of binary choices. This simplified parameter -setting model of the
acquisition of grammar has given rise to a metaphorical acquisition model in which the childis visudised
as having to set a series of switchesin one of two positions (up/down) — each such switch representing a
different parameter. In the case of the Head Position Parameter, we can imagine that if the switchissetin
the up position (for particular types of head), the language will show head-first word order in rel evant
kinds of structure, whereasif it is set in the down position, the order will be head-last. Of course, an
obvious implication of the switch metaphor is that the switch must be set in either one position or the
other, and cannot be set in both positions (This would preclude e.g. the possibility of alanguage having
both head-first and head-last word order in a given type of structure).

The assumption that acquiring the grammar of alanguage involves therdatively simple task of setting
anumber of grammatical parameters provides a natura way of accounting for the fact that the acquisition
of specific parameters appears to be a remarkably rapid and error-free process in young children. For
example, young children acquiring English as their native language seem to set the Head Position
Parameter at its appropriate head-first setting from the very earliest multiword utterances they produce (at
around age 18 months of age), and seem to know (tacitly, not explicitly, of course) that Englishisa
head-first language. Accordingly, the earliest verb phrases and prepositiona phrases produced by young
children acquiring English consistently show verbs and prepositions positioned before their complements,
as structures such as the following indi cate (produced by a young boy called Jem/James at age 20 months;
head verbs areitalicised in (12a) and head prepositionsin (12b), and their complements arein non-italic
print):

(12)(8) Touch heads. Cuddle book. Want crayons. Want malteser. Open door. Want biscuit.
Bang bottom. See cats. St down
(b) OnMummy. To lady. Without shoe. With potty. In keyhole. In school. On carpet.
On box. With crayons. To mummy

The obvious conclusion to be drawn from structures like those in (12) is that children like Jem consistently
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position heads before their compl ements from the very earliest multiword utterances they produce. They
do not use different orders for different words of the sametype (e g. they don't position the verb see after
its complement but the verb want before its complement), or for different types of words (e.g. they don’t
position verbs before and prepositions after their complements).

A natural question to ask at this point is how we can provide a principled explanation for the fact that
from the very onset of multiword speech we find English children correctly positioning heads before their
compl ements. The Principles-and-Parameters model enables us to provide an explanation for why
children manage to learn the rd ative ordering of heads and complements in such arapid and error-free
fashion. The answer provided by the mode is that learning this aspect of word order involves the
comparatively simple task of setting a binary parameter at its appropriate value. This task will bea
relaivdy straightforward oneif the language faculty tellsthe child that the only possible choiceis for a
given type of structurein a given language to be uniformly head-first or uniformly head-last. Given such
an assumption, the child could set the parameter correctly on the basis of minimal linguistic experience.
For example, once the child is ableto parse (i.e. grammaticaly analyse) an adult utterance such as Help
Daddy and knows that it contains a verb phrase comprising the head verb help and its complement Daddy,
then (on the assumption that the language faculty specifies that al heads of a given type behave uniformly
with regard to whether they are positioned before or after their complements), the child will automatically
know that all verbsin English are canonicaly (i.e. normally) positioned before their complements.

1.7 Evidence used to set parameters

One of the questions posed by the parameter-setting modd of acquisition outlined hereis just
how children come to arrive at the appropriate setting for a given parameter, and what kind(s) of evidence
they make use of in setting parameters. As Chomsky notes (1981, pp. 8-9), there are two types of evidence
which we might expect to be available to the language learner in principle, namely positive evidence and
negative evidence. Positive evidence comprises a set of observed expressionsillustrating a particular
phenomenon: for example, if children’s speech input is made up of structures in which heads precede their
compl ements, this provides them with positive evidence which enabl es them to set the head parameter
appropriately. Negative evidence might be of two kinds —direct or indirect. Direct negative evidence
might come from the correction of children’s errors by other speakers of the language. However, (contrary
to what is often imagined) correction plays a fairly insignificant role in language acquisition, for two
reasons. Firdly, correction is relatively infrequent: adults simply don't correct all the errors children make
(if they did, children would soon become inhibited and discouraged from speaking). Secondly, children
are notoriously unresponsive to correction, as the following dialogue (from McNeill 1966, p. 69)
illustrates:

(13)  CHILD: Nobody don't like me
ADULT: No, say: ‘Nobody likes me’
CHILD: Nabody don't like me
(8 repetitions of this dialogue)
ADULT: No, now listen carefully. Say ‘Nobody likes me
CHILD: Oh, nobody don't likes me

As Hyams (1986, p.91) notes: ‘ Negative evidence in the form of parental disapprova or overt corrections
has no discernible effect on the child’ s deve oping syntactic ability.” (See McNeill 1966, Brown, Cazden
and Bellugi 1968, Brown and Hanlon 1970, Braine 1971, Bowerman 1988, Morgan and Travis 1989, and
Marcus 1993 for further evidencein support of this conclusion.)

Direct negative evidence might also take the form of self-correction by other speakers. Such sef-
corrections tend to have a characteristic i ntonation and rhythm of their own, and may be signalled by a
variety of fillers (such as thoseitalicised in (14) bel ow):

(14)(@  Thepicture was hanged...or rather hung...inthe Tate Gallery
(b)  Thepicturewas hanged...sorry hung...in the Tate Gallery
(c)  Thepicture was hanged...I| mean hung...in the Tate Gallery

However, sdf-correction is arguably too infrequent a phenomenon to play a major rolein the acquisition
process.
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Rather than say that children rely on direct negative evidence, we might instead imagine that they learn
from indirect negative evidence (i.e. evidence relating to the non-occurrence of certain types of
structure). Suppose that a child's experience includes no exampl es of structures in which heads follow
their complements (e.g. no prepositional phrases like *dinner after in which the head preposition after
follows its complement dinner, and no verb phrases such as * cake eat in which the head verb eat follows
its complement cake). On the basis of such indirect negative evidence (i.e. evidence based on the
non-occurrence of head-last structures), the child might infer that English is not a head-last language.

Although it might seem natural to suppose that indirect negative evidence plays somerolein the
acquisition process, there are potential lear nability problems posed by any such claim. After all, the fact
that a given construction does not occur in a given chunk of the child's experience does not provide
conclusive evidence that the structureis ungrammatical, sinceit may wel be that the non-occurrence of
the relevant structure in the relevant chunk of experienceis an accidental (rather than a systematic) gap.
Thus, the child would need to process avery large (in principle, infinite) chunk of experiencein order to
be sure that non-occurrence reflects ungrammaticality. 1t seemsimplausible to suppose that children store
massive chunks of experiencein this way and search through it for negative evidence about the
non-occurrence of certai n types of structure. In any case, given the assumption that parameters are binary
and single-valued, negative evidence becomes entirely unnecessary: after al, oncethe child hears a
prepaositiona phrase like with Daddy in which the head preposition with precedes its complement Daddy,
the child will have positive evidence that English alows head-first order in prepositional phrases; and
given the assumptions that the head parameter is a binary one and that each parameter allows only asingle
setting, then it follows (as a matter of logical necessity) that if English alows head-first prepaositional
phrases, it will not allow head-last prepositiona phrases. Thus, in order for the child to know that English
doesn't alow head-last prepositional phrases, the child does not need negative evidence from the non-
occurrence of such structures, but rather can rely on positive evidence from the occurrence of the converse
order in head-first structures (on the assumption that if a given structureis head-first, UG specifies that it
cannot be head-last). And, as we have aready noted, aminima amount of positive evidenceis required in
order to identify English as a uniformly head-first language (i.e. alanguagein which all heads precede
their complements). Learnability considerations such as these have led Chomsky (19863, p.55) to
concludethat ‘ Thereis good reason to bdieve that childrenlearn language from positive evidence only.’
The claim that children do not make use of negative evidence in setting parameters is known as the no-
negative-evidence hypothesis; it is a hypothesis which iswidey assumed in current acquisition research.
(See Guasti 2002 for atechnical account of language acquisition within the framework used here.)

1.8 Summary
We began this chapter in 81.2 with a brief look at traditional grammar, noting that thisisa

taxonomic (i.e. dassificatory) system in which the syntax of alanguageis essentially described in terms
of alist of phrase clause and sentence types found in the language. We noted that Chomsky adopts a very
different cognitive approach to the study of language in which a grammar of alanguageis amodd of the
internalised grammatical competence (or |-language) of the fluent native speaker of the language. We
saw that Chomsky’s ultimate goal isto devel op atheory of Univer sal Grammar/UG which characterises
the defining properties of the grammars of natural languages — atheory which is universal, explanatory
and constrai ned, and which provides descriptive y adequate grammars which are minimally complex and
hencelearnable. In 81.3, we went on to look at the nature of language acquisition, and argued that the
most fundamenta question for a theory of language acquisition to answer iswhy it should be that after a
period of a year and a half during which thereis little evidence of grammatical development in the child's
speech output, maost of the grammar of the language is acquired by children during the course of the
following year. We outlined the innateness hypothesis put forward by Chomsky, under which the course
of language acquisition is geneticaly predetermined by an innate language faculty. In §1.4, we noted
Chomsky's claim that the language faculty incorporates a set of universal grammatical principles that
determine the ways in which grammatical operations work; and we saw that the syntax of questionsin
English provides evidence for postulating that syntacti c operations are constrained by a universal L ocality
Principle. In 81.5, we went on to argue that the grammars of natural languages vary a ong a number of
parameters. Welooked at three such parameters — the Wh-Parameter, the Null Subject Parameter, and
the Head Paosition Parameter, arguing that each of these parameters is binary in nature by virtue of
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having two aternative settings. In 81.6, we argued that the grammatical |earning task which children face
involves parameter -setting —i.e. determining which of two possible settings is the appropriate one for
each parameter in the language being acquired. We further argued that if the only syntactic learning
involved in language acquisition is parameter-setting, we should expect to find evidence that children
correctly set parameters from the very onset of multiword speech: and we presented evidence to suggest
that from their very earliest multiword utterances, children acquiring English as their mother tongue
correctly set the Head Position Parameter at the head-first value appropriate for English. We concluded
that the acquisition of grammar invol ves the twin tasks of lexical learning (i.e. acquiring alexicon/
vocabulary) and parameter-setting. In 81.7, we asked what kind of evidence children usein setting
parameters, and concluded that they use positive evidence from their experience of the occurrence of
specific types of structure (e.g. head-first structures, or null-subject structures, or wh-movement
structures).

WORKBOOK SECTION

Exercise 1.1

Below are examples of utterances produced by a girl cdled Lucy at age 24 months. Comment on
whether Lucy has correctly set the three parameters discussed in the text (the Head Position Parameter, the
Wh-Parameter, and the Null Subject Parameter). Discuss the significance of the rdevant examples for the

parameter-setting modd of acquisition.

CHILD SENTENCE

ADULT COUNTERPART

1 Wha doing? ‘What are you doing?

2  Want bye-byes ‘| want to go to sleep’

3 Mummy go shops ‘Mummy went to the shops'; thiswas in reply to ‘Where did Mummy
go?

4 Me have yoghurt? ‘Can | have a yoghurt?

5 Daddy doing? ‘What' s Daddy doing?

6 Think Teddy sleeping ‘I think Teddy's sleeping’; thiswasin reply to ‘“What d’ you think
Teddy's doing?

7 What me having? ‘What am | having?'; this followed her mother saying ‘Mummy's

having fish for dinner’

8 No me havefish ‘I’m not going to have fish’

9 Where Daddy gone? ‘Where' s Daddy gone?

10 Gone office ‘He' s goneto his office’

11 Want bickies ‘ She wants some biscuits'; this was her reply to ‘What does Dadlly
want?

12 What Teddy have? ‘What can Teddy have?

13 Where going? ‘Where are you going?

14 Mego shops ‘| want to go to the shops

15 Daddy drinking coffee ‘Daddy’ s drinking coffee’

16

What Nana eating?

‘What' s Grandma eating?

17 Want choc ate ‘He wants some chocolate'; this was her reply to ‘ Teddy wants
some mesat, does he?

18 Dally gone? ‘Where's Dally gone?

19 Watchtevision ‘I’m going to watch tdevision’

20 Me have more ‘| want to have some more’

21 Inkitchen ‘In the kitchen’ (reply to *Where's Mummy?')

22 Meplay with Daddy ‘I want to play with Daddy’

23 Open door ‘Open the door!’

Helpful hints

If Lucy has correctly set the Wh-Parameter, we should expect to find that she systematically preposes
wh-expressions and paositions them sentence-initially. If she has correctly set the Head Position Parameter,
we shoul d expect to find (e.g.) that she correctly positions the complement of averb after the verb, and the
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compl ement of a preposition after the prepaosition; however, where the complement is a wh-expression, we
expect to find that the complement is moved into sentence-initial position in order to satisfy the
requirements of the Wh-Parameter (if the Wh-Parameter in some sense over-rides the Head Position
Parameter). If Lucy has correctly set the Null Subject Parameter, we should expect to find that she does
not use null subjectsin finite clauses: however, it seems clear that many of the sentences produced by
two-year old English children like Lucy do indeed have null subjects — and this led Nina Hyamsin
influential research (1986, 1992) to conclude that English children go through anull subject stagein
which they use Itaian-style null (pro) subjects in finite clauses. If Hyamsisright, thisimplies that
children may someti mes start out with incorrect settings for a given parameter, and then later haveto
re-set the parameter — a conclusi on which (if true) would provide an obvious cha lenge to the simple
parameter-setting modd of acquisition outlined in the main text.

However, the picture relating to the use of null subjectsis complicated by the fact that in addition to
finite null subjects (i.e. the pro subject found in finite clauses in languages like Italian but not English),
there are three other types of null subject which occur in adult English (and other languages). One are
imperative null subjects, found in imperatives such as Shut up! and Don’t say anything! (Imperatives are
sentences used to issue orders; they are the kind of sentences you can put pleasein front of — asin Please
don’'t say anything!) Another are nonfinite null subjects which are found in arange of nonfinite clauses
in English (i.e. clauses containing a verb which is not marked for tense and agreement), including main
clauses like Why worry? and complement clauses like those bracketed in | want [to go home] and | like
[playing tennis]: the kind of null subject found in nonfinite clausesin English is usually designated as
PRO and called *big PRO’ (whereas the kind of null subject found in afinite clausein anull subject
language like Italian is designated as pro and called ‘little pro’. The terms big and little here smply reflect
the fact that PRO iswrittenin ‘big’ capitd letters, and proin ‘small’ lower-case |etters). A third type of
null subject found in English aretruncated null subjects — so called because English has a process of
truncation which alows one or more words at the beginning of a sentence to be truncated (i.e. omitted) in
certain types of style (e.g. diary styles of written English and informal styles of spoken English). Hencein
colloquia English, aquestion like Are you doing anything tonight? can be reduced (by truncation) to You
doing anything tonight? and further reduced (agai n by truncation) to Doing anything tonight? Truncation
is also found in abbreviated written styles of English: for example, adiary entry might read Went to a
party. Had a great time. Got totally smashed (with the subject | being truncated in each of the three
sentences). An important constraint on truncation is that it can only affect words at the beginning of a
sentence, not e.g. words in the middle of a sentence: hence, athough we can truncate are and you in Are
you doing anything tonight?, we can’t truncate them in What are you doing tonight? (as we see from the
ungrammaticality of *What doing tonight?) since here are and you are preceded by what and hence occur
in the middle of the sentence.

What all of this means is that in determining whether Lucy has mis-set the Null Subject Parameter and
has misanaysed English as anull subject language (i.e. alanguage which allows finite null ‘little pro’
subjects), you have to bear in mind the alternative possibility that the null subjects used by L ucy may
represent one or more of the three kinds of null subject permitted in adult English (viz. imperative null
subjects, truncated null subjects, and nonfinite null subjects).

Since truncation occurs only sentence-initially (at the beginning of a sentence), but finite null (little
pro) subjects in a genuine null subject language like Italian can occur in any subject position in a sentence,
one way of telling the difference between afinite null subject and atruncated null subject is to see whether
children omit subjects only when they are the first word in a sentence (which could be the result of
truncation), or whether they also omit subjects in the middle of sentences (asis the casein a genuine null
subject language like Italian). Another way of differentiating the two is that in null-subject languages like
Italian with null finite pro subjects, we find that overt pronoun subjects are only used for emphasis, so that
inan Itdian sentence like L"ho fatto io (literally ‘It have doneI’) the subject pronounio ‘I' hasa
contrastive interpretation, and the relevant sentence is paraphraseablein English as ‘| was the onewho did
it" (whereitalicsindicate contrastive stress): by contrast, in a non-null-subject language like English,
subject pronouns are not intrinsically emphatic — e.g. he doesn’t necessarily have a contrastive
interpretation in an English diary-styl e sentence such as Went to see Jim. Thought he might help). A third
way of telling whether truncation is operativein Lucy’ s grammar or not is to see whether expressions
other than subjects can be truncated, as can happen in adult English (eg. What time isit? can be reduced
to Timeisit? viatruncation in rapid spoken English).
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At first sight, it might seem unlikely that (some of) Lucy’s null subjects could be nonfinite (‘big PRO’)
null subjects, since all the clauses she produces in the data given above occur in finite contexts (i.e. in
contexts where adults would use a finite dause). Note, however, that two-year-old children typically go
through a stage which Wexl er (1994) calls the Optional Infinitives/Ol stage at which (in finite contexts)
they sometimes produce finite dauses, and sometimes nonfinite clauses (the re evant nonfinite clauses
typically containing an infinitive form like go or a participle like going/gone). Hence, an additional
possibility to bear in mind is that some of Lucy's clauses may be nonfinite and have nonfinite (‘big PRO’)
null subjects.

In relation to the sentences in 1-23, make the following assumptions. In 1 doing is a verb which has a
null subject and the complement what; in 2 want is a verb which has a null subject and the compl ement
bye-byes; in 3 go isaverb which has the subject Mummy and the compl ement shops; in 4 have isaverb
which has the subject me and the compl ement yoghurt; in 5 doing is a verb which has the subject Daddy,
and its complement is anull counterpart of what; in 6 think is averb with anull subject and its
complement is Teddy sleeping (with Teddy serving as the subject of the verb deeping); in 7, havingisa
verb which has the subject me and the complement what; in 8 no is a negative particle which has the
compl ement me have fish (assume that no isthe kind of word which doesn’t have a subject), and haveis a
verb which has the subject me and the complement fish; in 9 gone is a verb which has the subject Daddy
and the complement where; in 10 goneis a verb which has a null subject and the complement office; in 11
want is averb which has anull subject and the complement bickies; in 12 have is a verb which has the
subject Teddy and the complement what; in 13 going isaverb which has anull subject and the
complement where; in 14 go is averb which has the subject me and the complement shops; in 15 drinking
is averb which has the subject Daddy and the complement coffee; in 16 eating is a verb which has the
subject Nana and the complement what; in 17 want is a verb which has a null subject and the complement
choc'ate; in 18 goneis averb which has the subject Dolly and its complement is a null counterpart of
where; in 19 watch is averb which has a null subject and the complement te'vision; in 20 haveis averb
which has the subject me and the complement more; 21 is a prepositional phrase i n which the preposition
in has the complement kitchen (Assume that phrases don’t have subjects); in 22 play is averb which has
the subject me and the complement with Daddy (and in turn Daddy is the compl ement of the preposition
with); and in 23 open is a verb whose subject is null and whose complement is door.

M odel answer for 1

In What doing? the verb doing has an overt object what and a null subject of some kind. Since the object
what does not occupy the normal postverbal position associated with objects in English (cf. the paosition of
the object something in Do something!), what has clearly undergone wh-movement: this suggests that
Lucy has correctly set the wh-parameter a the ‘requires wh-movement’ value appropriate for English.
Because the object complement what has undergone wh-movement, we cannot tell (from this sentence)
whether Lucy generaly positions (unmoved) complements after their heads: in other words, this particular
sentence provides us with no evidence of whether Lucy has correctly set the Head Position Parameter or
not (though other exampl es in the exercise do). Much more difficult to answer is the questi on of whether
Lucy has correctly set the Null Subject Parameter at the value appropriate to English, and hence (tacitly)
‘knows' that finite clauses do not allow a null finite pro subject in English. At first sight, it might seem as
if Lucy has wrongly anal ysed English as a null subject language (and hence mis-set the Null Subject
Parameter), since What doing? has a null subject of some kind. But the crucial question hereis: What kind
of null subject does the verb doing have? It clearly cannot be an imperative null subject, since the sentence
isinterrogetivein force, not imperative. Nor can it be atruncated null subject, since truncated subjects
only occur in sentence-initia position (i.e. asthefirst word in a sentence), and what isthefirst word in the
sentence in What doing? (since preposed wh-words occupy sentence-initial positionin questions). This
leaves two other possibilities. Oneis that the null subject in What doing? isthe ‘little pro’ subject found in
finite clauses i n genuine null-subject languages like Italian: since the verb doing is nonfinite, thiswould
entail positing that the sentence What doing? contains a null counterpart of the finite auxiliary are (raising
guestions about why the auxiliary is null rather than overt); thisin turn would mean that Lucy has indeed
mis-set the Null Subject Parameter (raising questions about how she comes to do so, and why she doesn’t
mis-set the other two parameters we are concerned with here). However, an dternative possibility is that
the structure What doing? is a nonfinite clause (like adult questions such as Why worry?) and has the kind
of nonfinite (‘big PRO’) null subject found in nonfinite clauses in many languages (English included). If
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so (i.e. if What doing is a honfinite clause which has the structure What PRO doing?), there would be no
evidencethat Lucy has mis-set the the Null Subject Parameter —i.e. no evidence that she ever produces
finite clauses with a‘little pro’ subject. Thisin turn would mean that we can maintain the hypothesis put
forward in the main text that children correctly set parameters at their appropriate value from the very
earliest stages of the acquisition of syntax. The error Lucy makes in producing sentences like What doing?
would be in not knowing that main clauses generdly haveto be finitein English, and that main clause
guestions generally have to contain afinite auxiliary.

Exercise 1.2

In the text, we noted that the Head Position Parameter has a uniform head-first setting (in the sense
that dl heads precede their complements) in English, and a uniform head-last setting (in the sense that all
heads follow their complements) in Korean. However, we also noted that there are languages in which
some heads precede their complements (giving rise to head-first structures), and others follow them
(giving riseto head-last structures). German is argued by some to be a language of this latter type, in
which (e.g.) prepositions, determiners and complementi sers canonicaly precede their complements, but
(auxiliary and main) verbs canonically follow their complements. Discuss the extent to which German
sentences like thosein 1-5 below (kindly provided for me by Harald Clahsen) bear out this claim, and say
which exampl es prove problematic and why.

1 Hansmuss stolz auf seine Mutter sein 2 Hans muss auf seine Mutter stolz sein
Hans must proud of his mather be Hans must of his mother proud be
‘Hans must be proud of his mother’ ‘Hans must be proud of his mother’

3 Hans geht den Fluss entlang 4 Hans muss die Aufgaben |6sen
Hans goestheriver aong Hans must the exercises do
‘Hans goes d ong the river’ ‘Hans must do the exercises

5 Ich glaube dass Hans die Aufgaben |6sen muss
| think that Hanstheexercises do  must
‘] think that Hans must do the exercises’

Likewise, in the text we claimed that the Wh-Parameter has a uniform setting in that languages either do
or don't systematically prepose wh-expressions. Discuss the potential problems posed for this daim by
colloquia French interrogative structures such as those bel ow:

6 Outuvas? 7 Tuvasou?

Where you go? Y ou go where?

‘Where are you going? ‘Where are you going?
8 Dis-moi ol tu vas 9 *Dis-moi tu vasou

Tell-me where you go Tell-me you go where

‘Tell me where you are going’ (intended as synonymous with 8)
Helpful hints

In relation to the German sentences in 1-5, make the following assumptions about ther structure. In 1 and
2 mussis afinite (modal) verb, Hans s its subject and stolz auf seine Mutter sein isits complement; seinis
an infinitive verb-form and stolz auf seine Mutter isits complement; stolzis an adjective, and auf seine
Muitter isits complement; auf is a preposition and seine Mutter isits complement; seine is a determiner,
and Mutter isits complement. In 3 geht isaverb, Hans s its subject and den Fluss entlang isits

compl ement; entlang is a preposition (or, more precisely, a postposition) and den Flussis its complement;
den isadeterminer and Flussisits complement. In 4 mussisafinite verb, Hansisits subject and die
Aufgaben [6sen isits complement; [6sen is a non-finite verb in theinfinitive form, and die Aufgaben isits
complement; die is a determiner and Aufgaben isits complement. In 5 glaube isafinite verb, ich isits
subject and dass Hans die Aufgaben 16sen muss is its compl ement; dass is a complementiser (i.e. a

compl ement-clause introducing particle or conjunction) and Hans die Aufgaben [6sen mussisits
complement; mussis afinite verb, Hans isits subject, and die Aufgaben 16sen is its complement; |Gsen is a
non-finite verb in theinfinitive form and die Aufgaben is its complement; die is a determiner and
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Aufgaben is its compl ement.

In relation to the examplesin 1-5, identify al the prepositions, complementisers and determiners you
can find in the sentences, and say whether (as da med above) these precede their complements. Likewise,
identify all the (auxiliary and main) verbs found in the sentences and say whether they do (or do not)
follow their complements, as claimed above. Pay parti cular attention to heads which are exceptions to the
relevant generalisations about head-position. Assume that exceptionad word order can be accounted for
either inlexical terms (e.g. that thelexical entry for a particular preposition may say that it does not
occupy the canonical head-first position found in typical prepositional phrases), or in structural terms (in
that a particular kind of head may undergo a movement operation which moves it out of its canonical
position). In relation to possible structural factors which mask the underlying word order in German, bear
in mind that German is traditionally claimed to be a ver b-second/V2 language —i.e. alanguagein which a
finiteverb (= V) inamain clauseis moved out of its canonical position into second position in the clause
—eg. into aposition where it immediately follows a subject expression like Hans or ich ‘I’. In addition,
comment on the problems posed by determining the canonical setting of the Head Position Parameter for
adjectival phrases in German.

In relation to the French sentences in 6-9, bear in mind that OU tu vas and Tu vas ol are main clausesin
6/7 and complement clauses in 8/9 (in that they serve as the complement of the imperative verb dis ‘tel’
in 8/9). Isthere an asymmetry between how wh-movement works in main clauses and in complement
clauses? Does this suggest that it may be too simplistic to posit a Wh-Parameter under which
wh-expressions ether are or aren’t systematically preposed? Why?

M odel answer for 1

In 1, the determiner seine ‘his' precedes its complement Mutter ‘mother’, and the preposition auf ‘ of’
precedes its complement seine Mutter *his mother’, in accordance with the suggested generalisation that
determiners and prepositions in German show canonical head-first order and hence are typically
positioned before their complements. The adjective adjective stolz * proud’ also precedes its complement
auf seine Mutter ‘of his mother’ in 1. By contrast, the verb sein ‘be’ follows its complement stolz auf seine
Muitter ‘proud of his mother’. One possible generalisation which this might suggest is the following:

(i) InGerman, verbs are canonically positioned after their complements, but other heads are
canonically positioned before their complements

However, an apparent exception to the claim madein (i) is posed by the fact that the finite verb muss
‘must’ in the main clause precedes its own complement stolz auf seine Mutter sein ‘proud of his mother
be'. This apparently exceptional word order is arguably attributabl e to the status of German as a so-called
verb-second language — i.e. alanguage which has a verb-fronting operation which moves afiniteverb in a
main clause out of the canonical clause-final position occupied by verbs (including by the verb mussin 5)
into second position within the clause: as aresult of this movement operation, the verb muss comes to
follow the main clause subject Hans. (For a discussion of the structure of verb-second clauses in German,
see Radford et al 1999, pp.349-354 — though some of the material there may not be clear to you until you
have read the first 6 chaptersin this book.)
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2.

Words

2.1 Overview
In this chapter, welook at the grammatical properties of words. We begin by looking at the
categoria properties of words and at how we determine what grammatical category a given word belongs
to (in agiven use): in the course of our discussion we introduce some new categories which will not be
familiar from traditiona grammar. We go on to show that categorial information aloneis not sufficient to
describe the grammatical properties of words, ultimatdy concl uding that the grammatical properti es of
words must be characterised in terms of sets of grammatical features.

2.2 Grammatical categories

Words aretraditionall y assigned to grammatical categories on the basis of their shared
morphological and syntactic properties. The morphological criteria for categorising words concern their
inflectional and derivational properties. Inflectional properties relate to different forms of the same word
(e.g. theplural form of a noun like cat is formed by adding the plural inflection -s to give the form cats);
derivational properties relate to the processes by which aword can be used to form a different kind of
word by the addition of an affix of some kind (e g. by adding the suffix -ness to the adj ective sad we can
form the noun sadness). Although English has a highly impoverished system of inflectiona morphol ogy,
there are nonethel ess two mgjor categories of word which have distinctive inflectional properties — namdy
nouns and verbs. We can identify the class of nouns in terms of the fact that they generally inflect for
number, and thus have distinct singular and plural forms — cf. pairs such as dog/dogs, man/men,
ox/oxen, etc. Accordingly, we can differentiate a noun like fool from an adj ective like foolish by virtue of
the fact that only (regular) nouns like fool — not adjectives like foolish — can carry the noun plura
inflection -s: cf.

(1) They arefools [noun]/*foolishes [adjective]

There are several complications which should be pointed out, however. Oneis the existence of irregular
nouns like sheep which are invariable and hence have a common singular/plural form (cf. one sheep, two
sheep). A second isthat some nouns areintrinsically singular (and so have no plural form) by virtue of
their meaning: only those nouns (called count nouns) which denote entiti es which can be counted have a
plural form (e.g. chair — cf. one chair, two chairs); some nouns denote an uncountable mass and for this
reason are call ed mass houns or non-count nouns, and so cannot be plurdised (e.g. furniture— hence the
ungrammaticality of *one furniture, *two furnitures). A third isthat some nouns (e.g. scissors and
trousers) have aplura form but no countable singular form. A fourth complicationis posed by noun
expressions which contain more than one noun; only the head noun in such expressions can be pluralised,
not any preceding noun used as amodifier of the head noun: thus, in expressions such as car doors, policy
decisions, skate boards, horse boxes, trouser presses, coat hangers, etc. the second noun is the head noun
and can be plurdised, whereas the first noun is a modifier some kind and cannot be plurdised.

In much the same way, we can identify verbs by their inflectional morphology in English. In addition
to their uninflected base form (= the citation form under which they arelisted in dictionaries), verbs
typically have up to four different inflected forms, formed by adding one of four inflections to the
appropriate stem form: the rel evant inflecti ons are the perfect/passive participle suffix -n, the past tense
suffix -d, the third person singular present tense suffix -s, and the progressive parti ¢ ple/gerund suffix -ing.
Like mast morphologica criteria, however, this one is complicated by the irregular and i mpoverished
nature of English inflectional morphology; for example, many verbs haveirregular past or perfect forms,
and in some cases either or both of these forms may not in fact be distinct from the (uninflected) base
form, so that a single form may serve two or three functions (thereby neutralising or syncretising the
relevant distinctions), asthetablein (2) below illustrates:

(20 TABLE OF VERB FORMS
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BASE PERFECT PAST PRESENT PROGRESSIVE

show shown showed shows showing
go gone went goes going

speak spoken spoke speaks speaking
see seen saw sees seeing
come came comes coming

wait waited waits waiting

meet met meets meeting
cut cuts cutting

(Thelargest class of verbsin English are regular verbs which have the morphological characteristics of
wait, and so have past, perfect and passive forms ending in the suffix -d.) The picture becomes even more
complicated if wetakeinto account the verb be, which has eight distinct forms (viz. the base form be, the
perfect form been, the progressive form being, the past forms was/were, and the present forms amvare/is).
The most regular verb suffix in English is -ing, which can be attached to the base form of dmost any verb
(though a handful of defective verbs like beware are exceptions).

The obvious implication of our discussion of nouns and verbs hereisthat it would not be possibleto
provide a systematic account of English inflectional morphology unless we were to posit that words
belong to grammatica categories, and that a specific type of infl ection attaches only to a specific category
of word. Thesameis aso true if we wish to provide an adequate account of derivational morphology in
English (i.e. the processes by which words are derived from other words): thisis because particular
derivational affixes can only be attached to words bel onging to particular categories. For example, the
negative prefixes un- and in- can be attached to adjectives to form a corresponding negative adjective (cf.
pairs such as happy/unhappy and flexible/inflexible) but not to nouns (so that a noun like fear has no
negative counterpart * unfear), nor to prepositions (so that a preposition like inside has no negative
antonym *uninside). Similarly, the adverbialising (i.e. adverb-forming) suffix -ly in English can be
attached only to adjectives (giving rise to adjective/adverb pairs such as sad/sadly) and cannot be attached
to anoun like computer, or to averb like accept, or to a preposition like with. Likewise, the nominalising
(i.e. noun-forming) suffix -ness can be attached only to adjective stems (so giving rise to adjective/noun
pairs such as coarse/coarseness), not to nouns, verbs or prepaositions (Hence we don't find -ness
derivatives for anoun like boy, or averb like resemble, or a preposition like down). In much the same
way, the comparative suffix -er can be attached to adjectives (cf. tall/taller) and some adverbs (cf.
soon/sooner) but not to other types of word (cf. woman/*womanner); and the superlative suffix -est can
attach to adjectives (cf. tall/tallest) but not other types of word (cf. e.g. down/* downest; donkey/* donkiest,
enjoy/*enjoyest). Thereis no paint in multiplying examples here: it is clear that derivational affixes have
categoria properties, and any account of derivational morphology will clearly have to recognise this fact
(See e.g. Aronoff 1976, and Fabb 1988).

Aswe noted earlier, thereis also syntactic evidence for assigning words to categories: this essentially
relates to the fact that different categories of words have different distributions (i.e. occupy a different
range of positions within phrases or sentences). For example, if we want to compl ete the four-word
sentencein (3) below by inserting a single word at the end of the sentencein the --- paosition:

(3 They have no ---
we can use an (appropriate kind of) noun, but not a verb, preposition, adjective, or adverb, as we see from:

(4@  They have no car/consciencef/friends/ideas [nouns]
(b) *They have no went [verb]/for [preposition]/older [adjective]/conscientiously [adverb]

So, using the rd evant syntactic criterion, we can define the class of nouns as the set of words which can
terminate a sentencein the position marked --- in (3).

Using the same type of syntactic evidence, we could argue that only averb (in its infinitive/base form)
can occur in the position marked --- in (5) below to form a compl ete (non-dliptical) sentence:
(5) Theyl/it can ---

Support for this claim comes from the contrastsin (6) bel ow:
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(6)(@)  They can stay/leave/hide/die/starve/cry [verb]
(b) *They can gorgeous [adj ective]/happily [adverb]/down [preposition]/door [noun]

And the only category of word which can occur after very (in the sense of extremely) is an adjective or
adverb, as we see from (7) below:

(7)(@ Heisvery slow [very+adjective] (b) Hewaksvery slowly [very+adverb]
(o) *Veryfoolswastetime[very+noun] (d) *Hevery adoresher [very+verb]
(e *It happened very after the party [very+preposition]

(But notethat very can only be used to modify adjectives/adverbs which by virtue of their meaning are
gradable and so can be qualified by words like very/rather/somewhat etc; adjectives/adverbs which
denote an absol ute state are ungradable by virtue of their meaning, and so cannot be qualified in the same
way — hence the oddity of ! Fifteen students were very present, and five were very absent, where! marks
semantic anomaly.)

Moreover, we can differentiate adjectives from adverbs in syntactic terms. For example, only adverbs
can be used to end sentences such as He treats her ---, She behaved ---, He worded the statement ---: cf.

(8)(@) Hetreats her badly [adverb]/* kind [adjective]/* shame [noun]/*under [preposition]
(b) She behaved abominably [adverb]/* appalling [adj ective]/* disgrace [noun]/* down [preposition]
(c) Heworded the statement carefully [adverb]/* good [adjective]/*tact [noun]/*in [preposition]

And since adjectives (but not adverbs) can serve as the compl ement of the verb be (i.e. can be used after
be), we can ddimit the dass of (gradable) adjectives uniqudy by saying that only adj ectives can be used
to compl ete a four-word sentence of the form They are very ---: cf.

(9@  They are very tall/pretty/kind/nice [adjective]
(b) *They arevery slowly [adverb]/gentlemen [noun]/astonish [verb]/outside [preposition]

Another way of differentiating between an adjective like real and an adverb likereally is that adjectives
are used to modify nouns, whereas adverbs are used to modify other types of expression: cf.

(10) (& Thereisareal crisis[real+noun] (b) Heisreally nice[really+adjective]
(0 Hewaksreally slowly [really+adverb] (d) Heisreallydown [really+prepaosition]
(6 Hemust really squirm [really+verb]

Adjectives used to modify afollowing noun (likereal in Thereisareal crisis) aretraditionally said to be
attributive in function, whereas those which do not modify afollowing noun (likereal in The crisisis
real) are said to be predicative in function.

Asfor the syntactic properties of prepositions, they alone can beintensified by right in the sense of
‘completdy’, or by straight in the sense of *directly’:

(11)(@  Goright up the ladder (b) Hewentrightinside
(0 Hewaked straight into awall (d) Hefdl straight down

By contrast, other categories cannot be intensified by right/straight (in Standard English): cf.

(12)(a) *Heright/straight despaired [right/straight+ver b]
(b) *Sheisright/straight pretty [right/straight+adjective]
(c) *Shelooked at him right/straight strangely [right/straight+adverb]
(d) *They areright/straight fools [right/straight+noun]

It should be noted, however, that sinceright/straight serveto intensify the meaning of a preposition, they
can only be combined with those (uses of) prepositions which express the kind of meaning which can be
intensified in the appropriate way (so that He made right/straight for the exit is OK, but *He bought a
present right/straight for Mary is not).

A further syntactic property of some prepositions (namely those which take a foll owing noun or
pronoun expression as their complement — traditionally called transitive prepositions) which they sharein
common with (transitive) verbsis the fact that they permit an immediately following accusative pronoun
astheir complement (i.e. a pronoun in its accusative form, like me/us/him/them): cf.

(13)(a) Shewas against him [transitive prepositiont+accusative pronoun]
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(b)  Shewaswatching him [transtive verb+accusative pronoun]
(o) *Sheisfond him [adjectivetaccusative pronoun]

(d) *Sheworks independently him [adverb+accusative pronoun]
(e *She showed me a photo him [noun+accusative pronoun]

Even though a preposition like with does not express the kind of meaning which alows it to be intensified
by right or straight, we know it is a (transitive) preposition because it is invariable (so not e.g. averb) and
permits an accusative pronoun as its complement, e.g. in sentences such as He argued with me/us/hiny
them. (For obvious reasons, thistest can't be used with prepositions used i ntransitively without any
complement, like those in 11b/11d above.)

2.3 Categorising words

Given that different categories have different morphological and syntactic properties, it follows
that we can use the morphol ogical and syntactic properties of a word to determine its categorisation (i.e.
what category it bd ongs to). The morphological properties of a given word provide an initial rough guide
toits categorial status: in order to determine the categoria status of an individual word, we can ask
whether it has the inflectional and derivational properties of a particular category of word. For example,
we can tell that happy is an adjective by virtue of the fact that it has the derivational properties of typica
adjectives:. it can take the negative prefix un- (giving rise to the negative adjective unhappy), the
comparative/superl ative suffixes -er/-est (giving rise to the forms happier/happiest), the adverbialising
suffix -ly (giving rise to the adverb happily), and the nominalising suffix -ness (giving rise to the noun
happiness).

However, we cannot always rdy entird'y on morphological clues, owing to the fact that morphology is
sometimes irregular, sometimes subject to idiosyncratic restrictions, and sometimes of limited
productivity. For example, although regular adverbs (like quickly, slomy, painfully etc.) generally end in
the derivational suffix -y, thisis not true of irregular adverbs like fast (eg. in He walks fast); moreover,
when they have the comparative suffix —er added to them, regular adverbs lose their —ly suffix because
English is a monosuffixal language (in the sense of Aronoff and Fuhrhop 2002), so that the comparative
form of the adverb quickly is quicker not *quicklier. What al of this meansisthat aword belonging to a
given dass may have only some of the rdevant morphological properties. For example, athough the
adjective fat has comparative/superlative forms in -er/-est (cf. fat/fatter/fattest), it has no negative un-
counterpart (cf. *unfat), and no adverb counterpart in -ly (cf. *fatly).

So, given the potentid problems which arise with morphological criteria, it isunwiseto rely solely on
morphological evidencein determining categoria status: rather, we should use morphological criteriain
conjunction with syntacti ¢ criteria (i.e. criteriareating to the range of positions that words can occupy
within phrases and sentences). One syntactic test which can be used to determine the category that a
particular word belongs to is that of substitution —i.e. seeing whether (in a given sentence), theword in
guestion can be substituted by a regular noun, verb, preposition, adjective, or adverb etc. We can usethe
substitution technique to differentiate between comparative adjectives and adverbs ending in -er, since
they haveidentica forms. For exampl e, in the case of sentences like:

(14)(@  Heisbetter at French than you (b)  Hespeaks French better than you

we find that better can be replaced by a more+adjective expression like more fluent in (14a) but not (14b),
and conversely that better can be replaced by a more+adverb expression like more fluently in (14b) but
not in (144): cf.

(15)(@ Heismorefluent/* more fluently at French than you
(b)  He speaks French more fluently/* more fluent than you

Thus, the substitution test provides us with syntactic evidence that better is an adjectivein (14a), but an
adverb in (14b).

The overall conclusion to be drawn from our discussion is that morphologica evidence may sometimes
beinconclusive, and has to be checked against syntactic evidence. A useful syntactic test which can be
employed is that of substitution: e.g. if amorphol ogically indeterminate word can be substituted by a
regular noun wherever it occurs, then the relevant word has the same categorial status as the substitute
word which can replaceit, and so isanoun.
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2.4 Functional categories

Thus far, we have looked at the five mgjor grammatica categories of English (i.e. thefive
categories with the largest membership), viz. noun, verb, preposition, adjective and adverb. For
typographical convenience, it is standard practice to use capital-letter abbreviations for categories, and so
touse N for noun, V for verb, P for preposition, A for adjective and ADV for adverb. The words which
belong to these five categories are traditionally said to be contentives (or content wor ds), in that they
have substantive descriptive content. However, in addition to content words languages a so contain
functors (or function wor ds) —i.e. words which serve primarily to carry information about the
grammatical function of particular types of expression within the sentence (e.g. information about
grammeatical properties such as person, number, gender, case, etc.). The differences between contentives
and functors can beillustrated by comparing a (contentive) noun like car with a (functional) pronoun like
they. A noun like car has obvious descriptive content in that it denotes an object which typically has four
wheels and an engine, and it would be easy enough to draw a picture of atypical car; by contrast, a
pronoun such as they has no descriptive content (e.g. you can’t draw a picture of they), but rather is a
functor which (as we shall see shortly) simply encodes a set of grammatical (more specifically, person,
number and case) propertiesin that it is athird person plural nominative pronoun.

Onetest of whether words have descriptive content is to see whether they have antonyms (i.e.
opposites): if aword has an antonym, it is a contentive (though if it has no antonym, you can’t be sure
whether it isafunctor or a contentive). For example, a nourVN such as loss has the antonym gain; a
verb/V such asrise has the antonym fall; an adjective/A such astall has the antonym short; an
adverb/ADV such as early (asin He arrived early) has the antonym late; and a preposition/P such as
inside has the antonym outside. This reflects the fact that nouns, verbs, adjectives, adverbs and
prepaositions typically have substantive descriptive content, and so are contentives. By contrast, aparticle
likeinfinitival to, or an auxiliary like do (cf. ‘Do you want to smoke?), or adeterminer likethe, or a
pronoun like they, or a complementiser (i.e. complement-clause introducing particle) like that (as used in a
sentencelike ‘| said that | wastired') have no obvious antonyms, and thus can be said to lack descriptive
content, and so to be functors. Using rather different (but equivalent) terminology, we can say that
contentives have substantive lexical content (i.e. idiosyncrati ¢ descriptive content which varies from one
lexical item/word to another), whereas functors have functiond content. We can then conclude that nouns,
verbs, adjectives, adverbs and prepositions arelexical or substantive categories (because the words
bel onging to these categories have substantive | exi cal/descriptive content) whereas particles, auxiliaries,
determiners, pronouns and compl ementisers are functional categories (because words bel onging to these
categories have an essentially grammatical function). In the sections that follow, we take a closer look at
the main functional categories found in English.

2.5 Determinersand quantifiers
Thefirst type of functional category which we shal deal with is the category of determiner
(abbreviated to D, or sometimes DET). Items such as those bol d-printed in (16) below (as used there) are
traditionally said to be (referential) determiners (because they determine the referential properties of the
italicized noun expression which follows them):

(16)(8 Thevillage storeisclosed
(b)  Thisappalling behaviour has got to stop
(0  That dog of yoursis crazy

Referential determiners are used to introduce referring expressions: an expression likethe car ina
sentence such as Shall we take the car? isareferring expression in the sense that it istypically used to
refer to a specific car which is assumed to be familiar to the hearer/addressee.

A related class of words are those which belong to the category quantifier (abbreviated to Q), and this
istraditionaly said to include items like those bol d-printed bel ow:

(7@  Most good comedianstdl some bad jokes (b) Many students have no money
(c) Every true Scotsman hates all Englishmen  (d)  Each exercise contains sever al examples
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Such items are termed quantifiers because they serve to quantify theitalicised noun expression which
foll ows them.

Since determiners and quantifiers are positioned in front of nouns (cf. the boys and many boys), and
adjectives can similarly be positioned in front of nouns (cf. tall boys), an obvious question to ask at this
point is why we couldn’t just say that the determiners/quantifiersin (16/17) have the categorial status of
adjectives. The answer is that any attempt to anal yse determiners or quantifiers as adjectivesin English
runs up against a number of serious descriptive problems. Let’s see why.

One reason for not subsuming determiners/quantifiers within the category of adjectivesis that they are
syntacticaly distinct from adjectives in avariety of ways. For example, adjectives can beiteratively (i.e.
repeatedly) stacked in front of a noun they modify, in the sense that you can go on putting more and more
adjectivesin front of a given noun (as in handsome strangers, dark handsome strangers, tall dark
handsome strangers, sensitive tall handsome strangers, etc.). By contrast, neither determiners nor
guantifiers can be stacked in this way (so that athough we can have a quantifi er+determiner+noun
expression like both the twins, we cannot have a multiple determiner expression like *the these books or a
multiple quantifier expression such as *all both twins). Moreover, determiners, quantifiers and adjectives
can be used together to modify a noun, but when they do so, any determiner or quantifier modifying the
noun has to precede any adjective(s) modifying the noun: cf. eg.

(18)(a thesame old excuses [deter miner +adjective+adjective+noun]
(b) *samethe old excuses [adjectivetdeter miner +adjective+noun]
(o) *sameold the excuses [adjective+adjectivetdeter miner +nounj

Thus, determiners and quantifiers seem to have a different distribution (and henceto be categoridly
distinct) from adjectives.

A further difference between determiners/quantifiers and adjectives can beillustrated in relation to
what speaker B can — and cannot — reply in the following dial ogue:

(19) sPEAKERA: What are you looking for?
SPEAKER B: *Chair/* Comfortable chair/A chair/Another chair/The chair/That chair

As noted earlier, nouns like chair have the property that they are countabl e (in the sense that we can say
one chair, two chairs, ec.), and in this respect they differ from mass nouns like furniture which are
uncountable (hence we can't say *one furniture, *two furnitures, etc). We see from (19) that asingular
count noun like chair cannot stand on its own as a complete noun expression, nor indeed can it function as
such even if modified by an adjective like comfortable; rather, asingular count noun requires a modifying
determiner or quantifier like a/another/the/that etc. This provides us with clear evidence that determiners
and quantifiers in English have a different categoria status from adj ectives.

It seems reasonabl e to suppose that determiners and quantifiers are functional categories whereas
adjectives are alexical/substantive category. After all, thereis an obvious sense in which adj ectives (e.g.
thoughtful) have descriptive content but determiners and quantifiers do not — as we can illustrate in terms
of the following contrast (? and ! are used to denote increasing degrees of semantic/pragmatic anomaly):

(20)(@ athoughtful friend/?cat/??ish/? pan/! problem
(b) a/another/every/thelthis friend/cat/fish/pan/problem

As (209) illustrates, an adjective like thoughtful can only be used to modify certain types of noun; thisis
because its descriptive content is such that it is only compatible with (e.g.) an expression denoting a
rational (mind-possessing) entity. By contrast, determiners/quantifiers like those bold-printed in (20b) lack
specific descriptive content, and hence can be used to modify any semantic class of noun (the only
restrictions being grammatical in nature — e.g. a(n)/another can only be used to modify a singular count
noun expression). Thus, it seems appropriate to conclude that determiners and quantifiers are functional
categories, and adjectives alexica category.

2.6 Pronouns
Traditional grammars posit a category of pronoun (which we can abbreviate as PRN) to denote
aclass of words which are said to ‘stand in place of’ (the meaning of the prefix pro-) or ‘refer back to’
noun expressions. However, there are reasons to think that there are a number of different types of
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pronoun found in English and other languages (See Déchaine and Wiltschko 2002). One such typeis
represented by the word one in the useillustrated below:

(21)(@  Johnhasared car and Jim has a blue one
(b)  I'll takethe green applesif you haven't got any red ones

From a grammatical perspective, one behaves like aregular count noun herein that it has the s-plural form
ones and occurs in a position (after an adj ective like blue/red) in which a count noun could occur.
However, it is apronoun in the sense that it has no descriptive content of its own, but rather takesits
descriptive content from its antecedent (e.g. onein (21a) refers back to the noun car and so oneis
interpreted as meaning ‘ car’). Let’srefer to this kind of pronoun as an N-pronoun (or pronomind noun).

By contrast, in the examplesin (22) be ow, the bold-printed pronoun seems to serve as a pronomina
qguantifier. In the first (italicised) occurrencein each pair of examples, itisaprenominal (i.e. noun-
preceding) quantifier which modifies afollowing noun expression (viz. guests/miner §/protesters/son/
cigarettes/bananas); in the second (bol d-printed) occurrence it has no noun expression following it and so
functions as a pronominal quantifier:

(22)(a  All guests arewed come/All are welcome
(b) Many minersdied in the accident/M any died in the acci dent
(c) Several protesterswere arrested/Sever al were arrested
(d)  Each son was envious of the other/Each was envious of the other
(e | don't have any cigarettes/l| don't have any
()  Wehave no bananas/We have none

We might therefore refer to pronouns like those bol d-printed in (22) as Q-pronouns (or pronominal
guantifiers).
A third type of pronoun are those bol d-printed in the exampl es bel ow:

(23)(@) | prefer thistiefl prefer this
(b) | haven't read that book/I haven't read that
(c) I don't particularly likethese hats/I don't particularly like these
(d) Haveyou aready paid for those items/Have you aready paid for those?

Since the rdevant items can aso serve (in theitalicised use) as prenominal determiners which modify a
following noun, we can refer to them as D-pronouns (i.e. as pronomina determiners).

A further type of pronoun paosited in traditional grammar are so-called per sonal pronouns like
I/me/we/us/you/he/himyshe/her /it/they/them. These are called persond pronouns not because they denote
people (the pronoun it is not normally used to denote a person), but rather because they encode the
grammatical property of person. In the relevant technical sense, I/me/my/we/us/our are said to be first
person pronouns, in that they are expressions whose reference includes the person/s speaking; you/your
are second person pronouns, in tha their reference includes the addresseels (viz. the persor/s being
spoken to), but excludes the speaker/s; he/himvhis/she/her/it/its/they/themytheir arethird person
pronounsin the sense that they refer to entities other than the speaker/s and addressee/s. Personal
pronouns differ morphologicaly from nouns and other pronouns in modern English in that they generdly
have (partidly) distinct nominative, accusative and genitive case forms, whereas nouns have a common
nomi nati ve/accusative form and a distinct genitive’s form — as we see from the contrasts bel ow:

(24)(@  John snores/He snores
(b)  Find John!/Find him!
(c) Look at John'strousers!/Look at his trousers!

Personal pronouns like he/hinvhis and nouns like John/John’s change their morphological form according
to the position which they occupy within the sentence, so that the nominative forms he/John are required
asthe subject of afinite verb like snores, whereas the accusative forms him/John are required when used
as the complement of atransitive verb likefind (or when used as the complement of atransitive
prepaosition), and the genitive forms his/John’s are required (inter alia) when used to express possession:
these variations reflect different case forms of the rd evant items.

Personal pronouns are functors by virtue of lacking descriptive content: whereas a noun like dogs
denotes a specific type of animal, a persona pronoun like they denotes no specific type of entity, but has
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to haveits reference determined from the linguistic or nonlinguistic context. Personal pronouns encode the
grammatical properties of (first, second or third) person, (singular or plural) number, (masculine,
feminine or neuter/i nanimate) gender and (nominative, accusative or genitive) case, as shownin thetable
in (25) below:

(25  Tableof personal pronoun forms

PERSON NUMBER GENDER NOMINATIVE | ACCUSATIVE | GENITIVE
1 SG M/F I me my/mine
1 PL M/F we us our/ours
2 SG/PL M/F you you your/yours
3 SG M he him his
3 SG F she her her/hers
3 SG N it it its
3 PL M/F/N they them their/theirs

(SG =singular; PL = plural; M = masculine; F = feminine; N = neuter. Note that some genitive pronouns
have separate weak and strong forms, the weak form being used prenominally to modify afoll owing noun
expression —asin ‘Takemy car’ —and the strong form being used pronominaly —asin ‘Take mine'.) On
the nature of gender features in English, see Namai (2000).

But what grammatical category do personal pronouns bel ong to? Studies by Posta (1966), Abney
(1987), Longabardi (1994) and L yons (1999) suggest that they are D-pronouns. This assumption would
provide us with a unitary and ysis of the syntax of the bol d-printed items in the bracketed expressionsin
sentences such as (26a/b) bel ow:

(26)(8 [Werepublicans] don't trust [you democrats) (b) [We] don't trust [you]

Since we and you in (26a) modify the nouns republicans/democrats and since determiners like the are
typically used to modify nouns, it seems reasonabl e to suppose that we/you function as prenominal
determinersin (26a). But if thisis so, it is plausible to suppose that we and you also have the categoriad
status of determiners (i.e. D-pronouns) in sentences like (26b). It would then follow that wefyou have the
categorid status of determinersin both (26a) and (26b), but differ in that they are used prenominally (i.e.
with afollowing noun expression) in (26d), but pronominally (i.e. without any following noun expression)
in (26b). Note, however, that third person pronouns like he/shefit/they are typically used only
pronominally — hence the ungrammaticality of expressions such as *they boys in standard varieti es of
English (though thisis grammatical in some non-standard varieties of English — e.g. that spoken in Bristol
in South-West England). Whether or not such items are used prenominally, pronominally or in both ways
isalexical property of particular items (i.e an idiosyncratic property of individua words).

Because a number of aspects of the syntax of pronouns remain to be clarified and because the category
pronoun is familiar from centuries of grammatical tradition, the label PRN/pronoun will be used
throughout the rest of this book to designate pronouns. It should, however, be bornein mind that there are
anumber of different types of pronoun (including N-pronouns, Q-pronouns and D-pronouns), so that the
term pronoun does not designate a unitary category. Some linguists prefer the alternative term proform
(so that e.g. when used pronominally, one could be described as an N-proform or pro-N).

2.7 Auxiliaries
Having looked at the nominal functional category pronoun, we now turn to look at the verbal
functional category auxiliary. Traditional grammarians posit that thereis a specia class of items which
once functioned simply as verbs, but in the course of the evolution of the English language have become
sufficiently distinct from main verbs that they are now regarded as belonging to a different category of
auxiliary (conventionally abbreviated to AUX).

Auxiliaries differ from main verbsin a number of ways. Whereas atypical main verb like want may
take arange of different types of complement (eg. an infinitival to-complement asin | want [(you) to go
home], or anoun expression as in | want [lots of money]), by contrast auxiliaries typically alow only a
verb expression as their complement, and have the semanti ¢ function of marking grammatical properties
associated with the rdevant verb, such astense, aspect, voice, or mood. Theitemsitalicised in (27) below
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(inthe useillustrated there) aretraditionally categorised as auxiliaries taking a [bracketed] complement
containing a bold-printed non-finite verb:

(27 (@ Hehas/had [gone] (b) Sheis/was [staying & home]
(¢ Theyare/were[taken away for questioning] (d Heredly does/did [say alot]
(8  Youcan/could [help us] (f)  They may/might [come back]
(g) Hewill/would [get upset] () I shall/should [return]
(i)  Youmust [finish your assignment] ()  Youought [to apologise]

Inthe usesillustrated here, have/be in (27a/b) are (perfect/progressive) aspect auxiliaries, bein (27¢) isa
(passive) voice auxiliary, do in (27d) a (present/past) tense auxiliary, and can/coul d/may/might/will/
would/shall/should/must/ought in (27e-j) modal auxiliaries. As will be apparent, ought differs from other
modal auxiliaries like should which take an infinitive complement in requiring use of infinitival to.

There are clear syntactic differences between auxiliaries and verbs. For example (as we saw in §1.5),
auxiliaries can undergo inver sion (and thereby be moved into pre-subject position) in questions such as
(28) below, where the inverted auxiliary is italicised and the subject is bold-printed:

(28)(8) Can you speak Japanese? (b)  Does he smoke? (o) Isitraining?

By contrast, typical verbs do not themselves permit inversion, but rather require what is traditionally
called DoO-support (i.e they haveinverted forms which require the use of the auxiliary DO): cf.

(29)(& *Intends heto come? (b) Doesheintend to come?
(0 *Sawyou the mayor? (d) Didyou seethe mayor?
(e *Plays hethe piano? (f)  Doesheplay the piano?

A second difference between auxiliaries and verbs is that auxiliaries can generally be directly negated by a
following not (which can usually attach to the auxiliary in the guise of its contracted form n’t): cf.

(30)(&  John could not/couldn’t cometo the party (b) I donot/don’'t like her much
(©) Heisnot/isn't working very hard (d)  They have not/haven’t finished

By contrast, verbs cannot themsel ves be directly negated by not/n’t, but require i ndirect negation through
the use of DO-support: cf.

(31)(@ *They like not/liken’'t me (b)  They do not/don’t like me
(c) *I seenot/seen’t the point (d) Idonot/don’t seethe point
(8 *You came not/camen’t ()  Youdid not/didn't come

And thirdly, auxiliaries can gppear in sentence-final tags, asillustrated by the examples below (where the
part of the sentence following the commais traditionally referred to as atag): cf.

(32)(d Youdon't like her, do you? (b) Hewon't win, will he?

(c)  Sheisn't working, isshe? (d Hecan't drive, can he?
In contrast, verbs can’t themsel ves be used in tags, but rather require the use of do-tags: cf.
(33)(d  Youlike her, do/*like you? (b) They want one, do/*want they?

So, on the basis of these (and other) syntactic properties, we can conclude that auxiliaries constitute a
different category from verbs.

2.8 Infinitival to
A fourth type of functor found in English is theinfinitive particle to — so called because the
only kind of complement it allows is one containing a verb in theinfinitive form (The infinitive form of
the verb isits uninflected base form, i.e. the citation form found in dictionary entries). Typical uses of
infinitival to areillustrated in (34) below:

(3@ | wonder whether to [go home] (b)  Many peoplewant the government to [change course]
(0 Wedon'tintend to [surrender]

In each examplein (34), the [bracketed] complement of to is an expression containing averb in the
infinitive form (viz. theinfinitives go, change, and surrender). But what is the status of infinitival to?
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In the late 1970s, Chomsky suggested that there are significant similarities between infinitival to and a
typical auxiliary like should. For exampl e, they occupy a similar position within the clause: cf.

(35)(@ It'svita [that John should show an interest]
(b) It'svitd [for John to show aninterest]

We see from (35) that to and should are both positioned between the subject John and the verb show.
Moreover, just as should requires after it averb in theinfinitive form (cf. * Y ou shoul d show/* showing/
*shown moreinterest in syntax’), so too does infinitival to (cf ‘ Try to show/* showing/* shown more
interest in syntax’). Furthermore, infinitiva to behaves like typical auxiliaries (e.g. should) but unlike
typical nonauxiliary verbs (e.g. want) in adlowing ellipsis’omission of its complement: cf.

(36)(@ | don't really want to go to the dentist’s, but | know | should
(b) 1 know I should go to the dentist’s, but | just don’t want to
() *1 know | should go to the dentist’s, but | just don’t want

The fact that to patterns like the auxiliary should in severa respects strengthens the case for regarding
infinitival to and auxiliaries as belonging to the same category. But what category?

Chomsky (1981, p. 18) suggested that the resulting category (comprising finite auxiliaries and
infinitival to) belabelled INFL or I nflection, though (in accordance with the standard practi ce of using
single-letter symbols to designate word categories) in later work (1986b, p.3) he replaced INFL by the
single-letter symbol 1. The general idea behind this labd is that finite auxiliaries are inflected forms (e.g.
in‘Hedoesn't know’, the auxiliary doesn’t carries the third person singular present tense inflection -s),
and infinitival to serves much the same function in English asinfinitive inflections in languages like
Italian which have overtly inflected infinitives (so that Italian canta-re = English to sing). Under the INFL
analysis, an auxiliary like should isafinite I/INFL, whereas the particleto isaninfinitival I/INFL.

However, in work since the mid 1990s, a somewhat different categorisation of auxiliaries and
infinitival to has been adopted. As a glance at the examplesin (27a-h) will show, finite auxiliaries
typically have two distinct forms —a present tense form, and a corresponding past tense form (cf. pairs
such as does/did, is'was, has’had, can/could etc.). Thus, a common property shared by al finite auxiliaries
isthat they mark (present/past) Tense. In much the same way, it might be argued that infinitival to has
Tense properties, as we can see from the exampl es bel ow:

(37 (@ Webdieve [the President may have been lying]
(b) Webdieve[thePresident to havebeenlying]

In (374), the bracketed complement dause has a present tense interpretation (paraphrasesble as ‘We
beieveit is possible that the president has been lying'): thisis becauseit contains the present-tense
auxiliary may. However, the bracketed infinitive complement clause in (37b) can a so have a present-tense
interpretation, paraphrasesble as ‘We believe the President has been lying.” Why should this be? A
plausible answer is that infinitival to carries Tense in much the same way as an auxiliary like may does. In
a sentence like (37b), to ismost likely to be assigned a present tense interpretation. However, in a sentence
such as (38) be ow:

(38) TheFedsbdieved [the junkiesto have dready stashed the hash in the trash-can by the time they
were caught]

infinitival to seems to have a past tense interpretation, so that (38) is paraphraseable as ‘ The Federal
Agents bdieve the junkies had already stashed the hash in the trash-can by the time they were caught’.
What this suggests is that to has abstract (i.e. invisible) tense properties, and has a present tense
interpretation in structures like (37b) when the bracketed to-clause is the complement of a present-tense
verb like believe, and a past tenseinterpretation in structures like (38) when the bracketed to-clauseis the
compl ement of a past tense verb like believed. If finite auxiliaries and infinitival to both have (visible or
invisible) tense properties, we can assign the two of them to the same category of T/Tense-marker —asis
donein much contemporary wark. The difference between them is sometimes said to be that auxiliaries
carry finite tense (i.e. they are overtly specified for tense, in the sensethat e.g. doesis overtly marked as a
present tense form and did as a past tense form) whereas infinitival to carries nonfinitetense (i.e. it has an
unspecified tense value which has to be determined from the context; for a more technical discussion of
tense, see Julien 2001.)
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2.9 Complementisers
Thelast type of functional category which we shall look at in this chapter is that of
complementiser (abbreviated to COMP in earlier work and to C in more recent work): thisis aterm used
to describe the kind of (itaicised) word which is used to introduce complement clauses such as those
bracketed bd ow:

(39)(@ | think [that you may be right]
(b) | doubt [if you can help me]
(¢ I'manxious [for you to receive the best treatment possible]

Each of the bracketed clausesin (39) is a complement clause, in that it functions as the compl ement of the
word immediatdy preceding it (think/doubt/anxious); the italicised word which introduces each clauseis
known in work since 1970 as a complementiser (but was known in more traditiona work as a particular
type of subordinating conjunction).

Complementisers are functors in the sense that they encode particular sets of grammatica properties.
For example, complementisers encode (non)finiteness by virtue of the fact that they are intrinsicdly finite
or nonfinite. More specificaly, the complementisers that and if are inherently finite in the sense that they
can only be used to introduce a finite clause (i.e. a dause containing a present or past tense auxiliary or
verb), and not e.g. aninfinitiva to-clause; by contrast, for is an inherently infinitival complementiser, and
S0 can be used to introduce a clause contai ning infinitival to, but not a finite clause containing a tensed
auxiliary like (past tense) should; compare the examplesin (39) above with thosein (40) bel ow:

(40)(@ *I think [that you to be right]
(b) *I doubt [if you to help me]
(© *I'manxious [for you should receive the best treatment possibl€]

(40a/b) are ungrammatical because that/if are finite complementisers and so cannot introduce an infinitival
to clause; (40c) is ungrammatical because for is an infinitival complementiser and so cannot introduce a
finite clause contai ning a past tense auxiliary like should.

Complementisersin structures like (39) servethree grammatical functions. Firstly, they mark the fact
that the dause they introduce is an embedded clause (i.e aclause which is contai ned within another
expression —in this case, within a main clause contai ning think/doubt/anxious). Secondly, they serveto
indicate whether the clause they introduce is finite or nonfinite (i.e. denotes an event taking place at a
specified or unspecified time): that and if serve to introduce finite clauses, while for introduces nonfinite
(more specificaly, infinitival) dauses. Thirdly, complementisers mark the for ce of the clause they
introduce: typicaly, if introduces an interrogative (i.e question-asking) clause, that introduces a
declarative (statement-making) dause and for introduces anirrealis clause (i.e. a clause denoting an
‘“unrea’ or hypothetical event which hasn't yet happened and may never happen).

However, an important question to ask is whether we really need to assign words such as for/that/if (in
the relevant function) to a new category of C/complementiser, or whether we couldn’t simply treat (e.g.)
for as a prepaosition, that as a determiner, and if as an adverb. The answer is‘N0’, because there are
significant differences between complementisers and other apparently similar words. For example, one
difference between the complementiser for and the preposition for is that the preposition for has
substantive lexical semantic content and so (in some but not dl of its uses) can be intensified by
straight/right, whereas the complementiser for isafunctor and can never be so intensified: cf.

(41)(a) Heheaded straight/right for the pub [for = preposition]
(b) Thedog went straight/right for her throat [for = preposition]
(¢ *Hewasanxious straight/right for nobody to leave [for = complementiser]
(d) *Itisvital straight/right for thereto be peace [for = complementiser]

Moreover, the preposition for and the compl ementiser for also differ in their syntactic behaviour. For
example, a clause introduced by the complementiser for can be the subject of an expression like would
cause chaos, whereas a phrase i ntroduced by the preposition for cannot: cf.

(42)(8 For himto resign would cause chaos [= for-clause]
(b) *For himwould cause chaos [= for-phrase]

What makes it even moreimplausibleto anayseinfinitival for as apreposition is the fact that (bol d-
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printed) prepositionsin English aren’'t generally followed by a [bracketed] infinitive complement, as we
see from the ungrammaticality of:

(43)(8 *Shewassurprised at [there to be nobody to meet her]
(b)  *I'mnot sure about [you to bethere]
(© *I have decided against [us to go there]

On the contrary, as examples such as (44) below illustrate, the only verbal complements which can be
used after prepositions are gerund structures containing averb in the-ing form:

(44)(@ | amagainst capitulating/*capitulate
(b)  Tryanddoitwithout complaining/*complain
(c)  Think carefully before deciding/* decide

The fact that for in sentences like (39¢) 1'm anxious for you to receive the best treatment possibleis
followed by averb in the infinitive form receive (and not in the gerund form receiving) provides us with
clear evidence that for is aninfinitival complementiser in sentences like (39c).

A further difference between the complementiser for and the preposition for isthat the noun or pronoun
expression following the preposition for (or a substitute interrogative expression like who?/what?/which
one?) can be preposed to the front of the sentence (with or without for) if for is a preposition, but not if for
is acomplementiser. For example, in (45) below, for functions as a preposition and the (distingui shed)
nominal Senator Megabucks functions as its complement, so that if we replace Senator Megabucks by
which senator? the wh-expression can be preposed either on its own (in informal styles of English) or
together with the preposition for (in formal styles): cf.

(45)(@ | will votefor Senator Megabucks in the primaries
(b)  Which senator will you vote for in the primaries? [= informal style€]
(c)  For which senator will you votein the primaries? [= formal styl€]

However, in (46a) below, theitalicised expression is not the complement of the complementiser for (the
complement of for in (46a) is theinfinitiva clause Senator Megabucks to keep his cool) but rather is the
subject of the expression to keep his cool; hence, even if we replace Senator Megabucks by the
interrogative wh-phrase which senator, the wh-expression can’t be preposed (with or without for):

(46)(8) They were anxious for Senator Megabucks to keep his cool
(c) *Which senator were they anxious for to keep his cool ?
(b) *For which senator were they anxious to keep his cool ?

Hence, preposing provides a further way of differentiating between the two types of for.

Furthermore, when for functi ons as a complementiser, the whol e for-dause which it introduces can
often (though not aways) be substituted by a clause introduced by another complementiser; for example,
theitalicised for-dausein (47a) below can be replaced by theitaicised that-clausein (47b):

(47N (@ Isitredly necessary for there to be a showdown?
(b) Isitredly necessary that there (should) be a showdown?

By contrast, the prepositional for-phraseitalicised in (48a) bel ow cannot be replaced by athat-clause, as
we see from the ungrammaticality of (48by):

(48)(8) Weareheading for a general strike
(b) *Weare heading that there (will) be a general strike

So, there is considerable evidence in favour of drawing a categorial distinction between the preposition for
and the complementiser for: they are different lexical items (i.e. words) belonging to different categories.

Consider now the question of whether the complementiser that could be anal ysed as a determiner. At
first sight, it might seem asif such an analysis could provide a straightforward way of capturing the
apparent parallelism between the two uses of that in sentences such as the foll owing:

(49)(@) | refuseto believethat [rumour]
(b) | refuseto beievethat [Randy Rabbit runs Benny's Bunny Bar]

Given that the word that has the status of a prenominal determiner in sentences such as (49a), we might
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suppose that it has the function of a preclausal determiner (i.e. adeterminer introducing the following
italicised clause Randy Rabbit runs Benny's Bunny Bar) in sentences such as (49b).

However, thereis evidence against a determiner analysis of the complementiser that. Part of thisis
phonological in nature. Inits use as a complementiser (in sentences such as (49b) above), that typically
has thereduced form /oft/, whereas in its use as a determiner (e.g. in sentences such as (49a) above), that
invariably has the unreduced form/dad/: the phonologica differences between the two suggest that we
are dealing with two different lexical items here (i.e two different words), one of which functions as a
compl ementiser and typically has a reduced vowd, the other of which functions as a determiner and
always has an unreduced vowd.

Moreover, that in its use as a determiner (though not in its use as a complementiser) can be substituted
by another determiner (such as this/the): cf.

(50)(& Nobody dse knows about that incident/this incident/the incident (= determiner that)
(b) I’'msurethatit’strue/*thisit’strug/*theit’s true (= compl ementiser that)

Similarly, the determiner that can be used pronominally (without any compl ement), whereas the
compl ementiser that cannot: cf.

(51)(8 Nobody can blame you for that mistake (prenominal determiner)
(b)  Nobody can blame you for that (pronomina determiner)

(52)(8) I'msurethat you areright (preclausal complementiser)
(b) *I'msurethat (pronominal complementiser)

The clear phonological and syntactic differences between the two argue that the word that which servesto
introduce complement clausesis a different item (bel onging to the category C/complementiser) from the
determiner/D that which modifies noun expressions.

Thethird item which we earlier suggested might function as a complementiser in Englishis
interrogativeif. At first sight, it might seem that there is a parallelism between if and interrogative
wh-adverbs like when/where/whether, since they appear to occupy the same position in sentences like:

(53) | don't know [where/when/whether/if he will go]

Hence we might be tempted to andyse if as an interrogative adverb.

However, there are a number of reasons for rejecting this possibility. For onething, if differs from
interrogative adverbs like where/when/whether not only inits form (it isn’t awh-word, as we can see from
the fact that it doesn’t begin with wh), but a so in the range of syntactic positionsit can occupy. For
example, whereas typica wh-adverbs can occur in finite and infinitive clauses alike, the complementiser if
is restricted to introducing finite clauses — cf.

(59(@ | wonder [when/where/whether/if | should go] [= finite clause]
(b) 1 wonder [when/where/whether/*if to go] [= infinitive clause]

Moreover, if is different from interrogative wh-adverbs (but similar to other complementisers) in that it
cannot be used to introduce a dause which serves as the complement of a (bol d-printed) preposition: cf.

(55)(@ I’'mnot certain about [whether/when/where he'll go]
(b) *I"'m concerned over [if taxes are going to be increased]
(©) *I'mpuzzled at [that he should have resigned]
(d) *I'm not very keen on [for you to go there]

Furthermore, some verbs (like discuss) can have a foll owing complement introduced by whether or
another wh-word, but not oneintroduced by if: cf.

(56)(8 They were discussing [whether/when/wher e he should goj
(b) *They werediscussing [if he should go]

Finally, whereas awh-adverb can typically beimmediately followed by or not, thisis not true of if: cf.

(57)(@ | don't know [whether or not he'll turn up]
(b) *I don't know [if or not he Il turn up]

For reasons such as these, it seems more appropriate to categoriseif as an interrogative complementiser,



32

and whether/where/when as interrogative adverbs. More generally, our discussion in this section highlights
the need to posit a category C of complementiser, to designate clause-i ntroduci ng items such as if/that/for
which serve the function of introducing specific types of finite or infinitival dause.

2.10 Labelled bracketing
Having looked at the characteristics of the major substantive/lexica and functional categories

found in English, we are now in a position where we can start to anal yse the grammatical structure of
expressions. An important part of doing thisisto categorise each of the words in the expression. A
conventional way of doing thisisto usethetraditiona system of labelled bracketing: each word is
enclosed in apair of square brackets, and the | efthand member of each pair of bracketsis given an
appropriate subscript category labd to indicate what category the word bel ongs to. To save space (and
printer’ sink), it is conventional to use the following capital-letter abbreviations:

(58) N=noun V =verb
A = adjective ADV = adverb
P = preposition D/DET = determiner
Q = quantifier T = Tense-marker (e.g. auxiliary/infinitival to)
C/COMP = complementiser PRN = pronoun

Adopting the abbreviations in (58), we can represent the categoria status of each of the wordsin a
sentence such as (59)(a) be ow in the manner shown in (59)(b):

(59)(@  Any experienced journaist knows that he can sometimes manage to lure the unsuspecting
politician into making unguarded comments

(b)  [oAny] [a experienced] [y journalist] [v knows] [c that] [prn he] [ can] [apv sometimes]
[v manage] [+ to] [v lure] [p the] [a unsuspecting] [y politician] [pinto] [y making]
[a unguarded] [y comments]

What (59b) tells us isthat the words jour nalist/politi cian/comments belong to the category N/noun, the to
the category D/determiner, he to the category PRN/pronoun (though if personal pronouns like he are
analysed as D-pronouns, he would be assigned to the category D), any to the category Q/quantifier,
experienced/unsuspecting/unguarded to the category A/adjective, sometimes to the category ADV/adverb,
into to the category P/preposition, knows/manage/l ure/making to the category V/verb, can/to to the
category T/Tense-marker and that to the category C/complementiser. It isimportant to note, however, that
the category labds used in (59b) tdl us only how the relevant words are being used in this particular
sentence. For example, the N label on commentsin (59b) tells us that theitem in question functions as a
noun in this particular position in this particular sentence, but tells us nothing about the function it may
have in other sentences. So, for example, in a sentence such as:

(60)  The president never comments on hypothetical situations
the word commentsis averb — as shown in (61) below:
(61) [p The] [y president] [apv never] [v comments] [ on] [a hypothetical] [y Situations]

Thus, alabelled bracket round a particular word is used to indi cate the grammatical category which the
word belongs to in the particular position which it occupiesin the phrase or sentence in question, so
allowing for the possibility that (what appears to be) the same word may have a different categorial status
in other positions in other structures.

2.11 Grammatical features
In the previous section, we suggested that we can assign words in sentences to categori es on
the basis of their grammatical properties. However, it should be pointed out that simply specifying what
category a particular word in a particular sentence bel ongs to does not provide a full description of the
grammatical properties of the relevant word. For example, categorising he as apronoun in (59) doesn't tell
us in what ways he differs from other pronouns like e.g. I/uglyou/her/it/them —i.e. it doesn’t tell us about
the (third) person, (singular) number, (masculine) gender and (nominative) case properties of he. In other
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words, thereis agreat deal of additional grammatical information about words which is not represented by
simply attaching a category labe to the word — information which provides a finer leve of detail than
relaivey coarse categorial descriptions. Thisinformation is generally described in terms of sets of
grammatical features; by convention, features are enclosed in sguare brackets and often abbreviated (to
save space). Using grammati cal features, we can describe the persor/number/gender/case properties of
the pronoun he in terms of the features [3-Pers, Sg-Num, Masc-Gen, Nom-Case] i.e ‘ Third-Person,
Singular-Number, Masculine-Gender, Nomi native-Case'. Each of these features comprises an attribute
(i.e. a property like person, number, gender or case) and a value (which can befirst/second/third for
person, singular/plural for number, masculine/feminine/neuter for gender, and nominative/accusative/
genitive for case).

An adequate description of syntax also requires us to specify the selectional properties of individual
words (e.g. what kinds of complement they can take). We can illustrate the i mportance of sel ectiona
information by considering what kinds of word can occupy the position marked by --- in the sentences
bel ow:

(62)(8) Hemight --- to Paris (b) Heis---toParis (0 Hehas---to Paris

A categorial answer would be‘ A verb’. However, we can't just use any verb: e.g. it's OK to use verbslike
go/fly, but not verbs like find/stay. This is because different verbs select (i.e. ‘take’) different types of
compl ement, and verbs like go/fly select a to-expression as their complement but verbs like find/stay do
not. But the story doesn’t end there, since each of the structuresin (62) requires a different form of the
verb: in (62a) we can use the infinitive form go, but not other forms of the verb (cf. He might go/* going/
*gone/* goes* went to Paris); in (62b) we can only use the progressive participle form going (cf. Heis
going/* go/* gone/* goes/*went to Paris); and in (62¢) we can only use the perfect parti ciple form gone (cf.
He has gone/* go/* going/* goes/* went to Paris). Thisin turn is because the auxiliary might selects (i.e.
‘takes’) an infinitive complement, the progressive auxiliary is sel ects a progressive parti ¢ ple compl ement,
and the perfect auxiliary has sdl ects a perfect participle complement. In other words, afull description of
the grammatica properties of words requires us to specify not only their categorial and subcategorial
properties, but also their selectional properties. It iswidey assumed that the selectional properties of
words can be described in terms of selectional features. For example, the fact that progressive be selects a
progressive participle complement might be described by saying that it has the selectiona feature [V-ing]
—anotation intended to signify that it selects a complement headed by averb carrying the -ing suffix.
Asfar back as his 1965 book Aspects of the Theory of Syntax, Chomsky argued that al the grammatical
properties of aword (including its categorial properties) can be described in terms of a set of grammatical
features. In work in the 1970s, he argued that the categorial distinction between nouns, verbs, adjectives
and prepositions can be handled in terms of two sets of categorial features, namely [£V] ‘verba /non-
verba’ and [+N] ‘nominal/non-nomina’. More specifically, he suggested that the categorial properties of
nouns, verbs, adjectives and prepositions could be described in terms of the sets of features in (63) below:

(63) verb=[+V,-N] adjective=[+V,+N] noun=[-V,+N] preposition=[-V, —N]

What (63) claims is that verbs have verbal but not nominal properties, adjectives have both nomind and
verba properties, nouns have nominal but not verbal properties, and prepositions have neither nominal nor
verba properties. This analysis was designed to capture the fact that some grammatical properties extend
across more than one category and so can be said to be cr oss-categorial. For example, Stowell (1981,

p.57 fn. 17) notes that verbs and adjectives in English share the morphol ogical property that they alone
permit un-prefixation (hence we find verbs like undo and adj ectives like unkind, but not nouns like
*unfriend or prepositions like * uninside): in terms of the set of categorial featuresin (63), we can account
for this by paositing that un- can only be prefixed to words which have the categorial feature [+V].
Likewise, as thefollowing example (kindly provided for me by Andrew Spencer) shows, in Russian nouns
and adjectives inflect for case, but not verbs or prepositions: cf.

(64) Krasivaya dyevushka vsunula chornuyu koshku v pustuyu korobku
Beautiful girl put black  cat inempty box
‘The beautiful girl put the black cat in the empty box’

Thus, the nouns and adjectivesin (64) carry (italicised) case endings (-a is a nominative suffix and -u an
accusative suffix), but not the verb or preposition. In terms of the set of categoria featuresin (63) we can
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account for this by paositing that caseis a property of items which carry the categorial feature [+N].
Although many details remain to be worked out, it seems clear that in principle, al grammatical

properties of words (including their categorial properties) can be described in terms of sets of grammati cal

features (See Ramat 1999 on categories and features). However, in order to simplify our exposition, we

shall continueto make use of traditional category labels throughout much of the book, gradual ly

introduci ng specific features in later chapters where some descriptive purposeis served by doing so.

2.12 Summary
In this chapter, we have looked at the role played by categories in characterising the

grammatical properties of words. In 82.2, we looked at the criteria used for categorising words, noting that
these include morphological criteria (réating to the inflectional and derivational properties of words) and
syntactic criteria (relating to the range of positions which words can occupy within phrases and sentences).
In 82.3 we suggested that we can determine the categorial status of a word from its morphologica and
syntactic properties, with substitution being used as a test in problemeatic cases. In §2.4 we went on to
draw a distinction between substantive/lexical categories (whose members have substantive
lexi cal/descriptive content) and functional categories (whose members have no substantive | exical
content and serve only to mark grammatical properties such as number, person, case, etc.). We then
looked at a number of different types of functional category found in English. We began in 82.5 with
determiners (= D) and quantifiers (= Q), arguing that they are categorially distinct from adjectives since
they precede (but don’t follow) adjectives, and can’t be stacked. In §2.6, welooked at pronouns and
argued that English has at least three distinct types of pronoun, namely N-pronouns (like one), Q-pronouns
(like several) and D-pronouns (like this). We went on to note that many linguists also take personal
pronouns like he to be D-pronouns. In 8§2.7 we looked at the functional counterparts of verbs, namely
auxiliaries: we argued that these are functors in that (unlike lexical verbs) they describe no specific action
or event, but rather encode verb-rd ated grammatica properties such as tense, mood, voice and aspect; we
noted that auxiliaries are syntactically distinct from verbsin that (e.g.) they undergo inversion. In §2.8 we
discussed the nature of infinitival to: we showed that it shares a number of propertiesin common with
finiteauxiliaries (e.g. auxiliaries and infinitival to allow elipsis of their complements). We noted the
assumption made in much research over the past three decades that finite auxiliaries and infinitival to are
different exponents of the same category (labdled I/INFL/Inflection in earlier work and T/Tense-
marker in more recent work), with an auxiliary likewill marking finite tense, and infinitival to marking
non-finite tense. In 82.9 we argued that compl ementizers (= C or COMP) like that/if/for are afurther
category of functors, and that they mark the for ce of a complement clause (e.g. indicate whether it is
interrogative, declarative or irrealis), and that (e.g.) if isdistinct from interrogative adverbs like
how/when/whether inthat it can only introduce a finite dause, and cannot introduce a clause whichis used
as the complement of a preposition. In §82.10, we showed how the labelled bracketing technique can be
used to categorise words in particular phrases and sentences. Finally, in §2.11 we noted that assigning
words to grammatical categories provides a description of only some of their grammatical properties, and
that afuller description requires the use of grammatical features to describe the r other grammatical
properties. We went on to note Chomsky's daim that the categorial properties of words can also be
described in terms of a set of grammatical features — bringing us to the conclusion that dl grammatical
properties of words can be characterised in terms of sets of features.

WORKBOOK SECTION

Exercise 2.1
Discuss the grammatical properties and categoria status of the highlighted words in each of the
following examples, giving arguments in support of your anaysis:

la Nobody need/dare say anything
b  Nobody needs/daresto ask questions
¢ Johnisworking hard
d John may stay at home
e Johnhasdoneit
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John has to go there
John used to go there quite often

f

g

a Executivesliketo drive to work

b I look forward to learning to drive

c It'sdifficult to get himto work

d I'venever felt tempted to turn to taking drugs

e Better to yied to temptation than to submit to deprivation!
f  Failureto achieve someti mes drives peopleto drink

g Trytogoto sleep.

a Itisimportant for parentsto spend time with their children
b  Itwould be disastrous for mefor my driving-license to be withdrawn
¢ Hewasarrested for being drunk

d Wearehoping for a peace agreement to be signed

e  Ships head for the nearest port in a storm

f  Congressvoted for the treaty to beratified

g Itwould be unfortunate for the students to fail their exams

Helpful hints

A particular problem arises (in the case of some of the examplesin 3) in relation to words which dlow a
prepaositional phrase compl ement (comprising a preposition and a noun or pronoun expression) in one use,
and afor-infinitive clausein another — as with arrange in the exampl es bel ow

()@ | canarange for immediate closure of the account
(b) | canarrangefor the account to be closed immediately

In (ia) for is used with the noun expression immediate closure of the account asits complement, and is
clearly a preposition — as we can see from the fact that (like the complement of atypica preposition) the
relevant noun expression can be moved to the front of the sentence to highlight it:

(i)  Immediate closure of the account, | can certainly arrange for

By contrast, for in (iib) seems to be a complementiser rather than a preposition. For one thing, prepositions
don't alow an infinitival complement, as we see from exampl es like (43) in the main text. Moreover, the
complement of for in (iib) cannot be preposed — as we see from the ungrammati cality of:

(iii) *The account to be closed immediately, | can certainly arrange for

What we might have expected to find is two occurrences of for, one serving as an (italicised) preposition
introduci ng the complement of arrange, and the other serving as a (bol d-printed) compl ementiser
introduci ng the infinitive complement — much as we find in:

(iv)  What | can certainly arrange for isfor the account to be closed immediatey
But the expected for for sequence isn’t grammatical in sentences like:
(v) *I can certainly arrange for for the account to be closed immediately

Thereason seems to be that words which take a prepositional complement generally drop the preposition
when the (itali dsed) preposition has a complement introduced by a (bol d-printed) complementiser: cf.
(vi)(@ What you can't be sure of is that heisteling the truth

(b) *Youcan't besureof that heistdling thetruth

(0  Youcan't besurethat heisteling thetruth

Hence, although we might in principle expect to find a preposition+complementiser structurein (v), what
seems to happen in practiceis that the preposition is dropped in such structures — hencein (ib) the for
which we find is the compl ementiser for rather than the (dropped) preposition for.

M odel answer for 1a, 2a and 3a
The main problem raised by the examplesin 1 is whether the highlighted items have the categorial status
of verbs or auxiliaries as they are used in each example — or indeed whether some of theitemsin some of
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their uses have a dual verb/auxiliary status (and so can function either as verbs or as auxiliaries). The
words need/dare in 1aresemble modal auxiliaries like will/shall/can/may/must in that they lack the third
person singular -s inflection, and take a bare infinitive complement (i.e a complement containing the
infinitive verb-form say but lacking the i nfinitive parti cle to). They behave like auxiliaries (in Standard
English) in that they undergo inversion in questions, can appear in tags, and can be negated by not/n’t: cf.

()@  Need/Dare anyone say anything?
(b) Heneedn't/daren’t say anything, need/dare he?

Conversdly, they are not used with do-support in any of these three constructions in Standard English: cf.

(ii)(@ *Doesanyone need/dare say anything?
(b) *Hedoesn't need/dare say anything, does he?

Thus, need/dare when followed by a bare infinitive complement seem to have the status of (modal)
auxiliaries.

In 2a, thefirst to is an infinitive particle, and the second to is a preposition. Thus, the second to (but not
the first) can be modified by the prepositional intensifier straight (cf. Executives like to drive straight to
work, but not * Executives like straight to drive to work). Moreover, the second to is a contentive
prepaosition which has the antonym from (cf. Executives like to drive from work), whereas the first has no
obvious antonym sinceit is an infinitive partid e (cf. * Executives like from drive/driving to worKk). In
addition, like atypical transitive preposition, the second to (but not the first) can be followed by an
accusative pronoun compl ement like them — cf. Executives think the only way of getting to their officesis
to driveto them). Conversdy, thefirst (infinitival) to allows elipsis of its complement (cf. Executives like
to), whereas the second (prepositional) to does not (cf. * Executives like to drive to). Thus, in al relevant
respects the first to behaves like an infinitive particle, whereas the second to behaves like a preposition.

In 3a, for could be either a complementiser (introducing the infinitival clause parents to spend time
with their children), or a preposition (whose complement is the noun parents). The possibility that for
might be used here as a preposition is suggested by the fact that the string for parents (or an interrogative
counterpart like for how many parents?) coul d be preposed to the front of its containing sentence, asin:

(iv)(a) For parents, it isimportant to spend timewith their children
(b)  For how many parentsis it important to spend time with their children?

The aternative possibility that for might be used as a complementiser (with theinfinitival clause parents
to spend time with their children serving as its complement) is suggested by the fact that the for-clause
here could be substituted by athat-clause, asin:

(v) Itisimportant that parents should spend time with their children

Thus, 3ais structurally ambiguous between one anal ysis on which for functions as a transitive preposition,
and a second on which for functions as an infinitival complementiser which isirrealisin force.

Exercise 2.2

Use the labd | ed bracketing technique to assign each word in each of the sentences below to a
grammeatical category which represents how it is being used in the position in which it occursin the
sentence concerned. Give reasons in support of your proposed categorisation, highlight any words which
are not straightforward to categorise, and comment on any interesting properties of the re evant words.

1 Hewasfeeling disgppointed at only obtaining average grades in the morphol ogy exercises

2 Student counsdlors know that money troubles can cause considerabl e stress

3 Opposition politicians are pressing for € ection debates to receive better tel evision coverage

4 Seasoned press commentators doubt if the workers will ever fully accept that substantial pay rises |ead
to runaway inflation

5 Students often complain to their high school teachers that the state education system promotes universa
mediocrity

6 Some sd entists believethat dimatic changes result from ozone depl etion due to excessive carbon
dioxide emission
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7 Linguists have long suspected that peer group pressure shapes linguisti c behaviour patternsin very
young children

8 You don't seem to be too worried about the possibility that many of the sharehol ders may now vote
against your revised takeover bid

M odel answer for 1
(i)  [ern He] [T was] [v fedling] [ disappointed] [p at] [apv ONlY] [v Obtaining] [ average] [n grades]
[pin] [p the] [y morphology] [n exercises]

Anissue of particular interest which arisesin (i) relates to the status of the words average and

mor phology. Are these nouns or adjectives — and how can we tell? Since nouns used to modify other
nouns are invariable in English (e g. we say skate boards, not * skates boards), we can’'t rely on
morphological clues here. However, we can use syntactic evidence. If (as assumed here), the word
average functions as an adjectivein 1, we should expect to find that it can be modified by the kind of
adverb like relatively which can be used to modify adjectives (cf. relatively good); by contrast, if

mor phology serves asanounin 1, we should expect to find that it can be modified by the kind of adjective
(e.g. inflectional) which can be used to modify such anoun. In the event, both predictions are correct:

(i) Hewasfeding disappointed at only obtaining rel atively average grades in the infl ecti onal
morphol ogy exercises

Some additiona evidence that average can function as an adj ective comes from the fact that it has the -ly
adverb derivative averagely, and (for some speakers at least) the noun derivative averageness — cf. The
very averageness of hisintellect made himthe CIA’s choice for president. Moreover (like most
adjectives), it can be used predicatively in sentences like His performance was average. (Note, however,
that in structures such as morphology exer cises, you will not always find it easy to determine whether the
first word is a noun or adjective. Unless there is evidence to the contrary — as with averagein (ii) above—
assume that the relevant item isanoun if it clearly functions as a noun in other uses.)
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3

Structure

3.1 Overview
In this chapter, we introduce the notion of syntactic structure, looking at how words are
combined together to form phrases and sentences. We shall see that phrases and sentences are built up by
a series of merger operations, each of which combines a pair of constituents together to form alarger
congtituent. We show how the resulting structure can be represented in terms of atree diagram, and we
look at ways of testing the structure of phrases and sentences.

3.2 Phrases
To put our discussion on a concrete footing, let’s consider how an d ementary two-word phrase
such as that produced by speaker B in the foll owing mini-dialogue is formed:

(1) SPEAKERA: What are you trying to do? SPEAKER B: Help you

As speaker B’s utterance illustrates, the s mplest way of forming a phraseis by merging (atechnical term
meaning ‘ combining’) two words together: for example, by merging the word help with the word you in
(1), we form the phrase help you. The resulting phrase help you seems to have verb-like rather than
noun-like properties, as we see from the fact that it can occupy the same range of positions as the simple
verb help, and hence e.g. occur after theinfinitive particleto: cf.

(2)(a) Wearetryingto help (b) Wearetryingto help you

By contrast, the phrase help you cannot occupy the kind of paosition occupied by a pronoun such as you, as
we see from (3) below:

(3)(@  Youarevery difficult (b) *Help you are very difficult

So, it seems clear that the grammatical properties of a phrase like help you are determined by the verb
help, and not by the pronoun you. Much the same can be said about the semantic properties of the
expression, since the phrase help you describes an act of help, not akind of person. Using the appropriate
technical terminology, we can say that the verb help isthe head of the phrase help you, and hence that
help you isaverb phrase: and in the same way as we abbreviate category labels likeverb to V, so too we
can abbreviate the category labe verb phraseto VP. If we usethe traditional |abelled bracketing
technique to represent the category of the overall verb phrase help you and of its constituent words (the
verb help and the pronoun you), we can represent the structure of the resulting phrase asin (4) bel ow:

(4 [ve[v help] [prn YOU]]

An dternative (equivalent) way of representing the structure of phrases like help you isviaalabelled tree
diagram such as (5) below (which isabit like a family tree diagram — albeit for a small family):

(5) VP

Vv PRN
help you

What thetree diagramin (5) tells usis that the overall phrase help you is a verb phrase (VP), and that its
two congtituents are the verb (V) help and the pronoun (PRN) you. The verb help isthe head of the
overd| phrase (and so is the key word which determines the grammatical and semantic properties of the
phrase help you); introducing another technical term at this point, we can say that conversdy, the VP help
you isaprojection of the verb help —i.e. itis alarger expression formed by merging the head verb help
with another constituent of an appropriate kind. In this case, the constituent whichis merged with the verb
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help is the pronoun you, which has the grammeaticd function of being the complement (or direct object)
of the verb help. The head of a projecti on/phrase determines grammatical properties of its complement: in
this case, since help isatransitive verb, it requires a complement with accusative case (e.g. a pronoun
like me/us/himythem), and this requirement is satisfied here since you can function as an accusative form
(as you can see from the table of pronoun forms givenin (25) in §2.6).

Thetree diagramin (5) is entird y equivalent to the labelled bracketing in (4), in the sense that the two
provide us with precisdy the sameinformation about the structure of the phrase help you. The differences
between alabelled bracketing like (4) and atree diagram like (5) are purely notational: each category is
represented by asinglelabelled node in atree diagram (i.e. by apoint in the tree which carries a category
label like VP, V or PRN), but by apair of labdled brackets in alabe led bracketing. In each case, category
labels like V/verb and PRN/pronoun shoul d be thought of as shorthand abbreviati ons for the set of
grammatical features which characterise the overall grammatical properties of the rdevant words (e.g. the
pronoun you as used in (5) carries a set of features including [second-person] and [accusative-case],
though these features are not shown by the category label PRN).

Since our goal in deve oping atheory of Universal Grammar is to uncover generd structural principles
governing the formation of phrases and sentences, let’s generalise our discussion of (5) at this point and
hypothesise that all phrases are formed in essentia ly the same way as the phrasein (5), namely by a
binary (i.e pairwise) merger operation which combines two constituents together to form alarger
congtituent. In the case of (5), the resulting phrase help you is formed by merging two words. However,
not all phrases contain only two words — as we see if welook at the structure of the phrase produced by
speaker B in (6) below:

(6) SPEAKER A: What was your intention? SPEAKER B: To help you

Thephrasein (6B) isformed by merging theinfinitive particle to with the verb phrase help you. What's
the head of the resulting phraseto help you? A reasonable guess would be that the head is the infinitival
tense particle/T to, so that the resulting expression to help you is an infinitival TP (= infinitival tense
projection = infinitival tense phrase). This being so, we'd expect to find that TPs containing infinitival to
have a different distribution (and so occur in adifferent range of positions) from VPs/verb phrases— and
thisisindeed the case, as we see from the contrast below:

(7)(@  They ought to help you (= ought + TP to help you)
(b) *They ought help you (= ought + VP help you)

(8)(a@)  They should help you (= should + VP help you)
(b) *They should to help you (= should + TPto help you)

If we assumethat help you is aVP whereas to help you is a TP, we can account for the contrastsin (7) and
(8) by saying that ought isthe kind of word which sdects (i.e. ‘takes’) an infinitival TP as its complement,
whereas should is the kind of word which sdects an infinitival VP asits complement. Implicit in this
claimis the assumption that different words like ought and should have different selectional properties
which determine the range of complements they permit (aswe saw in §2.11).

Theinfinitive phrase to help you is formed by merging theinfinitive particle to with the verb phrase
help you. If (as we argued in the previous chapter) infinitiva to is a nonfinite tense particle (belonging to
the category T) and if to is the head of the phrase to help you, the structure formed by merging the
infinitival T-particleto with the verb phrase/VP help you in (5) will bethe TP (i.e. nonfinite/infinitival
tense projection/phrase) in (9) below:

(9) TP
T VP
to
\Y PRN
help you

Thehead of the resulting infinitival tense projection to help you is the infinitive particle to, and the verb
phrase help you is the complement of to; conversely, to help you is a projection of to. In keeping with our
earlier observation that ‘ The head of a projection/phrase determi nes grammatical properties of its
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complement’, the non-finite tense partid e to requires an infinitival complement: more specificaly, to
requires the head V of its VP complement to beaverb initsinfinitive form, so that we require the
infinitive form help after infinitival to (and not aform like helping/hel ped/hel ps). Refining our earlier
observation somewhat, we can therefore say that ‘ The head of a projection/phrase determines grammati cal
properties of the head word of its complement’. In (9), to isthe head of the TP to help you, and the

compl ement of to isthe VP help you; the head of this VP istheV help, so that to determines the form of
the V help (requiring it to bein the infinitive form help).

More generally, our discussion here suggests that we can build up phrases by a series of binary merger
operations which combine successive pairs of constituents to form ever larger structures. For example, by
merging the infinitive phrase to help you with the verb trying, we can form the even larger phrase trying to
help you produced by speaker B in (10) below:

(10)  sPEAKERA: What are you doing? SPEAKER B: Trying to help you

Theresulting phrasetrying to help you is headed by the verb trying, as we see from the fact that it can be
used after words like be, start or keep which select a complement headed by averb in the -ing form (cf.
They were/started/kept trying to help you). This being so, the italicised phrase produced by speaker B in
(10) isa VP (= verb phrase) which has the structure (11) bel ow:

(1) VP
/\
\Y TP
trying
T VP
to N
\Y PRN
help you

(11) tells us (amongst other things) that the overall expression trying to help you isaverb phrase/VP; its
head isthe verb/V trying, and the complement of trying is the TP/infinitival tense phrase to help you:
conversely, the VP trying to help you is apraojection of the V trying. An interesting property of syntactic
structuresillustrated in (11) is that of recursion —that is, the property of allowing a given structure to
contain more than oneinstance of agiven category (in this case, more than one verb phrase/VP — one
headed by the verb help and the other headed by the verb trying).

Since our goa in devel oping atheory of Universal Grammar/UG is to atempt to establish universa
principles governing the nature of linguistic structure, an important question to ask is whether there are
any generd prindiples of constituent structure which we can abstract from structures like (5/9/11). If we
look closdly at the relevant structures, we can see that they obey the following two (putatively universal)
congtituent structure principles:

(12) HeadednessPrinciple
Every syntactic structure is a projection of a head word

(13) Binarity Principle
Every syntactic structure is binary-branching

(Theterm syntactic structureis used here as an informal way of denoting an expression which contains
two or more constituents.) For example, the structure (11) obeys the Headedness Principle (12) in that the
VP help you is headed by the V help, the TP to help you is headed by the T to, and the VP trying to help
you is headed by the V trying. Likewise, (11) obeys the Binarity Principle (13) in that the VP help you
branches into two immediate constituents (in the sensethat it has two constituents immediatey beneath
it, namely theV hep and the PRN you), the TP to help you branches into two i mmediate constituents (the
non-finite tense particle T to and the VP help you), and the VP trying to help you likewise branches into
two immediate constituents (the V trying and the TP to help you). Our discussion thus |eads us towards a
principled account of constituent structure—i.e. one based on a set of principles of Universal Grammar.
There are several reasons for trying to uncover constituent structure principles like (12) and (13). From
alearnability perspective, such principles reduce the range of alternatives which children have to choose
between when trying to determine the structure of agiven kind of expression: they therefore help us
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develop a more constrained theory of syntax. Moreover, additional support for the Binarity Principle
comes from evidence that phonological structureis dso binary, in that (e.g.) asyllablelike bat has a
binary structure, consisting of the onset [b| and the rhyme Jat|, and the rhyme in turn has a binary
structure, consisting of the nucleus |a| and the coda |t| (See Radford et d. 1999, pp. 88ff. for an outline of
syllable structure). Likewise, thereis evidence that morphological structureis also binary: eg. (under the
analysis proposed in Radford et a 1999, p.164) the noun indeci pherability is formed by adding the prefix
de- to the noun cipher to form the verb decipher; then adding the suffix -able to this verb to form the

adj ective decipherabl e, then adding the prefix in- to this adjective to form the adjective indecipherable;
and then adding the suffix -ity to the resulting adjective to form the noun indecipherability. It would
therefore seem that binarity is an inherent characteristic of the phonological, morphologicd and syntactic
structure of natura languages. Thereis also a considerable body of empirical evidence in support of a
binary-branching analysis of arange of syntactic structures in arange of languages (See e.g. Kayne 1984)
— though much of this work is highly technical and it would not be appropriate to consider it here.

3.3 Clauses
Having considered how phrases are formed, let’s now turn to look at how clauses and
sentences are formed. By way of illustration, suppose that speaker B had used the ssmple (single-clause)
sentenceitalicised in (14) below to reply to speaker A, rather than the phrase used by speaker B in (10):

(14) SPEAKERA: What are you doing? SPEAKER B: We are trying to help you

What' s the structure of theitalicised clause produced by speaker B in (14)?
In work in the 1960s, clauses were generally taken to belong to the category S (Sentence/Clause), and
the sentence produced by B in (14) would have been taken to have a structure along the following lines:

PRN T VP
We are /\
\ TP
trying T~
T VP
to
\ PRN
help you

However, a structure such as (15) viol ates the two constituent structure principles which we posited in
(12) and (13) above. More particularly, the S analysis of clausesin (15) violates the Headedness
Principle (12) in that the S we are trying to help you is a structure which has no head of any kind.
Likewise, the S analysisin (15) also violates the Binarity Principle (13) in that the S constituent We are
trying to help you is not binary-branching but rather ternary-branching, because it branches into three
immediate constituents, namely the PRN we, the T are, and the VP trying to help you. If our theory of
Universal Grammar requires every syntactic structure to be a binary-branching proj ection of a head word,
itisdear tha we haveto rgect the S-analysis of clause structure in (15) as one which is not in keeping
with UG principles.

Let’s therefore explore an alternaive analysis of the structure of clauses which is consistent with the
headedness and binarity requirementsin (12) and (13). More specificaly, let’s make the unifying
assumption that clauses are formed by the same binary merger operation as phrases, and accordingly
suppose that theitalicised clausein (14B) is formed by merging the (present) tense auxiliary are with the
verb phrase trying to help you, and then subsequently merging the resulting expression aretrying to help
you with the pronoun we. Since are belongs to the category T of tense auxiliary, it might at first sight seem
asif merging are with the verb phrasetrying to help you will derive (i.e. form) the tense projection/tense
phrase/TP aretrying to help you. But this can't beright, sinceit would provide us with no obvious
account of why speaker B’s reply in (16) beow is ungrammatica:

(16) SPEAKERA: What are you doing? SPEAKERB: *Are trying to help you
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If aretrying to help youisacomplete TP, how come it can’'t be used to answer A’s question in (16), since
we see from sentences like (6B) that TP constituents like to help you can be used to answer questions.

Aninformal answer we can giveisto say that the expression are trying to help you is somehow
‘incomplete’, and that only ‘complete expressions can be used to answer questions. In what senseis Are
trying to help you incomplete? The answer is that finite T constituents require a subject, and the finite
auxiliary are doesn't have a subject in (16). More specificaly, let’s assume that when we merge atense
auxiliary (= T) with averb phrase (= VP), we form an inter mediate proj ection which we shall here
denoteas T' (pronounced ‘tee-bar’); and that only when we merge the relevant T-bar constituent with a
subject like we do we form amaximal projection — or, moreinformally a‘complete TP'. Given these
assumptions, theitalicised clausein (14B) will have the structure (17) below:

(17) TP
PRN T
We /\
T VP
are /\
V TP
trying PN
T VP
to
V PRN
help you

What this means is that atense auxiliary like are has two proj ections. a smaller inter mediate pr oj ection
(T") formed by merging are with its complement trying to help you to form the T-bar (i ntermediate tense
projection) aretrying to help you; and alarger maximal projection (TP) formed by merging the resulting
T' aretrying to help you with its subject we to form the TP We are trying to help you. Saying that TP is
the maximal projection of arein (17) means that it isthe largest constituent headed by the auxiliary are.

Why should tense auxiliaries require two different projections, one in which they merge with a
following complement to form a T-bar, and another in which the resulting T-bar merges with a preceding
subject to form a TP? Following a suggestion made by Chomsky (1982, p.10), the requirement for
auxiliaries to have two projections (asin (17) above) was taken in earlier work to be a consequence of a
principle of Universal Grammar known as the Extended Projection Principle (conventionally
abbreviated to EPP), which can be outlined informally as follows:

(18) Extended Projection Principle/EPP
A finite tense constituent T must be extended into a TP projection contai ning a subject

Given that (as we noted a the end of the previous chapter) the grammatical properties of words are
described in terms of sets of grammatical features, we can say that tense auxiliaries like are carry an
[EPP] feature which reguires them to have an extended projection into a TP which has a subject. If we
posit that al tense auxiliaries carry an [EPP] feature, it follows that any structure (like that produced by
speaker B in (16) above) containing atense auxiliary which does not have a subject will be ungrammatical
by virtue of violating the Extended Projection Principl e (18).

The EPP requirement (for afinite auxiliary to have a subject) would seem to be essentially syntactic
(rather than semantic) in nature, as we can see from sentences such as (19) below:

(19)(@ Itwasalegedthat helied under oath (b)  There has been no trouble

In structures like (19), theitalicised subject pronouns it/there seem to have no semantic content (in
particular, no referential properties) of their own, as we see from the fact that neither can be questioned by
the corresponding interrogative words what?/where? (cf. the ungrammaticality of *\What was alleged that
he lied under oath? and *Where has been no trouble?), and neither can receive contrastive focus (hence
it/there cannot be contrastivey stressed in sentences like (19) above). Rather, they function as expletive
pronouns —i.e. pronouns with no intrinsic meaning which are used in order to satisfy the syntactic
requirement for afinite auxiliary like was/has to have a subject (in order to satisfy the Extended Projection
PrinciplEPP). For example, the expletive subject it in (19a) might be argued to serve the syntactic
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function of providing a subject for the auxiliary was to agree with in person and number. (We dea with
agreement in chapter 8 and so will have nothing more to say about it for thetime being.)

An interesting implication of the analysis of clause structure we have presented hereis that heads can
have more than one kind of projection: e.g. the tense auxiliary arein (17) above has an intermedi ate
(T-bar) projection into are trying to help you and a maximal (TP) projection into We are trying to help
you. The sameis true of other types of head, as can beillustrated by theitalicised expressions bel ow:

(20)(8 Americaninterventionin Vietnam caused consi derable controversy
(b) Shearrived a the solution quite independently of me
(¢ Hehas gonestraight to bed
(d)  Nobody expected the film to have so dramatic an ending

In (20a) the noun intervention merges with its complement in Viethamto form the intermediate projection
(N-bar) intervention in Vietnam, and the resulting N-bar in turn merges with the adjective American to
form the maximal projection (NP) American intervention in Vietnam. In (20b) the adverb independently
merges with its complement of me to form the intermediate projection (ADV-bar) independently of me,
and thisin turn merges with the adverb quite to form the maximal projection (ADVP) quite independently
of me. In (20c) the preposition to merges with its complement bed to form the i ntermediate (P-bar)
projection to bed, and this in turn merges with the adverb straight to form the maximal (PP) projection
straight to bed. In (20d), the determiner (indefinite article) an merges with its complement ending to form
the intermediate (D-bar) projection an ending which in turn merges with the expression so dramatic to
form the maximal projection (DP) so dramatic an ending.

In clause structures like (17) above, the pronoun we which merges with the intermediate T-bar
projection are trying to help you to form the maximal TP projection We are trying to help you has the
function of being the subject of the TP. However, the expressi ons which merge with the rel evant
intermediate projections to form maximal projectionsin (20) don’t al seem to have the function of being
subjects. If wetake afairly flexible view of what a subject is, we could perhaps say that the adjective
American isthe ‘subject’ of the expression intervention in Viethamin (20a). But we certainly wouldn’t
want to say that quite is the subject of independently of me in (20b), or that straight is the subject of
to bed in (20c), or that so dramatic i s the subject of an ending in (20d). Rather, the expressions which
precede the head word in the examples in (20b-d) seem to have the function of being modifiers of the
expression that follows them — so that quite modifies independently of me, straight modifies to bed and
so dramatic modifies an ending (and perhaps American modifies intervention in Viethamin 20a).

What our discussion hereillustratesis that it isimportant to draw a distinction between the position
occupied by an expression in a given structure, and its function. In order to get a clearer view of the
distinction, let’ s take a closer ook at the derivation of (20c) He has gone straight to bed. As we noted
earlier, the preposition to merges with its noun complement bed to form the P-bar to bed which in turnis
merged with the adverb straight to form the PP straight to bed. Theresulting PP isthen merged with the
verb gone to form the VP gone straight to bed. This in turn is merged with the present-tense auxiliary has
to form the T-bar has gone straight to bed. This T-bar merges with the pronoun he to form the TP bel ow:

(21) TP

T

PRN T

He /\

ADV
straight
P N
to bed

In afairly obvious sense, the pronoun he occupies the same kind of position within TP as the adverb
straight does within PP: more specifically, he merges with an intermedi ate T-bar projection to form a
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maximal TP projection in the same way as quite merges with an intermediate ADV-bar projection to form
amaximal ADVP projection. Sinceit’s useful to have a term to designate the position they both occupy,
let’s say that they both occupy the specifier position within the expression contai ning them. More
specifically, let’s say that he occupies the specifier position within TP (conventionally abbreviated to
spec-T P) and that quite occupies the specifier position within ADVP (= spec-ADVP). However, although
he and quite occupy the same specifier paosition within the expressions contai ning them, they have
different functions. heis the subject of the T-bar expression has gone to bed, whereas straight isa
modifier of the P-bar expression to bed. In much the same way, we can say that American occupies the
specifier position within the Noun Phrase American intervention in Viethamin (20a), quite occupi es the
specifier position within the Adverbial Phrase quite independently of mein (20b), and so dramatic
occupies the specifier position within the Determiner Phrase so dramatic an ending in (20d).

3.4 Clauses containing complementisers
A question which we have not so far asked about the structure of clauses concerns what roleis
played by complementisers like that, for and if, eg. in speaker B’sreply in (22) bel ow:

(22) SPEAKERA: What are you saying? SPEAKERB: That we aretrying to help you
Where does the C/complementiser that fit into the structure of the sentence? The answer suggested in
work in the 1970s was that a complementiser merges with an S constituent like that in (15) aboveto form

an S'/S-bar (pronounced ‘ ess-bar’) constituent like that shown below (simplified by not showing the
internal structure of the VP trying to help you, whichisasin (11) above):

C S
that /’\
PRN T VP
we are trying to help you

However, the claim that a clause introduced by a complementiser has the status of an S-bar constituent
falsfoul of the Headedness Principle (12), which requires that a syntacti c structure be a projection of a
head word. The principleis violated because S-bar in (21) is and ysed as a projection of the S constituent
we are trying to help you, and Sis clearly not aword (but rather a string of words).

An interesting way round the headedness problem is to suppose that the head of a clausal structure
introduced by a complementiser is the complementiser itself: sincethis isasingle word, there would then
be no vialation of the Headedness Principle (12) requiring every syntactic structure to be a projection of a
head word. Let’s therefore assume that the complementiser that merges with the TP we are trying to help
you (whose structure is as shown in (17) above) to form the CP/complementiser phrasein (24) below:

(24) cpP

C TP
That T T~
PRN T
we T~
T VP
are T T~
Vv TP
trying /\
T VP
to /\
V PRN
help you

(24) tels us that the complementiser that isthe head of the overall clause that we are trying to help you
(and conversdy, the overdl clauseis aprojection of that) —and indeed thisisimplicit in the traditional
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description of such structures as that-clauses. (24) a so tells us that the complement of that isthe TP/tense
phrase we are trying to help you. Clauses introduced by compl ementisers have been taken to have the
status of CP/complementiser phrase constituents since the pioneering work of Stowd | (1981) and
Chomsky (1986b).

An interesting aspect of the andysesin (17) and (24) aboveis that clauses and sentences are anal ysed
as headed structures —i.e. as projections of head words (in conformity with the Headedness Principlé€). In
other words, just as phrases are projections of a head word (e.g. averb phrase like help you is a projection
of the verb help), so too a sentence like We will help you is a projection of the auxiliary will, and a
compl ement clause like the bracketed that-clause in | can’'t promise [that we will help you] isa projection
of the complementiser that. This enables usto arrive at a unitary analysis of the structure of phrases,
clauses and sentences, in that dauses and sentences (like phrases) are projections of head words. More
generally, it leads us to the conclusion that clauses/sentences are simply parti cular kinds of phrases (e.g. a
that-clause is a complementiser phrase).

A further assumption which isimplicit in the anal yses which we have presented hereis that phrases and
clauses arederived (i.e formed) in a bottom-up fashion (i.e. they are built up from bottom to top). For
example, the clause structure in (24) involves the following sequence of merger operations: (i) the verb
help is merged with the pronoun you to form the VP help you; (ii) theresulting VP is merged with the
nonfinite T/tense particleto to form the TP to help you; (iii) this TPisin turn merged with the verb trying
to form the VP trying to help you; (iv) the resulting VP is merged with the T/tense auxiliary are to form
the T-bar aretrying to help you; (v) this T-bar is merged with its subject we to form the TP we are trying
to help you; and (vi) the resulting TP is merged with the complementiser that to form the CP that we are
trying to help you, whose structure is shown in (24) above. By saying that the structure (24) isderivedin a
bottom-up fashion, we mean that lower parts of the structure nearer the bottom of the tree are formed
before higher parts of the structure nearer the top of the tree. (An aternative top-down mode of syntax is
presented in Phillips 2003.)

3.5 Testing structure

Thus far, we have argued that phrases and sentences are built up by merging successive pairs of
congtituents into larger and larger structures, and that the resulting structure can be represented in terms of
alabelled tree diagram. The tree diagrams which we use to represent syntacti ¢ structure make specific
claims about how sentences are built up out of various different kinds of constituent (i.e. syntactic unit):
hence, trees can be said to represent the constituent structur e of sentences. But this raises the question of
how we know (and how we can test) whether the claims made about syntactic structure in tree diagrams
aretrue. So far, we haverdied mainly on intuition in analysing the structure of sentences —we havein
effect guessed at the structure. However, it is unwiseto rely onintuition in atempting to determine the
structure of agiven expression in a given language. For, while experienced linguists over a period of years
tend to acquire fairly strong intuitions about structure, novices by contrast tend to have relatively weak,
uncertain, and unreliable intuitions, moreover, even the intuitions of supposed experts may ultimately turn
out to be based on little more than personal preference.

For this reason, it is more satisfactory (and more accurate) to regard constituent structure as having the
status of atheoretical construct. That isto say, it is part of the theoretical apparatus which linguists find
they need to make use of in order to explain certain data about language (just as molecules, atoms and
subatomic particles are constructs which physicists find they need to make use of in order to explain the
nature of matter in the universe). It is no more reasonable to rely wholly on intuition to determine
syntactic structure than it would be to rely on intuition to determine molecular structure. Inevitably, then,
much of the evidence for syntactic structure is of an essentially empirical character, based on the observed
grammatical properties of particular types of expression. The evidence typicaly takes the form * Unless we
posit that such-and-such an expression has such-and-such a congtituent structure, we shall be unableto
provide a principled account of the observed grammatical properties of the expression.” Thus, structural
representati ons ultimatey haveto bejustified in empirical terms, i.e. in terms of whether or not they
provide a principled account of the grammatical properties of phrases and sentences.

In order to make our discussion more concrete, we'll look at how we can test the structure of the
following sentence:

(25)  The chairman has resigned from the board
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Let's suppose that (25) is derived as follows. The determiner the is merged with the noun board to form
the DP the board. This DP is merged with the preposition from to form the PP from the board. The
resulting PP is merged with the verb resigned to form the VP resigned fromthe board. This VP is then
merged with the auxiliary has to form the T-bar has resigned from the board. This T-bar isin turn merged
with its subject specifier the chairman (whichisaDP formed by merging the determiner the with the noun
chairman), thereby forming the TP shown in (26) bel ow:

(26) TP
/\
DP T
/\
D N T VP
The chairman has T T
V PP
resigned T~
P DP
from
D N
the board

Thetree diagramin (26) is arepresentation of (what we take to be) the structure of (25) The chairman has
resigned fromthe board.

However, atree diagram like (26) has the status of a hypothesis (i.e. untested and unproven
assumption) about the structure of the rdevant sentence. How can wetest our hypothesis and determine
whether (26) isor isn't an appropriate representation of the structure of the sentence? The answer is that
there are a number of standard heuristics (i.e ‘tests’) which we can use to determine structure. One such
test relates to the phenomenon of co-or dination. English and other languages have a variety of
coor dinating conjunctions like and/but/or which can be used to co-or dinate (= conjoin = join together)
expressions such as those bracketed bel ow:

(27 (@ [fond of cats] and [afraid of dogs] (b) [slowly] but [surely] (c [togo] or [to stay]

In each of the expressions in (27), an itaicised co-ordi nating conjunction has been used to conjoin the
bracketed pairs of expressions. Clearly, any adequate grammar of English will haveto provide a
principled answer to the question: *What kinds of strings (i.e. sequences of words) can and cannot be
coordinated?

Now, it turns out that we can't just co-ordinate any random set of strings, as we see by comparing the
grammatical reply produced by speaker B in (28) below:

(28) SPEAKERA: What does he do to keep fit?
SPEAKERB: Run up the hill and up the mountain

with the ungrammatical reply produced by speaker B in (29) below:

(29) SPEAKERA: What did he do about his bills?
SPEAKER B: *Ring up the phone company and up the el ectricity company

Why should it be possible to co-ordinate the string up the hill with the string up the mountain in (28), but
not possible to co-ordinate the string up the phone company with the string up the electricity company in
(29)? We can provide a principled answer to this question in terms of constituent structure: theitalicised
string up the hill in (28) isa constituent of the phrase run up the hill (up the hill isa prepositiona phrase,
in fact), and so can be co-ordinated with another similar type of prepositional phrase (e.g. aPP such as up
the mountain, or down the hill, or along the path, ec.). Conversey, however, the string up the phone
company in (29) is not a constituent of the phrase ring up the phone company, and so cannot be
co-ordinated with another similar string like up the electricity company. (Traditionad grammarians say that
up is associated with ring in expressions like ring up someone, and that the expression ring up forms a
kind of complex verb which carries the sense of ‘telephone .) On the basis of contrasts such as these, we
can formulate the foll owing generalisation:
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(30) Only constituents of the same type can be co-ordinated

A constraint (i.e. principl e imposing restrictions on certain types of grammatical operation) along the
lines of (30) is assumed in much work in traditional grammar.

Having established the constraint (30), we can how make use of it as away of testing the tree diagram
in (26) above. In this connection, consider the datain (31) below (in which the bracketed strings have been
coordinated by and):

(31)(@  The chairman has resigned from [the board] and [the company]
(b)  Thechairman has resigned [from the board] and [from the company]
(¢  Thecharman has [resigned from the board] and [gone abroad]
(d)  Thechairman [has resigned from the board] and [is living in Utopia]
(e *The[chairman hasresigned from the board] and [company has replaced him]
) [The chairman has resigned from the board] and [the company has replaced him]

(31a) provides us with evidence in support of the claim in (26) that the board is a determiner phrase
congtituent, sinceit can be co-ordinated with another DP like the company; similarly, (31b) provides us
with evidence that from the board is a prepositiona phrase constituent, sinceit can be co-ordinated with
another PP like from the company; likewise, (31¢) provides evidence that resigned fromthe boardisa
verb phrase constituent, sinceit can be co-ordinated with another VP like gone abroad; in much the same
way, (31d) provides evidence that has resigned from the board is a T-bar constituent, since it can be
co-ordinated with another T' likeis living in Utopia (thereby providing interesting empirical evidencein
support of the binary-branching structure assumed inthe TP ana ysis of dauses, and against the ternary-
branching analysis assumed in the S analysis of clauses); and in addition, (31f) provides evidencethat the
chairman has resigned from the board is a TP constituent, since it can be co-ordinated with another TP
like the company have replaced him. Conversely, however, the fact that (31€) is ungrammatical suggests
that (precisely as (26) claims) the string chairman has resigned fromthe board is not a constituent, since it
cannot be co-ordinated with apardld string like company have replaced him (and the constraint in (30)
tedls us that two string of words can only be co-ordinated if both are constituents — and more precisdy, if
both are constituents of the sametype). Overall, then, the co-ordination datain (31) provide empiricd
evidencein support of theanad ysis in (26).

Thereareavariety of other ways of testing structure, but we will not attempt to cover them al here
(See Radford 19974, pp. 102-116 for more detailed discussion). However, we will briefly mention two,
one of which is already familiar from earlier discussion. In 8§2.3, we noted that substitution isa useful
tool for determining the categorial status of words. We can also use substitution as away of testing
whether a given string of words is a constituent or not, by seeing whether the relevant string can be
replaced by (or serve as the antecedent of) a single word. In this connection, consider:

(32)(8 The chairman has resigned from the board, and he is now working for arival company
(b)  Thepress say that the chairman has resigned from the board, and so he has
(© If the Managing Director says the chairman has resigned from the board, he must have done
(d) If the chairman has resigned fromthe board (which you say he has), how come his car is till
in the company car park?

The fact that the expression the chairman in (32a) can be substituted (or referred back to) by a single word
(inthis case, the pronoun he) provides evidence in support of the claim in (26) that the chairmanisa
single constituent (a DP/determiner phrase, to be precise). Likewise, the fact that the expression resigned
from the board in (32b/c/d) can serve as the antecedent of so/done/which provides evidencein support of
the claim in (26) that resigned from the board is a constituent (more precisely, aV P/verb phrase).

A further kind of constituent structure test which we made use of in 83.5 above rel ates to the possibility
of preposing amaxima projection in order to highlight it in someway (i.e. in order to mark it out as a
topic contai ning familiar/old information, or a focused constituent containing unfamiliar/new
information). This being so, one way we can test whether a given expression isamaximal projection or
not is by seeing whether it can be preposed. In this connection, consider the following sentence:

(33) Thepresssaid that the chairman would resign from the board, and resigned from the board he has
The fact that theitalicised expression resigned from the board can be preposed in (33) indi cates that it
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must be a maximal projection: this is consistent with the analysisin (26) which tdls us that resigned from
the board is a verb phrase which is the maximd projection of the verb resigned.

However, an important caveat which should be noted in relation to the preposing test is that particular
expressions can sometimes be difficult (or even impossibl€) to prepose even though they are maximal
projections. This is because there are constraints (i.e. restrictions) on such movement operations. One
such constraint can beillustrated by the following contrast:

(30 (@) | will certainly try to give up smoking (b)  Giveup smoking | will certainly try to
(0 *Togiveupsmoking, | will certainly try

Here, the VP/verb phrase give up smoking can be highlighted by being preposed, but the TF/infinitival
tense phrase to give up smoking cannot — even though it isamaximal projection (by virtue of being the
largest expression headed by infinitival to). What isthe nature of the restri ction on preposing to+infinitive
expressions illustrated by the ungrammaticality of (34c)? The answer is not clear, but may be semanticin
nature. When an expression is preposed, thisisin order to highlight its semantic content in some way (e.g.
for purposes of contrast — asin e.g. ‘ Syntax, | don't like but phonology | do’). It may be that its lack of
intrinsic lexical content makes infinitival to an unsuitable candidate for highlighting, and this may in turn
bereflected in the fact that infinitival to cannot carry contrastive stress — as we see from the
ungrammaticality of **1 don't want TO’, where capitals mark contrastive stress). What this suggestsis that:

(35) Thesmallest possible maximal projection is moved which contains the highlighted materia

So, if we want to highlight the semantic content of the VP give up smoking, we prepose the VP give up
smoking rather than the TP to give up smoking because the VP is small e than the TP containing it.

However, thisis by no means the only constraint on preposing, as we see from (36) below (where FBA
is an abbreviation for the Federal Bureau of Assassinations —a purdy fictitious body, of course):

(36)(@) Nobody had expected that the FBA would assassinate the king of Ruritania
(b) *King of Ruritania, nobody had expected that the FBA would assassi nate the
(c) Theking of Ruritania, nobody had expected that the FBA would assassinate
(d) *The FBA would assassinate the king of Ruritania, nobody had expected that (NB. that = oft)
(e That the FBA would assassinate the king of Ruritania, nobody had expected

The ungrammaticality of (36b/d) tells us that we can’t prepose the NP King of Ruritania or the TP the
FBA would assassinate the King of Ruritania. Why should this be? One possibility (briefly hinted at in
Chomsky 1999) is that there may be a constraint on movement operations to the effect that a DP can be
preposed but not an NP contai ned within a DP, and likewise that a CP can be preposed but not a TP
contai ned within a CP. Oneimplementation of this idea would be to posit a constraint like (37) bel ow:

(37)  Functional Head Constraint/FHC
The complement of a certain type of functional head F (such as a determiner or compl ementiser)
cannot be moved on its own (without also moving F)

Suppose, then, that we want to highlight the NP king of Ruritania in (36) by preposing. (37) tels usto
move the smallest possible maximal projection containing the highlighted material, and hence we first try
to move this NP on its own: but the Functional Head Constraint tellsus that it is not possibleto prepose
this NP onits own, becauseit is the complement of a functional head (by virtue of being the compl ement
of the determiner the). We therefore prepose the next smallest maximal projection containing the
highlighted NP king of Ruritania — namely the DP the king of Ruritania; and as the grammaticality of
(36¢) shows, the resulting sentenceis grammatical.

Now suppose that we want to highlight the TP the FBA would assassinate the king of Ruritania. (35)
tdls us to move the smallest maximal projection containing the highlighted material — but FHC (37) tells
us that we cannot prepose a TP which is the complement of a compl ementiser). Hence, we prepose the
next smallest maximal projection contai ning the TP we want to highlight, namely the CP that the FBA
would assassinate the King of Ruritania —as in (36€).

It isinteresting to note that alongsi de sentences like (36) above in which a phrase has been highlighted
by being preposed, we also find sentences like (38) below in which a single word has been preposed:

(38)(®  Surrender, | never will (b)  Surrender, he resolutdy refused to
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In (38) the verb surrender has been preposed on its own. At first sight, this might seem to contradict our
earlier statement that only maximal projections can undergo preposing. However, more careful reflection
shows that there is no contradiction here: after al, the maximal projection of ahead H isthe largest
expression headed by H; and in a sentencelike | never will surrender, the largest expression headed by the
verb surrender isthe verb surrender itself — hence, surrender in (38) isindeed a maximal projection.
More generdly, thistells us that an individual word isitsef a maxima projection if it has no complement
or specifier of its own.

The overal conclusion to be drawn from our discussion hereis that the preposing test has to be used
with care. If an expression can be preposed in order to highlight it, it isamaximal projection; if it cannot,
this may either be becauseit is not amaximal projection, or because (even though it is a maximal
projection) a syntactic constraint of some kind prevents it from being preposed, or becauseits head word
has insufficient semantic content to make it a suitable candidate for highlighting.

3.6 Syntactic relations

Throughout this chapter, we have suppaosed that phrases and sentences are formed by a series of
binary merger operations, and that the resulting structures can be represented in the form of tree diagrams.
Because they mark the way that words are combined together to form phrases of various types, tree
diagrams are referred to in the rd evant technical literature as phrase-marker s (abbreviated to
P-markers). They show us how a phrase or sentenceis built up out of constituents of various types:
hence, atree diagram provides avisua representation of the congtituent structure of the corresponding
expression. Each nodein thetree (i.e. each point in the tree which carries a category labd likeN, V, T,
PP, CP etc.) represents a different constituent of the sentence; hence, there are as many different
congtituents in any given phrase marker as there are nodes carrying category labes. Nodes at the very
bottom of thetree are called terminal nodes, and other nodes are non-terminal nodes. so, for exampl e,
al theD, N, T, V and P nodes in (26) areterminal nodes, and all the DP, PP, VP, T' and TP nodes are
non-terminal nodes. The topmost node in any tree structure (i.e. TP in the case of (26) above) is said to be
itsroot. Each termina nodeinthetree carriesasinglelexical item (i.e. an item from the lexicon/
dictionary, likedog or go etc.): lexical items are sets of phonologica, semantic and grammatical features
(with category labels likeN, V, T, C etc. be ng used as shorthand abbreviations for the set of grammatical
features carried by the relevant items).

It isuseful to develop some terminol ogy to describe the syntacti ¢ relations between constituents, since
these relations turn out to be central to syntactic description. Essentialy, a P-marker is a graph comprising
aset of points (= labelled nodes), connected by branches (= solid lines) representing containment
relaions (i.e. tdling us which constituents contain or are contai ned within which other constituents). We
can illustrate what this means in terms of the following abstract tree structure (where A, B, C, D, E, F, G,
H and J are different nodes in the tree, representing different constituents):

(39) A
; /\E
/\ /\
C D F

/G\

H J

In (39), G immediately containsH and J (and conversey H and J are the two constituents immedi ately
contained within G, and hence are the two immediate constituents of G): thisis shown by the fact that H
and J are the two nodes immediatd y beneath G which are connected to G by a branch (solid ling).
Likewise, E immediately contains F and G; B immediately contains C and D; and A immediatel y contains
B and E. We can also say that E contains F, G, H and J; and that A containsB, C, D, E, F, G, H and J (and
likewise that G contains H and J; and B contains C and D). Using equiva ent kinship terminol ogy, we can
say that A isthe mother of B and E (and conversedly B and E are the two daughters of A); B is the mother
of C and D; E isthe mother of F and G; and G is the mother of H and J). Likewise, B and E are sisters (by

virtue of both being daughters of A) —asareC and D; F and G; and H and J.
A particularly important syntactic relation is that of c-command (a conventional abbreviation of
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constituent-command), which provides us with a useful way of determining the relative position of two
different constituents within the sametree (in particular, whether oneis lower in the tree than the other or
not). We can define this reation informally as follows (where X, Y and Z are three different nodes):

(40) C-command
A constituent X c-commands its sister constituent Y and any constituent Z which is contained
within' Y

A more concrete way of visudising thisisto think of atree diagram as representing a network of train
stations, with each of the labelled nodes representing the name of a different station in the network, and
the branches representing therail tracks linking the stations. We can then say that one node X
c-commands another node Y if you can get from X to Y on the network by taking a northbound train,
getting off at the first station, changing trains there and then travel ling one or more stops south on a
different line.

In thelight of the definition of c-command given above, let’s consider which constituents each of the
nodesin (39) c-commands. A doesn’t c-command any of the other nodes, since A has no sister. B
c-commands E, F, G, H and J because B’'s sister isE, and E contains F, G, H and J. C c-commands only D,
because Cs sister is D, and D does not contain any other constituent; likewise, D c-commands only C.

E c-commands B, C and D because B isthe sister of E and B contains C and D. F c-commands G, H and J,
because G isthe sister of F and G contains H and J. G c-commands only F, because G's sister isF, and F
does not contain any other constituents. H and J likewise c-command only each other because they are
sisters which have no daughters of their own.

We canillustrate the importance of the c-command relation in syntactic description by looking at the
distribution of a class of expressions which are known as anaphors. Theseinclude reflexives (i.e.
self/selves forms like myself/your sel f/themsel ves etc.), and recipr ocals like each other and one another.
Such anaphors have the property that they cannot be used to refer directly to an entity in the outside world,
but rather must by bound by (i.e taketheir reference from) an antecedent dsewhere in the same phrase
or sentence. Where an anaphor has no (suitable) antecedent to bind it, the resulting structure is
ungrammatical — as we see from contrasts such as that in (41) bd ow:

(41)(@ Hemust fed proud of himself (b) *Shemust fed proud of himse f
(¢ *Himsdf must feel proud of you

In (414), the third person masculine singular anaphor himself is bound by a suitable third person masculine
singular antecedent (he), with the result that (41a) is grammatica. But in (41b), himself has no suitable
antecedent (the feminine pronoun sheis not a suitabl e antecedent for the masculi ne anaphor himself), and
soisunbound (with the result that (41b) isill-formed). In (41c), thereis no antecedent of any kind for the
anaphor himsel f, with the result that the anagphor is agai n unbound and the sentenceill-formed.

There are structural restrictions on the binding of anaphors by their antecedents, as we see from:

(42)(8 Thepresident may blame himse f
(b) *Supporters of the president may blame himsel f

(43)(8) They may implicate each other
(b) *The evidence against them may i mplicate each other

As athird person masculine singular anaphor, himself must be bound by a third person masculine singular
antecedent like the president; smilarly, as a plural anaphor, each other must be bound by a plura
antecedent like they/them. However, it would seem from the contrasts above that the antecedent must
occupy theright kind of position within the structure in order to bind the anaphor or esetheresulting
sentence will be ungrammaticd. The question of what is the right position for the antecedent can be
defined in terms of the following structural condition:

(44) C-command condition on binding
A bound constituent must be c-commanded by an appropria e antecedent

Therdevant bound constituent is the reflexive anaphor himself in (42a), and its antecedent is the
president; the bound constituent in (43a) is the reciprocal anaphor each other, and its antecedent is they.
Sentence (42a) has the structure (45) below:
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(45) TP

P _—
D N T VP
The president may
\Y PRN
blame himsel f

Thereflexive pronoun himself can be bound by the DP the president in (45) because the sister of the DP
nodeis the T-bar node, and the pronoun himsdf is contained within the re evant T-bar node (by virtue of
being one of the grandchildren of T-bar): consequently, the DP the president c-commands the anaphor
himself and the binding condition (44) is satisfied. We therefore correctly predict that (42a) The president
may blame himself is grammatical, with the president interpreted as the antecedent of himself.

But now consider why a structure like (46) bel ow isungrammatical (cf. (42b) above):

(46) /TP\
/NP\ /T'\
N PP T VP
Supporters T~ may
P DP V PRN
of T~ blame himsel f
D N
the president

Theanswer isthat the DP node contai ning the president doesn’t c-command the PRN node contai ning
himself, because the sister of the DP node is the P node of, and himself is not contained within (i.e. not a
daughter, granddaughter, or great-granddaughter etc. of) the preposition of. Sincethereis no other
appropriate antecedent for himsd f within the sentence (e.g. athough the NP supporters of the president
c-commands himself, it is not a suitable antecedent becauseit is aplura expression, and himsdf requires a
singular antecedent), the anaphor himself remains unbound — in violation of the binding requirement on
anaphors. Thisisthe reason why (42b) * Supporters of the president may blame himself is ungrammatical.
Our brief discussion of anaphor binding here highlights the fact that the relation c-command has a
central roleto play in syntax. It also provides further evidence for positing that sentences have a
hierarchical constituent structure, in that the relevant restriction on the binding of anaphorsin (44) is
characterised in structural terms. There’ s much more to be said about binding, though we shan’t pursue the
relevant issues here: for technica discussion, see Reuland (2001a) and Reuland and Everaert (2001).

3.7 Barephrasestructure
In this chapter, we have used a system of category labd s based on the bar notation which has
been widedly adopted since the 1970s. Within this framework, a sentence like (thetitle of Gloria Gaynor’s
immortal song) | will survive has the structure (47) bel ow:

(47) TP
PRN T
| /\
T V
will survive

The bar notation used in (47) posits that there are three different levels of projection (i.e. types of

expression): (i) heads (dso called minimal projections) likethe T/tense auxiliary will; (ii) intermediate
praojections like the T-bar will survive; and (iii) maximal projectionslikethe TP | will survive. However,
Chomsky (1999, p.2) argues that a system of category labels which posits three different types of category
label for projections of a given head H (viz. H, H-bar and HP) violates a UG principle which heterms the
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I nclusiveness Condition — outlined informal ly bel ow:

(48) Inclusiveness Condition
No new information can be introduced in the course of the syntactic derivation

Thereason why the bar notation used in trees like (47) violates inclusivenessiis as follows. When the word
will istaken out of the lexicon, itslexical entry specifiesthat it has a set of properties which indude the
grammatical properties represented by the category label T in (47). But thetree in (47) tells us that when
will is merged with its complement survive, the resulting string will survive bel ongs to the category T-bar
—inother words, it isan intermediate projection of will. Likewise, thetreein (47) also tels us that the
larger string | will surviveisa TP —in other words, it isthe maximal projection of will. But this
information about intermediate and maximal projections isnot part of thelexica entry for will, and hence
must be added in the course of the syntactic computation. However, adding such information about
projection leves violates the I nclusiveness Condition (48).

One way of avoiding violation of inclusivenessisto remove all information about projection levels
from trees, and hence replace a tree like (47) above by onelike (49) beow:

(49) T
PRN T
| /\
T \Y
will survive

What our revised tree (49) saysisthat will, will survive and | will survive areal projections of the tense
auxiliary will and hence are al tense expressions. Information about projections levelsis omitted in (49)
becauseit is predictable from looking at the re ative positions of constituents within a given structure.
Simply by looking at the positions they occupy in the tree (49) we can tdl that will isthe minimal
projection of will (i.e. it isthe smallest expression headed by will), that will surviveis anintermediate
projection of will (by virtue of being neither the smallest nor the largest expression headed by will) and
that | will survive isthe maximal projection of will (by virtue of being the largest expression headed by
will). Similarly, we can tell that the V' surviveis both aminimal and a maximal projection, inthat it isboth
the smallest and the largest expression headed by survive: hence (e.g.) it can behave like a maximal
projection and undergo preposing (asin Survive, | will). In much the same way, we know from looking at
the structurein (49) that the pronoun | is likewise both aminima and a maximal projection: given ther
status as maximal projections, it follows that pronouns can undergo preposing (as with the pronoun himin
Him, | would never trust). Since theinformation about projection levelsin the bar notation is redundant,
Chomsky reasons, such information should not be represented in the system of category labd s used in tree
diagrams: after all, the goal of Minimalism is to reduce theoretical apparatus to the minimum whichis
conceptual ly necessary.

Given the possibility (mentioned in §2.11) that categorial information (i.e. information about the
category that an item belongs to) can be represented in terms of grammatical features (and hence
subsumed within the set of features which characterise the idiosyncrati ¢ properties of individual words),
afurther possibility is that category labels like thosein (49) can be entirely replaced by sets of features, so
opening up the possibility of developing atheory of bare phrase structure —i.e. atheory in which there
are no category labes in syntactic trees. An even more radical possibility aong these lines would be for
the structure of | will survive to be represented in terms of an unlabelled tree diagram like (50) bel ow:

(50)

| will survive

An unlabdled tree diagram like (50) tells us that the constituents of (50) arel, will, survive, will survive
and | will survive. Thelexical entries for theitems |, will and survive comprise sets of features which
include information about their grammeatical and selectiona properties: e.g. the entry for will telsusthat it
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isafinite auxiliary which sdects an infinitival complement. The fact that will selects an infinitive
complement (and that surviveis an infinitive form and is the sister of will) means that survive must be the
complement of will and hence that will survive is a projection of will. Likewise, the fact that will has an
[EPP] feature requiring it to project a subject means that the nominative pronoun | must be the subject of
will, and hence that | will survive is an extended projection of will. As before, the rel ative position of the
relevant constituents within the overall structuretells usthat will isaminimal projection (of itsef), will
survive is an intermediate projection of will, and that | will surviveisthe maxima projection of will. The
overdl conclusion we arrive a is that the information about category labels and projection levelsin a
conventional labelled tree diagram like (47) above may well be redundant.

If the kind of reasoning outlined hereis along theright lines, it opens up the possibility of devel oping a
theory of bar e phrase structure such as that outlined in a skeletal form in Chomsky (1995) and
Uriagereka (1998) — though it should be noted that the rel evant discussion in these two works is highly
technical and not suitabl e for those who don’t have some mathematical background in set theory.
However, we shal continue to use traditiond labelled trees and the bar notation to represent structure,
category membership and projection levels throughout the rest of this book, since this remains the notation
most widdy used in contemporary work in syntax.

3.8 Summary
In this chapter, we have looked at how words are combined together to form phrases and

sentences. In §3.2 we showed how more and more complex phrases can be built up by successive binary
mer ger operations, each of which combines apair of constituents to form alarger congtituent. In 83.3 we
argued that clauses containing afinite tense auxiliary are formed by merging the tense auxiliary with a
verba complement to form an intermediate T-bar projection which is then merged with a subject to form
an extended TP/tense phrase projection. On this view, a sentence like It may rain would be formed by
merging the present-tense auxiliary may with the verb rain to form the T-bar constituent may rain, and
then merging the resulting T-bar with the pronoun it to derive the TP It may rain. We also noted the claim
made by Chomsky in earlier work that the requirement for tense auxiliaries to have a subject isa
consequence of a principle of Universal Grammar called the Extended Prgjection Principle/EPP, which
requires afinite T to have an extended projection into a TP containing a subject; and we noted that this
subject-requirement can be described by saying that afinite T has an [EPP] feature requiring it to have an
extended projection into a TP contai ning a subject. Introducing a new term, we said that the subject
occupies the specifier position within TP, and that specifiers are constituents which merge with an
intermediate proj ection to form a maximal projection. We noted that other kinds of constituent can also
have specifiers, so that (e.g.) straight occupies the specifier position within a prepositional phraselike
straight to bed. In 83.4 we argued that dauses introduced by a complementiser/C are formed by merging
C with a TP complement to form a CP/complementiser phrase. In §83.5, we looked at ways of testing
congtituent structure, outlining tests rdating to co-ordination, substitution, and preposing. We noted that a
variety of factors can sometimes prevent constituents from being preposed in order to highlight them; for
example, items with little or no substantive lexical content generally cannot be preposed, and there are
also syntactic restrictions on preposing — e.g. such movement operati ons are subject to a Functional Head
Consgtraint which bars the complement of a determiner or complementiser from being moved on its own.
In 83.6, welooked at the syntactic relations between constituents within tree diagrams, noting that the
relaion c-command plays a central rolein syntax, e.g. in rdation to anaphor binding. In 83.7 we
discussed the potentia redundancy in the system of labels used to represent categories and projection
levelsin traditional phrase structure trees, and noted that Chomsky has been seeking to devel op a theory of
bare phrasestructurein recent work.

For those of you familiar with work in traditional grammar, it will be dear that the assumptions made
about syntactic structure within the Minimalist framework are somewhat different from those madein
traditional grammar. Of course, there are some similarities: within both types of framework, it is assumed
that lexical categories project into phrases, so that by combining a noun with one or more other
congtituents we can form a noun phrase, and likewise by combining a verb/prepaosition/adj ective/adverb
with one or more other constituents we can form averb phrase/prepositiona phrase/adjectival
phrase/adverbial phrase But there are two mgjor differences between the two types of framework. Oneis
that Minimalism (unlike Traditional Grammar) assumes that function words a so project into phrases (so
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that by combining a determiner with a noun expressi on we form a determiner phrase, by combining a
(present or past tense) auxiliary/T with a complement and a subject we form a Tense Projection/TP, and
by combining a complementiser with a TP we form a complementiser projection/CP. This in some cases
results in an analysis which is rather different from that found in traditiona grammar (e.g. in that the nose
would be considered a noun phrasein traditional grammar, but is taken to be a determiner phrase within
the framework adopted here). A further difference between the two frameworks is that Minimalism
assumes that al syntactic structure is binary-branching, whereas traditional grammar (implicitly) does not.

WORKBOOK SECTION

Exercise 3.1
Discuss the derivation of the following sentences, showing how their structureis built up in a pairwise
fashion by successive binary merger operations.

He has become fond of Mary

She must be pleased to see you

He may need to ask for help

They are expecting to hear from you

You should try to talk to the president

Inflation is threatening to undermine the growth of the economy
Nobody could believe that Sam was working for the government
He may refuse to admit that he was defrauding the company

oO~NOOTPAWN P

Show how evidence from co-ordination and pronominalisation can be used in support of your analysis. In
addition, say which constituents can (and cannot) be preposed — and why.

Helpful hints

Assumethat the sentences are derived in abottom-up fashion by first merging the last two words in the
sentence to form a constituent, then merging the constituent thereby formed with the third-from-last word
to form an even larger constituent, then merging this even larger constituent with the fourth-from-last
word...and so on. (It should be noted, however, that while this simple procedure will work for most of the
sentences in the two exercises in this chapter, it requires modification to handle more complex sentences —
e.g. those with phrasal subjects like sentences 3, 4, 7, 18 and 20 in exercise 3.2.)

M odel answer for 1
Merging the preposition of with the noun Mary which serves as its complement derives the PP
(prepasitional phrase) in (i) below:

(i) PP
/\
P N
of Mary

Merging the adjective fond with the resulting PP (which is the complement of fond) forms the AP
(adjectival phrase) fond of Mary in (ii) below:

U S
A PP
fond
P N
of Mary

Merging the verb become with the AP fond of Mary which serves as the complement of become forms the
VP/verb phrasein (iii) below:
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(iii) VP
/\
V AP
become /\
A PP

fond T~
P N
of Mary

Merging the tense auxiliary (T constituent) has with its VP complement become fond of Mary forms the
intermediate T-bar projection (iv) below:

(iv) T
/\
T VP
has /\
\Y AP
become /\
A PP
fond
P N
of Mary
Merging the T-bar in (iv) with the pronoun he which serves asits subject will derivethe TP:
(V) TP
/\
PRN T
He /\
T VP
has /\
\Y AP
become T
A PP
fond T~
P N
of Mary

The subject he occupies the specifier position within TP and so can be said to bein spec-TP.

Evidence in support of the analysisin (v) comes from co-ordination data in relation to sentences such
as.
(vi)(@  Hehasbecome fond [of Mary] and [of her sister]

(b) Hehas become [fond of Mary] and [proud of her achievements)

(¢  Hehas[become fond of Mary] and [grown used to her mother]

(d)  He[has become fond of Mary] and [is hoping to marry her]

The fact that each of theitaicised strings can be co-ordinated with another similar (bold-printed) string is
consistent with the claim made in (v) that of Mary isaPP, fond of Mary isan AP, become fond of Mary is
a VP and has become fond of MaryisaT-bar.

Additional evidencein support of the analysisin (v) comes from the use of the proforms so/which in:

(vii)(@ Heisapparently fond of Mary, though nobody expected him to become so
(b)  If he has become fond of Mary (which he has), why doesn’t he ask her out?

The fact that fond of Mary is the antecedent of so in (vii)(a) is consistent with the daim madein (v) that
fond of Mary is an AP; likewise, the fact that become fond of Mary is the antecedent of which in (vii)(b) is
consistent with the claim madein (vi) that become fond of Mary isa VP.

If we look at the question of which expressions in the sentence can and cannot be preposed in order to
highlight them, we find the following picture (? indi cates questionabl e grammati cality):
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(viii)(@  Mary, he (certainly) has become fond of (b) ?20f Mary, he (certainly) has become fond
(¢ Fond of Mary, he (certainly) has become (d)  Becomefond of Mary, he (certainly) has
(e *Hasbecome fond of Mary, he certainly

(Adding the adverb certainly improves the acceptability of some of the relevant sentences, for discourse
reasons which need not concern us.) In (35) in the main text, we suggested that highlighting involves
preposing the smallest possible maximal projection containing the focused material. Suppose that we want
to highlight Mary via preposing. Since Mary is amaximal projection in (v) by virtue of being the largest
expression headed by the word Mary, preposing Mary in (viii)(a) yields a grammatical outcome, as
expected. By contrast, preposing the prepaositional phrase of Mary yiel ds a somewhat degraded sentence,
as we see from (viii)(b): this may be because if we want to highlight Mary alone, we prepose the smallest
maximal projection containing Mary, and thisis clearly the N Mary not the PP of Mary. There would only
be some point in preposing of Mary if we wanted to highlight of as well as Mary; but since the preposition
of (rather likeinfinitival to) haslittle or no semantic content (some linguists suggesting that it is a
genitive case particlein this kind of use and hence a functor), an of-phraseis not a good candidate for
highlighting. The string fond of Mary can be preposed in (viii)(c) by virtue of its status as the maximal
projection of fond (i.e the largest expression headed by fond). In (viii)(d) we see that become fond of
Mary can also be preposed by virtue of being the maximal projection of the verb become. By contrast, the
string has become fond of Mary cannot be preposed in (viii)(€) because of its status as an intermediate
(T-bar) projection of has — the corresponding maximal projection of has being the TP He has become fond
of Mary.

Exercise 3.2

In 83.7, we showed how the relation c-command plays an important rolein accounting for the use of
reflexive and reciprocal anaphors. The same can be argued to be true of two other types of expression,
namely non-anaphoric pronominals like he/him/her/it/them etc. and referential noun expressions like John
or the president. Chomsky (1981) and much subsequent work saw the devel opment of a Theory of Binding
which incorporated the three binding principles outlined informall y bel ow:

(1) Binding Principles
Principle A: an anaphor must be bound within its local domain
Principle B: a (non-anaphoric) pronominal (expression) must be free within its local domain
Principle C: an R-expression (i.e. referring noun expression) must be free within the overdl
structure containing it

Although there is controversy about how best to define the notion of local domain in relation to binding,
for present purposes assume that this corresponds to the notion of TP, and that the three binding principles
in (1) thus amount to the foll owi ng:

(2) A:Ananaphor (like himself) must be bound by (i.e. must refer to) a c-commanding constituent
within the closest TP containing it
B: A pronominal (like him) must not be bound by (i.e. must not refer to) any c-commanding
constituent within the dosest TP containing it
C: An R-expression (i.e areferring noun expression like John/the president) must not be coferential
to (i.e. must not refer to the same entity as) any c-commanding expression within the overall
tree structure containing it

Inthelight of the Binding Prindiples outlined informally in (2), discuss the binding properties of the
expressions Fred, John, he/himand himself in sentences 3-8 below, drawing trees to represent the
structure of the sentences.

3a  Therumours about Fred have upset him
b *The rumours about Fred have upset himself

4a  The rumours about him have upset Fred
b *The rumours about himsd f have upset Fred
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5a  John must fed that Fred has disgraced himself
b *John must fed that himsdf has disgraced Fred

6a  John must fed that he has disgraced Fred
b  John must fed that Fred has disgraced him

7a  John may wonder if the rumours about Fred will affect him
b  John may wonder if the rumours about him will affect Fred

8a  John may suspect that Fred has taken some pictures of him
b John may suspect that Fred has taken some pictures of himse f

In addition to its role in Binding Theory, the notion c-command has traditionally been assumed to play
an important part in accounting for the syntax of so-called (negative/interrogative) polarity expressions—
i.e. expressions which are said to be restricted to occurring in negative or interrogative contexts. One way
of characterising this restriction is to suppose that the rel evant expressi ons are restricted to occurring in a
position where they are c-commanded by what Klima (1964) termed an affective congtituent (e.g. a
negative, interrogative or conditiona expression — conditional expressions including if/unlessin structures
like ‘I will shut him up if he triesto say says anything’). Polarity expressions include the partitive
guantifier any (and related compounds like anyone/anything), the items need and dare when serving as
auxiliaries which don’t take third person singular —s in the present tense and which have a bare (to-less)
infinitive complement, and idioms likelift a finger. Show how the c-command condition accounts for the
(unygrammati cality of the foll owing:

9  Youmustn't talk to anyone 10  Nobody need do anything

11 Who dare blame anyone? 12 Shehasrefused to sign anything

13  Sheshould know if anyone has made any changes 14 | don't think that anyone dare lift afinger
15 Hemay have no desire to change anything 16 Nobody will think that anything has changed

17 Hemay fed unableto do anything 18 No palitician dare offend anyone

19 *Anyoneisn't heping me 20 *Thefact that nothing has happened will change anything
21 Johnwill deny that anything has happened 22 *John has denied anything

23 John has denied any involvement 24 John has denied involvement in any fraud

Inreation to 19 (intended to be synonymous with There isn’'t anyone helping me) show how the
traditional ternary-branching analysis of clauses as S-constituents (whereby 19 would be analysed asan S
congtituent comprising the pronoun/PRN anyone, the present-tense auxiliary/T isn’t and the verb
phrase/V P helping me) would be unabl e to provide a principled account of the ungrammaticality of 19 in
terms of the c-command condition on polarity items. In relation to 21-22, consider why some linguists
(e.g. Landau 2002) have claimed that it is not the verb deny which is negative in 19/20, but rather the
compl ementiser that, and say why sentences like 23/24 cast doubt on this. Consider an aternative account
of datalike 21-24 under which we assume that a polarity item must be asymmetrically c-commanded by
an affectiveitem, and we define asymmetric c-command as foll ows:

25 X asymmetricaly c-commands Y if X c-commandsY but Y does nhot c-command X

Helpful hints

Assume that need/dare (when they take a bare to-less infinitive complement) are modal auxiliaries which
occupy the head T position of TP, and that they take a VP complement: assume also that they are polarity
items in this use. Assume that no in 15/18 isa quantifier (= Q) which heads a quantifier phrase (= QP)
congtituent and has a noun phrase as its compl ement: assume that when the head Q of QP is negative, the
overd! QP is negative as well (because a phrase carries the same features as its head by virtue of being a
projection of the rd evant head). In addition, assume that mustn’t/don’t/isn’t are (inherently negetive)
T/tense auxiliaries. Finally, assume that anyone/anything/nobody/nothing are pronouns (more specifically,
they are Q-pronouns, i.e. pronomina quantifiers). [A descriptive detail which you might careto noteis
that the quantifier any has two uses. It can serve as auniversal or ‘free choice quantifier with ameaning
similar to every (asin He'll do anything for a laugh): in this use, theinitial a- of any is stressed, and the
relevant word is not a polarity item—i.e isnot restricted to occurring in affective contexts. The second
use of any is as apartitive (or existential) quantifier: in this use, it has a meaning similar to some and
can be unstressed (withiits initial vowe reduced to schwa or even being truncated in rapid colloquial
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speech styles — e.g. He wouldn’t do "nything), and is indeed a pol arity item restricted to occurring in
affective contexts. Assumethat in the examples in 9-24 above, you are dealing with partitive any, and that
thisisapolarity item.]

M odel answer for 1
Although we will not attempt to argue this here, there are good reasons for thinking that sentence 1a has
the structure (i) below:

DP T
/\ /\
D NP T VP
The — T have — T
N PP \Y PRN
rumours /\ upset him
P N
about Fred

Himisapronominal (i.e. a non-anaphori ¢ pronoun), and hence subject to Principle B of Binding Theory.
This specifies that a pronomina like him cannot refer to any expression c-commanding it within the
closest TP containing it; and from thisit follows that such a pronominal can (a) refer to an expression
contained in adifferent TP within the same sentence, or (b) refer to an expression within the same TP as
long as that expression does not ¢-command him, or (¢) refer to some entity in the domain of discourse
(e.g. some person not mentioned in the relevant sentence, but present in the discourse context). The second
of these possibilities (b) allows for him to refer to Fred in (i), since although him and Fred are contained
within the same TP, Fred does not c-command him (the only constituent which Fred c-commands being
the preposition about) so that principle B is satisfied if him refersto Fred (or if indeed him refers to some
other person not menti oned in the sentence).

Thenoun Fred is an R-expression by virtue of being areferring noun expression, and hence is subject
to Principle C of Binding Theory. This specifies that an R-expression like Fred cannot be coreferential to
any expression which c-commands it anywhere within the overall structure containing it. However, there
isnoviolation of Principle C in (i) if Fred and him are coreferential, since Fred is not c-commanded by
him. (The only constituent which him c-commandsistheV upset). Thereis likewise no violation of
Principle C if Fred refers to some person not mentioned within the sentence. Overall, then, principles B
and C alow for the twin possibilities that him can either refer to Fred or refer to someone other than Fred
who is not directly mentioned in the sentence.

M odel answer for 9
Given the assumptions made in the text, 9 will havethe structure (ii) bel ow:

(i) TP
PRN T'
You /\
T VP
mustn’t P
V PP
talk

P PRN
to anyone

The T node contai ning the negative auxiliary mustn’t here c-commands the PRN node containing the
polarity item anyone because the sister of [+ mustn’t] is[ve talk to anyone], and anyone is contained within
this VP, since the PRN nodeis one of the grandchildren of the VP node. If you prefer to use the dternative
train metaphor suggested in 83.7 (under which X c-commands Y if you can get from X to Y on atrain by
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going one stop north, then taking a southbound train on a different line and travelling as many stops south
as you choose), you can say that [+ mustn’'t] c-commands [pry anyone] because if you travel one stop north
fromthe T station you arrive at the T-bar station, and if you then changetrains at the T-bar station you can
get a southbound train on a different line which will take you to the PRN station contai ning anyone (at the
end of theline) viathe VP and PP stations. Since the polarity item anyone is c-commanded by the
negative auxiliary mustn’t, the c-command condition on the use of polarity items is satisfied, and sentence
1 istherefore grammatical.
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4

Null constituents

4.1 Overview
So far, our discussion of syntacti ¢ structure has tacitly assumed that adl constituentsin a given
structure are overt (in the sense that they have overt phonetic features, as well as grammatical and
semantic features). However, in this chapter we argue that syntactic structures may dso contain null
constituents (also known as empty categories) —i.e. constituents which have grammatical and semantic
features but lack phonetic features (and so are‘silent’ or ‘inaudibl€e’).

4.2 Null subjects
We are already familiar with one kind of null constituent from the discussion of the Null
Subject Parameter in 81.6. There, we saw that alongside finite clauses like that produced by SPEAKER A
inthe dialoguein (1) bd ow with an overt subject like Maria, Italian also has finite clauses like that
produced by SPEAKER B, with a null subject pronoun conventionally designated as pro (and referred to
affectionatdy as ‘little pro’):

(1) SPEAKERA: Maria e tornata?
Mariais returned? (‘Has Maria returned?)

SPEAKERB: Si, pro etornata
Yes, proisreturned (‘Y es, she has returned’)

Onereason for positing pro in (1B) isthat it captures the intuition that the sentence has an * understood’
subject (asis clear from the fact that its English translation contains the subject pronoun she). A second
reason rel ates to the agreement morphology carried by the auxiliary € ‘is' and the participle tornata
‘returned’ in (1). Just as the form of the (third person singular) auxiliary € ‘is' and the (feminine singular)
participle tornata is determined via agreement with the overt (third person feminine singular) subject
Mariain (1A), so too the auxiliary and participle agree in exactly the same way with the null pro subject in
(1B), which (as used here) is third person feminine singular by virtue of referring to Maria. If the sentence
in (1B) were subjectl ess, it is not obvious how we would account for the rd evant agreement facts. Since
al finite clausesin Italian allow a null pro subject, we can refer to pro as anull finite subject.

Although English is not an Italian-style null subject language (in the sense that it is not a language
which alows any and every kind of finite clause to have a null pro subject), it does have three different
types of null subject (briefly discussed in exercisel). One such areimper ative null subjects. Asthe
examplesin (2) bdow illustrate, an imperative sentence in English can have an overt subject whichis
either a second person expression like you, or athird person expression like anyone:

(2)(@) Don't you darelose your nervel (b) Don't anyone dare lose their nerve!
However, imperative null subjects are intrinsically second person, as the contrast in (3) bd ow shows:
(3 (@ Don't lose your nervel (b) *Don't losetheir nervel

In other words, imperative null subjects seem to be a silent counterpart of you. Oneway of describing this
isto say that the pronoun you can have anull spellout (and thereby have its phonetic features not spelled
out —i.e deeted/omitted) when it isthe subject of an imperative sentence.

A second type of null subject found in English aretruncated null subjects. In cryptic styl es of
colloquia spoken English (and aso in diary styles of written English) a sentence can betruncated (i.e.
shortened) by giving a subject pronoun like I/youw/he/we/they a null spdlout if it isthefirst wordin a
sentence. So, in sentences likethosein (4) below:
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(#H@ | can’'tfind my pen (b) 1think I [€ft it at home (0 Whydol aways losethings?

the two italicised occurrences of the subject pronoun | can be given a null spellout because in each casel
isthe first word in the sentence, but not other occurrences of | — as we see from (5) below:

(5)(@ Can't find my pen (b) Think I l€eft it at home* Think left it at home
(c) *Why do aways lose things?

However, not all sentence-initial subjects can be truncated (e.g. we can't truncate He in a sentence like He
istired, giving *Is tired): the precise nature of the constraints on truncation are unclear.

A third type of null subject found in English are nonfinite null subjects, found in nonfinite dauses
which don’t have an overt subject. In this connection, compare the structure of the bracketed infinitive
clausesinthe (a) and (b) exampl es bel ow:

(6)(@ Wewould like[you to stay] (7)(@ Wedon't want [anyone to upset them]
(b) Wewould like[to stay] (b) Wedon't want [to upset them]

Each of the bracketed infinitive complement clausesin the (a) examplesin (6) and (7) contains an overt
(italicised) subject. By contrast, the bracketed complement clauses in the (b) exampl es appear to be
subjectless. However, we shall argue that apparently subjectless infinitive dauses contain anull subject.
The particular kind of null subject found in the bracketed clauses in the (b) examples has the same
grammatical and referential properties as a pronoun, and hence gppears to be a null pronoun. In order to
differentiate it from the null (‘little pro’) subject found in finite clauses in null subject languages like
Italian, it is conventionally designated as PRO and referred to as ‘ big PRO’. Given this assumption, a
sentence such as (6b) will have a paralld structure to (6a), except that the bracketed TP has an overt
pronoun you as its subject in (6a), but a null pronoun PRO as its subject in (6b) — as shown below:

(8 TP
/\
PRN T
We /\
T VP
would T T~
V TP
like
PRN T
you/PRO N

T Vv
to say

Using the relevant technica terminology, we can say that the null PRO subject in (8) is controlled by (i.e.
refers back to) the subject we of the matrix (= containing = next highest) clause — or, equivalently, that we
isthe controller or antecedent of PRO: hence, astructure like ‘We would like PRO to stay’ has an
interpretation akin to that of ‘We would like ourselves to stay’. Verbs (such as like) which alow an
infinitive complement with a PRO subject are said to function (in the relevant use) as control verbs;
likewise, a complement clause with anull PRO subject is known as a contr ol clause.

An obvious question to ask at this juncture is why we should posit that apparently subjectless infinitive
compl ements like those bracketed in (6b/7b) above have a null PRO subject. Part of the motivation comes
from theintuition that the verb stay in (6b) above has an understood subject — and positing a PRO subject
for the stay clause captures this intuition. The null PRO subject of a control infinitive becomes overt if the
infinitive dauseis substituted by a finite clause, as we see from the paraphrases for the (a) examples given
in the (b) exampl es bel ow:

(9@ 1 amsorry [PRO to have kept you waiting] (b) 1 amsorry [l have kept you waiting]
(10)(@ Jim promised [PRO to cometo my party] (b)  Jim promised [he would cometo my party]

The fact that the bracketed clausesin the (b) examples contain an overt (italicised) subject makes it
plausible to suppose that the bracketed clauses in the synonymous (a) examples have a null PRO subject.
Further evidence in support of positing a null PRO subject in such clauses comes from the syntax of
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reflexive anaphors (i.e. self/selves forms such as mysel f/yoursel f/himse f/themsel ves etc.). As examples
such as the following indicate, reflexives generaly require alocal antecedent (the reflexive being
italicised and its antecedent bol d-printed):

(11)(@  They want [John to hep himself] (b) *They want [John to help themselves)

In the case of structures like (11), alocd antecedent means ‘ an antecedent contai ned within the same
[bracketed] clause/ TP as thereflexive . (11a) is grammatical because it satisfies this locality requirement:
the antecedent of the reflexive himself is the noun John, and John is contai ned within the same (bracketed)
help-clause as himself. By contrast, (11b) is ungrammatical because the refl exive themselves does not have
alocal antecedent (i.e. it does not have an antecedent within the bracketed clause containing it); its
antecedent is the pronoun they, and they is contai ned within the want clause, not within the [bracketed]
help clause. In thelight of the requirement for reflexives to have aloca antecedent, consider now how we
account for the grammaticality of the following:

(12)  John wants [PRO to prove himsef]

Given the requirement for reflexives to have aloca antecedent, it follows that the refl exive himself must
have an antecedent within its own [bracketed] clause. Thisrequirement is satisfied in (12) if we assume
that the bracketed complement clause has a PRO subject, and that PRO is the antecedent of himself. Since
PRO inturnis controlled by John (i.e. John isthe antecedent of PRO), this means that himself is
coreferential to (i.e refersto the sameindividua as) John.

A further argument in support of positing that control clauses have a silent PRO subject can be
formulated in theoretical terms. In the previous chapter, we noted that finite auxiliaries have an [EPP]
feature which requires them to have a subject specifier. Since finite auxiliaries belong to the category T of
tense-marker, we can generalise this conclusion by positing that al finite T constituents have an [EPP]
feature requiring them to have a subject. However, since we argued in chapter 2 that infinitival to dso
beongs to the category T (by virtue of its status as a nonfinite tense-marker), we can suggest the broader
generalisation that not only afinite T but also anonfinite T containing the infinitive partid e to has an
[EPP] feature and hence must likewise project a subject. The analysisin (8) aboveis consistent with this
generalisation, sinceit posits that stay clause either has an overt you subject or a null PRO subject, with
either type of subject satisfying the [EPP] feature of to.

The overal conclusion which our discussion hereleads ustois that just as infinitive complements like
you to stay in (6a) have an overt subject (you), so too seemingly subjectless infinitive complements like to
stay in (6b) have a null PRO subject — as shown in (8) above. In structures like (8), PRO has an explicit
controller, which isthe subject of the matrix clause (i.e. of the clause which immediately contains the
control verb). However, thisisnot always the case, as we can see from structures like (13) bel ow:

(13)(® Itisimportant [PRO to take regular exercise]
(b) It'sdifficult [PRO tolearn aforeign language]
(o) It'sunwise[PRO to mix business with pleasure]

It isclear from examples like (14) be ow that apparently subjectless clauses like those bracketed in (13/14)
must have a null PRO subject:

(14(@  It'simportant [PRO to prepare myself properly for the exam]
(b) It'simportant [PRO not to take oneself too seriously]

since the reflexives myself/oneself require aloca antecedent within the bracketed clause containing them,
and PRO searves the function of being the antecedent of the reflexive. However, PRO itsdlf has no explicit
antecedent in structures like (13/14). In such cases (where PRO lacks an explicit controller), PRO can
either refer to someindividual outside the sentence (e.g. the speaker in 14a) or can have arbitrary
reference (asin 14b) and refer to ‘any arbitrary person you careto mention’ and hence have much the
same interpretation as arbitrary one in sentences like *One can’t be too careful these days' . (See Landau
1999/2001 for further discussion of control structures.)

4.3 Null auxiliaries
So far, al the clauses we have |looked at in this chapter and the last have contained a TP
projection headed by a finite auxiliary or infinitival to. The obvious generalisation suggested by this is that
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all clauses contain TP. Animportant question begged by this assumption, however, is how we areto
analyse finite clauses which contain no overt auxiliary. In this connection, consider the construction
illustrated in (15) bel ow:

(15) Hecould have hdped her, or [she have helped him]

Both clauses here (viz. the he clause and the bracketed she clause) appear to befinite, since both have
nomi nati ve subjects (he/she). If al finite clauses contain a TP projection headed by a finite T constituent,
it follows that both clausesin (15) must be TPs containing afinite T. Thisisclearly true of the he dause,
since this contains the finite modal auxiliary could; however, the she clause doesn’t seem to contain any
finite auxiliary constituent, since have is an infinitive formin (15) (the corresponding finite form which
would be required with athird person subject like she being has). How can we analyse finite clauses as
projections of afinite T constituent when clauses like that bracketed in (15) contain no finite auxiliary?
An intuitively plausible answer is to suppose that the string she have helped himin (15) is an dlliptical
(i.e. abbreviated) variant of she could have helped him, and that the T constituent could in the second
clause undergoes a particular form of dlipsis called gapping. (Gapping is a grammeatical operation by
which the head of a phraseis given anull spellout —and so has its phonetic features dd eted — when the
same item occurs € sewhere within the sentence, and is so called because it leaves an apparent ‘gap’ in the
phrase where the head would otherwise have been.) If so, the second clause will have the structure (16)
below (where esuld marks an dlipsed counterpart of could, and have is treated as a non-finite
AUX/Auxiliary heading an AUXP/Auxiliary Phrase — the rationale for AUXP will be discussed in 85.7):

(16) TP

PRN T
she
T AUXP
could
AUX VP
have
\ PRN
helped him

Thehead T position of TP in astructure like (16) filled by the elipsed auxiliary eedtd. Although an
elipsed item loses its phonetic features, it retains its grammatica and semantic features, so that cedld in
(16) is asilent counterpart of could. Thenull T analysisin (16) provides a prindipled account of three
observations. Firstly, the bracketed clausein (15) isinterpreted as an eliptica form of she could have
helped him: this can be straightforwardly accounted for under the analysisin (16) since T contains a null
counterpart of could. Secondly, the subject isin the nominative case form she: this can be attributed to the
fact that the T positionin (16) isfilled by a‘slent’ counterpart of the finite auxiliary could, so that (like
other finite auxiliaries) it requires a nominative subject. Thirdly, the perfect auxiliary haveisin the
infinitive form: thisis because esdtd (being anull copy of could) has the same grammatical properties as
could, and so (like could) requires a complement headed by a word (like have) in the infinitive form.

A further argument in support of the null T analysisin (16) comes from facts relating to cliticisation (a
process by which one word attaches itself in aleech-like fashion to another). The perfect auxiliary have
has arange of variant forms in the spoken language. When unstressed, it can loseitsinitia /h/ segment
and haveits vowe reduced to schwa/1/, and so be pronounced as /1v/ e.g. in sentences such as You should
have been there. (Because of is also pronounced /1v/ when unstressed, some people mistakenly writethis
as You should of been there — not you, of course!) However, when have is used with a pronominal subject
ending in avowd or diphthong (e.g. a pronoun like I/we/you/they), it can loseits vowe entirdy and be
contracted down to /v/; inthis weak form, it is phonetically too insubstantial to survive as an independent
word and encliticises onto (i.e. attaches to the end of) its subject, resulting in structures such as:

(17 (@ You'vedone your duty (b) They'vereired General Gaga
(o) I'veforgotten to lock the door (d) Wevesaved you aplace

However, note that have cannot cliticise onto she in (18) below:
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(18) *He could have helped her or she' ve helped him

so that she’' ve is not homophonous with the invented word sheeve. Why should cliticisation of have onto
she be blocked here? A plausible answer is that diticisation of have onto a pronoun is only possible when
the two are immediately adjacent, and thereis no (overt or null) constituent intervening between the two.
But under the null T analysis proposed here, the second dausein (18) contains anull variant of could as
shown in (16) above and in simplified formin (19) below:

(19) Hecould have helped her or she esuld have hd ped him

It would then follow that the presence of the intervening null auxiliary esdtd blocks cliticisation of have
onto shein (19), thereby accounting for the ungrammaticality of (18) *He could have helped her or she've
helped him. Turning this conclusion on its head, we can say that the ungrammaticality of (18) provides us
with empirical evidence that the bracketed clause in (15) contains anull counterpart of could intervening
between she and have — as is claimed in the analysis in (16) above.

4.4 Null T in auxiliarilessfinite clauses
Our claimin 84.3 that clauses with elipsed auxiliaries are TPs headed by anull T constituent
rai ses the possibility of generalising the null T analysis and supposing that:

(20)  All finite clauses are TPs headed by an (overt or null) T constituent

Such a hypothesis has interesting implications for finite dauses such as the following which contain a
finite verb but no auxiliary:

(21)(a) Heenjoys syntax (b) Heenjoyed syntax

It implies that we should anal yse auxiliariless finite clauses like those in (21a/b) above as TP constituents
which have the respective structures shown in (22a/b) bel ow:

(22)d TP (b) /TP\
PRN T PRN T
He /\ He /\
\Y N \Y N
enjoys syntax enjoyed syntax

Structures like thosein (22) would differ from null-auxiliary structures like (19) He could have helped
her, or she esutd have helped himin that they don’'t contain a silent counterpart of a specific auxiliary like
could, but rather simply don't contain any auxiliary at all.

However, there s clearly something very odd about anull T analysis like (22) if we say that the
relevant clauses are TPs which are headed by a T constituent which contains absolutd y nothing. For one
thing, a category labd like T is an abbreviation for a set of features carried by alexical item — hence, if we
posit that structures like (22) are TPs, the head T position of TP has to be occupied by some kind of lexica
item. Moreover, the structures which are generated by the syntacti c component of the grammar are
eventually handed over to the semantic component to be assigned a semantic interpretation, it seems
reasonabl e to follow Chomsky (1995) in requiring all constituents in a syntactic structureto play arolein
determining the meaning of the overall structure. If so, it clearly has to be the case that the head T of TP
contai ns some item which contributes in some way to the semantic interpretation of the sentence. But what
kind of item could T contain?

In order to try and answer this question, it’ s instructive to contrast auxiliaril ess structures like those in
(22) above with auxiliary-containing structures like those in (23) bel ow:
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(23)(a) TP (b) TP
PRN T PRN T
He /\ He /\
T VP T VP
does N did N
\Y N \Y N
enjoy syntax enjoy syntax

Thehead T positionin TP isoccupied by the present-tense auxiliary doesin (23a), and by the past tense
auxiliary did in (23Db). If we examine theinternal morphological structure of these two words, we see that
does contains the present tense affix —s, and that did contains the past tense affix —d (each of these affixes
being attached to an irregular stem form of the auxiliary DO). In schematic terms, then, we can say that the
head T constituent of TP in structures like (23) is of the form auxiliary+tense affix.

If we now look back at the auxiliariless structures in (22), we see that the head V position of VP in
these structures is occupied by the verbs enjoys and enjoyed, and that these have a parallel morphol ogica
structure, in that they are of the form verb+tense affix. So, what finite clauses like (22) and (23) sharein
common is that in both cases they contain an (auxiliary or main) verb carrying atense affix. In structures
like (23) which contain an auxiliary like DO, the tense affix is attached to the auxiliary; in structures like
(22) which contain no auxiliary, the tense affix attaches instead to the main verb enjoy. If we make the
reasonabl e assumption that (asits label suggests) T isthe locus of the tense properties of afinite clause (in
the sensethat T is the constituent which carries its tense features), an interesting possibility to consider is
that the rel evant tense affix (in both types of clause structure) originatesin the head T position of TP.
Since tensed verbs agree with their subjects in person and number, let us suppose that the Tense affix
(below abbreviated to Ths) aso carries person and number properties. On this view, sentences like He
does enjoy syntax and He enjoys syntax would have the respective syntactic structures indicated in (24a/b)
below, where [3SgPr] is an abbreviation for the features [third-person, singular-number, present-tense]:

(24 TP (b) TP
/\
PRN T PRN T
He /\ He /\
T VP T VP
DO+T NSzsgpr /\ T NSzsgpr
\Y N \Y N
enjoy syntax enjoy syntax

Thetwo structures sharein common the fact that they both contain a tense affix (Tns) in T; they differ in
that the tense affix is attached to the auxiliary DO in (24a), but is unattached in (24b) because thereis no
auxiliary in T for the affix to attach to.

Under theanalysisin (24), itis dear that T in auxiliariless dauses like (24b) would not be empty, but
rather would contain a tense/agreement affix whose semantic contribution to the meaning of the overal
sentenceisthat it marks tense. But what about the phonetic spellout of the Tense affix? In a structure like
(244a), it is easy to see why the (third person singular present) Tense affix is ultimately spdled out as an
s-inflection on the end of the auxiliary does, because the affix is directly attached to the auxiliary DO in T.
But how come the affix ends up spelled out as an s-inflection on the main verb enjoysin a structure like
(24b)? We can answer this question in the following terms. Once the syntax has formed a clause structure
like (24), the relevant syntactic structurein then sent to the semantic component to be assigned a
semantic interpretation, and to the PF component to be assigned a phonetic form. 1n the PF component, a
number of morphological and phonologicd operations apply. One of these morphol ogical operationsis
traditionally referred to as Affix Hopping, and can be characterised informally as follows:

(25) Affix Hopping
In the PF component, an unattached affix in T is lowered onto the head immediately below T
(provided that the relevant head is a verb, since tense affixes require averbal host to attach to)

Since the head immediatdy below T in (24b) is the verb enjoy (which isthe head VV of VP), it foll ows that
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(in the PF component) the unattached affix in T will be lowered onto the verb enjoy via the morphol ogica
operation of Affix Hopping, in the manner shown by the arrow in (26) bel ow:

PRN T
He /\
T VP
Tnse,lsgpr /\
E Y, N
! enjoy A syntax

Sinceinflections in English are suffixes, we can assume that the Tense affix will be lowered onto the end
of the verb enjoy, to derive the structure [enjoy+ Tnszsger]. Since enjoy is aregular verb, the resulting
structure will ultimately be spdled out in the phonol ogy as the form enjoys.

What we have done so far in this section is sketch out an analysis of auxiliariless finite clauses as TPs
headed by a T constituent containing an abstract Tense affix which is subsequently lowered onto the verb
by an Affix Hopping operation in the PF component (so resulting in a clause structure which looks as if it
contains no T constituent). However, an important question to ask at this juncture is why we should claim
that auxiliaril ess dauses contain an abstract T constituent. From a theoretical point of view, one advantage
of the abstract T analysisisthat it provides a unitary characterisation of the syntax of clauses, since it
allows us to say that all clauses contain a TP projection, that the subject of a clause is always positioned
within TP, that afinite clause aways contains an (auxiliary or main) verb carrying a Tense Affix, and so
on. Lending further weight to theory-internal considerations such as theseis a substantial body of
empirical evidence, aswe shall see.

One argument in support of the Tense Affix analysis comes from coordination facts in relation to
sentences such as:

(27 (@ Heenjoys syntax, and haslearned alot
(b) Heenjoyed syntax, and is taking a follow-up course

In both sentences, theitalicised string enjoys syntax/enjoyed syntax has been co-ordinated with a bold-
printed constituent which is clearly a T-bar in that it comprises a present-tense auxiliary (hag/is) with a
verb phrase complement (learned a lot/taking another course). On the assumption that only the same
kinds of constituent can be conjoined by and, it follows that theitalicised (seemingly T-less) strings enjoys
syntax/enjoyed syntax must also be T-bar constituents; and since they contain no overt auxiliary, this mean
they must contain an abstract T constituent of some kind — precisely as the Tense Affix analysisin (24b)
claims.

A direct consequence of the Tense Affix analysis of finite dausesin (24) isthat finite auxiliaries and
finite main verbs occupy different positions within the clause: finite auxiliaries occupy the head T position
of TP, whereas finite main verbs occupy the head V position of VP. Aninteresting way of testing this
hypothesisisin relation to the behaviour of items which have the status of auxiliaries in some uses, but of
verbsin others. One such word is HAVE. In the kind of usesillustrated in (28) below, HAVE marks perfect
aspect (and requires the main verb to bein the perfect participle form seen/been):

(28)(8)  They have seen the ghost (b)  They had been warned about syntax

However, in the usesillustrated in (29) below, HAVE is causative or experiential in sense (and so has
much the same meaning as cause or experience):

(29)(8) The doctor had an eye-specidist examine the patient
(b) Thedoctor had the patient examined by an eye-specialist
(©)  Theteacher had three students walk out on her
(d)  I’'venever had anyone send me flowers

By traditional tests of auxiliarihood, perfect have is an auxiliary, and causative/experiential haveis amain
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verb: eg. perfect have can undergo inversion (Has she gone to Paris?) whereas causati ve/experiential
have cannot (*Had the doctor an eye specialist examine the patient?). In terms of the assumptions we are
making here, this means that finite forms of HAVE are positioned in the head T position of TP in their
perfect use but inthe head V position of VP in their causative or experiential use.

Evidence in support of this claim comes from facts about cliticisation. We noted earlier that the form
have can cliticise onto an immediaey adjacent pronoun ending in a vowel/diphthong. In thelight of this,
cons der contrasts such as the following:

(30)(& They ve seen aghost (= perfect have)
(b) *They vetheir car serviced regularly (= causative have).
(o) *They've students walk out on them sometimes (= experiential have)

How can we account for this contrast? If we assume that perfect havein (30a) is a finite (present tense)
auxiliary which occupiesthe head T position of TP, but that causative have in (30b) and experiential have
in (30c) are main verbs occupying the head V position of a VP complement of anull T, then prior to
cliticisation the three clauses will have the respective simplified structures indicated by the partia labeled
bracketings in (31a-c) below (where Tnsis an abstract Tense affix):

(31)(@ [+ They [+ havet Tns] [ve [v Seen] aghost]]
(b) [tp They [+ Tng| [ve [v have] their car serviced regularly]]
(©  [tr They [t Tng [ve [v have] students walk out on them sometimes]]

(Here and throughout the rest of the book, partial 1abeled bracketings are used to show those parts of the
structure most relevant to the discussion a hand, omitting other parts. In such cases, we generally show
relevant heads and their maximal projections but omit intermediate projections, asin (31) above where we
show T and TP but not T-bar.) Since cliticisation of have onto a pronoun is blocked by the presence of an
intervening (overt or null) constituent, it should be obvious why have can cliticise onto they in (31a) but
not in (31b/c): after al, thereis no intervening constituent separati ng the pronoun they from have in (31a),
but they is separated from the verb have in (31b/c) by an intervening T constituent containing a Tense
affix (Tns), so blocking contraction. It goes without saying that a crucia premise of this account is the
assumption that (in itsfinite forms) have is positioned in the head T position of TP in its use as a perfect
auxiliary, but in the head V position of VP in its use as a causative or experientia verb. In other words,
have cliticisation facts suggest that finite clauses which lack afinite auxiliary are TPs headed by an
abstract T constituent containing a Tense affix.

In this section, we have argued that afinite T always contains atense affix. In clauses contai ning an
auxiliary, the auxiliary is directly merged with the tense affix to form an auxiliary+affix structure; in
auxiliariless clauses, the tense affix is lowered onto the main verb by an Affix Hopping operationin the
PF component, so forming a verb+affix structure.

4.5 Null T in bareinfinitive clauses
In the previous section, we argued that auxiliariless finite clauses are TP constituents headed by
an abstract T containing a Tense affix. Given that clauses containing a finite auxiliary are also TPs, a
plausible conclusion to draw is that all finite clauses are TPs. Sinceto infinitive clauses are a so TPs (with
to serving as a nonfinite tense particle) we can generalise till further and say that al finite and infinitival
clauses are TPs. Thisin turn has implications for how we analyse bare (i.e. to-less) infinitive compl ement
clauses such as those bracketed bel ow (where the italicised verb is infinitival in form):

(32)(@ | have never known [Tom criticise anyone]
(b) A reporter saw [Senator Sleaze leave Benny's Bunny Bar]
(6 Youmustn't let [the pressure get to you]

If (as we are suggesting) all finite and infinitival dauses areindeed TPs, bare infinitive clauses like those
bracketed in (32) will be TPs headed by anull T constituent. Sincetherdevant null T congtituent
resemblesinfinitival to in requiring the (italicised) verb in the bracketed complement clause to bein the
infinitive form, we can takeit to be a null counterpart of infinitival to (below symbolised aste). Thisin
turn will mean that the bracketed infinitive clause in (32a) has the structure (33) below:
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(33 TP
/\
N T
Tom /\
T VP
to
\Y PRN

criticise anyone

We could then say that verbs like know, see and let (as used in (32) above) take an infinitival TP

compl ement headed by an infinitive particle with anull spellout, whereas verbs like expect, judge, report,
believe etc. take a TP complement headed by an infinitive particle which is overtly spelled out asto in
structures like those bel ow:

(3@ | expect [himtowin| (b) Ijudged [himto belying]
(c)  They reported [him to be missing] (d) I believe[him to beinnocent]

This means that all infinitive clauses are TPs headed by an infinitival T which is overtly speled out asto
ininfinitive clauses like those bracketed in (34), but which has anull spdlout ininfinitive clauses like
those bracketed in (32).

Thenull T analysisin (33) islent plausibility by the fact that some bare infinitive clauses haveto
infinitive counterparts in present-day English: cf.

(35)(@ I'venever known [Tom (to) criticise anyone]
(b)  Tom has never been known [to criticise anyone]

(36)(8) A reporter saw [Senator Sleaze leave Benny’s Bunny Bar]
(b)  Senator Sleaze was seen [to leave Benny’s Bunny Bar]

Theinfinitive partid e in the bracketed TPs in (35/36) must be overtly spelled out as to when the rel evant
TPisused as the complement of a passive participle like known in (35b) or seen in (36b), but can have a
null spellout when the relevant TP is the complement of an active transitive verb like the perfect participle
known in (35a) or the past tense form saw in (36a) — a key difference being that a null spdlout for the
infinitive particeis optional in structures like (35a) but obligatory in structures like (36a). Although data
like (35-36) are suggestive rather than conclusive, they make it plausibl e to suppose that bare infinitive
clauses are TPs headed by a null variant of infinitival to.

Additional support for the null infinitive particle analysis of bare infinitive clauses comes from
cliticisation facts in relation to sentences such as the following:

(37 (@) | can’t let [you have my password]
(b) *I can't let [you' ve my password]

If we suppose that the bracketed infinitive complement in (37b) isa TP headed by a null variant of
infinitiva to asin:

(38) | can'tlet [tp you [t te] have my password]

we can account for that fact that have cannot diticise onto you by positing that the presence of the null
infinitive partid e te intervening between you and have blocks cliticisation of have onto you.

Our discussion here [ eads us to the wider conclusion that both to infinitive dauses and bare (to-1ess)
infinitive dauses are TP constituents headed by an infinitive particle which has the overt spelout to in
most types of infinitive clause, but has anull spellout in bareinfinitive clauses. Given that we earlier
argued that all finite clauses contain a TP projection (headed by a T which contains a Tense affix, and may
or may not also contain an auxiliary), the overall conclusion which wereach is that all finite and infinitival
clauses contain a TP, and that T is overt in clauses containing afinite auxiliary or infinitival to, but is null
elsewhere (because to in bare infinitive dauses has anull spellout, and the Tns affix in auxiliariless finite
clausesis lowered onto the main verb in the PF component). One advantage of this analysisis that it
enables us to attain a uniform characterisation of the syntax of (finite and infinitival) clauses as TP
structures headed by a T with aV or VP complement. (For alternative analyses of the types of structure
discussed in this section, see Felser 1999a/b and Basilico 2003.)
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4.6 Null Cin finite clauses
The overal conclusion to be drawn from our discussion in 84.3-84.5 is that all finite and
infinitive dauses contain an overt or null T constituent which projects into TP. However, given that
clauses can beintroduced by complementisers such as if/that/for, a natural question to ask is whether
apparently complementiserless clauses can likewise be argued to be CPs headed by a null complementiser.
In this connection, consider the following:

(39 (& Wedidn't know [if he had resigned]
(b) Wedidn't know [that he had resigned]
(0 Wedidn't know [he had resigned]

The bracketed complement clauseis interpreted as interrogativein forcein (39a) and declarativein force
in (39b), and it is plausible to suppose that the force of the dause is determined by force features carried
by the italicised complementiser introducing the clause: in other words, the bracketed clauseis
interrogativein forcein (39a) becauseit is introduced by the interrogative complementiser if, and is
declarativein force in (39b) becauseit isintroduced by the declarative complementiser that.

But now consider the bare (i.e. seemingly compl ementiserless) clausein (39c¢): this can only be
interpreted as declarativein force (not as interrogative), so that (39c) is synonymous with (39b) and not
with (39a). Why should this be? One answer is to suppose that the bracketed bare clausein (39c) isa CP
headed by a null variant of the declarative compl ementiser that (bel ow symbolised as that), and that the
bracketed complement clauses in (39a/b/c) have the structure (40) bel ow:

(40) CP
/\
C TP
if/that/that
PRN T
he

T vV
had resigned

Given the analysisin (40), we could then say that the force of each of the bracketed complement dausesin
(39) is determined by the force features carried by the head C of the overall CP; in (404) the clauseis a CP
headed by the interrogative complementiser if and so isinterrogetive in force; in (40b) it is a CP headed by
the declarative complementiser that and so is declarativein force; and in (40c) it is a CP headed by a null
variant of the declarative complementiser that and so is likewise declarative in force. More generdly, the
null C analysis would enable us to arrive at a uniform characterisation of all finite clauses as CPsin which
the force of a clause isindicated by force features carried by an (overt or null) complementiser introducing
the clause.

Empirical evidence in support of the null C analysis of bare complement clauses like that bracketed in
(39c) comes from co-ordination facts in relation to sentences such as:

(41) Wedidn't know [he had resigned] or [that he had been accused of corruption]

In (41), theitalicised bare clause has been co-ordinated with a bold-printed clause which is clearly a CP
sinceit isintroduced by the overt complementiser that. If we make the traditional assumption that only
congtituents of the same type can be co-ordinated, it follows that theitalicised clause he had resigned in
(41) must be a CP headed by a null counterpart of that because it has been co-ordinated with a bol d-
printed clause headed by the overt complementiser that — as shown in simplified form in (42) below:

(42) Wedidn't know [that he had resigned] or [that he had been accused of corruption]

What such an analysisimpliesis that the complementiser that can optionally be given a null phonetic
spellout by having its phonetic features deleted in the PF component under certain circumstances. such an
analysis dates back in spirit more than 30 years (see e.g. Stockwell, Schachter and Partee 1973, p.599).

Thenull C analysis can be extended from finite embedded clauses to main (= root = principal =
independent) clauses like those produced by speakers A and B in (43) below:

(43) SPEAKERA: | am feding thirsty
SPEAKER B: Do you feel like a Coke?
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The sentence produced by speaker A is ded arativein force (by virtue of being a statement). If forceis
marked by a force feature carried by the head C of CP, this suggests that such declarative main clauses are
CPs headed by a null complementiser carrying a declarative force feature. And indeed, theoretical

cons derations require us to assumethis, if we follow Rizzi (2000, p.288) in positing that the set of UG
principles wired into the Language Faculty include a Categorial Unifor mity Principle to the effect that
all expressions of the same type belong to the same category (and, more specificaly, all clauses with the
same force bd ong to the same category): since a declarative that-clause like that bracketed in (39b) is
clearly a CP, it follows from the Categorial Uniformity Principle that al other declarative clauses
(including declarative main clauses) must be CPs. Thisleads to the conclusion that a declarative main
clause like that produced by speaker A in (43) is a CP headed by anull declarative complementiser. But
what is the nature of the relevant null complementiser?

It seems unlikely that the null complementiser introducing declarative main clausesis anull
counterpart of that, sincethat in English can only be used to introduce complement clauses, hot main
clauses. Let’ s therefore suppose that declarative main clauses in English are introduced by an inherently
null complementiser (bel ow symbolised as @), and hence that the sentence produced by speaker A in (43)
has the structure shown in (44) below:

(44) /CP\
C TP
2 /\
PRN T
| /\
T VP
am
Y, A
feding thirsty

Under the CP analysis of main clauses in (44), the declarative force of the overal sentenceis attributed to
the fact that the sentence is a CP headed by a null complementiser @ which carries a declarative force
feature which we can represent as [Dec-Force].

Thereis evidence that main-clause questions are also CPs, and that inverted auxiliaries occupy the
head C position of CP in questions (as we will arguein more detail in 85.2). Support for this claim comes
from the replies given by speaker B in the dia ogue bel ow:

(45) SPEAKER A: What were you going to ask me?
SPEAKERB: (@) If you fed like a Coke
(b) Doyou fed like a Coke?
(c) *If do you fed like a Coke?

The fact that the inverted auxiliary do in (45b) occupies the same pre-subject position (in front of the bold-
printed subject you) as the complementiser if in (45a), and the fact that if and do are mutually exclusive
(as we see from the fact that structures like (45c¢) are ungrammatica) suggests that inverted auxiliaries
(like complementisers) occupy the head C position of CP. This in turn means that mai n-clause questions
are CPs headed by a C which isinterrogativein force by virtue of containing an interrogative force feature
which can be represented as [Int-Force].

Interestingly, an interrogative main clause can be co-ordinated with a declarative main clause, aswe
see from sentences like (46) be ow:

(46) [l amfedling thirsty], but [should | save my last Coke till later]?

In (46) we have two (bracketed) main clauses joi ned together by the co-ordinating conjunction but. The
second (italicised) conjunct should | save my last Coketill later? is an interrogative CP containing an
inverted auxiliary in the head C position of CP. Given the traditional assumption that only constituents
which bdong to the same category can be co-ordinated, it follows that the first conjunct | am feeling
thirsty must dso be a CP; and since it contains no overt complementiser, it must be headed by a null
compl ementiser — precisdy as we assumed in (44) above.

The overall conclusion which our discussion in this section leads us to is thet al finite clauses have the
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status of CP congtituents which are introduced by a complementiser. Finite complement clauses are CPs
headed either by an overt complementiser likethat or if or by anull complementiser (e.g. anull variant of
that in the case of declarative complement clauses). Finite main dauses are likewise CPs headed by aC
which contains an inverted auxiliary if the clauseis interrogative, and an inherently null complementiser
otherwise.

4.7 Null Cin non-finite clauses
The conclusion we reached in the previous section is that all finite clauses (whether main
clauses or complement clauses) are CPs headed by an (overt or null) compl ementiser which marks the
force of the clause. But what about non-finite clauses? It seems clear that for-to infinitive dauses such as
that bracketed in (47) below are CPs since they are introduced by the infinitival complementiser for:

(47) 1 will arrange [for them to see a specidist]

But what about the type of (bracketed) infinitive complement clause found after verbs likewant in
sentences such as (48) bel ow?

(48)  Shewanted [himto gpologise]

At first sight, it might seem as if the bracketed complement clause in sentences like (48) can’'t bea CP,
sinceit isn’t introduced by theinfinitival complementiser for. However, it is interesting to note that the
compl ement of want is indeed introduced by for when the infinitive complement is separated from the
verb want in some way — e.g. when thereis an intervening adverbial expression like more than anything as
in (49a) below, or when the complement of want isin focus position in a pseudo-cleft sentenceasin
(49by): cf.

(49)(8) Shewanted morethan anything for himto apologise
(b) What sheredlly wanted was for him to apologise

(Pseudo-d eft sentences are sentences such as ‘What John bought was a car’, where theitalicised
expression is said to be focused and to occupy focus position within the sentence.) This makes it plausible
to suggest that the complement of want in structures like (48) is a CP headed by anull variant of for
(below symbolised as fer), so that (48) has the structure showin in simplified formin (50) be ow:

(50)  Shewanted [cp [cfor] [+p him [+ to] apologise]]

For speakers of varieties of English such as mine, the complementiser for is given anull spellout in
structures like (50) where for immediatdy follows want, but is given an overt spellout in structures like
(49) wherefor does not immediatdy foll ow want. For convenience, we can refer to verbs like want as
for-deletion verbs: the precise conditions under which for is given an overt or null spellout with such verbs
varies from one type of verb to another, and from one variety of English to another.

Having looked at for-del etion verbs which select an infinitival complement with an accusative subject,
let’s now consider the syntax of control infinitive clauses with anull PRO subject like that bracketed in
(51) below:

(51) I will arrange [PRO to see a specialist]

What we shall argue hereisthat control clauses which have a null PRO subject are introduced by a null
infinitival complementiser. However, the null compl ementiser introducing control clauses differs from the
null complementiser found in structures like want/prefer someone to do something in that it never surfaces
as an overt form like for, and henceisinherently null. There is, however, parallelism between the structure
of afor infinitive clause like that bracketed in (50) above, and that of a control infinitive dause like that
bracketed in (51), in that they are both CPs and have a pardld internad structure, as shown in (52ab)
beow (simplified by not showing the internal structure of the verb phrase see a specialist):
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(52)(a) CP (b) CP
/\
C TP C TP
for T~ 2

PRN T PRN T

them T~ PRO T~
T VP T VP
to seeaspeciaist to seeaspeddist

Thetwo types of clause thus have essentially the same CP+TP+VP structure, and differ only in that afor
infinitive dause like (528) with an overt for complementiser has an overt accusati ve subject like them,
whereas a control infinitive dause like (52b) with a null g complementiser has a null PRO subject.

Some evidencein support of claiming that a control clause with a null PRO subject is introduced by a
null complementiser comes from co-ordination facts in relation to sentences such as the foll owing:

(53) I will arrange [to see a specialist] and [for my wife to see one at the same time]

The fact that theitalicised contral infinitive can be conjoined with the bol d-printed CP headed by for
suggests that control infinitives must be CPs (if only the same types of constituent can be conjoined).

Further evidence in support of the CP status of control infinitives comes from the fact that they can be
focused in pseudo-cleft sentences. In this connection, consider the contrast bel ow:

(5%)(@ What I'll try and arrangeis [for you to see a specialist]
(b) *What I'll try and arrange for is [you to see a specialist]
(0  What I'll tryand arrangeis[PRO to see a specialist]

The grammati cality of (54a) suggests that a CP like for you to see a specialist can occupy focus position in
a pseudo-cl eft sentence, whereas conversely the ungrammaticaity of (54b) suggeststhat a TP like you to
see a specialist cannot. If CP can be focused in pseudo-clefts but TP cannot, then the fact that a control
infinitive like PRO to see a specialist can be focused in a pseudo-cleft like (54¢) suggests that it must have
the same CP status as (54a) — precisdly asthe analysisin (52b) above daims.

Overdl, the cond usion which our analysis in this section leads us to is that infinitive complements
containing the complementiser for (or its null counterpart for) are CPs, and so are control infinitives
(which contain a null complementiser as well as anull subject).

4.8 Defective Clauses
In 84.6, we argued that dl finite clauses are CPs, and in 84.7 we went on to argue that for
infinitives with accusative subjects and control infinitives with null PRO subjects are likewise CPs. These
two assumptions lead us to the more genera conclusion that:

(55) All canonical (i.e. ‘norma’) clauses are CPs

And indeed this is an assumption made by Chomsky in recent work. However, thereis one particular type
of clause whichis exceptional in that it lacks the CP layer found in canonica clauses —namdy infinitiva
compl ement clauses like those bracketed in (56) below which have (itaicised) accusative subjects:

(56)(@) They bdieve [himto be innocent] (b) Wedidn't intend [you to get hurt]

Complement clauses like those bracketed in (56) are exceptional in that their subjects are assigned
accusative case by the transitive verb (believe/intend) immediately preceding them: what’s exceptional
about thisis that the verb isin adifferent dause from the subject which it assigns accusative caseto. For
this reason, such clauses are known as exceptional case-marking clauses (or ECM clauses); and verbs
(like believe) when used with an ECM clause as their complement are known as ECM verbs.

ECM complement clauses seem to be TPs which lack the CP layer found in canonical clauses, and for
this reason Chomsky (1999) terms them defective clauses. One reason for thinking that the bracketed
ECM clausesin sentences like (56) are not full CPsis that they cannot readily be co-ordinated with
for-infinitives, as we see from the ungrammeaticality of (57) bel ow:

(57) *Wedidn't intend [you to hurt him] or [for him to hurt you]
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Although (for speakers like me) the verb intend can take either a bare ECM infinitive complement or afor
i nfi nitive complement, the fact that the two cannot be conjoined suggests that the bare ECM infinitive
clauses have the status of TPs while for-to infinitive clauses have the status of CPs.

Further evidencethat ECM infinitive clauses like those bracketed in (56) are TPs rather than CPs
comes from the fact that they cannot occur in focus position in pseudo-cl efts, as we see from the
ungrammaticality of the sentences bel ow:

(58)(8 *What they bdieveis[himto beinnocent]
(b) *What we hadn’t intended was [you to get hurt]

If ECM clauses are TPs, this follows from the restriction noted in (54) that only CP (not TPs) can occur in
focus paosition in a pseudo-cleft sentence. Moreover, afurther property of sentences like (56) which would
be difficult to account for if the bracketed complement dause were a CP isthefact that its (italicised)
subject can be passivised and thereby made into the subject of the main clause, asin (59) be ow:

(59)(@) Heisbdieved to beinnocent (b)  Youweren't intended to get hurt

Thisis becauseit isa property of the subject of an infinitival CP complement clause like that bracketed in
(60a) bel ow that its subject cannot be passivised — as we see from the ungrammati cality of (60b):

(60)(8 Wedidn'tintend [for you to get hurt] (b) *Youweren't intended [for to get hurt]

Likewise, the subject of the infinitival CP complement of afor-deletion verb like want cannot be
passivised either: cf.

(61)(8 Shewanted [John to apologise] (b) *John was wanted [to apologise]

- andindeed thisis precisely what we expect if the subjects of CPs cannot passivise, and if the bracketed
complement clauses in (61) are CPs headed by a null counterpart of for, as claimed in 84.7. However, the
fact that the passive sentences in (59) are grammatical suggests that the bracketed complement dausesin
(56) are TPs rather than CPs (since the subject of an infinitival TP can be passivised, but not the subject of
an infinitival CP). Hence, complement clauses like those bracketed in (56) above are defective clauses
which have no CP layer, and (56a) They believe him to be innocent accordingly has the structure (62)

bel ow:

(62) CP

/\
C TP
7] /\
PRN T
they /\
T VP
Tns /\
\ TP
beieve
PRN T
him T~
T VP
to
\ A
be innocent

The particular aspect of theanalysisin (62) most reevant to our discussionin this section is the daim that
the complement clause him to be innocent is an infinitival TP headed by to.

We can extend the anal ysis of ECM predicates like believe proposed in this section to verbs like those
discussed in 84.5 which seect a bare infinitive complement. On this view, a sentence like | have never
known him be rude to anyone would be analysed as containing a transitive perfect partid ple known which
selects a TP complement headed by a null counterpart of infinitival to —as shown in skeletal form bel ow:

(63) I have never known [rphim [ te] berude to anyone]
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Since the subject of a TP complement can passivise, the analysis in (63) predicts that the subject of the
bracketed infinitive complement can passivise, and thisisindeed the case as we see from examples like:

(64) Hehas never been known to be rude to anyone

Because infinitival to can only have anull spellout when the TP complement it heads is the complement of
an active transitive verb-form like the perfect participle known in (63) and not when the relevant TP isthe
compl ement of a passive participle like known in (64), it follows that infinitival to has an overt spdlout in
sentences like (64).

4.9 Case properties of subjects
A question which we haven't addressed so far is how subjects are case-marked. In this
connection, consider how the italicised subject of the bracketed infinitive complement clausein (65)
below is assigned accusative case

(65)  She must be keen [for him to meet them]

Sincefor is atransitive complementiser, it seems plausible to suppose that the infinitive subject himis
assigned accusative case by the transitive complementiser for — but how? Let’s suppose that accusative
caseis assigned in accordance with the condition in (66) bel ow:

(66)  Accusative Case Assignment Condition
A transitive head assigns accusati ve case to a noun or pronoun expression which it c-commands

In addition, let’s follow Pesetsky (1995) in positing the following UG principl e governing the application
of grammatical (and other kinds of linguistic) operations:

(67) EarlinessPrinciple
Operations apply as early in aderivation as possible

Inthelight of (66) and (67), let’s look at the derivation of the bracketed complement dausein (65). The
first step is for the verb meet to be merged with its pronoun compl ement them to form the VP be ow:

(68) VP

\Y PRN
meet them

Meet is atransitive verb which c-commands the pronoun them. Since the Accusative Case Assignment
Condition (66) specifies that a transitive head assigns accusative case to a pronoun which it c-commands,
and since the Earliness Principl e specifies that operations like case assignment must apply as early as
possiblein a derivation, it follows that the pronoun them will be assigned accusative case by the transitive
verb meet at the stage of derivation shown in (68).

The derivation then conti nues by merging the infinitive particleto with the VP in (68), so forming the
T-bar to meet them. The resulting T-bar is merged with its subject him to form the TP him to meet them.
This TP inturnis merged with the complementiser for to form the CP shown in (69) bel ow:

(69) cP
/\
C TP
for T T
PRN T
him T T
T VP
to
Vv PRN
meet them

For isatransitive complementiser and c-commands the infinitive subject him. Since the Accusative Case
Assignment Condition (66) tells us that a transitive head assigns accusative case to a pronoun which it
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c-commands, and since the Earliness Principle (67) specifies that operations like case assignment must
apply as early as possiblein aderivation, it follows that the pronoun him will be assigned accusative case
by the transitive complementiser for at the stage of derivation shownin (69). This account of the case-
marking of infinitive subjects can be extended from accusative subjects of for infinitive structures like
(69) to accusative subjects of ECM infinitivesin structures like (62) They believe [him to be innocent],
since the transitive verb believe c-commands the i nfinitive subject himin (62).

Having looked at how accusative subjects are case-marked, let’s now turn to ook at the case-marking
of nominative subjects. In this connection, consider the case-marking of theitalicised subjectsin (70)
bel ow:

(70)  Hemay suspect [that sheislying]

Let’slook first at how the complement clause subject she is assigned case. The bracketed compl ement
clausein (70) has the structure (71) below:

(71) CP
/\
C TP
that T T
PRN T
T \Y
is lying

If weareto develop a unitary theory of case-marking, it seems plausible to suppose that nominative
subjects (just like accusati ve subjects) are assigned case under c-command by an appropriate kind of head.
Since the finite complementiser that in (71) c-commands the subject she, let’s suppose that she is assigned
nominati ve case by the complementiser that (in much the same way as theinfinitive subject himin (69) is
assigned accusative case by the transitive complementiser for). Although some languages (e.g. Arabic)
have transitive finite compl ementisers which assign accusative case to subjects, finite complementisersin
English never have accusative subjects and so can be assumed to be intransitive. If only intransitive

compl ementisers are nominative case-assigners, we can suppose that nominative caseis assigned in
accordance with the condition below:

(72)  Nominative Case Assignment Condition
An intransitive finite compl ementiser assigns nominative case to a noun or pronoun expression
which it c:commands

In (71), the only noun or pronoun expression c-commanded by the intransitive finite complementiser that
is the clause subject she, which is therefore assigned nominative case in accordance with (72).

But how can we account for the fact that the main clause subject hein (70) is aso assigned nominative
case? The answer is that (as we argued in 84.6) al canonical clauses —including all main clauses— are
CPsintroduced by a complementiser, and that if the clause contains no overt compl ementiser, it is headed
by anull complementiser. This being so, the main clausein (70) will have the structure shown be ow:

(73) CP
/\
C TP
a /\
PRN T
He /\
T VP
Y, CP
suspect that sheislying

Since dl finite complementisers areintransitive in English, the null declarative complementiser gin (73)
assigns nominative case to the subject he in accordance with the Nominative Case Assignment Condition
(72), since the complementiser @ c-commands the pronoun he. (On the possibility of a finite C being a
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nominati ve case assigner, see Chomsky 1999, p.35, fn.17.)

Having looked at accusative and nominative subjects, let’s now turn to consider the null PRO subjects
found in control clauses. If we supposethat it is a defining characteristic of al pronouns that they carry
case, then PRO too must carry case. But what case? Chomsky and Lasnik (1995, pp. 119-120) suggest that
the subject of a control clause carries null case. The morphological effect of null caseisto ensurethat a
pronoun is unpronounced — just as the morphol ogical effect of nominative caseisto ensurethat (eg.) a
third person masculine singular pronoun is pronounced as he. But how is PRO assigned null case? Given
our earlier assumption that the subjects of for infinitives are assigned accusative case by the
compl ementiser for and that the subjects of that clauses are assigned nominative case by the
compl ementiser that, a plausible answer is to suppose that PRO is assigned null case by the null
compl ementiser introducing the clause containing it. Since atransitive null compl ementiser like the null
counterpart of for in structures like (50) She wanted fer him to apol ogise assigns accusative case to the
infinitive subject him, it seems reasonabl e to suppaose that the null complementiser which assigns null case
to PRO isintransitive, and hence that null caseis assigned in accordance with the condition bel ow:

(74)  Null Case Assgnment Condition
A null intransitive non-finite complementiser assigns null caseto a pronoun which it c-commands

It follows from (74) that PRO in a structure like (52b) above will be assigned null case by the nulll
(non-finite, intransitive) complementiser which c-commands PRO.

4.10 Null determiners

In 84.2-84.9, we argued that null constituents play an important rolein the syntax of clausesin
that dauses may contain anull subject, anull T constituent and a null C constituent. We end this chapter
by arguing that the same s true of the syntax of nominals (i.e. noun expressions), and that many bare
nominals (i.e. noun expressions which contain no overt determiner or quantifier) are headed by anull
determiner or null quantifier. The assumption that bare nominals contain a null determi ner/quantifier has a
long history —for example, Chomsky (1965, p. 108) suggests that the noun sincerity in a sentence such as
Sincerity may frighten the boy is modified by a null determiner. Chomsky's suggesti on was taken up and
extended in later work by Abney (1987), Longobardi (1994, 1996, 2001) and Bernstein (2001).

In this connection, consider the syntax of theitalicised bare nomindsin (75) below:

(75) Italians love opera

As we see from (76)(a) below, the French counterpart of the bare nominalsin (75) are DPs headed by the
determiner les/l’ (‘the’) —and indeed as (76b) shows, this type of structureis also possible in English:

(76)(@)  Lesltaliens adorent I’ opéra
Theltalians adore th'opera (= ‘Italians love operd’)
(b) Theltalianslovethe opera

This suggests that bare nominals like those italicised in (75) above are DPs headed by a null determiner,
so that the overal sentencein (76) has the structure (77) be ow:

(77) CP
/\
C TP
2 T
DP T
/\ /\
D N T VP
o Italians o T~
\% DP
love
D N
a opera

Given theanalysisin (77), there would be an obvious parall €ism between the syntax of clauses and
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nominals, in that just as canonical clauses are CPs headed by an overt or null C constituent, so too
canonica nominals are DPs headed by an overt or null D constituent. The assumption that canonical
nominals are DPs is known as the DP hypothesis.

One piece of empirical evidencein support of anal ysing bare nouns as DPs comes from sentences like:

(78)(a) Iltaliansand [the majority of M editerraneans] love opera
(b) ltaianslove[opera] and [the finer thingsin life]

The fact that the bare nouns Italians and opera can be co-ordi nated with determiner phrase/DP like the
majority of Mediterraneang/the finer thingsin life (both headed by the determiner the) provides us with
empirical evidence that bare nouns must be DPs, if only similar kinds of categories can be co-ordi nated.

If (as we are suggesting here) there areindeed a class of null determiners, we should expect these to
have specific grammatical, selectional and semantic properties of their own: and, as we shall seg, thereis
indeed evidence that thisis so. For onething, the null determiner carries person properties—in particular,
itisathird person determiner. In this respect, consider sentences such as:

(79)(@ Welinguists take ourselves*your selves/*themselves too seriously, don't we/* you/*they?
(b)  Youlinguists take your sdves/* our selves/* themselves too seriously, don't you/* we/*they?
(0 Linguiststake themselves/*ourselves/*your selves too seriously, don't they/*we/*you

(79a) showsthat afirst person expression such as we linguists can only bind (i.e. serve as the antecedent
of) afirst person reflexive like ourselves, and can only be tagged by afirst person pronoun like we. (79b)
shows that a second person expression like you linguists can only bind a second person reflexive like
yourselves, and can only be tagged by a second person pronoun like you. (79¢) shows that a bare nomina
like linguists can only bind a third person reflexive like themselves and can only be tagged by a third
person pronoun like they. One way of accounting for the rd evant facts is to suppaose that the nominals we
linguists/you linguists/linguists in (79a/b/c) are DPs with the respective structures shown in (80a/b/c):

(80)(a) /P\ (b) DP (© DP
/\ /\

D N D N D N
we linguists you linguists [ linguists

and that the person properties of a DP are determined by the person features carried by its head
determiner. If weisafirst person determiner, you is a second person determiner and g is athird person
determiner, the grammati cality judgments in (79a/b/c) above are precisey as the anaysis in (80a/b/c)
would lead us to expect.

In addition to having specific person properties, the null determiner g also has specific sd ectiona
properties — as can beillustrated by the following set of examples:

(81)(@ | wrote poems (b) | wrote poetry (©) *I wrote poem

If each of theitalicised bare nounsin (81) is the complement of a null (quantifying) determiner g, the
relevant examples show that @ can select as its complement an expression headed by a plural count noun
like poems, or by a singular mass noun like poetry — but not by a singular count noun like poem. The
compl ement-sel ection properties of the null determiner @ mirror those of the overt quantifier enough: cf.

(82)(8) I'vereadenough poetry (b) [I'vereadenough poems (c¢) *I'veread enough poem

The fact that @ has much the same selectional properties as atypical overt (quantifying) determiner such as
enough strengthens the case for positing the existence of anull determiner @, and for analysing bare
nominals as DPs headed by a null determiner (or QPs headed by a null quantifier).

Moreover, thereis evidence that the null determiner g has specifi c semantic properties of its own —as
we canillustrate in relation to the interpretation of the italicised nominalsin the sentences bd ow:

(83)(8) Eggsarefattening (b) Baconis fattening
(c 1 hadeggsfor breakfast (d) I had bacon for breakfast

The nouns eggs and bacon in (83a/b) have a generic interpretation, paraphraseabl e as * eggs/bacon in
general’. In (83c/d) eggs and bacon have a partitive interpretation, paraphraseabl e as ‘ some eggs/bacon’.
If we say that the relevant bare nominals are DPs/determiner phrases headed by a null determiner, as
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shown bd ow:
(84) /DP\
D N
[} eggs/bacon

we can say that the null determiner has the semantic property of being a generic or partitive quantifier, so
that bare nominals areinterpreted as generic or partitive expressions.

The claim that null determiners have specific semantic properties is an important one from a theoretical
perspectivein thelight of the principle suggested by Chomsky (1995) that all constituents (or at any rate,
all heads and maximal projections) must be inter pretable at the semantics interface (i.e. must be ableto
be assigned a semantic interpretation by the semantic component of the grammar, and hence must
contribute something to the meaning of the sentence containing them). This principle holds of null
congtituents as well as overt constituents, so that e.g. aseemingly null T constituent contains an abstract
affix carrying an interpretabl e tense feature, and anull C congtituent contains an abstract morpheme
carrying an interpretabl e force feature. If the null D constituent found in structures like (83/84) is
interpreted as a (universal or partitive) quantifier, the null D analysis will satisfy the relevant requirement.

We have argued in this section that canonical hominal expressions are DPs headed by an (overt or
null) determiner. However (as Longobardi 1994 notes), nominals which have avocative, predicative or
exclamative use (like those itdicised below) can be N-expressions lacking a determiner:

(85)(@ Do dl syntacticians suffer from asteriskitis, doctor?
(b) Dr Ddlittle is head of department
(c)  Poor fool! He thought he’ d passed the syntax exam

Theitalicized nomina expression serves avocative function (i.e. is used to address someone) in (85a), a
predicative function in (85b) (in that the property of being head of department is predicated of the
unfortunate Dr Dalittle), and an exclamative function in (85c). It would seem that just as there are a dass
of defective dauses lacking the CP layer found in canonica clauses, so too there are a class of defective
nominals lacking the DP projection found in canonical nominds.

4.11 Summary
In this chapter, we have seen that null constituents (i.e. constituents which have no overt

phonetic form but have specific grammatical and semantic properties) play a central rolein syntax. We
began by looking a null (finite, imperative, truncated and nonfinite) subjectsin 84.2, arguing in particular
that control infinitive clauses have a null PRO subject which can refer to some expression within a higher
clause, or refer to some entity in the domain of discourse, or have arbitrary reference. In 84.3 we showed
that dliptical clauses like that bracketed in He could have helped her or [she have helped him] are TPs
headed by anull (dlipsed) tense auxiliary. In 84.4 we extended this null T andysis to auxiliariless finite
clauses like He enjoys syntax, arguing that they contain a TP headed by an abstract Tense affix which is
lowered onto the main verb by the morphological operation of Affix Hopping in the PF component. In §4.5
we argued that bare (to-less) infinitive dauses like that bracketed in | have never known him [tell alig] are
TPs headed by anull variant of infinitival to. We concluded that all finite and infinitive clauses contain a
TP headed by an overt or null T constituent carrying finite or nonfinite tense. In 84.6, we argued that all
finite clauses are CPs, and that those which are not introduced by an overt complementiser are CPs headed
by anull complementiser which encodes the force of the clause (so that a sentence like He enjoys syntax is
declarative in force by virtue of being a CP headed by a null declarative C). In 84.7 we saw that for
infinitives, the infinitive complements of want-class verbs, and contral infinitives are also CPs, and went
on to posit that all canonical dauses are CPs. However, in §84.8 we argued that ECM (Exceptional Case
Marking) clauses with accusative subjects like that bracketed in | believe [him to be innocent] are
defective dauses which have the status of TPs rather than CPs. In 84.9 we examined case-marking,
arguing that atransitive head assigns accusative case to a noun or pronoun expression which it c-
commands, an intransitive finite complementiser assigns nomi native case to a noun or pronoun expression
which it c-commands, and a null intransitive non-finite complementiser assigns null case to a pronoun
which it c-commands. We a'so hoted that in consequence of Pesetsky’s Earliness Principle, noun and
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pronoun expressions are case-marked as early as possible in the derivation. In 84.10, welooked briefly at
the syntax of nominas, arguing that some bare nominals (like Italians and opera in Italians love opera)
are DPs headed by a null determiner which has the grammatical property of being athird person
determiner, the selectional property of requiring as its complement a nominal headed by a singular mass
noun or plural count noun, and the semantic property that it has a generic or partitive i nterpretation. We
concluded that canonical nominals are DPs headed by an overt or null determiner; however, we noted that
there are a class of defective (vocative, exclamative and predi cate nominas) which are defectivein that
they lack the DP projection found in canonical nominals.

WORKBOOK SECTION

Exercise4.1

Draw tree diagrams to represent the structure of the following sentences, presenting argumentsin
support of your analysis and commenti ng on any null constituents they contain and the reasons for
positing them. In addition, say how each of the noun or pronoun expressions is case-marked.

1  Students enjoy the classes 2  Wehavefun

3  Voters know paliticianslie 4 John promised to behave himsd f
5  Shesees no need for him to apologise 6  They prefer students to do exams
7  Economists expect salariestorise 8 Hemight like you to talk to her
9 | have known you have atantrum 10  John wanted to help him

In addition, say why have-cliticisation is or is not permitted in 11b/12b/13b/14B below:

1la They have suffered hardship b  They vesuffered hardship

12a  The Sioux have suffered hardship b *The Sioux’ve suffered hardship
13a  Sioux have suffered hardship b *Sioux’vesuffered hardship

14 SPEAKERA: How are students coping with your Fantasy Syntax course?
SPEAKER B: *Two0've given up

Helpful hints

Bear in mind that in the main text we argued that all clauses other than nonfinite clauses used as the

compl ement of an ECM verb are CPs, and that canonical nominals are DP or QP constituents headed by a
null determiner or quantifier. Assume that have can cliticise onto a preceding word c-commanding have if
the word ends in avowe or diphthong and if thereis no (overt or null) constituent interveni ng between the
two. Inrdation to 3, consider what case politicians has, and how you can use this to determine whether
the complement of know isa TP or a CP. In 4, use Binding Principle A from Exercise 3.2 to help you
account for why himself is coreferential to John. In 5, assumethat no is a negative quantifier which has a
noun phrase complement. In 9, assume that won't is a negative auxiliary which occupies the head T
position of TP. In 10, use Binding Principl e B from Exercise 3.2 to he p you account for why him cannot
be coreferential to John. In relation to the (b/B) examplesin 11-14, draw trees to represent the structure of
the sentences immediately prior to cliticisation, and then show whether or not the analysis of have-
cliticisation given here predicts that cliticisation is possible note that the noun Soux is pronounced |su:].
Show how the ungrammaticdity of 13b can be used to evaluate the hypothesis that a bare noun like Sioux
in 13 isa DP headed by a null determiner. In addition, say how sentences like 11b can be used to evd uate
the plausibility of analyses (such as that proposed by Freidin and Vergnaud 2001) which take pronouns
like they to be determiners which have a nominal complement whose phonetic features are given a null
spellout in the PF component, so that e.g. if they refers to Soux, the pronoun they would be a DP with the
structure shown in 15 be ow:

15 DP

D N
they Sieux

Would it be any more or less plausible to suppose that the (numeral) quantifier two in sentences like that
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produced by speaker B in 14 has an N complement containing a null copy of the noun students?

M odel answer for 1

Given the arguments in the main text that all finite clauses contain a TP headed by a T constituent
containing an Affix which encodes Tense and (Person and Number) agreement features, the sentence
Sudents enjoy the classeswill contain a TP headed by a Tense affix which carries the features
[third-person, plural-number, present-tense], which we can abbreviate to Thsp pr. Likewise, given the
arguments in the main text that ordinary finite clauses are CPs headed by an (overt or null)

compl ementiser which marks the force of the clause, the overall sentence will be a CP headed by a null
finite declarative complementiser [¢ @]. Finally, assuming the DP hypothesis, both nominals containing an
overt determiner (like the classes) and bare nominals like students will be determiner phrases, differing
only in whether they are headed by the overt third person determiner the or the null third person
determiner [ g]. Given these assumptions, sentence 1 will have the structure shown bel ow:

(i) CP

/\

C TP
%]

/\

/DP\ /T\
D N T VP
g students TNSzppr

V DP
enjoy D/\N
the dasses

Because thereisno auxiliary in T for it to attach to, the Tns affix in T is lowered onto the verb enjoy by
the morphological operation of Affix Hopping in the PF component, forming enjoy+ Tnsspps (Which is
ultimatdy spelled out as the third person plura present tense form enjoy).

Evidence that the overall clause Sudents enjoy the classesis a CP headed by a null complementiser
comes from co-ordination facts in rel ation to sentences such as:

(i)  [Students enjoy the classes] but [do they like the lectures]?

In (ii) the declarative dause Students enjoy the classes has been co-ordinated with the i nterrogative clause
do they like the lectures? which contains the inverted auxiliary do. If (as claimed in the main text) inverted
auxiliaries occupy the head C position of CP, it follows that the second of the two co-ordinate dausesin
(ii) must be a CP; and if only constituents of the same type can be co-ordinated, it follows that the first
clause must also bea CP —asin (i) above. Evidencein support of positing anull present-tense T
congtituent in (i) comes from the fact that the T-bar @ enjoy the classes can be co-ordinated with another
T-bar likedon't like the lectures, aswe see from (iii) below:

(iii)  Students enjoy the classes but don’t like the lectures

Evidence that the bare nominal students isa DP headed by anull third person determiner [p ] comes from
the fact that sentence 1 can only be tagged by athird person pronoun like they:

iv Students enjoy the l ectures, don't they/*we/* you?
(iv) j Oy eyl y

The null determiner isinterpreted as a generic quantifier in (i).
The DP the classesin (i) is assigned accusative case by virtue of being c-commanded by the transitive
verb enjoy. Accordingly, the DP the classes can be substituted by an accusative pronoun, asin:

(v)  Students enjoy them

By contrast, the DP g studentsis assgned nominative case by virtue of being c-commanded by the
intransitive finite complementiser @. We therefore correctly predict that this DP can be substituted by a
nominati ve pronoun, asin:

(vi)  They enjoy the classes
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Exercise 4.2
Account for the (un)grammaticality of the bracketed infinitive complement clause structuresin the
following sentences in standard varieties of English:
la They wereplanning [to escap€] *They were planning [him to escape]
2a  Weconsider [him to be unsuitable] *|t is considered [him to be unsuitable]
3a Hewould like [meto leave] Hewould like [to |eave]
4a  She seems keen [for them to participate] *She seems keen [for to participate]
ba | received arequest [to resign] *| receved arequest [him to resign|
7a  Congress decided [to ratify the treaty] *Congress decided [for him to ratify the treaty]
8a  Sheexpected [to win the nomination]
9a Heshould let [you have a break]

10a *Hesaid [her to like oysters]

She expected [him/* he to win the nomi nation]
*He should let [have a break]

b

b

b

b

b
6a It wasagreed [to review the policy] b *It was agreed [us to review the policy]

b

b

b

b *Hesaid [tolike oysters]
Helpful hints
Notethat (1b) isintended to have an interpretation paraphraseabl e as ‘ They were planning for him to
escape’, (9b) to have an interpretation pargphraseable as ‘ He should let himsef have abreak’, (104) to
have an interpretation paraphraseable as ‘He said she liked oysters’, and (10b) to have an interpretation
paraphrasable as ‘He said heliked oysters' (where the two occurrences of he refer to the same individual).
Assumethat each of theitalicised words in the above examples has its own idiosyncratic sel ectional
properties, and that the selectional properties of any word W are described by saying: ‘W sdects asiits
compl ement an expression headed by ...” (wherein place of the dots you insert the features characterising
the relevant head). So, you might say e.g. that averb like arrange can select a complement headed by an
infinitival complementiser (either the trangitive infinitival complementiser for or the null intransitive
infinitival complementiser g), whereas an ECM verb like believe sd ects a compl ement headed by the
infinitival T to. By contrast, other verbs (it might turn out) don't select a particular kind of infinitive
compl ement — or indeed any kind of infinitive complement. Assume that the seemingly subjectl ess clauses
in 1-10 (whether grammatical or not) have anull PRO subject. Pay attention (i) to the sd ectional
properties of theitalicised words and (ii) to the case properties of the subjects of the bracketed
compl ement clauses. In the case of the ungrammatical examples, cons der whether the ungrammaticality is
attributable to a selectional error (in that theitalicised word is used with akind of complement which it
does not sdlect/allow) or acase error (in that the subject of the bracketed complement clause has a case
which it cannaot be assigned in accordance with the case assignment conditions given in the main text) — or
both.

M odel answer for (1)
Given the CP analysis of finite clauses and control clauses in the text, 1awill have the structure (i) bel ow:
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(i) CP
/\
C TP
@
PRN T
they /\
T VP
were T~
\Y CP
planning /\
C TP
[} /\
PRN T
PRO P
T \Y
to escape

The null compl ementiser introducing the CP complement of the verb planning isintransitive and
non-finite, and accordingly assigns null case to the PRO subject which it c-commands. Support for the CP
analysis of the bracketed complement clause to escape in 1a comes from the fact that (like other CPs, but
unlike TPs) it can serve as the focused constituent in pseudo-cleft sentences like:

(i)  What they were planning (to do) was to escape
The fact that it is also possible to say:
(iii)  They were planning for himto escape

suggests that plan can a so select a complement headed by the transitive infinitiva complementiser for.
This leads to the greater generalisation that plan can seect a CP complement headed by an infinitival
compl ementiser (either the transitive infinitival complementiser for or the null intransitive infinitival
complementiser g). The ungrammaticality of 1b * They were planning him to escape could be attributable
to acase error (if the null complementiser heading the complement clauseis intransitive and so assigns
null case to the infinitive subject), or to a spellout error (if the complementiser heading the complement
clauseisthekind of for complementiser which can never be given a null spellout — unlike the for
introduci ng an infinitival complement of averb like want).
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5

Head M ovement

5.1 Overview
So far, we have examined a range of syntactic structures which are derived by a series of
mer ger operations. We now go on to look at structures whose derivation involves not only merger but
also a specific type of movement operation called head movement. In this chapter, we focus mainly on
two specific types of head movement operation, one which affects auxiliaries in present-day English, and
another which affected main verbsin earlier stages of English; we also look briefly at how head
movement can apply to nouns.

5.2 T-to-C movement
In chapters 3 and 4, we saw that complementisers are positioned in front of subjectsin the

clauses they introduce. More specifically, we suggested that complementisers head a separate projection in
clauses which we termed a complementiser phrase/CP, with the head C paosition of CP being filled by a
compl ementiser like that/for/if. However, complementisers are not the only kind of word which can
precede subjects in clauses. As we saw in our brief discussion of questionsin 84.6, auxiliaries can also
precede subj ects in yes-no questions such as Do you feel like a Coke? In this respect, inverted auxiliaries
seem to resembl e complementisers — as the foll owing (love-struck, soap-operesque) dial ogue illustrates:

(1) SPEAKERA: Honey-buns, there' s something | wanted to ask you
SPEAKER B: What, sweetie-pi€?
SPEAKER A: If you will marry me
SPEAKER B: (pretending not to hear): What d' you say, darlin’?
SPEAKER A: Will you marry me?

What' s the structure of the two bold(-printed) proposal s which speaker A makes in (1)? The answer is
straightforward enough in the case of If you will marry me: it's a clause introduced by the interrogative
complementiser/C if, and so is a complementiser phrase/CP constituent with the structure (2) below:

(2 CP
/\
C TP
if /\
PRN T
you T
T VP
will T
\Y PRN
marry me

But now consi der the structure of the second proposal Will you marry me? What paosition is occupied by
the inverted auxiliary will? Since will appears to occupy the same pre-subj ect position that the
complementiser if occupiesin (2), a plausible suggestion to makeis that the inverted auxiliary actually
occupies the head C position of CP. If thisis so, we' d expect will and if to be mutually exclusive (on the
assumption that we can only insert one word in a given head-pasition like C, not two words): in other
words, if both complementisers and inverted auxiliaries occupy the head C position of CP, we' d expect to
find that a question can be introduced either by a complementiser or by a preposed auxiliary — but not by
the two together. This isindeed the case, as we see from the ungrammaticality of speaker B'sreply in (3)
bel ow:
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(3 SPEAKERA: What d' you want to ask me?
SPEAKER B: *If will you marry me

The fact that questions can’t contain both a complementiser and an inverted auxiliary provides us with
empirical evidence that inverted auxiliaries occupy the same structural position as complementisers—i.e.
that both occupy the head C position of CP.

But how can afinite auxiliary (which normally occupies the head T paosition of TP) come to be
positioned in the head C pasition of CP? The conventional answer isthat auxiliaries in questions move out
of their normal post-subject position into pre-subject position by a movement operation which in chapter 1
wereferred to as auxiliary inversion. Given our assumption that an inverted auxiliary occupies the head
C position of CP, this means that the auxiliary moves from the head T position in TP into the head C
position in CP, as shown by the arrow in (4) below:

@ @
C TP
A /\
PRN T
you T
T VP
will
\% PRN
marry me

Hence, auxiliary inversion in questions involves T-to-C movement.

An important question which is begged by the T-to-C movement analysis iswhy auxiliaries should
move from T to C in questions. Using a metaphor adopted by Chomsky (1995), we can say that C is a
strong head in questions in English and that a strong head position has to befilled (i.e. occupied) by an
overt constituent of an appropriate kind. In a complement-clause yes-no question like that bracketed in:

(5) Heasked[if | would marry him]

C isfilled by the complementiser if —and indeed speaker A’ sfirst proposal in (1) might be regarded as an
liptical form of | wanted to ask you [if you will marry me], with if introducing the bracketed complement
clause, and constituents other than those of the bracketed clause undergoing elipsis. However,
complementiserslikeif can't be used to introduce main clauses in English, so some other way has to be
found of filling the strong C position in main-clause questions. Adapting an analysis dating back to Baker
(1970), let’ s suppose that in main clauses, an interrogative C isfilled by a null question partide Q, and
that Q attracts an auxiliary likewill to move from T to C to attach to it, so filling the strong C position.

But why should the null interrogative complementiser Q attract an auxiliary to move from T to C? One
possibility isto follow Chomsky (1995) in supposing that Q is affixal in nature, and attracts an overt head
to attach to it. Since affixes generdly only attach to a particular kind of word (e.g. the past tense—d affix
can attach to verbs but not nouns, prepositions or adjectives), and since only tensed (i.e. present or past
tense) auxiliaries moveto C, one implementation of thisidea (suggested in Chomsky 1993) is to suppose
that Q carries a strong tense feature, and hence attracts the head T constituent of TP to movefrom T to C.
Onthisview, thetensed auxiliary will in (4) moves from T to attach to theinvisible Q affix in C —as
shown in (6) below:

(6) /CP\
C TP
VX‘ +Q /\
PRN T
you /\
! /VP\
\Y PRN
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Theauxiliary will moves from T to C in order to satisfy the requirement for the null question-affix Q to be
have an appropriate kind of item (i.e. apresent or past tense T constituent) affixed to it. The Q-affix
analysisis far from implausible from a cross-linguistic point of view: for example, yes-no questionsin
Latin could be formed using the overt question suffix -ne. If we adopt the question-affix analysis, we can
say that it isthe affixal status of an interrogative C (viz. the fact that C in main clause questions contains a
null affix Q) which triggers T-to-C movement. Given that English is alargdy suffixal language (in that it
mainly utilises derivationd and inflectiond suffixes), we can take Q to be suffixal in nature, so that the
attracted auxiliary will end up positioned to theleft of Q.

5.3 Movement as copying and deletion
An interesting question which arises from the T-to-C movement ana ysis is what it means for the
auxiliary to move out of T. If movement of an auxiliary from T to C wereto result in the head T position of
TP vanishing without trace, a sentence such as Will you marry me? would have the structure bel ow:

(7) CP

C TP
Will+Q T~
PRN T
you \
VP
\% PRN
marry me

But a structure such as (7) is problematic in that it violates two constituent structure principles which we
posited in §3.2, namdly:

(8 Headedness Principle
Every syntactic structure is a projection of a head word

9 Binarity Principle
Every syntactic structure is binary-branching

A tree such as (7) would vidlate the headedness requirement (8) in that neither TP nor T-bar hasahead T
congtituent; (7) would aso violate the binarity requirement (9) in that T-bar is not binary-branching (since
T-bar does not have two daughters) but rather unary-branching (since T-bar has only one daughter).

It seems clear, then, that movement of an auxiliary from T to C cannat result in theloss of the origina
T constituent which heads TP: so, T must remain in place in the form of anull constituent of some kind.
But what kind of item could therdevant null T constituent contain? Our discussion of gapping (i.e. head
elipss) in the previous chapter suggests a possible answer. In 84.4 we suggested that dlipsis of the
second (italicised) occurrence of could in a sentence such as (10a) bd ow results in a structure such as
(10b) containing a null occurrence of could (designated as eould):

(10)(& Hecould have hdped her, or she could have helped him
(b) Hecould have helped her, or she esdld have helped him

This raises the possibility that T-to-C movement could be a composite operation by which a copy of an
auxiliary in T isfirst moved into C, and then the original occurrence of the auxiliary in T isdeleted (by
which we mean that that its phonetic features are given anull spellout and so are unpronounced), leaving
anull copy of the auxiliary in T. The assumption that movement is a compaosite operation involving two
suboperations of copying and deletion is the cornerstone of Chomsky’s copy theory of movement.

If we consider the copying component of movement more carefully, we seethat it invol ves a form of
mer ger operation by which a copy of a congtituent which has already been merged in one position is
subsequently merged in another position. To see what this means, let’s ook rather more closdy at the
derivation of Will you marry me? The first stage of derivation involves merging the verb marry with the
pronoun me to form the VP marry me; the tense auxiliary will then merges with this VP to form the T-bar
will marry me; thisin turn merges with the subject you to form the TP you will marry me; the resulting TP
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merges with a C constituent contai ning the null question suffix Q, so that at this stage of derivation we
have the s mplified structure (11) below:

(1) CP
C TP
Q /\
PRN T
you
T VP
will marry me

A copy of the T constituent will isthen merged with the interrogative compl ementiser, so forming a
complex C constituent which comprises both the origina C constituent (containing Q) and the T
congtituent containing will. Subsequent del etion of the phoneti ¢ features of the original occurrence of will
in T derives the structure (12) bd ow:

@ e
/C\ /TP\
T C PRN T
W Q you T~
T VP
with marry me

Onthisview, theinverted auxiliary will undergoes two separate merger operationsin (12): first of al itis
merged in T with its VP complement marry me, forming the T-bar will marry me; then (a copy of) will is
merged with the null question particle Q in C, deriving Will+Q you will marry me; subsequent deletion of
the phonetic features of the original occurrence of will in T in turn derives Will+Q you witt marry me. The
resulting structure (12) satisfies both the Headedness Principle (8) and the Binarity Principle (9).

An interesting source of evidence in support of the copy theory of movement comes from the study of
language acquisition. Y oung children sometimes produce auxiliary copying structures like the following
(produced by a boy called Sam at age 2 years and 9 months: thanks to lan Crookston for the data):

(13)(a) Canitswhedscan spin? (b) Did the kitchen light did flash?
(¢ Isthesteamishot? (d)  Wasthat was Anna?

What is Sam doing here? The answer seems to be that he has mastered the copy-mer ge component of
auxiliary inversion and so is ableto merge a copy of will in C: but he has not yet mastered the copy
deletion component of auxiliary inversion and so fails to del ete the phonetic features of the origina
occurrence of the auxiliary in T. Accordingly, (13a) above has the simplified structure (14) below for Sam
(inwhich the structure of the DP its wheels is not shown becauseit isirrelevant to the point at hand):

(24) CP
/\
C TP
Cant+Q T
DP T
itswheels /\
T \Y
can spin

The fact that Sam seems to have mastered the mer ger operation involved in auxiliary inversion (i.e.
merging an auxiliary in T and then merging a copy of the auxiliary in C) but not the copy deletion
operation (in that he fails to delete the original occurrence of the auxiliary in T) suggests that it is plausible
to analyse a movement operation like auxiliary inversion as a composite operati on involving the two
separate operations of copy-merge (i.e. merging a copy of a T-auxiliary in C) and copy-deletion.

In addition to evidence from child grammars we a so have evidence from adult grammars in support of
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the claim that a moved auxiliary leaves behind a null copy of itself. Part of this evidence comes from the
phenomenon of have-cliticisation which we touched on in 84.3. In this connection, note that have cannot
cliticize onto the pronoun I/we/you/they in inversion structures such as:

(15)(@  Should they have/*they ve called the police?
(b)  Will we have/*we've finished the rehearsa by 9pm?
(0 Wouldyou have/*you've come with me?
(d)  Could | havel*1’ve done something to help?

(' ve represents the vowel -less clitic form /v/ here)) The sequence they ve in (15a) does not rhyme with
grave in careful speech styles, sinceit is pronounced /da v/ not /0eiv/. Likewise, the sequence we'vein
(15b) is not homophonous with weave in careful speech styles, sincewe have in (15a) can be reduced to
/wiqv/ but not /wi:v/. Similarly, you' ve doesn’t rhyme with groove in (15c), nor I’ ve with hive in (15d).
Why should cliticisation of have onto the pronoun be blocked in sentences like (15)? We can givea
straightforward answer to this question if we posit that when an inverted auxiliary moves from T to C, it
leaves behind anull copy of itself inthe T position out of which it moves. Given this assumption, (15a)
will have the structure shown in highly simplified form be ow:

(16)  [cplc Should+Q] [1p they [T sheuld] have called the police]]

We can then suppose that the presence of the null T constituent shedtd intervening between have and they
prevents have from cliticising onto they, thereby accounting for the ungrammati cality of (15a) * Should
they’ ve called the police? Note that a crucia plank in the argumentation here is the assumption that T-to-C
movement leaves behind a null copy of the moved auxiliary in the head T position of TP, and this null
auxiliary serves to block have-cliticisation.

Our discussion of auxiliary inversion here has interesting i mpli cations for the derivation of sentences.
In this connection, consider how we derive a sentence such as:

(17)  Canyouswim?

Thefirst stageisto go to thelexicon (= dictionary) and choose alexical array (i.e. asdection of lexica
items out of which the sentenceis going to be built). In the case of (17), thelexical array will consist of
the verb swim, the pronoun you, the auxiliary can, and the null interrogative complementiser Q. The next
stageis for the auxiliary can and the verb swim to be taken out of the lexica array and merged, so deriving
the T-bar can swim. The pronoun you is then taken from the lexical array, and merged with the T-bar can
swimto form the TP you can swim. The null interrogative complementiser Q is then taken from the lexical
array and merged with the TP you can swimto form the CP Q you can swim. Since Q is affixal and has a
tense feature attracting a tensed head, Q triggers merger of a copy of the present tense auxiliary can with
Q, forming Can+Q you can swim. Subsequent del etion of the origina occurrence of canin T derives
Can+Q you €an swim.

5.4 V-to-T movement
Having looked at T-to-C movement in English, we now turn to look at a rather different kind of

movement operation, which involves V-to-T movement — more specifically, movement of afinite main
verb from the head V position of VP into the head T position of TP. We shall seethat thiskind of V
movement operation was productive in Elizabethan English (i.e. the English used during the reign of
Queen Elizabeth I, when Shakespeare was writing), but isno longer productive in present-day English.
Since part of the evidence for V-to-T movement invol ves negative sentences, we begin by looking at the
syntax of negation.

In Elizabethan English, dauses containing afinite auxiliary are typically negated by positioning the
negative adverb not between the (itaicised) auxiliary and the (bold-printed) main verb: cf.

(18)(8  Thou hast not left the value of a cord (Gratiano, Merchant of Venice, 4.i)

(b)  Sheshall not see me (Falstaff, Merry Wives of Windsor, 3.iii)
(©  1'will not think it (Don Pedro, Much Ado About Nothing, 3.ii)

In negative questions, the auxiliary is positioned in front of the subject, and not remains in front of the
verb: cf.
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(19)(& Havel not heard the searage like an angry boar? (Petruchio, Taming of the Shrew, 1.ii)
(b) Didst thou not hear somebody? (Borachio, Much Ado About Nothing, I11.iii)
(¢ Will you not dance? (King, Love's Labour's Lost, V.ii)

Assuming that (as in present-day English) questions involve movement of afiniteauxiliary from T to C, a
sentence such as (19a) will involve the T-to-C movement operation shown in simplified form be ow:

(20) cP

T VP
--------------------- have not heard the sea rage like an angry boar

Theauxiliary haveis first merged in T and then moved to C (i.e. acopy of the auxiliary is merged with the
guestion suffix Q in C), leaving behind a copy of havein T which is ultimately del eted.

However, an interesting aspect of negative sentences in Shakespearean English is that in auxiliariless
finite clauses like those in (21) be ow, the (bold-printed) main verb is positioned in front of not: cf.

(21)(@ | carenot for her (Thurio, Two Gentlemen of Verona, V.iv)
(b) Heheard not that (Julia, Two Gentlemen of Verona, 1V.ii)
(0 My master seeks not me (Speed, Two Gentlemen of Verona, 1.i)

Since not in Elizabethan English is positioned in front of the main verb in sentences like (18/19) above,
how can we account for the fact that the verb ends up positioned in front of not in sentences like (21)? The
answer we shall give hereisthat when afinite T in Elizabethan English contains no auxiliary, the verb
moves out of the head V position of VP into the head T position of TP in order to fill T. If so, a sentence
like (21a) | care not for her will involve the V-to-T movement operation shown in a simplified skel etal
formin (22) below:

(22)  [wlls Cire] not [ve [v €are] for her]]

Thus, the verb careisfirst merged in the head V position within VP, and then moves into the head T
position in TP, thereby ending up positioned in front of not, with the original occurrence of careinV
being given anull spellout. (An incidental detail is that the resulting TP will subsequently be merged with
anull complementiser which marks the declarative force of the sentence and assigns nominative caseto
the subject I.)

A question posed by the verb-movement analysisin (22) is why the verb care should move fromV to
T. Using Chomsky’ s strength metaphor, we can suppose that afinite T is strong in Elizabethan English
and so must befilled: this means that in a sentencein which the T position is not filled by an auxiliary, the
verb movesfrom V to T in order tofill the strong T position. One way of characterising what it means for
T to be strong is to suppose that T contains a Tns affix with a strong V-feature which requiresit to have an
(auxiliary or nonauxiliary) verb attached to it asits host. Let’s suppose that a strong affix is one which can
find a host either by merger, or by movement of an appropriate item to attach to the affix. In a structure
containing an auxiliary in T, the tense affix will be directly attached to the auxiliary in T, so that (e.g.) the
tense auxiliary hast in (18a) Thou hast not left the val ue of a cord has the more abstract structure
[t havet Tns]. But in a verb-movement structure like (22), the strong Tns affix in T attracts the main verb
to attach to the Tns affix in T — as shown in (23) below:
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(23) CP
/\
C TP
9 /\
PRN T
| /\
T VP
care+Tns;spr T~

A ADV A
{ not
: Y PP
U care for her

(Pending are-analysis of negation in §5.7, we can take the negative adverb not to occupy the specifier
position within the verb phrasein (23), since it modifies care for her.) By contrast, T in present-day
English contains a weak Tns affix (more specifically, an affix with aweak V-feature), and a weak tense
affix cannot trigger movement of averb fromV to T, but rather can only be attached to a verbal host either
by merger of an auxiliary like have directly with anull Tns affix in T, or by lowering of the tense affix
onto the main verb, e.g. in auxiliariless finite clauses such as He enjoys the classes. In such auxiliaril ess
clauses (as we saw in 84.4), theweak Tns affix in T undergoes the morphological operation of Affix
Hopping in the PF component, lowering the affix onto the main verb in the manner shown below:

(24) cp

C TP
a /\
PRN T
He /\
T VP
Tn,SSSgPr /\

5 % DP
! enjoy A the classes

On this view, both strong and weak Tense affixes can be directly merged with an auxiliary in T; the two
differ in how the affix comes to be attached to a main verb; a strong Tense affix (like that found in
Elizabethan English) triggers movement of the verb fromV to T in structures like (23) above; a weak
Tense affix (like that found in present-day English) is lowered onto the main verb in the PF component by
Affix Hopping in structures like (24) above.

5.5 Head movement
There seem to be significant paralles between the kind of movement operation involved in

T-to-C movement in (20) on the one hand, and V-to-T movement in (23) on the other. Both operations
involve movement of aword from the head position in one phrase into the head position in a higher
phrase. Accordingly, in (20) the auxiliary have moves from the head T paosition of TP into the head C
position of CP; and in (23) the verb care moves from the head VV position of VP into the head T position of
TP. This suggests that T-to-C movement and V-to-T movement are two different instances of a more
general head movement operation by which an item occupying the head position in alower phraseis
moved into the head position in a higher phrase.

As we see from sentences like (19) above, questions in Elizabethan English invol ved the same
inversion operation as in present-day English. Given our assumption that inversion involves movement
from T to C, an obvious predi ction made by the assumption that verbs move fromV to T in Elizabethan
English isthat they can subsequently move from T to C in interrogatives — and this is indeed the case, as
we see from the fact that the (italicised) moved verb ends up positioned in front of its (bol d-printed)
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subject in questions like:

(25)(d Sawyou my master? (Speed, Two Gentlemen of Verona, 1.i)
(b)  Speakest thou in sober meanings? (Orlando, Asyou Like It, V.ii)
(c0  Knowyou not the cause? (Tranio, Taming of the Shrew, 1V.ii)

On the account given here, the derivation of a negative gquestion such as (25¢) Know you not the cause?
will involve the two head movement operations shown in simplified formin (26) bel ow:

(26) CP
/\
C TP
Know T T
A PRN T
you /\
T VP
o) know T~
A ADV V'
not T
\% DP
(1 know the cause

(The structurein (26) is simplified for expository purposes by not showing the verb know attaching to a
strong Tns affix in T, and by not showing movement of the resulting know+Tns structure to attach to a
strong Q affix in C, forming the structure know+ Ths+Q.) The verb know movesfromV to T because a
finite T isstrong in Elizabethan English, by virtue of containing a Tense affix with a strong V-feature; and
know subsequently moves from T to C because an interrogative C is likewise strong by virtue of
containing a Question partid e Q with a strong T-feature. Consequently, know moves through T into C by
two successive applications of head movement (numbered (1) and (2) above): know isfirst mergedin V,
then moved to T and from there moved to C. In structures like (26), head movement issaid to apply in a
successive-cyclic fashion, moving the verb know (in successive cycles or steps) first fromV to T, and then
from T to C. Each time the verb moves, it leaves behind a copy of itsdf which is eventually dd eted.

A key assumption made in (26) is that the verb know moves to C viathe intermediate step of moving to
T. Thisraises the question of why know can't move directly from V to C in the manner shown in
simplified formin (27) bel ow:

27)  lerle KQOW] [r you [+ 4] [ve nOt [v Iqqgw] the cause]]]

One way of ruling out the kind of |ong-distance head-movement operation illustrated in (27) isin terms of
alocality principle suggested by Travis (1984), which we can outline informally as follows

(28) Head Movement Constraint/HMC
Movement from one head position to another is alocal operation which is only possible between a
given head and the next highest head in the structure

If welook at the two movement operationsin (26), we seethat both obey HMC: operation (1) involves
local movement of the verb know from the head V pasition of VP into the next highest head position in the
structure, namely the head T position of TP; and operation (2) involves local movement of know from the
head T pasition of TP into the next highest head position in the structure, namely the head C position of
CP. Since both head movement operations are strictly local, thereis no violation of HMC. By contrast,
direct movement of know from V to C in (27) is non-loca and violates HMC in that the verb know moves
from the head V position of VP directly into the head C position of CP, in spite of the fact that C is not the
next highest head above V. (On the contrary, T is the next highest head above V.) HMC therefore provides
aprincipled account of why (25¢) Know you not the cause? is ungrammatical in present-day English: the
verb know cannot move directly to C (because this would violate the HMC requirement for movement to
belocal), and cannot move through T into C (because verbs can no longer move from V to T in present-
day English).

However, such an analysis rai ses the question of why finite verbs should be ableto movefromV to T
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in Elizabethan English, but not in present-day English. Using Chomsky’s strength metaphor, we can say
that the Tns affix carried by afinite T was strong in Elizabethan English, but isweak in present day
English. Because the affix was strong in finite clauses in Elizabethan English, it could attract averb to
move from V to T; but because the affix isweak in present-day English, T can only befilled by an
auxiliary which isdirectly merged in T, not by averb moving fromV to T. More generdly, we can
suppose that there is parametric variation with respect to the rd ative strength of a given type of head, so
thet (e.g.) afinite T was strong in Elizabethan English but is weak in present-day English. We can refer to
the relevant parameter as the Head Strength Parameter. Notethat the parameter may have different
settings for different types of head in a given language: e.g. afinite T isweak in present-day English, but a
finite C isstrong in interrogative main dauses.

5.6 Have/Be Raising
Although we assumed in the previous section that no verbsin present-day English can move
fromV to T, the picture is complicated by the behaviour of be in examples like (29) below:

(29)(8  She may not be suitable (b) Sheisnot suitable

In (294) the copular verb be seems to occupy the head V positionin VP, and so follows not: but in (29b) is
precedes not and so seems to occupy the head T pasition of TP. This suggests that the copula be originates
asamain verb (in the head V position of VP) and remains in situ when non-finite as shown in simplified
formin (30a) below, but movesinto the head T position of TP when finite as shown in (30b):

(30)@  [cp[c 2 [p she[r may] [ve not [v be] suitable]]]
(0)  [eplc @ [reshelris] [ve not [v ig] suitable]]]

A similar conclusion is suggested by exampl es such as the following:
(31)(@  She may not be enjoying syntax (b)  Sheisnot enjoying syntax

In (314), the head T position of TP is occupied by the modal auxiliary may, and the head V position of VP
is occupi ed by the verb enjoying; be therefore seems to occupy some intermediate position between the
two. Since be (in this use) is an aspectual auxiliary (marking progressive aspect), let’s suppose that be in
(31) occupies the head AUX/Auxiliary position of an AUXP (i.e Auxiliary Phrase). However, in (31b)
progressive is occupies the head T paosition of TP and hence precedes not. One and ysis of the rel evant
datais to suppose that aspectual be originates as the head AUX constituent of AUXP and remainsin situ
when non-finite as shown in (32a) bd ow, but moves from AUX to T when finite— as shown in (32b)
(where not istaken to occupy a position to the left of AUXP — see the discussion in the next section):

(3@  [cplc @l [tr she[r may] not [auxe [aux €] [ve [v enjoying] syntax]]]]

(®)  [cplc 2 [rrshe [TiAS] not [auxe [aux *5] [ve [v enjoying] syntax]]]]

On this view, present-day English would have a be-raising operation moving finite forms of be from the
head V paositionin VP (or the head AUX position in AUXP) into thehead T positionin TP (an idea which
dates back to Klima 1964). This would mean that present-day English retains alast vestige of raising-to-T.

The different positions occupied by finite and nonfinite forms of be are mirrored by the perfect
auxiliary have — as the examples below illustrate:

(33)(8 She may not have enjoyed syntax (b)  Shehasnot enjoyed syntax

Thehead T position of TP in (33a) is occupied by may and the head V position of VP by enjoyed; hence
the infinitive form have must occupy some position intermediate between the two, e.g. the head AUX
position of an AUXP/Auxiliary Phrase, asin (34a) below. However the fact that the finite form hasin
(33b) is positioned in front of not suggests that finite forms of the perfect auxiliary have raise from AUX
to T in the manner shown informally in (34b) below:
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(3H@  [cplc @l [tp She[r may] not [auxe [aux have] [ve [v enjoyed] syntax]]]]
()  [crlcd [+r She[r hfs] not [auxe [aux IC‘5\‘5] [ve [v enjoyed] syntax]]]]

If finite forms of be (in al uses) and have (in some uses — e.g. its use as a perfect auxiliary) both raise
to T, it is clear that the suggestion made in the previous section that T in present-day English is aweak
head which does not trigger any form of V-raising is untenable. Rather, the appropriate generalisation
would appear to bethat in present-day English, only verbs like have and be can raise to T. What do have
and be have in common which differentiates them from other verbs? An answer given by many traditiona
grammarsisthat they havelittleif any inherent lexical content (and for this reason are sometimes called
light verbs), and in this respect they resemble auxiliaries. Adopting thisintuition, we can say that afinite
T in present-day English can trigger movement of an auxiliary verb like have/be to T (but not movement
of alexical verb to T). One mechani sm by which we can describe the relevant phenomenon is to suppose
that whereas a finite V in Elizabethan English had a strong V-feature enabling it to attract a finite auxiliary
or nonauxiliary verb, afinite T in present-day English has a strong AUX-feature which enablesiit to attract
an auxiliary like have/be to raiseto T, but not alexical verb. This means that if the head immediatdy
beneath T is have or be (as in (30b/32b/34b) above), the affix attracts it; but if the head beneath T isa
main verb (asin (24) above), the affix isinstead lowered onto the main verb in the PF component by Affix

Hopping.

5.7 Another look at Negation
In 85.4 and 85.5 we assumed that the negative particle not is aV P-specifier which occupies

initial position within VP. However, this assumption is problematic in a number of respects, as should be
apparent if you look back at structures like (32) and (34) above. For example, in a sentence such as (31a)
She may not be enjoying syntax, it is clear that not does not occupy a VP-initial position immediately in
front of the verb enjoying: on the contrary, not appears to occupy some position between the modal
auxiliary may and the aspectual auxiliary be — as shown in (324d). It is clear, therefore, that we need to
rethink our earlier analysis of negation. One alternative anal ysis which has been proposed in work dating
back to Pollock (1989) is that not is contained within a separate NEGP/Negation Phrase projection, and
that it serves as the specifier of NEGP (and henceis positioned in spec-NEGP): this has subsequently
become a standard anal ysis of negation. (See Ingham 2000 for evidence of aNEGP constituent in Late
Middle English; and see Haegeman 1995 for a wide-ranging account of the syntax of negation.)

Such an analysisis far from implausible from a historical perspective: in earlier varieties of English,
sentences contai ning not a so contained the negative particle ne (with ne arguably serving as the head
NEG constituent of NEGP and not as its specifier). This can beillustrated by the following Middle
English example taken from Chaucer’ s Wife of Bath’s Tale:

(35) Alordinhishoushald ne hath nat every vesse al of gold (lines 99-100)
‘A lord in his household does not have all his vessels made entirely of gold’

A plausible anaysis of a sentence like (35) is to suppose that ne originates as the head NEG constituent of
NEGP, with nat (= ‘not’) asits specifier: the verb hath originates in the head V position of VP and from
there moves to the head NEG position of NEGP, attaching to the negative prefix ne to form the complex
head ne+hath as shown in simplified formin (36) bel ow:

(36)  [necp Nat [nec Nethath] [ve [v hath] every vessel al of gold]]

Theresulting complex head ne+hath then attaches to a present-tense affix Tnsin T, as shown in simplified
(and abbreviated) formin (37) below:

(37) [wAlord... [t nethath+Tns] [necp Nat [nec Rethath] [ve [v Bath] every vessdl d of gold]]]

Merger of the TP in (37) with anull ded arative complementiser will derive the CP structure associated
with (35) Alord in his houshold ne hath nat every vessel al of gold.

By Shakespeare s time, ne had dropped out of use, leaving the head NEG position of NEGP null (just
asinne..pas‘not....a.al’ negativesin present-day French, ne has dropped out of usein colloquia styles).
Positing that not in Elizabethan English is the specifier of a NEGP headed by a null NEG constituent
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opens up the possibility that V moves through NEG into T, so that (21a) | care not for her hasthe
derivation shown (in simplified form) in (38) be ow:

(38) cP
/\
C TP
9 /\
PRN T
|
T NEGP
care
A ADV NEG'
not
NEG VP
-care
4 Y PP

et care for her

Thiswould mean that head movement applies in a successive-cyclic (two-step) fashion. Each of thetwo
head movement operationsin (38) — movement of care from V to NEG, and then fromNEG to T —islocal
in the sensethat it satisfies the Head M ovement Constraint (28), since in each case movement is from
one head pasition into the next highest head position in the structure. If head movement is driven by
affixal properties of heads, and if both T and NEG contain an affix with a strong V-feature which can
trigger movement of alexical verb, the verb care will first move fromV to NEG in order to attach to a
null negative affix (in much the same way as the verb hath in (36) moves from V to Neg to attach to the
overt negative affix ne), and the resulting complex NEG head (comprising a null negative affix with averb
attached to it) in turn will move from NEG to T in order to attach to a strong tense affix in T.

An important question posed by the analysisin (38) iswhy sentences like (21a) | care not for her are
ungrammatical in present-day English. The answer is that neither T nor NEG has astrong V-featurein
present day English, and so they are unable to attract a main verb like care to move through NEG into T.
Still, this assumption in turn raises the question of why we can’'t simply leave the present tense verb care
insitu (inthehead V position of VP) in present-day English —asin (39) below:

(39)  [crlcd [wp! [+ TnS]| [necp NOt [nec 2] [ve [v care] for her]]]]

Oneanswer isthe following. Let’s suppose that (just like syntactic operations), morphological and
phonological operationsin the PF component apply in abottom-up fashion, and process structuresin a
cyclic fashion (i.e. in a stepwise fashion, one projection at atime). What this means is that when the
syntax hands over the structure in (39) to the PF component, the lowest maximal projection in the
structure (the VP care for her) will be processed first, then the next lowest maximal projection (the NEGP
not g care for her), then the next lowest maximal projection (the TP | Tns not @ care for her) and finally
theoverdl CP (g1 Tns not g care for her). Let’s also posit that al operations (whether syntactic,
morphological, or phonological) are subject to Pesetsky’s (1995) Earliness Principle, which we outlined
informally in 84.9 as follows:

(40) EarlinessPrinciple
Operations must apply as early as possible in a derivation
All of this means that Affix Hopping will apply to the Tns affix in (39) on the TP cycle—i.e. at the point

where we have already processed VP and NEGP, and are now beginning to process TP. The structure
which the PF component can ‘se€ onthe TP cycleis (41) below:

(41) [Tp | [T Tns] [NEGP not [NEG ﬂ] [Vp [V Care] for her]]]

At this point, we might expect Affix Hopping to apply to lower the Tns affix in T onto the verb care.
There are two possible ways in which we might seek to achievethis. Oneis by lowering the affix directly
from T onto V asin (42a) below, and the other isto lower the affix first onto null NEG head and then onto
V in the manner shown in (42b):
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(42)@  [rp! [t TS| [necp NOt [nec 2] [ve [v Ciil’e] for her]]]

However, amovement operation like (42a) which lowers the affix directly from T onto V would violate
the Head M ovement Constraint (28), sinceit involves lowering the head T of TP onto the head V of VP,
and yet V is not the next lowest head in the structure (rather, NEG is), and HMC only dlows a head to be
lowered onto the head i mmediately beneath it in the structure. Accordingly, we might suppose that Affix
Hopping applies in a successive-cyclic fashion, lowering the affix first from T onto NEG, and then from
NEG onto V —as in (42b). However, there are two problems posed by any such successive-cyclic
lowering operation. Thefirst is that NEG doesn’t seem to be the kind of head which is an appropriate host
for aTense affix (at least, if we assume that atense affix attaches to an overt verb, since NEG is neither
overt nor averb): hence, the first step of the two-step movement arrowed in (42b) — namely lowering the
Affix onto NEG — may perhaps be ruled out for this reason. To make matters worse, the second step of
lowering the Ths affix from NEG onto V in (42b) is aso ruled out, becauseit violates a UG principle
traditionally referred to as the Strict Cyclicity Principle, outlined informally bel ow:

(43) Strict Cyclicity Principle/SCP
At a stage of derivation where a given projection HP is being cycled/processed, only operations
affecting the head H of HP and some other constituent of HP can apply

Lowering the Tns affix from T onto NEG in (42b) does not violate SCP, since T-to-NEG lowering clearly
affects T (by moving the Tns affix in T) and also affects a NEG constituent which is contai ned within TP
(sincethis ends up having a Tns affix attached to it). But the subsequent operation of lowering the affix
from NEG onto V is anticyclic, since NEG-to-V lowering does not affect T (in violation of SCP), but
rather affects only NEG and V. We therefore correctly predict that sentences like *I not care for her are
ungrammatical in present-day English. (See Lasnik 1995/2000 and Ochi 1999.)

A find point to be made hereis that we have excluded from our discussi on negative interrogatives like
Shouldn’t you be at work? Cormack and Smith (20008) argue that in such sentences the negative particle
n't has scope over the modal (so that the sentence has a meaning paraphraseable as ‘Isit not the case that
you should be at work?') and hence originates in a position above TP. One proposal along these lines
would be to suppose that NEGP in such sentences is positioned between CP and TP, and that the auxiliary
should raises from T through NEG into C, with n't cliticising onto the auxiliary. Thiswould alow for the
possibility of two types of negation occurring in a sentence such as Mightn’'t he not have seen her? where
not originates within a NEGP immediatel y above VP, and n’'t within a NEGP immediately above TP.

5.8 Do-support
In present-day English, the negative counterpart of a sentencelikel care for her requires
do-support, as we see from (44) beow:

(44) | do not carefor her

But how does do come to beintroduced into the derivation — and why? In order to answer this question,
let’slook rather more closdy at the derivation of sentence (44). Suppose that (as before) the syntactic
component of our grammar generates the structure (39) above Suppose (again as before) that this
structureis then handed over to the PF component (where morphol ogical and phonol ogical operations
apply in abottom-up, cyclic fashion) and that we reach the point where the TP shownin (41) above (and
repeated as (45) below) is being cycled in the PF component:

(45) [Tp | [T Tns] [NEGP not [NEG ﬂ] [Vp [V Care] for her]]]

Since T contains an unattached Tns affix with aweak V-feature, we would expect the affix to be lowered
onto an overt verbal stem by Affix Hopping. But if Affix Hopping isapurdy local operation which
lowers an unattached Tense affix onto the closest head below T (hence onto the head word of the
expression which is the complement of T), then it follows that all Affix Hopping can do is lower the affix
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onto the head NEG constituent of NEGP. But, aswe have aready seen, NEG is arguably not an
appropriate host for the affix, sinceit is neither overt nor verba . In order to avoid the derivation crashing,
the ‘dummy’ auxiliary DO is merged with the unattached affix in T, forming the structure:

(46) [Tp | [T DO+TnS] [NEGP not [NEG ﬂ] [Vp [V Care] for ha]]]

If (as here) the Tns affix carries the features [first-person, singular-number, present-tense], the string
DO+ Tns will eventually be spelled out as do.

What isimplicitly being assumed hereis that Affix Hopping and Do-Support are compl ementary PF
operations which provide two different ways of ensuring that an affix attaches to an appropriate host. We
can therefore see them as two types of affix attachment operation, asin (47) below:

(47)  Affix Attachment
When the PF component processes a structure whose head H contains an (undel eted) verbal affix
which is not attached to averb
(i) if H has a complement headed by an overt verb, the affix is lowered onto the rd evant verb
[= Affix Hopping]
(i) if not (i.e. if H does not have a complement headed by an overt verb), the expletive
(i.e. semanticdly contentless) stem DO is attached to the Tense affix [= DO-support]

We can illustrate how (47) works in terms of theitalicised structures below:

(48)(8) Hewontherace
(b) Hesaid hewould win the race, and he did
(0 Hesaid he would win the race, and win the race, he did
(d) Didhewintherace?
(e Didn't hewintherace?
) Some people don’t believe he won therace, but he DID win it

Consider first (48a), which is derived as follows. The determiner the merges with the noun race to form
the DP the race; the verb win merges with this DP to form the VP win the race. This VP is merged with a
T constituent contai ning a (past tense) affix Tnsto form the T-bar Tnswin the race. This T-bar merges
with the pronoun he to form the TP he Ths win the race; and the resulting TP in turn is merged with a null
decl arative complementiser g to form the CP shown in skeletal form in (49) below:

(49)  [cplc @ [+p He[r Tns] [ve [v win] the race]]]

The syntactic structure (49) is then sent to the PF component (and the semantic component) to be
processed. PF operations apply in a bottom-up, cyclic fashion. On the TP cycle the Tns affix in T is
lowered onto the verb win in accordance with (47i), so that the verb has the form win+Tns: since the
lexical entry for theirregular verb win specifies that it is spelled out as won when it has a past tense affix
attached to it, the overall structureis eventually spelled out as (48a) He won the race.

Now consider why do is used in the dliptical clause he did in (48b). This would appear to have the
syntactic structure shown in (50) below, with theitalicised material undergoing dlipsis:

(50)  [crlc @] [tr he[r Tng] [vp [v win] therace]]]

TheTns affix in T cannot subsequently be lowered onto the verb win in the PF component via the Affix
Hopping operation (47i) because the verb is not overt (by virtue of having undergone dlipsis); hencethe
Do Support operation in (47ii) has to apply, attaching DO to the Tns affix, with the resulting DO+ Tns
string eventually being spelled out as did.

Now consider the clause Win therace, he did in (47c). Let’s suppose that (in the syntax) the VP win
the race undergoes preposing in order to highlight it, and is thereby moved to the front of the overal
clause (to become the specifier of the null complementiser), and that the phonetic features of the original
occurrence of the VP win therace are given anull spellout, as shown informally in (51) bel ow:

(51)  [ce[vewintherace] [c 2] [r he[r Tns] [ve win thetaee]]]

Once again, in the PF component the Tns affix cannot be lowered onto the verb win because the
complement of T isa VP which contains anull copy of the verb win (the overall VP having moved to the
front of the sentence, leaving anull copy behind). Accordingly, Do Support (47ii) applies once again, and
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T iseventually spelled out as did.
Le’s turn now to look at the derivation of the yes-no question (47d) Did hewin therace? Let's
suppose that a series of syntactic merger operations have applied to generate the structure (52) bd ow:

(52)  [cr[c Q] [rphe[r Tns] [ve [v win] the race]]]

Let’s further suppose that the Question particle/Q which occupies the head C position of CP has a strong
T-feature and hence attracts whatever is contained within T to adjointo Q. Since T in (52) contains only a
Tns affix, this affix will adjointo Q (and the original occurrence of the Affix in T will be deleted), so
deriving the structure (53) be ow:

(53)  [cplc Tns+Q] [+e he [t Fas] [ve [v Win] the race]]]

Theresulting syntactic structureis then sent to the PF component to undergo morphol ogical and
phonological processing. Sincethe Tns affix in T gets deleted, it does not undergo Affix Hopping. By
contrast, the Tense affix in C isnot deleted and is unattached (in the sensethat it is not attached to an overt
verba stem), and hence must undergo Affix Attachment (47). However, since the complement of the C
congtituent which contai ns the tense affix is not a VP headed by an overt verb (but rather isa TP headed
by anull T), Affix Hopping (47i) cannot apply; consequently, Do Support (47ii) must apply instead,
attaching the dummy stem DO to the unattached affix, to form the string do+ Tns+Q, which is eventually
spelled out as did.

Now, consider the negative question Didn’t he win the race? In keeping with the NEGP analysis of
negation outlined in the previous section, let’s suppose that after the VP win the race has been formed, it
is merged with a null NEG head g to form a NEG-bar constituent, and that thisin turn is merged with a
negative adverb n't which serves as its specifier, forming the NEGP n't g win the race. This NEGP isthen
merged with a T containing an abstract Tns affix, forming the T-bar Tns n’'t g win the race. Suppose that
the clitic negative n’t then attaches to the end of the Tns affix, with the original occurrence of n’tin
spec-NEGP being dd eted, so forming the string Tns+n't A gwin the race. The resulting T-bar isin turn
merged with the subject he, forming the TP He Tns+n't At gwin therace. Thisis then merged with an
interrogative C constituent containing a Q morpheme, forming the CP (54) below:

(54)  [cp[c Q] [tp he[r TnstN't] [necp A [nec 2] [ve [v WiN] the race]]]]
Since Q has astrong T-fegture, it attracts al the material contained in T to adjoin to Q, so deriving:
(55)  [cplc Tnstn’t+Q] [+ he [1 Fas+A] [necr A [nec 2] [ve [v WiN] the race]]]]

Theresulting syntactic structure is then handed over to the PF component. On the CP cycle, the Tns affix
in C will be subject to Affix Attachment (47). However, since the complement of C isnot a VP headed
by an overt verb, Affix Hopping (47i) cannot apply, and Do-Support (47ii) applies instead, creating the
complex head DO+ Tnst+n’'t+Q, which is ultimately spelled out asdidn’t.

An interesting descriptive implication of the analysis presented in (55) is that it isin principle possible
that the interrogative form of some auxiliaries may have a different spellout from their non-interrogative
counterparts. Thisisbecause in their interrogative form they attach to a null question complementiser Q,
whereas in their non-interrogative form they do not. A casein point is be. When used with afirst person
singular subject (= 1), this has the negative interrogative form aren’t — aform which is not found with an |
subject (in varieties of English like mine) in non-interrogative uses, as the following contrast shows:

(56)(8 Aren'tl entitled to claim socia security benefits?
(b) *l aren’t entitled to claim social security benefits (= 1'mnot...)

This can be accounted for by positing that the string be+ Tns,sye+ N’ t+Q found in (56a) can be spdled out
asaren’'t —but not the Q-less string be+ Tns, g+ N't in (56b) because thisis not interrogative (by virtue of
having no Q affix attached to it).

Findly, let’sturn to consider the clause He DID win it in (48f), where capitals mark contrastive stress
(and the utteranceis used to deny any suggestion that he didn’t win the race). One way of handling the
relevant phenomenon is to supposethat T isthelocus of contrastive stress in such structures, and hence
contains an abstract EMP(hasis) marker of some kind which is spelled out as contrastive stress, and which
must be attached to a verba stem — so requiring Do Support in contrastive structures like (48f). Such an
analysis would require us to suppose that EMP (perhaps by virtue of having phonological but not
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morphological content) is not an affix and so cannot be lowered from T onto V. An aternative possibility
isthat EMP is aclitic-like constituent which originates within the complement of T and (rather like the
negative clitic n’t) requires the use of Do Support to provide a host for the clitic EMP. We shall not
speculate further on these (and other) analyses here of emphatic do here. (On DO-support, see Halle and
Marantz 1993, Lasnik 1995, Babaljik 2002; see dso Embick and Noyer 2001 for a different view.)

The analysis of DO-support outlined here has interesting theoreti cal implications. The structures
generated by the syntactic component of the grammar are sent not only to the PF component (where they
are assigned a phonetic form) but also to the semantic component (where they are assigned a semantic
interpretation). Chomsky in recent work (1995, 1998, 1999, 2001) has proposed a constraint on grammars
to the effect that syntactic structures must not contain constituents which are not legible at the semantics
interface or at the PF interface (i.e. grammars must not contain constituents which do not contribute to
determining the phonetic form or meaning of expressions). Under the analysis of Do-Support presented
here, the dummy auxiliary do is anal ysed as a meaningless ‘ chunk’ of morphology whichis not present in
the syntax, but rather is added in the PF component in order to provide a host for an unsupported Tense
affix. Since syntacti c structures which contain * meaningless’ constituents will cause the derivation to crash
at the semantics interface (because meaningl ess constituents cannot be assigned any semantic
interpretation), this is a welcome result since if the dummy auxiliary DO isnot present in the syntax, it will
not be processed by the semantic component: all the semantic component ‘sees’ in DO-support structures
isaTense affix whichis clearly interpretable by virtue of the fact that it encodes present or past tense.

5.9 Head-movement in nominals
Our discussion so far has focussed entirely on head-movement in clauses. To end this chapter,
we look briefly at head-movement in nominals — more particularly, at N-movement (i.e. the movement of
anoun out of the head N position of NP into a higher head position within the nominal expression
containing it). In this connection, consider the syntax of the English nominal (57a) below and its Italian
counterpart (57b) (from Cinque 1994, p.86):

(57)(@  theltalianinvasion of Albania
(b) Il'invasioneitaliana ddl’ Albania
theinvasion Italian of.the Albania

If the adjective Italian is the specifier of the noun invasion, (57a) will have the simplified structure:

(58) DP
/\
D NP
the /\
A N'
Italian T~
N PP
invasion of Albania

On this view, the noun invasion merges with its PP compl ement of Albania to form the N-bar
(intermediate nominal projection) invasion of Albania, and this in turn merges with the adjectival specifier
Italian to form the NP (maximal nominal projection) Italian invasion of Albania; the resulting NP isthen
merged with the determiner the to form the DP the Italian invasion of Albania. The adjective Italianin
(58) can be thought of as being (in an informal sense) the *subject’ of invasion, sinceit identifies the
people who are doing theinvading — and if subjects are typically specifiers, it is appropriate to analyse the
kind of adjective found in (58) as the specifier of the N invasion, of the N-bar invasion of Albania and of
the NP Italian invasion of Albania.

In the corresponding Italian structure (57b) I'invasione italiana dell’ Albania, the head noun invasione
ends up occupying a position to the left of the adjective italiana. Cinque (1994) argues thet thisis the
result of the noun moving out of the head N position within NP into some higher head position within the
nominal (viaHead Movement). At first sight, it might seem as if the noun attaches to the right of the head
D constituent of DP: but — argues Cingue — any such assumption is falsified by nominals like (59) below:
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(59) lagrandeinvasioneitalianadel’ Albania
the great invasion Italian of.the Albania (= ‘the great Italian invasion of Albania’)

The fact that the noun invasione ends up positioned after the adjective grande ‘great’ in (59) suggests that
the noun cannot move to some position immediately to the right of the determiner la ‘the’. Instead, the
noun must ‘ move to a head intermediate between N and D’ (Cinque 1994, p.87). If thisintervening head is
the locus of the number properties of nominals (as suggested by Picallo 1991 and Ritter 1991), we can
label thisintermediate head Num (= Number). If the adjective grande ‘great’ serves as the specifier of
Num, thiswill mean that the derivation of (59) involves the movement operation shown in (60) bd ow:

(60) DP
/\
D NumP
Ia /\
A Num'
grande /\
Num NP
invasione /\
A A N’
italiana T~
N PP
tavasiene dell’ Albania

The noun invasione originates in the head N position of NP and then (via head movement) moves into the
head Num position of NumP, with the original occurrence of invasione in N being deleted. An assumption
embodied in the analysisin (60) isthat adjectives serve as specifiers of the expressions they modify, and
that different types of adjective serve as specifiers to different types of constituent (e.g. italiana in (60) is
the specifier of NP, and grande is the specifier of NumP): see Cinque (1994) for a more extensive
implementation of thisidea, and Cinque (1999) for a paralld analysis of clausa adverbs.

While the kind of N-movement operation found in Italian is not found in present-day English, it did
occur in earlier varieties of English. For example, in Chaucer’s Troilus and Criseyde we find nomina's
such asthosein (61) below where theitalicised noun precedes the bol d-printed adjective:

(61)(@  hire own brother dere (= her own brother dear)
(b) athingimmortal (= athing immortal)
(c)  blosmy bowes grene (= blossomy branches green)
(d)  hirehornes pale (= her horns pale)

Theitalicised noun in such structures has moved from the head N position of NP into the head Num
position of NumP, so moving in front of the bold-printed adjective. (See Kishimoto 2000 for arguments
that present-day structures like something nice are alast vestige of this once-productive N-to-Num
movement operation, deriving from some nice thing via movement of thing from N to Num.)

Although nouns generaly move only as far as Num in Italian, in some other languages nouns can move
above Num into the head D position of DP (if the head D of DP is strong/affixal in nature). Consider in
this regard the following Norwegian exampl es (from Taral dsen 1990):

(62)(@)  hans bgker om syntaks (b)  bgkene hans om syntax
his books about syntax books+the his about syntax

Tara dsen argues that (62b) is derived via movement of the noun bgker ‘books from the head N position
of NP to the head D position of DP, whereit attaches to the | eft of the affixal determiner +ne ‘the’.

Longobardi (1994, p.623) argues that proper nouns (i.e. names) in Italian can raise from N to D across
an intervening adj ective (like the possessi ve adjective mio) in structures like (63b) bel ow:

(63)(@ Il mio Gianni hafinamentetdefonato (b)  Gianni mio ha fina mente telefonato
The my Gianni has finally phoned Gianni mine has finally phoned
‘My Gianni has finaly phoned’ ‘My Gianni has fina ly phoned’

In (634) the head D position of DP isfilled by the determiner il ‘the’, and thereis no movement of the
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proper noun Gianni from N to D. However, in (63b) the head D position of DP isfilled by anull affixal
determiner, and the proper noun Gianni raises from N to D to attach to the null determiner, in the process
crossing the possessive adjective mio. In earlier varieties of English, asimilar type of movement operation
seems to be found in vocative express ons used to address someone, as theitalicised vocative in (64b)
beow illustrates (from Chaucer’s Troilus and Criseyde):

(6M)(@  ‘lwis, myn uncle’ quod she (b)  ‘And whi so, uncle myn?whi so? quod she
‘Certainly, my uncle,’ said she ‘And why so, uncle mine, why so? said she

As these exampl es show, the houn uncle can be positioned either before or after the possessive myn in
vocative expressions. How can we account for this? One possibility (suggested in rlation to Italian
vocatives like mio caro Gianni ‘my dear Gianni’ and Gianni mio caro ‘ Gianni my dear’ by L ongobardi
1994, p.626) isthat vocative structures like uncle myn are DPs in which the noun uncle has raised from N
to D, whereas structures like myn uncle are ‘ smaller’ nominals which lack a DP projection and hence
cannot trigger N-to-D movement. (See Longobardi 1994, 1996, 2001 for an insightful discussion of the
syntax and semantics of N-to-D movement in nominas. See dso Vikner 1995 and Roberts 2001b for more
general discussion of head movement.)

The general conclusion to be drawn from this section is that we find evidence from languages other
than present-day English (and from earlier varieties of English) that head movement may apply in
nominal aswel as clausal structures. In particular, we find evidence of two types of N-movement
operation: (i) movement of a noun to a Num position intermediate between D and N; and (ii) movement of
anoun to the head D pasition of DP (with the noun first moving to Num before moving to D, in order for
movement of the noun to be successive-cyclic and thereby satisfy the Head M ovement Constraint).

5.10 Summary
In this chapter, we have been concerned with the syntax of head movement. We began by

looking at auxiliary inversion in questionsin English in 85.2, arguing that thisinvolves a T-to-C
movement operation whereby an auxiliary moves from the head T position of TP into the head C position
of CP. We suggested that auxiliaries move to C in main dause questions because C in such structuresis
strong (perhaps by virtue of containing a null question particle Q which is affixa and has a strong tense
feature) and so attracts an auxilary in T to moveto C. In 85.3 we argued that movement operati ons like
auxiliary inversion involve two separate copying and deletion operations: a copy of theauxiliary in T is
merged with an affixal question partide Q in C, and then the origina occurrence of the auxiliary in T is
deleted. In 85.4 we saw that finite main verbs in Elizabethan English could move from V to T by an
operation of V-to-T movement (as is shown by word-order in negative sentences like | care not for her),
but that this kind of movement is no longer possible in present-day English. We suggested that a null finite
T was strong in Elizabethan English (perhaps containing an abstract Tns affix with a V-feature triggering
theraising of verbs to T) but that its counterpart in present-day English isweak (sothat aTns affix in T is
lowered onto the main verb by the morphological operation of Affix Hopping). In 85.5 we argued that
T-to-C movement and V-to-T movement are two different reflexes of a more general head movement
operaion, and that head movement is subject to a strict locality condition (imposed by the Head
M ovement Constraint) which requiresit to apply in a successive cyclic (stepwise) fashion, so that head
movement is only possible between a given head and the next highest head within the structure containing
it. In 85.6 we argued that present-day English has alast vestige of V-to-T raising in finite clauses whereby
be and have rai se from alower position into the head T pasition of TP. We suggested that afinite T in
present-day English contains a Tns affix which can only attract an auxiliary-like light verb to moveto T,
not alexica verb: we noted that one i mplementation of thisidea would bethat afinite T has a strong
AUX-fegturein present-day English. In 85.7, we took another look at negation. Revising our earlier
analysis of not as a VvV P-specifier, we outlined an dternative analysis under which not is the specifier of a
NEGP constituent which was headed by ne in Chaucerian English, but whichis null in present-day
English. On this view, Shakespearean negatives like He heard not that involve movement of the verb from
V through NEG into T. Because NEG and T don’'t have a strong V-feature in present-day English, they
can no longer trigger movement of a lexical verb. In 85.8 we outlined a morphological account of Affix
Hopping and Do-Support. We suggested that once the syntactic component of the grammar has
generated a given syntactic structure (e.g. a complete CP), the relevant structure is then sent to the PF
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component for morphologica and phonol ogical processing. If a structure being processed by the PF
component contains an unattached Tns affix, thisislowered onto head immediately be ow by Affix
Hopping if thisis an overt verb; if not, the dummy item do is attached to the affix by Do-Support. In
85.9, we presented evidence that head movement can also apply in nominal structures. We argued that
nounsin Italian raise to a head Num(ber) position intermediate between D and N in structureslikela
grande invasioneitaliana dell’ Albania ‘the greet Italian invasion of Albania . We noted that in some
languages, nouns can raise still further to attach to D — e.g. in Norwegian nominals such as bgkene hans
‘books.the his'.

WORKBOOK SECTION

Exercise I X

Discuss the derivation of each of the following (declarative or interrogative) sentences, drawing atree
diagram to represent the structure of each sentence and saying why the relevant structureis (or is not)
grammatical (in the case of 4, saying why it isungrammatical as amain clause):

1 Hehdpsher 2 *Hed'shep her 3 *Hepsheher?

4 *If he heps her? 5  Doeshehep her? 6 | wonder if he hdps her
7 *l wonder if doeshehdpher 8 *| wonder if helps he her 9 *Hehepsnot her

10 *Henot heps her 11 Hedoes not help her 12 Hedoesn't help her

13  Doesn't he help her?

(Notethat d's in 2 represents unstressed does, /dfz/.) Say what is unusual about the syntax of 14 bd ow
(the second line of the nursery rhyme Baa Baa Black Sheep) — and why such structures are no longer
grammatical in many varieties of English:

14  Have you any wool?

Then, discuss the derivation of each of the following questions produced by a number of different children
aged 2-4 years, and identify the nature of the child's error in each case:

15 Istheclock isworking? 16 Doesit opens?
17  Don't you don’t want one? 18 Doesit doesn't move?

Consider, also, the derivation of the foll owing questions reported (by Akmajian and Heny 1975, p. 17) to
have been produced by an unnamed three-year-old girl:

19 Isl candothat? 20 Isyou should eat the apple?
21 Istheapplejuice won't spill?

And finally, say why you think negative imperatives like 22 (which were grammatica in Elizabethan
English) are ungrammatical in present-day English, and why we find 23 instead:

22 *Benot afraid! 23 Don't beafraid!

Helpful hints

In 13, account for the fact that the sentence i s ambiguous between one interpretation paraphraseable as ‘Is
it the case that he doesn’t help her’ and another paraphraseable as ‘Isn't it the case that he helps her? In
15-18, consider the possibility that children sometimes fail to delete the original occurrence of amoved T
congtituent. In relation to 17 and 18, consider a so the possibility that (in the relevant child grammars)
attachment of the diticn't toaTnsaffix in T may either be treated by the child as a syntactic operation, or
as a PF operation which appliesin the PF component after the relevant syntactic structure has been
formed. In relation to 23, consider the passibility that although a T in finite declarative and interrogative
clauses has a strong AUX feature, T in imperatives is weak and so can attract neither main verbs nor
auxiliaries.

M odel answer for 1
Given the assumptions made in the text, 1 will have the simplified syntactic structure (i) below:
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(i) CP
/\
C TP
7] /\
PRN T
He /\
T VP
TNSzsger /\
\Y PRN
help her

The overdl clauseis a CP headed by anull declarative complementiser @ which has a TP complement
headed by a T constituent which carries a present-tense Tns affix which is third person singular by
agreement with the subject he, and which needs an overt verb stem to attach to. Since T does not have a
strong V-feature in present-day English, the verb help cannot be raised to provide a host for the affix in T.
After the syntactic structurein (i) has been formed, it is handed over to the PF component, whereit is
processed in a bottom-up, cyclic fashion. Onthe TP cycle, The Tns affix in T is lowered onto the end of
the verb help by Affix Hopping, which specifies that aweak affix in T islowered onto the head V of aVP
complement of T. Affix Hopping results in the form [help+ Tnssge], Which is ultimately spelled out as
helps. The complement pronoun her is assigned accusative case in the syntax by the c-commanding
transitive verb help, and the subject pronoun he is assigned nominative case by the c-commanding null
intransitive finite compl ementiser @.

Exercise X
Discuss the derivation of the following Shakespearean sentences:

Thou marvell’ st at my words (Macbeth, Macbeth, 111.ii)

Macbeth doth come (Third Witch, Macbeth, 1.iii)

Heloves not you (L ysander, Midsummer Night's Dream, I11.ii)

Y ou do not look on me (Jessica, Merchant of Venice, 11.vi)

Wilt thou use thy wit? (Claudio, Much Ado About Nothing, V.i)
Wrong | mine enemies? (Brutus, Julius Caesar, 1V.ii)

Knows he not thy voice? (First Lord, All'sWell That Ends Well, 1V.i)
Didst thou not say he comes? (Baptista, Taming of the Shrew, I11.ii)
Canst not rule her? (Leontes, Winter's Tale, I1.iii)

10 Hath not a Jew eyes? (Shylock, Merchant of Venice, I11.i)

11 Do not you love me? (Benedick, Much Ado About Nothing, V.iv)
12 Buythou arope! (Antipholus, Comedy of Errors, IV.i)

13 Fear you not him! (Tranio, Taming of the Shrew, Iv.iv)

14  Speak not you to him! (Escalus, Measure for Measure, V.i)

15 Do not you meddie! (Antonio, Much Ado About Nothing, V.i)

16 Shenot deniesit (Leonato, Much Ado About Naothing, IV.i)

©Coo~NOOOP~WNE

Helpful hints

Assumethat 9 has anull finite pro subject. Assume also that the sentences in 12-15 areimperative in
force, and consider the possihility that V raisesto C in imperatives in Elizabethan English (See Han 2001),
perhaps attaching to a strong imperative affix Imp. Consider a so the possibility that not had a dual status
and could either function as an independent word (like present-day English not) or could serve as an
encliti c partid e (like present-day English n’t) which attached to an immediately adjacent finite T
congtituent. Finally, say in what way(s) sentence 16 proves problematic in respect of the assumptions
made in the main text (and in the modd answer bel ow), and see if you can think of possible sol utions (e.g.
What if the verb raised as far as NEG but not asfar as T?).

M odel answer for 1 and 2
Rd evant aspects of the derivation of 1 (here presented in simplified form) are as follows. The verb marvel
merges with its PP complement at my words to form the VP marvel at my words. Thisin turn is merged
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withaT constituent containing a present tense Tns affix to form the T-bar Tns marvel at my words, which
isin turn merged with its subject thou. The Tns affix agrees with thou and thus carries the features
[second-person, singular-number, present-tense], below abbreviated to 2SgPr. The resulting TP is merged
with a null intransitive finite C which marks the declarative force of the sentence and which assigns
nominati ve case to thou. 1 thus has the syntacti ¢ structure shownin simplified formin (i) be ow, with the
dotted arrow indicating movement of the verb marvel fromV to T:

(i) CP
/\

C TP
9 /\

PRN T

thou /\

T VP
maArveI +TNSysppr /\
: \/ PP

. marvel at my words

The string marvel+ Tns,ge, is ultimately spelled out as marvell’ st in the PF component.

Sentence 2 is derived as follows. The verb come merges with a weak Tns affix in T, forming the T-bar
Tns come. Thiswill in turn be merged with its subject Macbeth, which we can take to be a DP headed by a
null determiner, in accordance with the DP hypothesis (and indeed, proper names in many languages can
be premodified by an overt determiner — cf. e.g. Itdlian la Callas, literdly ‘the Callas'). Merging the
resulting DP with a null declarative complementiser will derive the syntactic structure shown in (ii) bel ow:

(i) /CP\
C TP
ﬂ /\
DP /T\
D N T \Y
[/ Macbeth Tns come

It would seem that the Tns affix undergoes DO-support in the PF component, and is ultimately spelled out
as doth (which isadialectal variant of does). What is surprising about thisis that the dummy auxiliary do
is used only to support a Tns affix which is unable to find a host by any other means. So what we'd expect
to happen when the structurein (ii) is handed over to the PF component is for the Tns affix to be lowered
onto the verb come in the PF component by Affix Hopping, with the resulting verb being spdled out as
cometh (adiaectd variant of comes). However, thisis clearly not what happens. Why not?

One possibility isthat the Tns affix in afinite T in astructure like (ii) could be either strong or weak in
Elizabethan English. Whereit is strong, the Tns affix will trigger raising of the main verb fromV to T;
whereit isweak, the verb will remain in situ, and the tense affix will remain unattached in the syntax. The
resulting structure (ii) will then be handed over to the PF component, whereit is processed in a bottom-up
fashion. Although in present-day English Do-Support is only used where Affix Hopping cannot apply,
let’ s suppose that in Shakespearean English the two are in free variation, in the sense that either can be
used as away of providing ahost for an unattached affix in T. Applying Affix Hopping will lower the
(third person singular present tense) affix in (ii) onto the verb deriving the string come+ Tnsssger (Which is
ultimatd y spelled out as cometh). Applying Do-Support instead will result in the dummy stem do being
attached to the Tns affix in T, so forming the string do+ Tnssgger (Which is ultimately spelled out as doth).
If an analysis along the lines outlined hereis tenable, itimpliesthat there was cons derably more
morphosyntactic variation in Shakespearean English than we find in present-day varieties of Standard
English — for exampl e, in respect of afinite Tns affix being ether strong or weak, and an unattached Tns
affix ether being lowered onto the verb, or having do attached to it. Given that Shakespeare' s writing
contains a mixture of different dialect forms (as we see from the alternation between dialectal variants like
comes/cometh and does/doth), this may not be implausible. However, as noted by Tieken-Boon van
Ostade (1988), the origin of do is ‘one of the great riddles of English linguistic history’.
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6.

Wh-movement

6.1 Overview
In the previous chapter, we looked at the head movement operation by which a head can move
into the next highest head position within the structure containing it. In this chapter, welook at avery
different kind of movement operation traditionally termed wh-movement, by which a wh-expression like
who or what languages moves into the specifier pasition within CP. We begin by looking at the syntax of
wh-questi ons, and then go on to probe the syntax of two other types of wh-clause, namely exclamative
clauses and rel ative clauses.

6.2 Wh-questions
So far, we have implicitly assumed that CP comprises a head C constituent (which can be filled
by a complementiser or a preposed auxiliary) and a TP complement. However, one question which such
an analysis begs is what position is occupied by the bol d-printed constituent which precedes theitalicised
auxiliary in root interrogatives (i.e. main-clause questions) such as (1) be ow:

(D@ What languages can you speak? (b)  Which onewould you like?
(0 Who was she dating? (d)  Whereareyou going?

Each of the sentencesin (1) contains an italicised inverted auxiliary occupying the head C position of CP,
preceded by a bold-printed interrogative wh-expression —i.e. an expression containing an interrogative
word beginning with wh- like what/which/who/wher e/when/why. (Note that how in questions like How are
you? How well did he behave? etc. is also treated as a wh-word because it exhibits the same syntactic
behaviour as interrogative words beginning with wh-.) Each of the wh-expressionsin (1) functions asthe
compl ement of the verb at the end of the sentence — as we see from the fact that each of the examplesin
(1) has aparaphrase like that in (2) below in which the wh-expression occupi es complement position after
theitalicised verb: cf.

(2)(@)  You can speak what languages? (b)  Youwould like which one?
(¢  Shewasdating who? (d)  Youaregoing where?

Structures like (2) are termed wh-in-situ questions, since the bol d-printed wh-expressi on does not get
preposed, but rather remainsin situ (i.e. ‘in place’) in the canonical position associated with its
grammatical function (e.g. what languages in (2a) isthe direct object complement of speak, and
compl ements are normally positioned after their verbs, so what languagesis positioned after the verb
speak). In English, wh-in-situ questions are used primarily as echo questions, to echo and question
something previously said by someone else — as we can illustrate in terms of the following dial ogue:

(3) SPEAKERA: | just met Lord Lance ot Humpal ot
SPEAKER B: You just met who?

Echo questions such as that produced by speaker B in (3) suggest that the wh-expressions in (1) originate
as compl ements of the relevant verbs, and subsequently get moved to the front of the overall clause. But
what position do they get moved into?

The answer is obviously that they are moved into some position preceding theinverted auxiliary. Since
inverted auxiliaries occupy the head C position of CP, let’s suppose that preposed wh-expressions are
moved into a position preceding the head C of CP. Given that specifiers are positioned before heads, a
plausible suggestion to make is that preposed wh-expressions moveinto the specifier position within CP
(= spec-CP). If so, a sentence like (2¢) Who was she dating? will involve the arrowed movement
operaions shown in (4) beow:
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(@] CP
/\
PRN c
VV‘QO /\
C TP
Wwas /\
A PRN T
she /\
T VP
D was
Vv PRN
dating who
@ |

(To be more preci se, interrogative pronouns like who are Q-pronouns and hence pronominal quantifiers.)
Two different kinds of movement operation (indicated by the numbered arrows) areinvolved in (4): the
movement arrowed in (1) involves the familiar operation of head movement by which the bold-printed
auxiliary was moves from the head T position of TP into the head C position of CP; by contrast (2)
involves movement of an italicised wh-expression from the compl ement position within VP into the
specifier position in CP, and this very different kind of movement operation is known as wh-movement.
Note that unlike head movement (which, as its name suggests, moves only heads), wh-movement moves
maximal projections; for instance, in (1a) What languages can you speak? wh-movement moves the
guantifier phrase what languages which is the maxima projection of the interrogati ve quantifier what? by
virtue of being the largest expression headed by the word what; and in (1c) Who was she dating? it moves
the interrogative Q-pronoun who (which is amaximal projection by virtue of being the largest expression
headed by the word who). Following Cheng (1997), we might suppose that every d ause must betyped
(i.e. identified as declarative or interrogative etc. in type) in the syntax, and that a clauseis typed as
interrogativeif it contains an interrogative head or specifier: on this view, movement of theinterrogative
pronoun who to spec-CP serves to type the CP in (4) asinterrogative.

Evidence in support of the assumption that preposed wh-expressions move into spec-CP comes from
varieties of English in which a preposed wh-expression can precede a complementiser likethat. Thisis
true, for example, of interrogative complement clauses like those bracketed be ow in Belfast English (from
Henry 1995, p.107):

(5)(@ 1 wonder [which dish that they picked]
(b)  They didn't know [which model that we had discussed]

Since the compl ementiser that occupies the head C position in the bracketed CP, it seems reasonable to
suppose that the wh-expressions which dish/which modd in front of that occupy the specifier position
within CP, and this is what Alison Henry argues. (See Seppéanen and Trotta 2000 and Zwicky 2002 for
discussion of the syntax of wh+that structures.)

6.3 Wh-movement as copying and deletion

A tacit assumption made in our analysis of wh-movement in (4) isthat just as amoved head (e.g.
an inverted auxiliary) leaves behind a null copy of itsef inthe position out of which it moves, sotoo a
moved wh-expression leaves behind a copy at its extraction site (i.e. in the position out of whichitis
extracted/moved). In earlier work in the 1970s and 1980s, moved constituents were said to leave behind a
tracein the paositions out of which they move (informally denoted ast), and traces of moved nominal
congtituents were treated as being like pronouns in certain respects. A moved constituent and its trace(s)
were together said to form a (movement) chain, with the highest member of the chain (i.e. the moved
congtituent) being the head of the movement chain, and the lowest member being the foot of the chain.
Within the framework of Chomsky’s more recent copy theory of movement, atraceis taken to be a full
copy (rather than apronomina copy) of a moved constituent. Informally, however, we shall sometimes
refer to the null copies left behind by movement astraces or trace copies in later sections and chapters.
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The assumption that moved wh-expressions | eave a copy behind can be defended not only on
theoretical grounds (in terms of our desire to devel op a unified theory of movement in which both minimal
and maximal projections leave behind copies when they move), but aso on empirical grounds. One
relevant piece of empirical evidence that wh-movement involves a copying operation comes from
sentences such as those bd ow:

(6)(@  What hope of finding survivors could there be?
(b)  What hope could there be of finding survivors?

(7)(@  Wnat proof that he wasimplicated have you found?
(b)  What proof have you found that he was implicated?

In order to try and understand what’s going on here, |et’s take a closer look at the derivation of (6). The
expression what hope of finding survivorsis a QP comprising the quantifier what and an NP complement
which in turn comprises the noun hope and its PP complement of finding survivors. The overall QP what
hope of finding survivorsisinitially merged as the complement of the verb be, but ultimate y moves to the
front of the overall sentencein (6a): thisis unproblematic, sinceit involves wh-movement of the whole
QP. But in (6b), it would seem asif only part of this QP (= the string what hope) undergoes
wh-movement, leaving behind the PP of finding survivors. The problem with thisis that the string what
hopeis not a constituent, only a subpart of the overall QP what hope of finding survivors. Given the
standard assumption that only compl ete constituents can undergo movement, we clearly cannot maintain
that the non-congtituent string what hope gets moved on its own. So how can we account for sentences
like (6b)? Copy theory provides us with an answer, if we suppose that wh-movement places a copy of the
compl ete QP what hope of finding survivors at the front of the overal sentence, so deriving the structure
shown in skeletal form in (8) bd ow:

(80 What hope of finding survivor s could there be what hope of finding survivors

If we further suppose that the PP of finding survivorsisspelled out inits originad position (i.e. in the
italicised position it occupied before wh-movement applied) but the remaining constituents of the QP (the
guantifier what and the noun hope) are spdled out in the superficia (bold-printed) paosition in which they
end up after wh-movement, (6b) will have the superficid structure shown in simplified form bel ow after
copy-de etion has applied (with strikethreugh indicating constituents which receive a null spdlout):

(99 What hope ef-finding-survivers could there be what-hepe of finding survivors

As should be obvious, such an andysisrelies crucidly on the assumption that moved constituents leave
behind full copies of themsalves. It aso assumes the possibility of split spelout/discontinuous spellout,
in the sense that (in sentences like (6/7) above) a PP or CP which is the complement of a particular type of
moved constituent can be spelled out in one position (in the position whereit originated), and the
remainder of the constituent spelled out in another (in the position where it ends up). More generaly, it
suggests that (in certain structures) there a choi ce regardi ng which part of a movement chain gets de eted
(anidea developed in Bobaljik 1995, Brody 1995, Groat and O’ Neil 1996, Pesetsky 1997/1998, Richards
1997, Roberts 1997, Runner 1998, Nunes 1999, Cormack and Smith 1999, and BoSkovi¢ 2001). A further
possibility which this opens up is that wh-in-situ structures may involve a moved wh-expression being
spelled out initsinitial position (at the foot of the movement chain) rather than in its final position (at the
head of the movement chain): see Pesetsky (2000) and Reintges, LeSourd and Chung (2002) for anal yses
of thisilk, and Watanabe (2001) for a more general discussion of wh-in-situ structures.

Further evidence that wh-movement | eaves behind a copy which is subsequently del eted comes from
speech errors involving wh-copying, e.g. in re ative dauses such as that bracketed bel ow:

(10)  It'saworld record [which many of us thought which wasn’t on the books at al] (Athletics
commentator, BBC2 TV)

What' s the nature of the speech error made by the tongue-tied (or brain-drained) BBC reporter in (10)?
The answer isthat when moving the relative pronoun which fromitsinitial italicised position to its
subsequent bol d-printed position, our intrepid reporter successfully merges a copy of which in the
bold-printed position, but fails to delete the origina occurrence of which in theitalicised position. Such
speech errors provide us with further evidence that wh-movement is a compasite operation involving both
copying and deletion.
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A different kind of argument in support of positing that a moved wh-expression leaves behind a null
copy comes from the semanti cs of wh-questions. Chomsky (1981, p.324) argues that a wh-question like
(11a) bel ow has a semantic representation (more precisely, aL ogical Form/LF representation) which
can be shown informally asin (11b) bel ow, with (11b) being paraphraseble as ‘ Of which x (such that x is a
person) isit true that she was dating xX?':

(1)@  Who was she dating? (b)  Which x (x a person), she was dating X

Inthe L F representation (11b), the quantifier which functions as an interrogative operator which serves
to bind the variable x. Since a grammar must compute a semanti ¢ representation for each syntactic
structure which it gener ates/forms, important questions arise about how syntacti c representations are to be
mapped/converted into semantic representations. One such question is how a syntactic structure like (11a)
can be mapped into an LF-representation like (11b) containing an operator binding a variable. If a moved
wh-expression leaves behind a copy, (11a) will have the syntactic structure shown in highly simplified
formin (12) bdow (wherewhe is anull trace copy of the preposed wh-word who):

(12)  Who was she dating whe?

(See (4) above for afuller representation of the relevant structure.) The LF-representation for (11a) can be
derived from the syntactic representation (12) in a straightforward fashion if the copy whe in (12) is given
an LF interpretation as a variable bound by the wh-quantifier which.

A further semantic argument in support of the copy theory of movement is formulated by Chomsky
(1995) in relation to the interpretation of sentences such as:

(13)  Joe wonders which picture of himsdf Jim bought

In (13), the reflexive anaphor himself can refer either to Joe or to Jim. An obvious problem posed by the
latter interpretation is that a reflexive has to be c-commanded by alocal antecedent (one contained within
the same TP, aswe saw in §3.7), and yet Jim does not c-command himsalf in (13). How can we account
for the dual interpretation of himself? Chomsky argues that the copy theory of movement provides a
principled answer to this question. The QP which picture of himself isinitially merged as the complement
of the verb bought but is subsequently moved to front of the bought clause, leaving behind a copy inits
original paosition, so deriving the structure shown in skeletd formin (14) bel ow:

(14)  [cp [trJoe wonders [cp Which picture of himself [+p Jim bought which picture of himself]]]]

Although theitalicised copy of the QP which picture of himsdf gets del eted in the PF component,
Chomsky argues that copies of moved constituents remain visibl e in the semantic component, and that
binding conditions apply to LF representations. If (14) isthe LF representation of (13), the possibility of
himself referring to Jim can be attributed to the fact that the italicised occurrence of himself is
c-commanded by (and contained within the same TP as) Jimin the relevant L F-representation. On the
other hand, the possibility of himself referring to Joe can be attributed to the fact that the bol d-printed
occurrence of himself is c-commanded by (and occurs within the same TP as) Joe.

In this section, we have seen that thereis arange of empirical evidence which supports the claim that a
congtituent which undergoes wh-movement leaves behind a copy at its extraction site. This copy is
normally given anull spellout in the PF component, though we have seen that copies may someti mes have
an overt spdlout, or indeed part of a moved phrase may be spelled out in one position, and part in another.
We have also seen that copies of moved wh-constituents are visible in the semantic component, and play
an important role in relation to the interpretation of anaphors.

6.4 Wh-movement and EPP
An important question raised by the anal ysis outlined above is what triggers wh-movement.

Chomsky (1998, 1999, 2001) suggests that an [EPP] feature is the mechanism which drives movement of
wh-expressions to spec-CP. More specifically, he maintains that just as T in finite clauses carries an [EPP]
feature requiring it to be extended into a TP projecti on containing a subject as its specifier, sotoo Cin
wh-questi ons carries an [EPP] featurerequiring it to be extended into a CP projection containing a
wh-expression as its specifier.

We canillustrate how the EPP analysis of wh-movement works by looking at the derivation of the
bracketed interrogative complement clause in (15) below:
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(15) Hewantsto know [where you are going]

The bracketed wh-question clause in (15) is derived as follows. The verb going is merged with its

compl ement where to form the VP going where. The present tense auxiliary are is then merged with the
resulting VP to form the T-bar are going where. The pronoun you isin turn merged with this T-bar to
form the TP you are going where. A null complementiser [c 2] is subsequently merged with the resulting
TP. Sincetherdevant clauseis awh-question, C contains a[wH] feature. In addition, since English
(unlike Chinese) is the kind of language whi ch requires wh-movement in ordinary wh-questions, C adso
has an [EPP] feature requiring it to have a specifier. Accordingly, merging C with its TP complement will
form the C-bar in (16) be ow (features being CAPITALISED and enclosed in square brackets):

(16) c'
/\
C TP
[WH, EPP| T
o PRN T
you T~
T VP
are
\ PRN
going where

(A minor descriptive detail isthat the locati ve adverbial pronoun whereis here categorised here as a
PRN/pronoun, though could equally be assigned to the category ADV/adverb.) The [wH] feature of C
allows C to attract awh-expression. The [EPP] feature of C requires C to project asits specifier an
expression which has a feature which matches some feature of C: since C carries a[wH] feature, this
amounts to a requirement that C must project a wh-specifier. On the assumption that the wh-pronoun
where carries a[WH] feature, this means that C will attract the wh-pronoun where to move from the VP-
compl ement position which it occupiesin (16) aboveto CP-specifier position. If we suppose that the [WH]
and [EPP] features carried by C are dd eted (and thereby inactivated) once their requirements are satisfied
(deletion being indicated by strikethrough), we derive the structure (17) bel ow (assuming, too, that the
phonological features of the trace of the moved wh-congtituent where are also del eted):

(a7 CP
/\
PRN (0%
where /\
C TP
[wH, ErF] T~
7] PRN T
you T~
T VP
ae /\
\ PRN
going where

Thereis no auxiliary inversion (hence no movement of the auxiliary are from T to C) because (17) isa
complement clause, and an interrogative C does not carry a[TNS] feature triggering auxiliary inversion in
compl ement clauses.

By contrast, main-clause wh-questions involve auxiliary inversion as well as wh-movement, as we see
from sentences like (18) below:

(18)  Who were you phoning?

Let's suppose that the derivation of (18) proceeds as follows. The wh-pronoun who merges with the verb
phoning to form the VP phoning who. Theresulting VP is subsequently merged with the past tense
auxiliary were to form the T-bar were phoning who, which is itself merged with the pronoun you to form
the TP you were phoning who. This TP isthen merged with a null interrogative C. Since (18) isa
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wh-question, C will carry a[wH] feature and an [EPP] feature. Since (18) is aso a main-clause question, C
will additionally carry a[TNS] feature which triggers movement of atensed auxiliary from T to C. Given
these assumptions, merging C with the TP you were phoning who will derive the following structure:

(19) c

/\

C TP
[TNS, WH, EPP| /\
2 PRN T
you /\
T VP
were
V PRN
phoning who

The[TNS] feature of C attracts the present-tense auxiliary have to move to C (attaching to a null question
affix in C). The [wH, EPP| features of C require C to have a wh-expression as its specifier, and hence
trigger movement of the wh-pronoun who to spec-CP, so deriving the structure shown bel ow:

(20) CP

PRN C'
WhO /\
C TP
[FNS, WH, EPF| /\
weretg PRN T
you /\
T VP
/
\ PRN
phoning wheo

And (20) isthe superfica syntactic structure of (18) Who were you phoning?

Chomsky (2001) maintains that movement is simply another form of merger. Herefers to merger
operaions which involve taking an item out of thelexical array and merging it with some other
congtituent as external merge, and to movement operations by which an item contained within an existing
structureis moved to a new position asinternal merge. Accordingly, the structure (19) is crested by a
series of external merger operations, and is then mapped into (20) by two internal merger operations
(namely head-movement and wh-movement).

6.5 Attract Closest Principle
The EPP analysis of wh-movement outlined in the previous section has interesting i mplications
for the syntax of multiple wh-questions which contain two or more separate wh-expressions. (See Daya
2002 for discussion of the semantic properties of such questions.) A salient syntactic property of such
guestionsin English is that only one of the wh-expressions can be preposed — as we caniillustratein
relaion to an echo question such as:

(21) Hemight think who has done what?

If wetry and prepose the highlighted wh-words in (21), we find that only one of the two can be preposed
(not both of them), and moreover the preposed item has to be who and not what:

(22) (&  Who might he think has done what? (b) *What might he think who has done?
(0 *Who what might he think has done? (d) *What who might he think has done?
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Why should this be? In order to get aclearer idea of what's going on where, consider what happens when
we reach the stage of derivation shown below:

C TP
[TNS, WH, EPP]
] PRN T
he /\
T VP
might /\
V CP
think /\
C TP
@ /\
PRN T
who
T VP
has
\ PRN
done what

Theaffixal [TNS] feature carried by the main-clause C at the top of the tree attracts the auxiliary might to
move from T to C. The[wH, EPP| features of C in turn mean that the topmost C attracts a wh-expression to
move to spec-CP. But (23) contains two wh-words, namely who and what. Sinceit iswho rather than what
which must be preposed in (21) and sincewho is closer to C than what, let’s suppose that C attracts the
closest wh-word which it c-commands. This requirement is a consequence of a principle of Universal
Grammar (adapted from Chomsky 1995, p.297) which we can outlineinformadly as follows:

(24) Attract Closest Principlel ACP
A head which attracts a given kind of constituent attracts the closest constituent of the relevant kind

Since who is closer to the main-clause C than what in (23), it follows from ACP that C attracts who to
move into spec-CP, so deriving the structure shown in simplified form bel ow:

(25) CP
PRN C'
Who /\
C TP
[FNSWH, EPF]  _— T~
might+@ PRN T
he /\
T VP
/\
\ CP
think @ who has done what

As before, we assume that wh-movement and head movement | ead to del etion of the [TNS, WH, EPF|
features of C, and of the trace copies of the moved constituents who and might. In short, the assumption
that C carries [wH, EPP] features which attract a wh-expression to move to spec-CP, in conjunction with
the Attract Closest Principle (24) and the ancillary assumption that the [EPP] and [wWH] features of C are
deleted (and thereby inactivated) once a wh-expression has been moved to spec-CP, accounts for the
pattern of grammati cality found in multiple wh-questions like (22).
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6.6 Pied-piping and convergence
Most of the wh-questions we have anal ysed so far have involved movement of a wh-word to
spec-CP. However, sometimes it’s more than just a wh-word which gets preposed under wh-movement.
For example, if welook at the wh-movement counterpart of a wh-in-situ question like (26a) below, we
find that when the wh-quantifier which is moved to the front of the sentence, the noun assignment hasto
be moved together withit:

(26)(&  You have donewhich assignment?
(b) *Which have you done assignment?
(c)  Which assignment have you done?

To usethereevant technical term, when a wh-quantifier is moved to spec-CP, its complement has to be
pied-piped (i.e. dragged) along with it, so that the whole quantifier phrase which assignment moves to
spec-CP —asin (26¢). (The pied-piping metaphor was coined by Ross 1967, based on a traditional fairy
story in which the pied-piper in the village of Hamein enticed a group of children to follow him out of a
rat-infested village by playing his pipe.) Why should this be? In order to try and answer this question, let’'s
cons der how (26¢) is derived.

The quantifier which merges with the noun assignment to form the QP which assignment. Thisin turn
is merged with the verb done to form the VP done which assignment. The resulting VP is subsequently
merged with the present tense auxiliary have to form the T-bar have done which assignment, which is
itself merged with the pronoun you to form the TP you have done which assignment. TP isthen merged
with anull interrogative C. Since (26¢) is a main-clause wh-question, C will carry [TNS, WH, EPP] features.
Consequently, merging C with the TP you have done which assignment will derive the following structure:

o s

C TP
[TNS, WH, EPP| /\

2 PRN T

you /\
T VP
have /\
V P
done
Q N
which assignment

The[TNS] feature of C attracts the present-tense auxiliary have to moveto C, attaching to the null question
affix in C. Given the Attract Closest Principle (24), the[wH, EPP] features of C attract the closest wh-word
to move to the specifier position within CP. The closest wh-word to C in (27) —and indeed the only
wh-word contained in (27) — is the wh-quantifier which. However, a specifier position is a position which
can only be occupied by a maxima projection. Because which is the head Q of QP (and so not a maximal
projection), which cannot move on its own to spec-CP. Instead, let’s suppose that C triggers movement of
a maximal projection containing a wh-word. Since the QP which assignment is amaximal projection
containing a wh-word (by virtue of being the largest expression headed by the wh-quantifier which), we
therefore correctly predict that C can trigger movement of the QP which assignment to spec-CP, so
deriving the structure associ ated with (26¢) Which assignment have you done?

But the situation is not quite as straightforward as we might have hoped. After dl, the VP done which
assignment is also amaximal projection containing a wh-word, sinceit is the maximal projection of the
verb done and contai ns the wh-word which. And yet C can't trigger movement of the VP done which
assignment to spec-CP in (27), as we see from the ungrammaticality of:

(28) *Done which assignment has he?

So how come the QP which assignment can undergo wh-movement, but not the VP done which
assignment, when both are maximal proj ections contai ning the wh-word which?
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The answer liesin a UG prindiple which we can formulate informally as follows (the quoted material
being from Chomsky 1995, p.262)

(29) Convergence Principle
When an item moves, it carries dong with it ‘just enough materid for convergence

Since a convergent derivation is one which results in agrammatical structure which can be assigned an
appropriate semanti c and phonetic representation, the phrase ‘just enough materia for convergence’ in
effect means ‘just enough material to ensure that the resulting structure is grammatical’. Let’slook at how
(29) works.

The[wH] feature of C in (27) meansthat C looks for the closest wh-word which it c-commands, and
hence targets which. But preposi ng which onits own will not lead to convergence/grammaticality, sinceits
[EPP] feature requires C to have a maximal projection as its specifier. Hence the smallest maximal
projection contai ning the wh-word which is moved instead, namely the QP which assignment. Moving this
to spec-CP (and moving the auxiliary have from T to C) results in the structure shown in simplified form
bel ow:

(30) cP
QP (03
Which assignment /\
C TP
[N, WH, EPP| /\
havetg PRN T
you /\
T VP

/
\% QP

done which-assighment

Theresulting derivation is convergent (in that it doesn't violate any syntactic constraints) and hence the
corresponding sentence (26¢) Which assignment have you done? is grammati cal. Because preposing the
maximal projection which assignment leads to a convergent derivation, and the Convergence Principle
tdlsusto moveaslittle materia as possible, it is not possible to prepose the larger maximal projection
done which assignment — so accounting for the ungrammaticality of (28) * Done which assignment has he?

The conclusion which emerges from our discussion in this section and the last isthe following. It
follows from the Attract Closest Principlethat a C carrying [wH, EPP] features targets the closest wh-word
within the structure containing C. However, the [EPP] feature of C requires the wh-word to move into the
specifier position within CP, and only a maximal projection can occupy a specifier position. Hence, in
accordance with the Convergence Principle, the moved wh-word pied-pipes along with it the minimal
material which will ensure convergence. What thisin effect means in the case of structures like those
discussed in this section is that the smallest maximal projection containing the rel evant wh-word will
move to spec-CP.

6.7 Pied-pipingin prepositional and possessive structures
The cond usion we reached at the end of the previous section is summarised informally be ow:

(31) When C carries [WH, EPP] features, it locates the closest wh-word to C, and moves the smallest
possible maximal projection containing the wh-word into spec-CP

An interesting question raised by the assumptionsin (31) is how we account for what happensin clauses
like those bracketed in (32) bel ow where an (italicised) wh-expression is the complement of a (bold-
printed) preposition:

(32)(8) They asked [who he was referring to] (b)  They asked [to whom he was referring]

In these exampl es, the wh-pronoun who/whom is the complement of the preposition to (whom being the
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accusative form of the pronoun in formal styles, who in other styles). Ininformal styles, the wh-pronoun
who is preposed on its own, leaving the preposition to stranded or or phaned at the end of the bracketed
complement clause — asin (32a). However, in formal styles, the preposition to is pied-piped aong with
the wh-pronoun whom, so that the whol e PP to whom moves to spec-CP pasition within the bracketed
clause—asin (32b). Let'slook at what's going on here.

Given the assumptions made here, the bracketed i nterrogative complement clause in (32a) will be
derived as follows. The preposition to merges with its pronoun complement who to form the PP to who.
Thisin turn is merged with the verb referring to form the VP referring to who. This VP is then merged
with the past tense auxiliary was, forming the T-bar was referring to who which in turn is merged with its
subject he to form the TP he was referring to who. Merging the resulting TP with anull interrogative
compl ementiser carrying [wH, EPP] features will derive the structure shown in (33) below:

(33 C
/\
C TP
[WH, EPF] /\
] PRN T
he /\
T VP
WeS /\
\ PP
referring
PRN
to who

Given what issaid in (31), we d expect the [wH, EPP] features of C to trigger movement of the smallest
maximal projection contai ning a wh-word to the specifier position within CP. Since the wh-pronoun who
isamaximal projection containing a wh-word (by virtue of being the largest expression headed by the
wh-word who) it follows that who can move to spec-CP (thereby del eting the [wH] and [EPP] features of
C), so deriving the CP shown in simplified form below:

PRN c
who
C TP
[WH, EPP| he was referring to whe
[}

And (34) isthe structure of the bracketed interrogative complement clausein (32a).

But what about the derivation of the bracketed complement clause in the formal -styl e sentence (32b)
They asked [to whom he was referring] ? Why should the whol e prepositiona phrase to whom be moved to
the front of the complement clause in (32b), with the preposition to being pied-piped a ong with the
wh-pronoun whom? The answer suggested by Chomsky (1995, p.264) isthat in formal styles of English,
thereis a Stranding Constraint which *bars preposition stranding’. This constrai nt means that (in formal
styles) the wh-pronoun whom cannot be preposed on its own, since this would leave the preposition to
stranded and thus lead to violation of the Stranding Constraint. So, in accordance with the Convergence
Principle (29), the next smallest maximal projection containing the wh-word is preposed i nstead, namely
the PP to whom, resulting in the structure shown in highly simplified form bel ow:

PP C
to whom T T
C TP
[, EPP| he was referring te whem

2
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And (35) isthe structure of the bracketed clausein (32b) They asked [to whom he was referring].
A further instance of pied-piping is found in possessive structures such as the following:

(36)(8  You have borrowed whose car? (b) *Whose have you borrowed car?
(c0  Whose car have you borrowed?

In the echo-question (36a), the wh-phrase whose car remains in situ in complement position within the
verb phrase. In the corresponding non-echo questions in (36b/c), the genitive pronoun whose undergoes
wh-movement on its own in (36b) but leads to an ungrammatical outcome, whereas the larger expression
whose car undergoes wh-movement in (36b) and results in agrammatical sentence. So, it would seem that
movement of whose to the front of the overall sentence requires the noun car to be pied-piped along with
whose. Why should this be?

In order to answer this question, we need to understand the structure of the wh-expression whose car.
At first sight, it might seem as if whose is the head of whose car. However, closer reflection suggests that
this cannot be so because whose carries genitive case and yet whose car is the complement of the
transitive verb borrow in (36) and so must be accusative. Moreover, whose in (36) can be substituted by a
phrasal genitive (asin ‘Which of the men’'s car did you borrow?); and since phrases can occupy the
specifier (but not the head) position within a projection, it seems more likdy that genitives arethe
specifiers of the expressions containing them. Furthermore, whose car is definitein interpretation (in the
sensethat it has a meaning paraphraseabl e as ‘the car belonging to who?'), suggesting that it must bea DP
headed by a definite determiner. Since thereis no overt determiner in a structure like whose car, we can
follow Abney (1987) in assuming that its head must be a null counterpart of the definite D congtituent the.

Given these assumptions, (36¢) Whose car have you borrowed? will be derived as follows. The noun
car is merged with anull definite determiner, forming the D-bar @ car. Thisin turnis merged with its
pronoun specifier whose forming the DP whose @ car. This DP is merged with the verb borrowed, forming
the VP borrowed whose @ car. Theresulting VP is merged with the present tense auxiliary have, forming
the T-bar have borrowed whose g car, which in turn is merged with its subject you forming the TP you
have borrowed whose g car. This TP is then merged with an interrogative C carrying [TNS, WH, EPP]
features, so forming the C-bar in (37) below:

(37 /C\
C TP
[TNS, WH, EPP| /\
] PRN T
you /\
T VP
have /\
V DP
borrowed
PRN '
whose
D N
o car

The affixal [TNS] feature of C triggers movement of the auxiliary have from T to C, and the [wH, EPP]|
features of C attract the smallest possible maximal projection containing a wh-word to moveto
spec-CP. Now, the smallest maximal projection contai ning awh-wordin (37) is the genitive pronoun
whose itsdlf, which is amaximd projection by virtue of being the largest expression headed by whose.
Hence, we might expect whose to move to spec-CP on its own, so deriving the structure associated with
(36b) *Whose have you borrowed car? But the resulting sentence is ungrammeatical. Why?

The answer lies in a constraint identified by Ross which we can formulate loosd y as in (38) below:

(38) Left Branch Condition/LBC
Inlanguages like English, theleftmost constituent of a nomina, adjectival, or adverbid expresson
cannot be extracted out of the expression containing it
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(Nominal expressions can betaken to include DP and QP.) If welook at (37), we see that the genitive pronoun
whoseis theleftmost constituent of the DP whose @ car. Consequently, the Left Branch Condition (38)
prevents whose from being extracted out of the DP containing it, so accounting for the ungrammaticality
of (36b) *Whose have you borrowed car? In accordance with the Convergence Principle (29), we
therefore try preposing the next smallest maximal proj ection containing whose, namely the DP whose g
car. Moving this DP to spec-CP has the effect of pied-piping the noun car along with the

wh-word whose, and derives the structure shown in (39) be ow (simplified by showing only overt
congtituents and not showing the internal structure of TP or DP):

DP C'
whose car /\
C TP
[FNS, WH, EPP] you borrowed
have

This leads to a convergent derivation, as we see from the grammati cality of (36¢) Whose car have you
borrowed?

6.8 Yes-noquestions
Implicit in our discussion hitherto is the foll owing assumption about wh-questionsin English:

(40) Main-clause questions are CPs headed by a C which carries [TNS, WH, EPF] features.
This assumption has interesting implications for the syntax of yes-no questions such as:
(41) Isitraining?

It implies that not only wh-questions but also yes-no questions are CPs containing an interrogative
specifier. But what kind of specifier could yes-no questions contain? The answer suggested in Grimshaw
(1993) and Raberts (1993) is that they contain anull question operator which is directly generated in
spec-CP (i.e. which is positioned in spec-CP by simple merger rather than movement). From a historical
perspective, the null operator analysisis by no meansimplausible, sincein Elizabethan English we found
mai n-clause yes-no questions introduced by the overt question word whether, asillustrated below:

(42)(8) Whether had you rather lead mine eyes or eye your master’s heds? (Mrs Page, Merry Wives
of Windsor, 111.ii)
(b)  Whether dost thou profess thysdf a knave or afool ? (Lafeu, All's Well That Ends Well, 1V.v)

Given the null operator anaysis of yes-no questions, we can posit that yes-no questions have essentially
the same syntax in present-day English as in Elizabethan English, save that yes-no questions could be
introduced by the overt interrogative operator whether in Elizabethan English, but are introduced by a null
interrogative operator (a null counterpart of whether) in present-day English.

A second piece of evidencein support of the null operator anaysis comes from the fact that yes-no
guestions can be introduced by whether when they are transposed into reported speech (and so occur in a
compl ement clause), as we see from the exampl es bel ow:

(43)(a) ‘Areyou feding better? he asked (b) Heasked whether | was feeling better

A third piece of evidence is that yes-no questions with auxiliary inversion resemble whether questionsin
that in both cases yes/no are appropriate answers: cf.

(44)(@ When heasked ‘Did you vote for Larry Loudmouth?, | said‘Yes and you said ‘NO'
(b)  When he asked whether we voted for Larry Loudmouth, | said ‘Yes' and you said ‘NO’

A fourth argument is that main-clause yes-no questions can be tagged by or not in precisdy the same way
as compl ement-clause whether questions: cf.

(45)(@ Has hefinished or not? (b) | can't say whether he has finished or not
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If yes-no questions are CPs containing a null yes-no question operator (anull counterpart of whether) in
spec-CP, we can arrive at a unitary characterisation of questions as CPs with an interrogative specifier.

What all of this means isthat (41) Isit raining? will be derived as follows. The present tense auxiliary
is merges with the verb raining to form the T-bar is raining. The resulting T-bar merges with the subject it
toformthe TPitisraining. This TP in turn merges with anull C which has [TNS, WH, EPP] features. The
[TNS] feature of C attracts (a copy of) the T constituent isto merge with C; the requirement imposed by
the [wH, EPP] features of C for CP to contain awh-specifier is satisfied by merging anull yes-no question
operator in spec-CP (which, for concreteness, we can take to be a null counterpart of the adverb whether,
be ow symbolised as whether), ultimately deriving the structure shown be ow (after deletion of the
features of C and of the original occurrence of is):

ADV c
/\
C TP
[FNS, WH, EPP|
istg PRN T
it

T \
is raining

If we take the yes-no question operator to be anull counterpart of whether, thelexical entry for whether
will need to specify that it receives anull spellout in main clauses but is spelled out as |weds| € sewhere.

6.9 Wh-exclamatives
Although we have so far concentrated on interrogative clauses, there are a number of other types
of wh-clause found in English. One of these are exclamative dauses like:

(4N(@  What fun we have had! (b)  What a pain in the neck he must be!
(c0 How badly heis behaving! (d  How helonged to see her again!

These show wh-movement of an (italicised) exclamative wh-expression (contai ning what! or how!) but no
auxiliary-inversion. Within the framework adopted here, one way of accounting for thisis to suppose that
wh-exclamative clauses are CPs headed by an exdamative C —i.e. by a C containing an exd amative force
feature, [EXCL-FORCE] —and that an exclamative C carries [WH] and [EPP] features but no [TNS] feature
(because the only kind of wh-clause whose head C contains a[TNS] feature is a mai n-clause question).
This means that when C merges with its TP complement, (47a) will have the following structure:

(48) c
/\
C TP
[WH, EPP] /\
2 PRN T
we T

T VP

have /\

\ P
had )\
Q N
what fun

The[wH] feature of C attracts the smallest accessible maximd projection containing awh-word (i.e. the
QP what fun) and moves it into spec-CP, simultaneously del eting the [wH, EPP] features on C. The
resulting derived structureis that shown in simplified form bd ow:
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Q N C TP
what fun  [wH, EPF] T T
I} PRN T
we /\
T VP
have had what-fun

Theauxiliary have remainsin situ inthe head T position of TP, since C in (48/49) does not have a[TNS]
feature and hence cannot attract have to move from T to C.

6.10 Relative clauses
A further type of wh-construction are relative clauses like those bracketed be ow:

(50)(®  It'shardto find someone [who you can relate to]
(b)  It'shard to find someone [to whom you can relate]
(c) Canyou think of things [which she might need]?
(d) Isthereanybody [whose car | can borrow]?

They are called r dative clauses because they contain areative pronoun (who/whose/which) that ‘relates
to' (i.e refers back to) an italicised antecedent in a higher clause (generally one which immediatdy
precedes the bol d-printed relative wh-expression). Each of the bracketed relative clauses in (50) contains a
bold-printed wh-expression which has undergone wh-movement and thereby been positioned at the front
of the bracketed relative clause. In (50b) the preposition to has been pied-piped dong with the (relative)
wh-pronoun whom, so that to whom is preposed rather than whom on its own; likewise in (50d) the noun
car is pied-piped along with the genitive wh-pronoun whose.

Relative wh-clauses resembl e exclamative wh-clauses in that they too show wh-maovement without
auxiliary inversion. We can therefore analyse them in a similar way, namely as CPs containing a C with
[WH, EPP] features but no [TNS] feature. On this view, the bracketed rd ative clause in (50a) would have
the simplified structure shown below at the point where C is merged with its TP complement:

(51)  [c@wn el [1pyou [ can] [ve [v relate] [e [ to] who]]]

The[wH, EPP] features of the null C attract the smallest maximal projection containing a wh-word —i.e.
the bol d-printed relative pronoun who (which is the maxima projection of the wh-word who). Who then
moves to spec-CP, thereby del eting the [WH, EPP] features of C and so forming the CP (52) bel ow:

(52)  [cpWhO [c @us ] [1p YOU [7 cAN] [vp [v relate] [ee [p to] whe]]]]

In more formal styles, whom s used in place of who and the Stranding Constraint prevents the preposition
to from being stranded at the end of the relative clause. Consequently, the preposition to has to be

pied-pi ed along with the rel ative pronoun in order to ensure convergence, so that the whole PP to whom s
moved to spec-CP, deriving the structure shown in simplified form be ow:

(53) [cetowhom [c @um em] [Tp YOU [+ can] [ve [v relate] towhom]]]

And (53) isthe structure of the bracketed rd ative dause in (50b).

Although the relative pronoun is overtly spelled out as who/whom in structures like (52/53) above,
relaive pronouns in English can aso be given anull spdlout, so resulting in barerelative clauses (i.e.
relaive clauses which contain no overt relative pronoun) like those bracketed in the (b) exampl es below:

(5M)(@ It'shardto find peopl e [who you can trust] (b)  It’shard to find people[you can trust]
(55)(@  Thisissomething [which | will treasure] (b) Thisissomething [l will treasure]
(56)(a) I know a place [wher e you can stay] (b) I know aplace[you can stay]

(57(@) | remember the time [when we first met] (b) | remember thetime [we first met]
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(58)(8) That’sthereason [why | was lat€] (b) That'sthereason [I was lat€]

Although the bare relative clauses in the (b) examplesin (54-58) don’t contain an overt relative pronoun,
thereis reason to believe that they contain a null rdative pronoun — and hence (e.g.) that (54b) contains a
null counterpart of who. For onething, the verb trust in (54b) is transitive and so requires a noun or
pronoun expression as its complement: since trust has no overt object, it must have anull object of some
kind. On the assumption that al reative clauses contain arelative pronoun, the object must be areative
pronoun (or relative operator, to use dternative technical terminology). For concreteness, let’s suppose
that the object of the verb trust in (54b) is the rative pronoun who. If so, the bracketed relative clausesin
(54alb) will both have the structure shown bel ow at the point where the null complementiser C is merged
with its TP complement:

(59)  [c B ewe] [1e you [ can] [ve [v trust] who]]

The[wH, EPP] features of the complementiser will attract the relative pronoun who to moveto
spec-CP and are thereby dd eted (al ong with the trace copy of the moved pronoun who), so deriving the
CP (60) below:

(60)  [cp WO [ B, ee] [1p YOU [7 can] [vp [v trust] whel]]

If we further suppose that the PF component permits a relative pronoun which occupies spec-CP position
in ardative clauseto be given anull spellout, then who in (60) can be given anull spdlout in the PF
component, so deriving:

(61)  [cpwhO [c B, eme] [p yOU [7 can] [ve [v trust] whel]]

Onereason why the rdative pronoun can be given a null spellout may be that its person/number/gender
properties can beidentified by its antecedent: e.g. who refers back to people in (54a) and so is identifiable
as athird person plural animate pronoun evenif del eted.

Whilethe analysis of bare rdative clauses sketched aboveis plausible, an important question to ask is
whether there is any empirical evidence in support of the key assumption that bare relative clauses contain
ardative pronoun which undergoes wh-movement in the same way as overt relative pronouns do. An
interesting piece of evidencein support of a wh-movement analysis comes from islandhood effects. Ross
(1967) noted that certain types of syntactic structures areidands—i.e. they are structures out of which no
subpart can be moved viaany kind of movement operation (the general idea behind his metaphor beng
that any constituent which is on anisland is marooned there and can't be removed from the island by any
movement operation of any kind). Onetype of island identified by Ross are wh-clauses (i.e. clauses
beginning with a wh-expression). In this connection, note the ungrammeaticality of sentences like:

(62) *Heis someone[who nobody knows [what the FBA did to]]

(intended to have a meaning which can be paraphrased somewhat dumsily as ‘He is someone such that
nobody knows what the FBA did to him’). In (62), the relative pronoun who is the object of the
prepaosition to, and is moved out of the bracketed did-clause to the front of the knows clause. However, the
did-clause is awh-clause (by virtue of being introduced by what) and wh-clauses are islands: this means
that moving who out of the did-dausewill lead to violation of Ross's wh-island constraint (forbidding
any constituent from bei ng moved out of awh-dause: See Sabd 2002 for a more detailed account of the
congraint).

What is of moreimmediate relevanceto our claim that bare relative clauses contain a rd ative pronoun
which undergoes wh-movement is that bare rel ative clauses exhibit the same islandhood effect, as we see
from the ungrammaticality of:

(63) *Heis someone[nobody knows [what the FBA did to]]

How can we account for this? Given our assumption that bare rel ative clauses contain a rd ative pronoun
which moves to spec-CP and is subsequently given a null spdlout in the PF component, (63) will have the
structure (64) below (simplified in numerous respects, including by not showing trace copies of moved
congtituents):

(64) *Heis someone[cpwhe [c @] nobody knows [cpwhat [ 4] they did to]]
Therdative pronoun who is initially merged as the complement of the preposition to and is then moved
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out of the did-clause to the front of the knows clause, and receives a null spellout in the PF component.
But sincethedid clause is awh-clause (by virtue of containing the preposed wh-word what) and since
wh-clauses are islands, movement of the relative pronoun out of the did-clause will lead to violation of the
wh-island constraint. Thus, our assumption that bare relative clauses contain a rdative pronoun which
undergoes wh-movement provides a principled account of the ungrammaticality of structures like (63/64).
In addition to wh-rd atives like the (a) examplesin (54-58) above and barerdatives like the
corresponding (b) examples we a so find relative clauses introduced by that like those bracketed bel ow:

(65)(@ It'shardto find people[that you can trust]
(b) Thereislittle [that anyone can do]
(c) Wenow have computers[that even a child can use]

What' s the status of that in such clauses? One answer (suggested by Sag 1997) is that the word that is a
relaive pronoun which behaves in much the same way as other relative pronouns like who and which.
However, an aternative analysis which we will adopt hereisto takethat to be arelative clause
complementiser (= C). The C analysis accounts for several properties of rdative that. Firstly, itis
homophonous with the compl ementiser that found in declarative dauses like that bracketed in:

(66) | said[that you wereright]

and has the same phonetically reduced exponent /a1t/. Secondly, (unlike atypical wh-pronoun) it can only
occur in finite relati ve clauses like those bracketed in (65) above, not in infinitival rdative dauseslike
those bracketed bel ow:

(67)(@  Thedirector islooking for locations[in which to film a documentary about the FBA]
(b) *Thedirector islooking for locations [that to film a documentary about the FBA in)

Thirdly, unlike atypical wh-pronoun such as who (which has the formal-styl e accusative form whom and
the genitive form whose), the rd aive pronoun that isinvariable and has no variant case-forms—e.g. it
lacks the genitive form that’ s in standard varieties of English, as we see from (68) be ow:

(68)(8) LordLanceot Humpalot is someone [whose ego is even bigger than his libido]
(b) *Lord Lancelot Humpalot is someone [that’s ego is even bigger than his libido]

Fourthly, unlike atypical wh-pronoun, that does not allow pied-piping of a preposition: cf.

(69)(@ There areill diseases [for which thereis no cure]
(b) *Therearestill diseases[for that thereis no cure]

Observations such as these suggest that relative that is a complementiser rather than are ative pronoun,
and hencethat it occupies the head C position in the rd aive dause CP which it introduces.

However, given the assumption that al relaive dauses contain areative pronoun, relative clauses
headed by that will aso contain areative pronoun which moves to spec-CP and which is ultimatd y given
anull spellout in the PF component. Evidence in support of this dam comes from the fact that relative
clauses containing that show the same wh-island sensitivity as relative clauses contai ning an overt
wh-pronoun like who: cf.

(70)(& *Heis someone[who nobody knows [what the FBA did to]]
(b) *Heissomeone [that nobody knows [what the FBA did to]]

This parall dism suggests that the derivation of that-rel atives involves ardative pronoun moving to the
spec-CP position within the relative clause and subsequently being given anull spellout at PF, with the
ungrammaticality of (70a/b) being attributed to the fact that the relative pronoun originates as the
compl ement of the preposition to and is extracted out of the bracketed what-clausein violation of the
wh-island constraint.

This being so, the bracketed relative clausein (65a) It's hard to find people [that you can trust] will
involve merging arelative pronoun like who as the object of the verb trust, so that the relaive clause has
the structure shown below at the point where the complementiser that is merged with its TP complement:

(71) [C thEIWH' Epp] [Tp you [T Can] [Vp [V trUSt] \NhO]]
The[wH, EPP] features of the complementiser that will attract the relative pronoun who to become the
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specifier of that and are thereby deleted (along with the trace copy of the moved pronoun who), so
deriving the CP (72) below:

(72)  [cpWho [ thatus ere] [p YOU [ can] [ve [v trust] whe]]]

Since areative pronoun in spec-CP can be given anull spdlout, the relative pronoun who can be given a
null spellout in the PF component, so deriving:

(73)  [cpwhe [c thatus ere] [tp YOU [ can] [ve [v trust] whe]]]

and (73) is the structure of the bracketed relative clause in (65a).

A minor complication which arises, however, is that whereas a rd ative pronoun in spec-CP can
optionally be given anull spellout in that-less relaives like those in (54-58) above, it is obligatory for a
relaive pronoun to have a null spdlout in that-rel atives — as we see from the ungrammaticality of reative
clause structures like (72). Why should this be? The answer given by Chomsky and Lasnik (1977) is that
wh+that structures like (72) violate a constraint operating in present-day Standard English which they call
the M ultiply Filled COMP Filter/M FCF, and which we can outline informally as follows:

(74)  Multiply Filled COMP Filter/M FCF
Any CP containing an overt complementiser (that/if/for) with an overt specifier is ungrammatical

In consequence of MFCEF, it is obligatory for either who or the complementiser that (or both) to receive a
null spellout in relative clause structures like (72).

6.11 Summary

We began this chapter in 86.2 by arguing that main-clause wh-questions are CPs headed by a
C constituent which attracts a tensed auxiliary to move to C viahead movement and a wh-expression to
move into spec-CP viawh-movement. In 86.3 we argued that a moved wh-expression |eaves behind a
null copy of itself at its extraction site (i.e. in the position out of which it is extracted/moved); and we
noted that in earlier work, copies were analysed astraces. In §6.4 we outlined an analys s of
wh-questi ons, under which C carries [WH] and [EPP] features which attract a maximal projection carrying
awh-word to move to spec-CP; we noted that in main-clause questions, C also carries an affixal [TNS]
feature which triggers auxiliary inversion. In 86.5, we argued that in consequence of the Attract Closest
Principle, C in multiple wh-questions attracts the closest wh-word c-commanded by C. In 86.6 we noted
that in sentences like Which assignment have you done? wh-movement invol ves pied-piping/dragging the
noun assignment along with the moved wh-word which. We outlined Chomsky’ s conver gence account
under which wh-movement involves preposing the smallest possible expression containing a wh-word
which will lead to convergence (i.e. which will ensure agrammatical outcome): since a fronted
wh-expression moves to spec-CP and a specifier position can only be filled by a maximal projection, this
means wh-movement preposes the smallest poassible maximal proj ection contai ning awh-word. In 86.7 we
noted that in formd styles of English, a wh-expression which is the complement of a prepaosition may
pied-pipe a preposition along with it when it undergoes wh-movement, so that the whole prepositional
phrase moves to spec-CP in sentences like To whom was he referring? We suggested that this is because
informal styles of English thereis a Stranding Constraint which prevents prepositions from being
stranded, and the Convergence Principle therefore requires the whole prepositional phrase to moveto
spec-CP. We noted that the L eft Branch Constraint prevents genitive possessors like whose from being
extracted out of the DP contai ning them, with the result that the Convergence Principle requires the whole
DP contai ning whose to be preposed in sentences such as Whose car have you borrowed? In 86.8 we
looked at the syntax of yes-no questions, arguing that these contain a null question operator (a null
counterpart of whether) in spec-CP. In §6.9 we discussed the syntax of exclamative clauses, arguing that
these are CPs in which the head C constituent carries [WH, EPP] features, but no [TNS] feature: hence,
exclamative clauses involve wh-movement without auxiliary inversion. In 86.10, welooked a the
derivation of relative clauses, arguing that this involves movement of a wh-expression containing a
relaive pronoun to spec-CP, with arelative pronoun able to receive a null spellout when occupying
spec-CP. We noted that in consequence of the M ultiply Filled COMP Filter (which bars an overt
compl ementiser from having an overt specifier), the complementiser or the rel ative pronoun (or both)
must receive anull spellout in relative clauses.
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Overdl, the main main point of this chapter has been to ook at the syntax of preposed (interrogative,
exclamative and relative) wh-expressions. All three types of expression end up (via movement) in an
A-bar position —i.e. aspecifier position which can be occupied by either an argument or an adjunct.
Because it moves wh-expressions into spec-CP and spec-CP isan A-bar position, wh-movement can be
regarded as a particular instance of a more general A-bar movement operation.

WORKBOOK SECTION

Exercise XI
Discuss the derivation of the interrogative clauses bel ow, drawing tree diagrams to show their

superficial structure and saying why they are grammatica or ungrammeaticd in standard varieties of
English.

la Which film have you seen? b *Which have you seen film?

2a  Dare anyone say anything? b  What can anyone do?

3a  Who/Whom were you ta king to? b  TowhonV?Towho were you ta king?

4a  Who havethey spoken to? b  Who'vethey spoken to?
¢ ?Towho havethey spoken? d *Towho' vethey spoken?

5a  Which picture of who have you chosen? b *Who have you chasen which picture of ?
¢ Which picture have you chosen of who?

6a  What excuse has he given? b *What has he given excuse?
¢ *Wha excuse he has given? d *What he has given excuse?

7a  How many places has he hidden in? b Inhow many places has he hidden?
¢ *How has he hidden in many places? d *Inhow many has be hidden places?

In addition, comment on rel evant aspects of the syntax of the Shakespearean interrogative sentences in (8)
below, the African American English interrogativesin (9) (from Green 1998, pp.98-99), and the bracketed
interrogative complement clauses in Belfast English (adapted from Henry 1995) in (10/11):

8a What sayst thou? (Olivia, Twelfth Night, I11.iv)
b  What dost thou say? (Othello, Othello, I11.iii)
¢ What didst not like? (Othello, Othello, I11.iii)

9a What I'mgon’ do?(=‘What am | going to do?)
b  How she's doing? (= ‘“How is she doing?)

10a  They wondered [which onethat he choseg]
b  They wondered [which one did he choose]
¢ *They wondered [which onethat did he choose]

1la  They wondered [if/whether (*that) we had gone]
b *They wondered [if/whether had we gone]
¢  They wondered [had we gone]

Helpful hints

In 2, assumethat dare, anyone and anything are polarity items (in a sense made precisein exercise 3.2),
and so must be c-commanded by an interrogative (or negative) constituent; assume also that dare
originatesin T. In 3/4, the prefixed question mark ? indicates that the use of who(m) in the relevant
sentence (for speakers like me) leads to stylistic incongruity (in that the accusative form whom and
prepaosition pied-piping are used in more formal styles, and the accusative form who and preposition
stranding in less forma styles). In 4, assume that have can diticise onto a preceding word W if W endsin
avowsd or diphthong, if W c-commands have and if thereis no (overt or null) constituent intervening
between W and have. In 5, take which picture of who to be a QP formed by merging the quantifier which
with the NP picture of who. In 7, take how many places to be a QP formed by merging the Q many with
the N places to form the Q-bar many places and assume that this Q-bar is then merged with the wh-
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marked degree adverb how to form the QP how many places (so that how is the specifier of this QP). Take
how in al the examplesin 7 to be a degree adverb modifying many. (Irrelevantly, 7cis grammatica on a
different interpretation on which how is a manner adverb with a meaning paraphrasesble as ‘ In what
way?') In 11, consider the possibility that both if and whether are complementisersin Belfast English
(though only if is a complementiser in Standard English).

M odel answer for (1)

(18) is derived as follows. The quantifier which is merged with the noun filmto form the QP which film.
Thisin turn is merged with the (perfect participle) verb seen to form the VP seen which film. Thisis
merged with the (present) tense auxiliary have to form the T-bar have seen which film. The resulting T-bar
isin turn merged with the pronoun you to form the TP you have seen which film. Thisis merged with a
null C constituent containing [TNS, WH, EPP] features, so forming the C-bar in (i) be ow:

() C
/\

C TP
[TNS, WH, EPP| T T

2 PRN T

you /\
T VP
have /\
v oP
seen
3 N
which film

Theaffixal [TNS] feature of C attracts the present tense auxiliary have to move from T to C. The

[WH, EPP] features of C attract the small est possible maxi mal projection containing a wh-word to move to
spec-CP. Since the smallest maximal projection contai ning the wh-quantifier which is the QP which film
and since preposing this QP on its own leads to a convergent derivation which does naot violate any
syntactic constraints, the QP which film moves to spec-CP. Assuming that the features of C are dd eted
once their requirements are satisfied, the structure which results after head-movement and wh-movement
have applied is that shown in simplified form be ow:

(i) CP
/\
QP C
which film o T
C TP
[FNS, WH, EPP| /\
havetg PRN T
you T~
T VP
have seen which-film
Exercise X1

Discuss the derivation of the bracketed rd ative clauses in 1-6 bel ow and the exclamative clausesin
7-8. Draw tree diagrams to show the structure of each of the rel ative/exclamative clauses and say why they
are grammatical or ungrammatical in standard present-day varieties of English:

la someone[who you cantalk to] b  someone[you cantak to]

2a  someone [to whom you can talk] b *someone [to whom can you talK]

3a  someone [that you can talk to] b *someone [who that you can talk to]
b

4a  the way [he behaved] *the way [how he behaved]
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5a  the man [whose son she has confided in] b  the man [in whose son she has confided]
¢ *the man [whose she has confided in son| d *the man [in whose she has confided son]

6 thisever-changing world [inwhich welivein]  (Sir Paul McCartney, Live and Let Die)

7a  What courage he has shown! b *What he has shown courage!
¢ *What courage has he shown! d *What has he shown courage!

8 What visions havel seen! (Shakespeare: Titania, Midsummer Night's Dream, 5.i)

Helpful hints

Inreation to 4, assume that how is a pronominal manner adverb which originates as the complement of
the verb behave: try and identify the way in which how differs from other relative pronouns like
who/which/where/why. In relaion to 6, say how the type of (non-standard) reative clause produced by Sir
Paul differs from its Standard English counterpart, and how redative clauses likethat in 6 appear to lend
support to the copy theory of movement.

M odel answer for (1a/b)

lais derived as follows. The preposition to merges with the wh-pronoun who to form the PP to who. This
is merged with the verb talk to form the VP talk to who. The resulting VP is merged with the present tense
auxiliary can to form the T-bar can talk to who, and this is then merged with the subject you to form the
TP you can talk towho. This TP is subsequentl y merged with a null complementiser (perhaps a null
counterpart of that) which carries [wH, EPP] features, so deriving the structure shown in (i) be ow:

() C
/\
C TP
[WH, EPP] T T
a PRN T
you /\
T VP
can /\
V PP
talk

P PRN
to who

The[wH, EPP] features of C attract the small est possible maximal projection containing a wh-word to
move to spec-CP. The smallest such maximal projection is the pronoun who, which is a maximal
projection contai ning awh-word by virtue of being the largest expression headed by the wh-word who.
Hence, who moves to spec-CP, and thereby erases the [wH, EPP] features of C, so deriving the structure
shown in simplified form below, which is the superficial structure of the bracketed relative clausein la

(il /CF’\
PRN c
who /\
C TP
[, EPF| you can talk to whe
[}

Given that a relative pronoun occupying the specifier position in areative clause can have a null spelout
in the PF component, an alternative possibility is for the relative pronoun who in spec-CP to be given a
null spellout at PF, so deriving (iii) below, which isthe superficia structure associated with the bracketed
rdative clausein 1b:



(iii) CP
PRN c
whe /\
C TP
[wH, EPP| you can talk to whe
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1.

A movement

7.1 Overview
In this chapter, welook at the syntax of subjects. So far, we have assumed that subjects

originate in the specifier position within TP and remain in situ (except where the subject undergoes
wh-movement and moves to spec-CP, e.g. in sentences like Who did he say was coming?). However, in
this chapter we shall argue that subjects originate internally within the V erb Phrase as arguments of verbs,
and are subsequently raised into the specifier position within TP, with the relevant movement operation
being triggered by an [EPF] feature carried by T. Since spec-TPis an A-position (i.e. aposition which can
generally only be occupied by argument expressions), the operation by which subjects move into spec-TP
istraditionaly known as A-movement.

7.2 Subjectsin Belfast English
Let’s begin our discussion of the syntax of subjects by looking at someinteresting data from
Bdfast English (kindly supplied to me by Alison Henry). Alongside Standard English constructions like
(1a/b) below:

(D@  Some students should get distinctions (b) Lots of students have missed the classes
Bdfast English also has structures like (2a/b):
(2)(@)  Thereshould some students get distinctions  (b) There have lots of students missed the classes

Sentences like (2a/b) are call ed expletive structures because they contain the expletive pronoun there.
(The fact that there is not alocative pronoun in this kind of useis shown by the impossihility of replacing
it by locative here or questioning it by the interrogative locative where? or contrastively focussing it by
assigning it contrastive stress.) For the time being, let’s focus on the derivation of Belfast English
sentences like (2a/b) before turning to consider the derivation of Standard English sentences like (1a/b).

One question to ask about the sentences in (2a/b) is where the expl etive pronoun there is positioned.
Since there immediatdy precedes the tensed auxiliary should/have, areasonable conjectureis that thereis
the subject of should/have and hence occupies the spec-TP pasition. If thisis so, we' d expect to find that
the auxiliary can movein front of the expletive subject (via T-to-C movement) in questions — and thisis
indeed the casein Belfast English, as the sentences in (3) bel ow illustrate:

(3)(@  Should there some students get distinctions?
(b) Havetherelots of students missed the classes?

But what position is occupied by the underlined quantified expressions some students/lots of studentsin
(3)? Since they immediately precede the verbs get/missed and since subjects precede verbs, it seems
reasonabl e to conclude that the expressi ons some students/lots of students function as the subjects of the
verbs get/missed and (since subjects are typically specifiers) occupy spec-VP (i.e. specifier position within
VP). If these assumptions are correct, (2a) will have the structure (4) bd ow (simplified by not showing the
internal structure of the expressions some students/distinctions: we can take both of these to be
QP/Quantifier Phrase expressions, headed by the overt quantifier somein one case and by a null quantifier
[o 4] in the other):
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4 CP
/\
C TP
@ /\
PRN T
there T
T VP
should T
QP V'
some students
\Y QP
oet @ distinctions

Theanalysisin (4) claims that the sentence contai ns two subjects/specifiers: there is the specifier (and
syntactic subject) of should, and some students is the specifier (and semantic subject) of get.

Given the assumptionsin (4), sentence (2a) will be derived as follows. The noun distinctions merges
with a null quantifier [o 2] to form the QP g distinctions. By virtue of being the complement of the verb
get, this QP is merged with the V get to form the V-bar (incomplete verb expression) get g distinctions.
Theresulting V-bar is then merged with the subject of get, namey the QP some students (itself formed by
merging the quantifier some with the noun students), so deriving the VP some students get @ distinctions.
This VP isin turn merged with the Tense auxiliary should, forming the T-bar should some students get &
distinctions. Let’s suppose that afinite T has an [EPP] feature requiring it to have a specifier with
person/number properties. In sentences like (2a/b) in Belfast English, the requirement for T to have such a
specifier can be satisfied by merging expl ive there with the T-bar should some students get @
distinctions, so forming the TP There should some students get g distinctions. The resulting TP is then
merged with a null declarative complementiser, forming the CP shown in (4) above.

But what about the derivation of the corresponding Standard English sentence (1a) Some students
should get distinctions? Let’s suppose that the derivation of (1) runs paralld to the derivation of (2a) until
the point where the auxiliary should merges with the VP some students get @ distinctions to form the
T-bar should some students get @ distinctions. As before, let’s assume that [+ should] has an [EPP] feature
requiring it to project a structural subject/specifier. But let’s also suppose that the requirement for
[+ should] to have a specifier of its own cannot be satisfied by merging expletive there in spec-TP because
in standard varieties of English there can generadly only occur in structures containing an intransitive verb
like be, become, exist, occur, arise, remain etc. Instead, the [EPP] requirement for T to have a subject with
person/number properties is satisfied by moving the subject some students fromits original position in
spec-VP into a new position in spec-TP, in the manner shown by the arrows bel ow:

(5) CP
/\
C TP
o T
QP T
Some students o T
A T VP
should T
QP V'
some students
\Y QP
get distinctions

Since spec-TP is an A-position which can only be occupied by an argument expression (i.e. an expression
which is the subject or complement of averb or other predicate), the kind of movement operation
illustrated by the dotted arrow in (5) is called A-movement.

Given the arguments presented in chapters 5 and 6 that Head Movement and Wh-Movement are
composite operations invol ving copying and del etion, we would expect the sameto be true of
A-movement. One piece of evidence in support of acopying andysis of A-movement comes from scope
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factsin relation to sentences such as (6a) bel ow, which will have the syntactic structure shown in
simplified formin (6b) if everyone originates as the subject of the verb finished and is then raised up (by
A-movement) to become the subject of the present tense auxiliary have:

(6)(@  Everyone hasn't finished the assignment yet
(b)  [cplcdl [rrEveryone [1 has] [nege NOt [neg 2] [ve everyone [v finished] the assignment yet]]]]

For many speakers, sentences like (6a) are ambiguous between (i) a reading on which the quantifier
expression everyone has scope over not so that the sentence means much the same as ‘ Everyoneisin the
position of not having finished the assignment yet’, and (ii) another reading on which everyone falls
within the scope of not (so that the sentence means much the same as * Nat everyone has finished the
assignment yet’). We can account for this scope ambiguity in a principled fashion if we suppose that
A-movement involves copying, that scopeis defined in terms of c-command (so that a scope-bearing
congtituent has scope over constituents which it c-commands), and that the scope of a universaly
guantified expression like everyone in negative structures like (6b) can be determined either in relation to
theinitial position of everyone or in relation to its final position. In (6b) everyoneisinitially mergedin a
position (marked by strikethrough) in which it is c-commanded by (and so falls within the scope of) not;
but via A-movement it ends up in an (italicised) position in which it c-commands (and so has scope over)
not. The scope ambiguity in (6a) therefore reflects the two different positions occupied by everyonein the
course of the derivation. (See L ebeaux 1995, Hornstein 1995, Romero 1997, Sauerland 1998, Lasnik
1998/1999, Fox 2000, and Boeckx 2000/2001 for discussion of scope in A-movement structures.)

The claim that (non-expl etive) subjects like some students/lots of students in sentences like (1)
originate interndly within the VP containing the rd evant verb (and from there moveinto spec-TPin
sentences like (1) above) is known in the relevant literature as the VP-I nternal Subject Hypothesis
(= VPISH), and has been widdy adopted in research since the mid 1980s. An extensive body of evidence
was adduced in support of the hypothesis from a variety of sources and languages in the 1980s and early
1990s, e.g. in Kitagawa (1986), Speas (1986), Contreras (1987), Zagona (1987), Kuroda (1988), Sportiche
(1988), Rosen (1990), Ernst (1991), Koopman and Sportiche (1991), Woolford (1991), Burton and
Grimshaw (1992), McNally (1992), Guilfoyle, Hung and Travis (1992), and Huang (1993). Since then, it
has become a standard analysis. Below, welook at some of the evidence in support of VPISH.

7.3 Idioms
Empirical evidencein support of the VP-Internal Subject Hypothesis comes from the syntax of
idioms. We can defineidioms as expressions (like those italicized be ow) which have an idiosyncratic
meaning which is not a purdy compositional function of the meaning of their individual parts:

(7)(@ Let’'shaveacouple of drinks to break theice
(b) Becareful not to upset the applecart
(¢  The president must bite the bullet

There seems to be a constraint that only a string of words which forms a unitary constituent can be an
idiom. So, while we find idioms like those in (7) which are of the form ver b+complement (but where the
subject isn't part of theidiom), we don't find idioms of the form subject+verb where the verb has a
complement which isn’t part of theidiom: this is because in subject+ver b+ complement structures, the
verb and its complement form a unitary constituent (a V-bar), whereas the subject and the verb do not —
and only unitary constituents can be idioms.

In thelight of the constraint that an idiom is aunitary constituent with an idiosyncratic interpretation,
consi der idioms such as the following:

(8)(@  All hel brokeloose (b) Theshit hit the fan (¢  Thecat got histongue

In (8), not only is the choice of verb and complement fixed, but so too is the choice of subject. In such
idioms, we can't replace the subject, verb or complement by near synonyms — as we see from the fact that
sentences like (9) below are ungrammatical (on the intended idiomatic interpretation):

(9@ *Thewholeinferno escaped
(b) *Camel dung was sucked into the air conditioning
(¢ *A furry fdinebit hislingual articulator
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However, what is puzzling about idioms like (8) is that one or more auxiliaries can fred'y be positioned
between the subject and verb: cf.

(10) @  All hell will break loose (1)@  Theshit might hit the fan
(b)  All hdl has broken loose (b)  The shit has hit the fan
(o)  All hdl could have broken | cose (c)  Theshit must have hit the fan

How can we reconcile our earlier claim that only a string of words which form a unitary constituent can
congtitute an idiom with the fact that all hell...break loose is a discontinuous string in (10), since the
subject all hell and the predicate break loose are separated by the intervening auxiliaries will/has/could
have? To put the question another way: how can we account for the fact that although the choi ce of
subject, verb and complement is fixed, the choice of auxiliary is not?

The VP-Internal Subject Hypothesis provides a straightforward answer, if we suppose that subjects
originate interndly within VP, and that dausal idioms likethosein (8) are VP idioms which require a
fixed choice of head, complement and specifier in the VP containing them. For instance, in the case of
(8a), therdevant VP idiom requires the specific word break as its head verb, the specific adjective loose
as its complement, and the specific quantifier phrase all hell as its subject/specifier. We can then account
for the fact that all hell surfacesin front of the auxiliary will in (10a) by positing that the QP all hell
originates in spec-V P as the subject of break loose, and isthen raised (via A-movement) into spec-TP to
become the subject of will break loose. Given these assumptions, (10a) will be derived as follows. The
verb break merges with the adjective loose to form the idiomatic V-bar break loose. This isthen merged
with its QP subject all hell to form the idiomatic VP all hell break loose. The resulting VP is merged with
the tense auxiliary will to form the T-bar will all hell break loose. Since finite auxiliaries carry an [EPP)
feature requiring them to have a subject specifier with person/number features, the subject all hell moves
from being the subject of break to becoming the subject of will —as shown in simplified form in be ow:

(12) TP

QP T
all hell T T
A T VP
‘ will
QP V'
alt-hell T
Vv A
break loose

We can then say that (in therdevant idiom) all hell must be the sister of break |oose, and that this
condition will be met only if all hell originates in spec-VP as the subject (and sister) of the V-bar break
loose. We can account for how the subject all hell comes to be separated from its predicate break |oose by
positing that subjects originate internaly within VP and from there raise to spec-TP (via A-movement)
across anintervening T constituent like will, so that the subject and predicate thereby come to be separated
from each other — movement of the subject to spec-TP beng driven by an [EPP] feature carried by [+ will]
requiring will to have a subject with person/number features. Subsequently, the TP in (12) is merged with
anull declarative complementiser, so deriving the structure associated with (10a) All hell will break loose.

7.4 Argument structure and thetaroles
The assumption that subjects originate internally within VP ties up in interesting ways with

traditional work in predi cate logic which maintai ns that propositions (which can be thought of as
representi ng the substantive semantic content of clauses) comprise a predicate and a set of arguments.
Simplifying somewhat, we can say that a predicate is an expression denoting an activity or event, and an
argument is an expression denoting a participant in the rd evant activity or event. For example, in
sentences such as those bd ow, theitalicised verbs are predicates and the bracketed express ons represent
their arguments.

(13)(& [The guests] havearrived
(b) [The police] have arrested [the suspect]
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In other words, the arguments of averb are typically its subject and complement(s). A verb likearrive
when used with a single bracketed argument in a structure like (13a) is said to be a one-place predicate;
and averb like arrest when used with two bracketed arguments in a structure like (13b) is said to be a
two-place predicate.

However, thereis an important sense in which it isnot enough simply to say that in a sentence such as
(13b) The police have arrested the suspect the verb arrest is a predi cate which has two arguments — the
subject argument the suspect and the complement argument the police. After al, such a description fails to
account for the fact that these two arguments play very different semantic roles in relation to the act of
arrest —i.e it fails to account for the fact that the police are theindividuals who perform the act (and
hence get to verba ly and physically abuse the suspect), and that the suspect is the person who suffers the
consequences of the act (e.g. being manhand ed, handcuffed, thrown into the back of a windowless vehicle
and beaten up). Hence, any adequate account of argument structure should provide a description of the
semantic role which each argument plays.

In research spanning half a century — beginning with the pioneering work of Gruber (1965), Fillmore
(1968), and Jackendoff (1972) — linguists have attempted to devise a universal typology of the semantic
roles played by argumentsin relation to their predicates. In thetablein (14) below arelisted a number of
terms used to describe some of these roles (the convention being that terms denoting semantic roles are
CAPITALISED), and for each role an informd gloss is given, together with anillustrative examplein
parentheses (in which theitalicized expression has the semantic rol e specified):

(14) List of roles played by argumentswith respect to their predicates

Role Gloss Example
THEME Entity undergoing the effect of some action Mary fdl over
AGENT Entity instigating some action Debbie killed Harry
EXPERIENCER | Entity experiencing some psychol ogical state I like syntax
LOCATIVE Place in which something is situated or takes place Hehidit under the bed
GOAL Entity representing the destination of some other entity | John went home
SOURCE Entity from which something moves Hereturned from Paris
INSTRUMENT | Means used to perform some action He hit it with a hammer

We can illustrate how the terminology in (14) can be used to describe the semantic rol es played by
arguments in terms of the following examples:

(15)(@ [TheFBI] arrested [Larry Luckless] (b)  [Thesuspect] received [a caution]
[AGENT] [THEME] [GOAL] [THEME]
(¢ [Theaudience] enjoyed [the play] (d)  [The president] went [to Boston]
[EXPERIENCER] [THEME] [THEME] [GOAL]
(e [They] stayed [in a hotel] (f)  [Thenoise] came [from the house]
[THEME] [LOCATIVE] [THEME] [SOURCE]

Given that — as we see from these exampl es —the THEME roleis a central one, it has become customary
over the past two decades to refer to the relevant semantic roles as thematic roles; and since the Greek
letter g (= theta) corresponds to th in English and the word themati ¢ begins with th, it has a'so become
standard practice to abbreviate the expression thematic role to g-role (pronounced theeta-role by some
and thayta-role by others). Using this terminology, we can say (e.g.) that in (15a) the FBI isthe AGENT
argument of the predi cate arrested, and that Larry Luckless isthe THEME argument of arrested.

Thematic relations (like AGENT and THEME) play a central role in the description of a range of
linguistic phenomena. For example, it has been argued that the distribution of certain types of adverb is
adverb is thematically determined. Thus, Gruber (1976) argues that adverbs like deliberately can only be
used to modify AGENT arguments: cf.

(16)(8  John (= AGENT) ddiberatey rolled the ball down the hill
(b) *Theball (= THEME) deliberately rolled down the hill

Likewise, Fillmore (1972, p.10) argues tha the adverb personally must be associated with an
EXPERIENCER argument: cf.
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(17 (@  Personally, your proposa doesn’t interest me (= EXPERIENCER)
(b) *Personally, you hit me (= THEME)

For further discussion of the role played by thematic structure in syntax, see Radford (1988, pp.372-92).

If welook closdy at the examplesin (15), we see a fairly obvious pattern emerging. Each of the
bracketed argument expressionsin (15) carries one and only one -role, and no two arguments of any
predicate carry the same -role. Chomsky (1981) suggested that these thematic properties of arguments
are the consequence of a principle of Universd Grammar traditionally referred to asthe  criterion, and
outlined in (18) below:

(18) q-criterion
Each argument bears one and only one -role, and each -roleis assigned to one and only one
argument (Chomsky 1981, p.36)

A principle aong the lines of (18) has been assumed (in some form or other) in much subsequent work.

However, an important question raised by (18) is precisdy how arguments come to be assi gned
theta-roles. To put this question in a more concrete form, consider how the object the suspect comes to be
assigned its theta-rol e of THEME complement of the predicate arrested in (13b) The police have arrested
the suspect. Since the suspect is the complement of the verb arrested and since verbs merge with their
compl ements, a principled answer would be to suppose that theta-rol es are assi gned to arguments in
accordance with the hypothesis (19) be ow:

(19) Predicate-Internal Theta-Marking HypothesisgPITMH
An argument is theta-marked (i.e. assigned atheta-role) via merger with a predicate

The hypothesisin (19) will also account for the theta-marking of subjects, if we assume that subjects
originate as arguments of verbs. To see how, let’slook at the derivation of (13b) The police have arrested
the suspect.

Theverb arrested merges with its direct object complement the suspect (a DP formed by merging the
determiner the with the noun suspect). In accordance with PITMH (19), the abject the suspect will be
theta-marked via merger with the verbal predicate arrested. If thelexical entry for the verb arrest specifies
that its complement plays the thematic role of THEME argument of arrest, merging the verb arrested with
its complement the suspect will result in the suspect being assigned the theta-role of THEME argument of
arrested. The V-bar thereby formed is then merged with the subject DP the police (itself formed by
merging the determiner the with the noun police) to form the VP shown in (20) below (simplified by not
showing the internal structure of the two DPs):

(20) /VP\
DP V'
the police /\
\Y DP
arrested the suspect

If thelexicd entry for the verb arrest specifies that its subject has the thematic role of AGENT argument of
arrest, merging the police with the V-bar arrested the suspect will result in the police being assigned the
theta-role of AGENT argument of the predicate arrested. Introducing some new terminol ogy at this point,
we can say that in a structure such as (20), the complement the suspect istheinternal argument of the
verb arrested (in the sense that it is the argument contai ned within the immediate V-bar projection of the
verb, and henceis a sister of the verb), whereas the subject the police isthe external argument of the
verb arrested (in that it occupies a position externd to the V-bar constituent which is the immediate
projection of the verb arrested). We can equivalently say that the verb arrested isfirst-merged with its
compl ement the suspect and second-mer ged with its subject the police.

The VP in (20) isthen merged with the present tense auxiliary [+ have], forming the T-bar have the
police arrested the suspect. Sinceafinite T has an [EPP] feature requiring it to have a subject of its own,
the DP the police moves from being the subject of arrested to becoming the subject of [+ have], forming
The police have thepelice arrested the suspect. Merging the resulting TP with a null complementiser
marking the declarative force of the sentencein turn derives the (simplified) structurein (21) below:
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(21) CP
/\
C TP
g T
DP T
the police /\
T VP
have T T
DP V'
the potice T~
\Y DP
arrested the suspect

Theanalysisin (21) is consistent with the 8-criterion (18) in that each argument is assigned asingle
theta-role which is different from that assigned to any other argument of the same predi cate (the suspect
being the THEME argument of arrested and the police being its AGENT argument). (21) is also consistent
with the Predicate-I nternal Theta-Marking Hypothesis (19), since the suspect is assigned the thematic
role of THEME argument of arrested by being first-merged with arrested, and the police is assigned the
thematic role of AGENT argument of arrested by being second-merged with arrested. Since only
predicative heads can assign theta-roles, and since neither T nor C isa predicative head, neither T nor C
assigns any theta-role to any constituent in (21).

Our discussion here suggests that thematic consi derations lend further support to the VP-Interna
Subject Hypothesis. By positing that all arguments of averb (including its subject) originate internally
within VP, we can arrive at a unitary and principled account of g-marking in terms of the Predi cate-
Internal Theta-Marking Hypothesis (21), since we can say that averb only theta-marks an argument with
whichit ismerged (viaafirst- or second-merge operation).

7.5 Unaccusative predicates
The overall conclusion to be drawn from our discussion so far is that subjects originate

internally within VP, as thetasmarked arguments of the verb. In all the structures we have | ooked at until
now, the verb phrase has contained both a complement and a specifier (the specifier being the subject of
the verb). However, in this and subsequent sections we look at V Ps containing a verb and a compl ement
but no specifier, and whereit is the complement of the verb which subsequently moves to spec-TP.

One such type of VP are those headed by a specia subclass of intransitive verbs which are known as
unaccusative predicates for reasons which will become apparent shortly. In this connection, consider the
syntax of the italicized arguments in structures such as the following:

(22)(8) There havearisen several complications
(b)  There could have occurred a diplomatic incident
(¢ Thereremainslittle hope of finding survivors

The fact that theitalicised expressions are positioned after the bol d-printed verbs suggests that they
function as the compl ements of the relevant verbs — and indeed there is syntactic evidence in support of
this view. Part of the evidence comes from their behaviour in reation to a constraint on movement
operations discovered by Huang (1982) which can be characterised informally in the following terms:

(23) Constraint on Extraction Domains/CED
Only complements allow material to be extracted out of them, not specifiers or adjuncts.

We canillustrate Huang's CED constraint in terms of the following contrasts:

(24)(@ Hewastaking [pictures of who]? (b) Who was he taking [pictures of whe]?
(25)(@)  [Part of what] has broken? (b) *What has [part of what] broken?

(26)(8) Hewas angry [when she hid what]? (b) *What was he angry [when she hid what]?

(24a/25al263) are echo questions in which the wh-pronoun who/what remains in situ, while (24b/25b/26b)
aretheir wh-movement counterparts. In (24), who is extracted out of a bracketed nominal expression
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which is the complement of the verb taking, and yie ds the grammatica outcome (24b) since thereis no
violation of CED (extraction out of complement expressions being permitted by CED). By contrast, in
(25) what is extracted out of a bracketed expression which is the subject (and hence specifier) of the
auxiliary has, and since CED blocks extraction out of specifiers, the resulting sentence (25b) is
ungrammatical. Likewisein (26) what is extracted out of a bracketed adjunct clause, and since CED
blocks extraction out of adjuncts, (26b) is ungrammatical. (See Nunes and Uriagereka 2000 and Sabel
2002 for attempts to devise a Minimalist account of CED effects.)

In thelight of Huang's CED constraint, consider a sentence such as:

(27)  How many survivors does there remain [some hope of finding hew-many-survivers)

Here, the wh-phrase how many survivors has been extracted (via wh-movement) out of the bracketed
expression some hope of finding how many survivors. Given that the Condition on Extraction Domains
tdls us that only complements allow material to be extracted out of them, it follows that the bracketed
expression in (27) must be the complement of the verb remain. By extension, we can assume that the
italicised expressions in (22) are likewise the complements of the bol d-printed verbs.

However, the unaccusative complements italicised in structures like (22) differ in an important respect
from the complements of typicd transitive verbs. A typical transitive verb has a thematic subject and a
thematic complement, and assigns accusative case to its complement (as in She hit him, where hit has the
nominati ve AGENT subject she and the accusative THEME complement him). Unlike transitive structures,
unaccusative structures like (22) have a non-thematic there subject (which is non-thematic in the sense
that it isn’t atheta-marked argument of the verb, but rather is a pure expletive), and (in languages which
have aricher case system than English) theitalicised complement receives nominative (= NOM) case, as
the following | celandic exampl e (which Matthew Whel pton kindly asked Johannes Gisli Jonsson to
provide for me) illustrates:

(28)  Ppad hafa komid nokKkriryom gestirnom
There have come some guests

Because they don't assign accusative case to their complements, such verbs are known as unaccusative
predicates.

Not al intransitive verbs allow their arguments to be positioned after them, however — as we see from
the ungrammati cality of sentences such as (29) bel ow:

(29)(8 *When the Snail Rail train arrived five hours late, there complained many passengers
(b) *Inthedentist’s surgery, there groaned a toothless patient
(©) *Every time General Wynott Nukem goes past, there salutes a guard at the gate

Intransitive verbs like complain/groan/salute are known as unergative ver bs: they differ from
unaccusatives in that the subject of an unergative verb has the thematic role of an AGENT argument,
whereas the subject of an unaccusative verb has the thematic property of being a THEME argument.

In addition to the contrast illustrated in (22/29) above, there are a number of other important syntactic
differences between unaccusative verbs and other types of verb (e.g. unergative verbs or transitive verbs).
For example, Alison Henry (1995) notes that in one dia ect of Belfast English (which she calls didect A)
unaccusative verbs can have (italicised) postverba subjectsin imperative structures like:

(30)(& Leaveyou now! (b)  Arriveyou before 6 o'clock!
(c0 Begoingyou out of the door when he arrives!

By contrast, other (e.g. unergative or transitive) verbs don’t allow postverbal imperative subjects, so that
imperatives such as (31) bd ow are ungrammatical intherdevant dialect:

(31)(@ *Read you that book! (b) *Eat you up! (o) *Alwayslaugh you at his jokes!

Additiona evidence for positing that unaccusative verbs are syntactically distinct from other verbs comes
from auxiliary selection factsin relation to earlier stages of English when there were two perfect
auxiliaries (have and be), each taking a complement headed by a specific kind of verb. Unaccusative verbs
differed from transitive or unergative verbs in being used with the perfect auxiliary be, as the sentencesin
(32) below (taken from various plays by Shakespeare) illustrate:
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(32)(8) Mistress Pageis come with me (Mrs Ford, Merry Wives of Windsor, V.v)
(b) Istheduke gone? Thenis your cause gone too (Duke, Measure for Measure, V.I)
(0 How chancethou art returned so soon? (Antiphol us, Comedy of Errors, 1.ii)
(d) Sheisfallen into apit of ink (Leonato, Much Ado About Nothing, IV.i)

Wefind asimilar contrast with the counterparts of perfect have/be in a number of other languages — e.g.
Italian and French (cf. Burzio 1986), Sardinian (cf. Jones 1994), German and Dutch (cf. Haegeman 1994),
and Danish (cf. Spencer 1991): see Sorace (2000) for further discussion. A last vestige of structures like
(32) survivesin present-day English structures such as All hope of finding survivorsis now gone.

We thus have a considerable body of empirical evidence that unaccusative subjects behave differently
from subjects of other (e.g. unergative or transitive) verbs. Why should this be? The answer given in work
dating back to Burzio (1986) is that the subjects of unaccusative verbs do not originate as the subjects of
their associated verbs at all, but rather as their complements, and that unaccusative structures with
postverbal arguments involve | eaving the relevant argument in situ in VP-complement position — e.g. in
unaccusative expl etive structures such as (22) above, and in Befast English unaccusative imperatives such
as (30). This being so, a sentence such as (22a) There have arisen several complicationswill be derived as
follows. The quantifier several merges with the noun complications to form the QP several complications.
Thisis merged as the complement of the unaccusative verb arisen, forming the VP arisen several
complications. The resulting VP is merged with the auxiliary have to form the T-bar shown below:

T VP
have
\Y, QP
arisen several complications

The[EPP] feature carried by [ have] requiresit to have anominal expression asits specifier. This
requirement is satisfied by merging expletive there in spec-TP. The resulting TP there have arisen several
complicationsis then merged with anull complementiser marking the declarative force of the sentence, so
forming the CP (34) below, which is the structure of (22a) There have arisen several complications:

(34) CP

/\
C TP
a

PRN T

there /\

T VP
have
V QP

arisen  several complications

However, an dternative way for the T constituent in (33) to satisfy the [EPP] requirement isfor T to
attract anominal to moveto spec-TP. In conformity with the Attract Closest Principle, T will then attract
the closest nominal within the structure containing it. Since the only nominal in (34) isthe QP several
complications, T attracts this QP to move to spec-TP in the manner shown in simplified form be ow:

(35) TP

/\

QP T
several complications /\
A T VP

<
@)
T
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Thetype of movement involved is the familiar A-movement operation which moves an argument from a
position lower down in a sentence to become the structural subject (and specifier) of TP. Theresulting TP
in (35) is subsequently merged with a null complementiser marking the declarative force of the sentence,
SO generating the structure associated with Several complications have arisen.

The A-movement analysis of unaccusative subjects outlined in (35) above allows us to provide an
interesting account of sentences pairs like that in (36) bd ow:

(36)(&  All hope of finding survivors has gone
(b)  All hope has gone of finding survivors

Since GO is an unaccusative verb, the QP all hope of finding survivors will originate as the complement of
gone. Merging gone with this QP will derive the VP gone all hope of finding survivors. The resulting VP
is merged with the T constituent has to form the T-bar has gone all hope of finding survivors. Since T has
an [EPP] feature requiring it to project a specifier, the QP all hope of finding survivorsis raised to spec-TP,
leaving an italicised copy behind in the position in which it originated. Merging the resulting TP with a
null compl ementiser marking the declarative force of the sentence derives the structure shown in
simplified formin (37) bel ow:

(37) [cplc 9 [+p [op All hope of finding survivors] [+ has] [ve [v gone] [oe all hope of finding survivors]]]]

In the case of (36a), the whole of the QP all hope of finding survivorsis speled out in the bold-printed
spec-TP pasition it moves to, and the italicised copy of the moved QP in VP-complement position is
deleted inits entirety — as shown in simplified formin (38) bd ow:

(38) [crlc 9] [tp [or All hope of finding survivor g [+ has] [ve [v gon€] [or aH-hope-effindingsarvivers]]]]

In the case of (36b), the quantifier all and the noun hope are spelled out in the bol d-printed position they
movetoin (37), and the PP of finding any survivorsis spelled out in the VP-complement position in which
it originates — as shown in (39) bel ow:

(39) [crlc 9 [+p [op All hope ef-findingsurvivers| [ has] [ve [v gone] [or aH-hepe of finding survivors]]]]

(39) thus presents us with another example of the discontinuous/split spellout phenomenon highlighted
in 86.3. It aso provides evidencein support of taking A-movement (like other movement operations) to be
a composite operation involving copying and dd etion.

7.6 Passive predicates
A class of predicates which are similar in some respects to unaccusative predicates are passive
predicates. Traditional grammarians maintain that the bold-printed verbs in sentences such as the (a)
examplesin (40-42) below arein the active voice, wheress theitalicized verbsin the corresponding (b)
sentences are in the passive voice (and have the status of passive participles):

(40)(8) Hundreds of passers-by saw theattack  (b)  The attack was seen by hundreds of passers-by
(41)(@ Lex Luthor stolethe kryptonite (b)  Thekryptonite was stolen by Lex Luthor
(42)(8) They took everything (b)  Everything was taken

There are four main properties which differentiate passive sentences from their active counterparts. Oneis
that passive (though not active) sentences generally require the auxiliary BE. Another is that the main verb
in passive sentences is in the passive participle form (cf. seen/stolen/taken), which is generaly
homophonous with the perfect participle form. A third is that passive sentences may (though need not)
contai n a by-phrase in which the complement of by plays the same thematic role as the subject in the
corresponding active sentence: for example, hundreds of passers-by in the active structure (40a) serves as
the subject of saw the attack, whereas in the passive structure (40b) it serves as the complement of the
prepaosition by (though in both cases has the thematic role of EXPERIENCER argument of see). The
fourth differenceis that the expression which serves as the complement of an active verb surfaces as the
subject in the corresponding passive construction: for example, the attack is the complement of saw in the
active structure (40a), but is the subject of was in the passive structure (40b). Sincethis chapter is
concerned with A-movement (and hence the syntax of subjects), we focus on the syntax of the superficia
subjects of passive sentences (setting aside the derivation of by-phrases).
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Passive predicates resembl e unaccusatives in that alongside structures like those in (43a-454) bel ow
containing preverbal subjects they also allow expletive structures like (43b-45b) in which theitdicised
argument can be postverbal (providing it is an indefinite expression):

(43)(8) No evidence of any corruption was found
(&  Therewasfound no evidence of any corruption

(44)(@  Several cases of syntactophobia have been reported
(b)  There have been reported several cases of syntactophobia

(45)(8 A dgnificant change of policy has been announced
(b)  There has been announced a significant change of policy

How can we account for the dual position of theitalicised expression in such structures?

The answer given within the framework outlined hereis that a passive subject isinitidly merged as the
thematic complement of the main verb (i.e. it originates as the complement of the main verb asin
(43b-45b) and so receives the q-role which the relevant verb assigns to its complement), and
subsequently moves from VP-complement position into TP-specifier position in passive sentences such as
(43a-45a).

On this view, the derivation of sentences like (43) will proceed as follows. The noun corruption merges
with the quantifier any to form the QP any corruption. The resulting QP then merges with the preposition
of to formthe PP of any corruption. This PP in turn merges with the noun evidence to form the NP
evidence of any corruption. The resulting NP is merged with the negative quantifier no to form the QP no
evidence of any corruption. This QP is merged as the complement of the passive verb found (and thereby
assigned the thematic role of THEME argument of found) to form the VP found no evidence of any
corruption. The VP thereby formed is merged with the auxiliary was forming the T-bar was found no
evidence of any corruption. The auxiliary [+ was] carries an [EPP| feature requiring it to have a specifier.
This requirement can be satisfied by merging the expl etive pronoun there in spec-TP, deriving the TP
There was found no evidence of any corruption. Merging this TP with anull complementiser marking the
declarative force of the sentence will derive the structure shown in simplified formin (46) be ow:

(46) CP

/\
C TP
9 /\

PRN T

there T

T VP
\Y QP
found no evidence of any corruption

However, an aternative way of satisfying the [EPP] feature of T is not to merge there in spec-TP but rather
to passivise the QP no evidence of any corruption —i.e. to moveit from being the themati ¢ object of found
to becoming the structura subject of was. Merging the resulting TP with a null complementiser which
marks the sentence as declarative in force derives the CP shown in simplified form in (47) below (with the
dotted arrow showing the movement which took place on the TP cycle):

(47) /CP\
C TP
o T

QP

Tl
no evidence q any corruption /\
T VP

\Y QP
found no evidence of any corruption
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The arrowed movement operation (traditionally called passivisation) by which QP moves from thematic
compl ement position into structural subject paosition turns out to be a particular instance of the more
general A-movement operation which serves to create structural subjects (i.e. to move argumentsinto
spec-TP in order to satisfy the [EPP] feature of T). Note that an assumption implicit in the analyses in (46)
and (47) isthat verb phrases headed by intransitive passive participles remain subjectless throughout the
derivation, because the T constituent was is the head which requires a structura subject by virtue of its
[EPP] feature, not the verb found (suggesting that it is functional heads like T and C which trigger
movement, not lexical heads like V).

In the case of (43a) No evidence of any corruption was found, the whole of the QP no evidence of any
corruption is spelled out in the bold-printed spec-TP positionin (47) at the head of the movement chain,
and al the material in theitalicised VP-complement position at the foot of the movement chainis del eted.
However, in 86.3 we saw that some structures in which a moved noun has a prepositional complement
may allow discontinuous spelout, with the noun and any preceding expressions modifying it being
spelled out at the head of the movement chain, and its prepositional or clausal complement being spelled
out at the foot of the movement chain. Discontinuous spellout is also permitted in (47), alowing for the
possibility of the quantifier no and the noun evidence being spelled out in the bold-printed position at the
head of the movement chain, and the PP of any corruption being spelled out in theitalicised
VP-complement position at the foot of the movement chain, so deriving the structure assod ated with:

(48) No evidence was found of any corruption

Sentences such as (48) thus provide us with empirical evidence that passive subjects originate as
compl ements, on the assumption that of any corruption isaremnant of the preposed complement no
evidence of any corruption.

Further evidence that passive subjects originate as compl ements comes from the distribution of
idiomatic nominals like those italicised bel ow:

(49)(8) They paid little heed to what he said (b) Little heed was paid to what he said
(50)(&  They paid due homage to General Ghouly (b)  Due homage was paid to General Ghouly
(51)(8 TheFBI kept closetabs on the CIA (b)  Closetabs were kept on the CIA by the FBI

In expressions such as pay heed/homage to and keep tabs on, the verb pay/keep and the noun expression
contai ni ng heed/tabs/homage together form an idiom. Given our arguments in 87.3 that idioms are unitary
congtituents, it is apparent that the bol d-printed verb and the italicised noun expression must form a
unitary constituent when they are first introduced into the derivation. Thiswill clearly bethe caseif we
suppose that the noun expression originates as the complement of the associated verb (asin 49a-51a), and
becomes the subject of the passive auxiliary was/were in (49b-51b) via passivisation/A-movement.

A claim which isimplicit in the hypothesis that passi ve subjects originate as thematic objectsis that the
subjects of active verbs and the complements of passive verbs have the same thematic function. Evidence
that thisisindeed the case comes from the traditional observation that the two are subject to the same
pragmati ¢ restrictions on the chai ce of expression which can occupy the re evant position, as we see from
sentences such as the following (where ?, 21 and ! mark increasing degrees of pragmatic anomaly):

(52)(8) The students/?the camels/?! The flower /! The ideas were arrested
(b)  They arrested the students/ ?the came s/?! the flowers/!the ideas

We can account for this if we suppose that pragmatic restrictions on the choice of admissible arguments
for a given predicate depend jointly on the semantic properties of the predicate and the thematic role of the
argument: it will then follow that two expressions which fulfil the same thematic rolein respect of a given
predicate will be subject to the same pragmatic restrictions on argument choice. Since passive subjects like
thoseitalicised in (524a) originate as complements, they will have the same -role (and hence be subject
to the same pragmatic restrictions on argument choice) as active complements like those italicised in
(52b).

We can arrive at the same conclusion (that passive subjects originate as thematic complements) on
theoretical grounds. It seems reasonabl e to suppose that principles of UG correlate thematic structure with
syntactic structurein a uniform fashion: this assumption is embodied in the Uniform Theta Assignment
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HypothesissUTAH argued for at length in Baker (1988). Given UTAH, it follows that two arguments
which fulfil the same thematic function with respect to a given predicate will occupy the sameinitia
position in the syntax. Hence if passive subjects have the same theta-rol e as active objects, it is plausible
to suppose that passive subjects originate in the same V P-complement position as active objects.

7.7 Long-distance passivisation
Thus far, the instances of passivization which we have looked at have been clause-internal in
the sense that they have involved movement from complement to subject position within the same clause.
However, passivisation can a so apply across certain types of clause boundary — as can beillustrated in
relaion to structures such as (53/54) below:

(53)(8) There aredleged to have been stolen a number of portraits of the queen
(b) A number of portraits of the queen are aleged to have been stolen

(54)(@  There are believed to have occurred several riots
(b) Several riots are believed to have occurred

It seems dear that theitalicised expression in each case is the thematic complement of the bol d-printed
verb in theinfinitive clause, so that a number of portraits of the queen is the thematic complement of the
passive verb stolen in (53), and several riotsis the thematic complement of the unaccusative verb
occurred in (54). In (53a/548), the itaicised argument remains in situ as the compl ement of the
bold-printed verb; but in (53b/54b) the itdicised argument moves to become the structural subject of the
auxiliary are. Let's ook rather more d osdly at the derivation of sentences like (54a) and (54b).

(544a) is derived as follows. The quantifier several merges with the noun riots to form the QP several
riots. This QP merges with (and is assigned the -role of THEME argument of) the unaccusative verb
occurred to form the VP occurred several riots. Theresulting VP merges with the perfect auxiliary have
to form the AUXP have occurred several riots. Thisin turn merges with the infinitival tense particleto, so
forming the TP to have occurred several riots. The resulting TP merges with the passive verb believed to
form the VP believed to have occurred several riots. This then merges with the auxiliary are to form the
T-bar are believed to have occurred several riots. A finite T like are has an [EPP] feature requiring it to
have a specifier, and one way of satisfying this requirement is for expletive there to be merged in spec-TP,
forming the TP shown in (55) below (simplified by not showing intermedi ate projections, and by not
showing the internal structure of the QP several riots):

(55) [Tp There [T ae] [Vp [V bdle\/ed] [Tp [T tO] [AUXP [AUX ha\/e] [Vp [V OCCUrraj] [Qp several rlOtS]]]]]]

However, an aternative way of satisfying the [EPP] requirement for are to have a structural subject is for
the closest nominal expression it c-commands (namely, several riots) to passivise (i.e. undergo
A-movement) and thereby moveinto spec-TP, as shown by the dotted arrow in (56) below (wheretisa
trace copy of the moved QP several riots):

(56) [rp Se\/eAfa| riots[rare] [ve [v believed] [1p [+ tO] [auxp [aux have] [ve [v occurred] [op t]]]]]]

Thekind of passivisation operation shown by the dotted arrow in (56) is sometimes termed long-distance
passivisation, sinceit involves moving an argument out of alower clause into spec-TP positionina
higher clause. Since operations which move a nomina into spec-TP are instances of A-movement,
long-distance passivisation is yet another instance of the familiar A-movement operation. The TPsin
(55/56) will subsequently be merged with anull complementiser marking the declarative force of the
sentence, so deriving the overall structure associated with (54a/54b).

A key assumption made in (55/56) is that the to-infinitive complement of the verb believed isa TP and
not aCP. Thisisin line with our assumption in 84.8 that believeis an ECM verb when used with an
infinitival complement, and that its complement is a defective clause (lacking the CP layer found in
canonical clauses) and hence a TP. Recall that we have independent evidence from contrasts such as the
following:

(57)(d Nobody intended [you to get hurt] (b)  Youweren't intended [to get hurt]
(58)(8) Nobody intended [for you to get hurt] (b) *You weren't intended [for to get hurt]
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that an italicised expression contai ned within a TP complement like that bracketed in (57) can passivise,
but not an expression contai ned within a CP complement like that bracketed in (58). Consequently, the
fact that several riots can passivisein (56) suggests that the to-infinitive compl ement of believed must be a
TP, not aCP.

Evidence that we need to posit along-distance passivisation operation comes from the fact that
idiomatic nominals can undergo long-distance passivisation, as in the following examples:

(59)(a Little heed is thought to have been paid to what he said
(b) Closetabs are aleged to have been kept on the FBI
(c)  All hell was said to have broken loose
(d)  Theshitisexpected to hit the fan

Theitalicised idiomatic nominals are normally used as the complement of the bold-printed verbsin
(59a/b) and as the subject of the bold-printed expressionsin (59¢/d). So how do they end up as the subject
of ahigher passive clausein sentences like (59)? The answer is that they undergo long-distance
passivisation. Note, incidentally, that sentences like (59¢/d) suggest that long-distance passi visation can
move subjects as wdl as objects. Thisis because (in conformity with the Attract Closest Principle),
passivisation involves movement of the closest nominal which the relevant tense auxiliary c-commands. In
aclause like (59a) in which the verb paid projects a complement but no subject, the auxiliary will trigger
preposing of the complement little heed on the TP cycle because this is the closest nominal ¢-commanded
by the auxiliary is — the relevant movement operation being shown in skeletal formin (60a) bd ow; by
contrast, in adause like (59¢) in which the verb break projects a subject all hell, the auxiliary iswill
trigger passivisation of all hell because thisis the cl osest nominal ¢-commanded by is— as shown in (60b):

(60)(8) [rp Little heed [+ is] [ve[v thought] [+e [+ to] have been [ve[v paid] littie heed to what he said]]]]
A

(b) [ All hell [1is] [ve[v expected] [rp [1 to] [veaH-heH [y break] loose]]]]
A

Although we have referred to the movement operation involved in structures like (60) as long-distance
passivisation, it isinfact our familiar A-movement operation by which T attracts the closest nominal
expression which it c-commands to moveto spec-TP. (An incidental detail to noteis that the TPs in (60)
are subsequently merged with a null complementiser marking the declarative force of the sentence.)

7.8 Raisng
A further type of structure which involves movement of an argument expression out of one
clause to become the subject of another clauseisillustrated by the (b) examplesin (61-64) be ow:

(61)(8  There does seem [to remain some hope of peace]
(b)  Some hope of peace does seem [to remain]

(62)(8) There does appear [to have been made remarkably little progress on disar mament]
(b) Remarkably little progress on disarmament does appear [to have been made]

(63)(® It would seem [that Senator Syme has been lying to Congress)
(b)  Senator Syme would seem [to have been lying to Congress]

(64)(@ Itwould appear [that they have underestimated her]
(b) They would appear [to have underestimated her]

In (61), theitalicised expression some hope of peace is the thematic complement of the unaccusative
predicate remain; it remainsin situ in the expl etive structure (614a), but raises to become the subject of the
seem-clausein (61b). In (62), theitalicised expression remarkably little progress on disarmament isthe
thematic complement of the passive verb made; it remains in situ in the expletive structure (62a) but raises
to become the subject of the appear-clause in (62b). In (63), theitalicised expression Senator Symeisthe
thematic subject of the verb lying: if the complement dauseis afinite clause asin (63a), it surfaces as the
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subject of the complement dause; but if the complement clauseisinfinitival asin (63b), it surfaces as the
subject of the seem clause. Likewise, in (64), theitalicised pronoun they is the themati c subject of the verb
underestimate: if the complement clauseisfinite asin (644), it surfaces as the subject of the complement
clause; if the complement clauseisinfinitival asin (64b), it surfaces as the subject of the appear dause.
Examples like (61-64) suggest that verbs like seem and appear resembl e passive predicatesin that they
allow an expression which is a theta-marked argument of a predicatein alower clause to raise to become
the subject of the seermyappear-clause. Given this assumption, a sentence such as (61b) will have the
following simplified derivation. At the point where the QP some hope of g peace has been formed (the
noun peace having been merged with anull quantifier), it will be merged with (and -marked by) the
verb remain to form the VP remain some hope of g peace. This VP isthen merged with the infinitival
tense particle to to form the TP to remain some hope of @ peace. Theresulting infinitival TPis
subsequently merged with the verb seem to form the VP seem to remain some hope of g peace. Thisin
turn is merged with the finite tense auxiliary DO to form the T-bar does seem to remain some hope of @
peace. A finite T has an [EPP] feature requiring it to have a subj ect; one way of satisfying this requirement
isto merge expletive there with the resulting T-bar, to form the TP shown in ssmplified form in (65)
bel ow:

(65)  [rp There[r does] [ve [v seem] [+r [1 to] [ve [v remain] some hope of & peace]]]]

An dternative way of satisfying the [EPP] feature of [+ does] isto move the closest nominal ¢c-commanded
by does (= the QP some hope of g peace) from being the thematic compl ement of remain to becoming the
structural subject of does, as shown in simplified formin (66) bel ow:

(66) [tp SOme hopAe of g peace [t does] [ve [v Seem] [1r [+ tO] [vp [v remain] semehepeq#mseaee]]]]

Thetype of movement operation arrowed in (66) is traditionally known asraising (because it raises an
argument out of alower clause to become the subject of a higher dause) but in reality it turns out to be yet
another instance of the more general A-movement operation by which T attracts the closest nominal
which it c-commands to move to spec-TP. Words like seemyappear (when used with an infinival

compl ement) have the property that the subject of the seenVappear-clauseis created by being raised out of
a complement clause, and so (for this reason) are known asraising predicates. The parallds between
raising in structures like (66) and long-distance passivisation in structures like (56) should be obvious. (A
minor detail to betidied up is that that TPsin (65/66) are subsequently merged with a null complementiser
marking the sentence as declaraivein force.)

7.9 Comparingraising and control predicates
It might at first sight seem tempting to conclude from our discussion of long-distance

passivisation structures like (60) and raising structures like (66) that all clauses containing a structure of
the form verb+ tot+ infinitive have a similar derivation to that in (60/66) in which some expression is raised
out of the infinitive compl ement to become the subject of the main clause. However, any such conclusion
would be undermined by our claim in 84.2 and 84.7 that some verbs whi ch take to+infinitive complements
are control predicates. In this connection, consider the difference between the two types of infinitive
structureillustrated below:

(67)(8 Hedoesseem [to scarethem] (b) Hedoeswant [to scarethem]

Asusedin (67), the verb seemisaraising predicate, but the verb want is a control predicate. We will
seethat this reflects the fact that the verbs seem and want differ in respect of their argument structure. We
can illustrate this by sketching out the derivation of the two sentences.

In the raising structure (674), the verb scare merges with (and assigns the EXPERIENCER q-roleto) its
internal argument/thematic complement them. Theresulting V-bar scare them then merges with (and
assigns the AGENT -roleto) its external argument/thematic subject he. The resulting VP he scarethemis
then merged with the infinitival tense particleto, so forming the TP to he scare them. Thisin turn merges
with theraising verb seemto form the VP seem to he scare them. The resulting VP seemto he scare them
is subsequently merged with the (emphatic) auxiliary does. The [EPP] feature carried by [+ does] requiring
it to have a structural subject triggers raising of the closest nominal c-commanded by does (namely he)
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from being thematic subject of scare them to becoming structural subject of does — as shown in schematic
form below:

(68) [ Qe [+ does] [ve [v seem] [1p [ tO] [ve he [v scare] them]]]]

Theresulting TP is then merged with anull complementiser marking the sentence as declarativein force.
A key assumption madein theraising anaysisin (68) is that the verb seem (as used there) isa
one-place predicate whose only argument isitsinfinitival TP complement, to which it assigns an
appropriate -role— perhaps that of THEME argument of seem. This means that the VP headed by seem
has no thematic subject: note, in particular, that the verb seem does not -mark the pronoun he, since he
is
q-marked by scare, and the -criterion (18) rules out the possibility of any argument being g-marked
by more than one predicate. Nor does the VP headed by seem have a structural subject at any stage of
derivation, since he raises to become the subject of the TP containing does, not of the VP contai ning seem.
Now let’s turn to consider the derivation of the control infinitive structure (67b) He does want to scare
them. As before, the verb scare merges with (and assigns the EXPERIENCER }-roleto) itsinterna
argument (i.e. thematic complement) them. The resulting V-bar scare them then merges with (and assigns
the AGENT -roleto) its externa argument. Given the assumption we madein 84.2 that control infinitives
have a parti cular kind of null pronominal subject known as ‘big PRO’, the thematic subject of scare them
will be PRO, and this will be merged in spec-V P (in accordance with the VP-Internal Subject Hypothesis),
and thereby be assigned the g-role of AGENT argument of scare. The resulting VP PRO scare them then
merges with infinitival to, forming the TP to PRO scare them. Given the conclusion we drew in §4.8 that
contral infinitives are CPs, this TP will in turn merge with anull infinitival complementiser to form the
CP g to PRO scare them. The CP thereby formed serves as the interna argument (and thematic
compl ement) of the verb want, so is merged with want and thereby assigned the g-role of THEME
argument of want. The resulting V-bar want @ to PRO scare them then merges with its external argument
(and themati ¢ subject) he, assigning he the themati c rol e of EXPERIENCER argument of want. The resulting
VP he want g to PRO scare them is then merged with the tense auxiliary DO, forming the T-bar does he
want @ to PRO scare them. The [EPP] feature carried by [+ does] reguires it to have a structural subject,
and this requirement is satisfied by moving the closest noun or pronoun expression c-commanded by does
(namely the pronoun he) to become the structural subject of does, as shown in simplified form be ow:

(69)  [wrHe[r does] [vehe [v want] [cp [c 2] [r [1 tO] [ve PRO [y scare] them]]]]]
A

The TP in (69) isthen merged with anull complementiser marking the sentence as declarative in force.
Theresulting structure satisfies the g-criterion (which requires each argument to be assigned asingle
q-role, and each -roleto be assigned to a single argument), in that he is the EXPERIENCER argument of
want, the bracketed CP in (69) is the THEME complement of want, PRO is the AGENT argument of scare,
and them the EXPERIENCER argument of scare.

The analysis of control predicates presented here differs from that presented in chapter 4 in that it
assumes that the PRO subject of a control infinitive like that bracketed in (67b) He does want to scare
themis merged in spec-V P, and not (as assumed in chapter 4) in spec-TP. The requirement for PRO to be
generated in spec-V P follows from the VP-I nter nal Subject Hypothesis and the Predicate-I nternal
Theta-M arking Hypothesis which posit that arguments are generated and theta-marked internally to a
projection of their predicate, so that PRO (by virtue of being the AGENT argument of scare) is generated as
the specifier of the VP headed by scare.

A question which arises from the assumption that subjects originate internally within VP and that (in
finite clauses) they moveto spec-TP because afinite T has an [EPP] feature requiring it to project a
specifier is whether the sameis true of non-finite clauses. In other words, in non-finite clauses, do subjects
remain in situ within VP, or do they (asin finite clauses) raise to spec-TP?

Baltin (1995, p. 244) provides an empirical argument in favour of claiming that the PRO subject
remainsin situ in spec-VP in control infinitives. He notes that under the spec-VP analysisin (69), PRO
will be positioned between to and scare rather than between want and to (as would be the caseif PRO
werein spec-TP), and hence PRO will not block to from diticising onto want forming wanta/wanna. The
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fact that the contraction is indeed possible — as we see from (70) be ow:
(70)  He does wanta/wanna scare them

leads Baltin to conclude that PRO is merged in spec-V P, and remains there throughout the derivation — at
no point becoming the subject of infinitival to. Of course, an ancillary assumption which has to be madeis
that the null C which intervenes between want and to in (69) does not block contraction. One way of
accounting for this might be to assume that to first cliticises onto the null C constituent introducing the
complement clausein (69), and then subsequently (together with the null compl ementiser to which is has
attached) diticises onto the verb want.

An important conclusion which Baltin draws from his analysis of wanna contraction is that infinitival
toin control structures does not have an [EPP] feature, and hence does not have a specifier at any stage of
derivation. In much the same way, we can argue that the possibility of gonna contraction in raising
structures such as (71) below:

(71)  Little heed is gonna be paid to my proposal

provides evidence in support of pasiting that infinitival to in raising structures does not have an [EPP]
feature either. Prior to passivisation, (71) will have the structure shown informally in (72) be ow:

(72)  [+i9] [ve [v going] [te [+ to] be paid little heed to my proposal]]

If theidiomatic nominal little heed israised directly to become the subject of iswithout first becoming the
subject of to, (71) will have the structure shown in (73) bel ow after passivisation has applied:

(73) [+ littleheed [t i9] [ve [v going] [1e [T tO] be paid Httte-heed to my proposal]]]

The absence of any constituent intervening between to and going means that to can cliticise onto going,
forming gonna. But if (contrary to what is suggested here) to in raising/passive infinitive structures had an
[EPP] feature, the idiomatic nominal little heed would raise to become the specifier of infinitival to before
becoming the subject of is, so that after passivisation we would have the structure (74) bel ow:

(74)  [+plittle heed [t i9] [vp [v going] [1p Hitle-heed [T to] be paid Hittke-heed to my proposal]]

Wewould then expect that the presence of atrace copy of little heed intervening between going and to
should block contraction, and we would therefore wrongly predict that gonna contraction is not possibl e,
and hencethat (71) isungrammaticd. The fact that contraction is indeed possible suggests that infinitiva
to does not have an [EPP] feature in passive infinitive structures. Given Baltin's argument that to does not
have an [EPP] feature in control infinitives either, the more general conclusion which these two sets of
cdamsinviteis that:

(75)  Afinite T hasan [EPP] feature, but infinitival to does not

And indeed this assumption is made in the analyses outlined in (56), (60), (66), (68), (69) and (73) aove.

Thereareinteresting parallds between the derivation of unaccusative structures like (76a) bel ow
(sketched in (35) above), passive structures like (76b) (sketched in (56) above) and raising structures like
(76¢) (sketched in (68) aove):

(76)(@) [TpA [t have] [vp [v arisen] several complications]]

(b) [TPA [Tar_e] [Vp [V belleved] [Tp [T tO] [AUXP [AUX have] [Vp [V occurred] [Qp Severalrlots]]]]]]

(@] [TPA [+ does] [ve [v seem] [1p [1 tO] [vp he [v scare] them]]]]

In each of these structures, a (bold-printed) one-place predicate which has no external argument (and
which therefore projects into an intransitive VP which has a complement but no subject) alows movement
of the closest (italicised) constituent c-commanded by the underlined T constituent out of the containing
VP into spec-TP. For instance, the VP headed by the unaccusative verb arisen in (76a) has no subject and
consequently alows its complement several complications to move out of its containing VP into spec-TP.
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Likewise, the VPs headed by the passive verb believed and the unaccusative verb occurred in (76b) have
no subject of their own, and so allow several riots to move out of both VPs into spec-TPin the main
clause. Similarly, the VP headed by theraising verb seemin (76¢) has no subject of its own and so allows
the pronoun he to move into the main clause spec-TP position.

What dl of this pointsto is that an intransitive (subjectless) VP allows anominal c-commanded by its
head verb to be attracted by a higher T constituent to moveinto spec-TP. However whereaVP hasa
thematic subject of its own, it is this subject which raisesto spec-TP (because the Attract Closest
Principlerequires T to attract the closest nomina which it c-commandsto raise to spec-TP). So, for
example, in (76c) above, it is the subject he of the VP headed by scare which raises to spec-TP and
thereby becomes the subject of the present tense auxiliary does. The sameis true of a control structure like
(77) below (repeated from (69) above):

(77)  [w»He[r does] [ve he [v want] [cr [c 2] [r [T tO] [ve PRO [v scare] them]]]]]
A

Here, the pronoun he originates as the thematic subject of want, and hence raises to spec-TP by virtue of
being the d osest nominal c-commanded by T.

What this suggests is that the particular property of passive, unaccusative and raising predicates which
enabl es them to permit A-movement of the closest nominal argument which they c-command is that they
areintransitive and therefore do not project an external argument (so that the VP they head is subj ectless).
By contrast, verbs which project an external argument of their own (and hence occur in aVP which has a
thematic subject) require this subject to be attracted by a higher T constituent to move into spec-TP. These
distinct patterns of movement are a consequence of the Attract Closest Principle.

Having compared the syntax of control predicates with that of raising predicates, we end this chapter
by looking briefly at the question of how we can determine whether a given predicate which sd ects an
infinitival to complement is a control predicate or araising predicate. In this connection, it should be noted
that there are a number of syntactic differences between raising and control predicates which are adirect
refl ection of the different thematic properties of these two types of predicate. For example, raising
predicates like seem can have expl etive it/there subjects, whereas control predicates like want cannot: cf.

(78)(a) It seemg/*wants to be assumed that he lied to Congress
(b) There seem/*want to remain several unsolved mysteries

(The expletive nature of it in (78a) is shown by the fact that it cannot be substituted by areferentia
pronoun like this/that, or questioned by what? Likewise, the expletive nature of therein (78b) is shown by
the fact that it cannot be substituted by a referential locative pronoun like here, or questioned by where?)
Thisis because control predicates like want are two-place predi cates which project athematic subject (an
EXPERIENCER in the case of want, so that the subject of want must be an expression denoting an entity
capable of experiencing desires), and non-referential expressions like expletiveit/there are clearly not
themati c subjects and so cannot be assigned a 6-role. By contrast, raising predicates like seem have no
thematic subject, and hence i mpose no restrictions on the choice of structura subject in their clause, so
allowing a (non-thematic) expl etive subject.

Similarly, raising predi cates like seem (but not control predicates like want) allow idiomatic subjects
such as thoseitalicised bel ow:

(79)  Whenever they mest, ...
(@ all hell seems/*wants to break loose
(b) thefur seems/*wantsto fly
(c) thecat seems/*wantsto get histongue

The ungrammaticality of sentences like * All hell wants to break |oose can be attributed to the fact that
want is acontrol predicate, and hence (in order to derive such a structure) it would be necessary to assume
thet all hell originates as the subject of want, and that break |oose has a separate PRO subject of its own:
but this would violate the requirement that (on itsidiomatic use) all hell can only occur as the subject of
break loose, and conversdy break loose (in its idiomatic use) only alows all hell asits subject. By
contrast, All hell seems to break loose is grammatical because seemis araising predicate, and so all hell
can originate as the subject of break loose and then be raised up to become the subject of the null tense
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congtituent [+ 4] in the seem clause.

A further property which differentiates the two types of predicateis that raising predicates like seem
preserve truth-functional equivalence under passivisation, so that (80a) below is cognitively synonymous
with (80b):

(80)(@  John seemsto have hdped Mary (b) =Mary seems to have been helped by John

By contrast, contral predicates like want do not preserve truth functiona equivalence under passivisation,
as we see from the fact that (81a) below is not cognitivel y synonymous with (81b):

(81)(®  Johnwantsto help Mary (b) #Mary wantsto be heped by John

Moreover, there are pragmatic restrictions on the choice of subject which control predicates like want
allow (in that the subject generally has to be arational being, not an inanimate entity) — as we see from
(82) below (where! marks pragmatic anomaly):

(82) My cat/!My gesture wants to be appreciated
By contrast, raising predicates fredy allow animate or inanimate subjects: cf.
(83) My cat/My gesture seems to have been appreciated

The different properties of the two types of predicate stem from the fact that control predicates like want
0-mark their subjects, whereas raising predicates like seem do not: so, since want sel ects an EXPERIENCER
subject asits external argument (and prototypi cal EXPERIENCERS are animate beings), want allows an
animate subject like my cat, but not an inanimate subject like my gesture. By contrast, sinceraising
predicates like seem do not 6-mark their subjects, they alow afree choice of subject.

A final remark to be madeis that although our discussion of raising and control predicates has
revolved around verbs, aparalld digtinction is found in adjectives. For example, in sentences such as:

(84)(@  Johnislikely towin therace (b) Johniskeen towintherace

the adjectivelikely is araising predicate and keen a control predicate. We can seethis from the fact that
likely allows expl etive and idi omatic subjects, but keen does not: cf.

(85)(@ Thereislikely/*keen to beastrike (b)  All hell islikely/*keen to break loose

Thisis one reason why throughout this chapter we have taked about different types of predicate (e.g.
drawing a distinction between raising and control predicates) rather than different types of verb.

7.10 Summary

This chapter has primarily been concerned with the syntax of subjects. In §7.2 we argued that
Bdfast English structures such as There should some students get distincti ons provide us with evidence
that subjects originate internally within VP, and we noted that the daim that subjects originate internaly
within VP is known as the VP-Internal Subject Hypothesis/VPISH. We also maintained that sentences
such as Some students should get distinctionsinvolve movement of some students from the specifier
position within VP to the specifier position within TP, and we noted that the rel evant movement operation
is known as A-movement. In 87.3 we suggested that idioms like All hell will break loose provide further
empirical support for the VPISH, since the assumption that idioms are unitary constituents requires us to
suppose that all hell originates as a sister of break loose (in the specifier position within VP) and from
thereisraised up (by application of A-movement) to become the specifier of the TP headed by will. In
87.4 we argued that the VP-Internal Subject Hypothesis allows us to posit a uniform mapping between
thematic argument structure and (initial) syntactic structure, if we suppose that al arguments of a
predicate originate (and are theta-marked) internally within a projection of the predicate. In §7.5, we
looked at the syntax of unaccusative predicates like arise/remain/occur etc. and hypothesised that the
argument of an unaccusative verb originates as its complement but differs from the compl ement of a
transitive verb in that it has no subject, and receives nominative rather than accusative case. We
highlighted a number of further differences between unaccusative predicates and other types of predicate
(e.g. inreation to the paosition of subjectsin Belfast English imperatives, and auxiliary selection in earlier
varieties of English). In 8§7.6, welooked at the structure of simple passive clauses, arguing that a passive
subject originates as the thematic complement of a subjectless passive participle, and is raised into spec-



143

TP (via A-movement) in order to satisfy the [EPP] feature of T. In 87.7 we saw that passivisation can bea
long distance operation invol ving movement of an argument contai ned within an infinitival TP whichis
the complement of a passive participle. We noted that the position of idiomatic subjects in sentences like
Little heed is believed to have been paid to their proposal provides empirical support for positing long
distance passivisation (as a particul ar instance of a more general A-movement operation which attracts the
closest noun or pronoun expression c-commanded by T to move to spec-TP). In 87.9 we argued that
predicates like seenVappear function as raising predicates in the sense that their subjects originate
internally within their infinitive complement, and from there are raised to spec-TP position within the
seem/appear-clause: hence, in a sentence such as All hell would appear to have broken loose, the
idiomatic expression all hell originates as the subject of broken loose and from thereis raised up to
become the subject of would by A-movement. In 8§7.10, we contrasted raising predi cates with control
predicates, noting that they differ in that control predicates theta-mark their subjects (and hence generdly
reguire an animate subject) and have a CP complement, whereas raising predicates do not theta-mark their
subjects (and hence fredy allow inanimate, expl etive and idiomatic subjects) and have a TP complement.
We also noted that (unlike control predi cates), raising predicates preserve truth-functiona eguivalence
under passivisation.

WORKBOOK SECTION

Exercise X111

Say whether theitaicized verbs as used in the type of construction illustrated in the examples bel ow
function as raising or control predicates (or are ambiguous and can serve as both), and what evidence there
isto support your analysis. Provide a detail ed outline of the derivation of any one of the control sentences
and any one of the raising sentences, giving arguments in support of your answer.

1 Employerstend to exploit employees 2 John has decided to quit the university
3  Wecameto appreciate the classes 4 Youhaveto hdp me

5 They failed to hit the target 6 Hetriedtorectify the situation

7  Herefused to sign the petition 8 He'sbeginning to irritate me

9 They attempted to pervert the course of justice 10 | happened to be passing your house
11  Heisgoingto quit hisjob 12  Hestandsto lose afortune

13 John promises to be a good student 14  Heneedsto have ashave

15 They managed to open the door 16 Weintend to closethe store

17 Thewesther isthreateningtoruintheweekend 18 Wearehoping to get avisa

19  She has chosen toignore him 20 They areplanning to visit London

M odel answer for 1

There are a number of reasons for suggesting that tend functions as araising predicate when it takes an
infinitive complement. For one thing (as we would expect if tend is a one-place raising predi cate which
does not theta-mark its subject), tend impaoses no restrictions on its choice of subject, and so fredy dlows
either an expression like Professor Peabrain (denoting an animate being) or an expression like Syntax
(denating an inanimate entity) as the subject of its containing clause— asillustrated in (i) be ow:

(i) Professor Peabrain/Syntax tends to baffle people
Moreover, tend dlows a nonthemati c subject like expletive theref/it — as in the examples bel ow:
(iil)  Theretendsto bealot of confusion about syntax  (iii) It tendsto be assumed that syntax is hard

(We cantell that thereis an expl etive pronounin (ii) from the fact that it cannot be substituted by here or
guestioned by where? Likwise, it must be expletivein (iii) becauseit cannot be substituted by this/that or
guestioned by what?) Moreover, tend can have an idiomatic subject, asin (iv) bel ow:

(iv)  All hell tends to break loose

Givethat all hell can serve only as the subject of break loose in the relevant idiomin (iv), it is clear that
we could not analysetend as a control predicatein (iv) and claim that all hell originates as the subject of
tend and PRO as the subject of break loose, since this would violate the requirement that all hell can occur
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only as the subject of break loose and conversely that break loose can only have the subject all hell (inthe
relevant idiom). By contrast, if tend is araising predicate, we can claim that all hell originates asthe
subject of break loose and then rai ses up to become the subject of the (null T constituent in the) tend
clause. Furthermore, tend preserves truth-functional eguivalence under passivisation, as we can see from
the fact that (v) and (vi) are truth-functionally equivalent:

(v) Employerstend to exploit employees (vi) =Employees tend to be exploited by employers

Given the assumption that tend is araising predicate, sentence 1 will be derived as follows. The noun
employees merges with anull determiner (which has much the same generic sense asthein The Italians
love pasta) to form the DP g employees. The resulting DP merges with (and is assigned the g-rol e of
THEME argument of) the verb exploit to form the V-bar exploit @ employees. The DP g employers (itself
formed by merging a null determiner with the noun employers) is then merged with (and assigned the
q-role of AGENT argument of) this V-bar, forming the VP g employers exploit @ employees. This VPis
merged as the complement of theinfinitival tense particleto, forming the TP to @ employers exploit @
employees. Therdevant TP isin turn merged with the verb tend, forming the VP tend to @ employers
exploit @ employees: we can perhaps take the TP compl ement of tend to have the themeatic function of
being a THEME argument of tend. The resulting VP ismerged with a null present tense T, forming [+ 2]
tend to g employers exploit @ employees. By virtue of being finite, [+ 2] has an EPP feature requiring it to
have a specifier. In accordance with the Attract Closest Principle, thisrequirement is satisfied by moving
the closest nominal c-commanded by [ 8] — namdy the DP g employers —into spec-TP in the manner
shown by the dotted arrow bel ow:

(vii) [szempIAoyers[T 4] [ve [v tend] [+ [1 tO] [Vp&emgleyeps[v exploit] employees]]]]

Theresulting structure (vii) is merged with a null complementiser marking the declarative force of the
sentence, so forming the structure (vii) below:

(viii)  [cp[c @] [tr @ employers [+ @] [ve [v tend] [+p [+ to] [ve 2-eraployers [v exploit] employees]]]]]

The derivation satisfies the g-criterion by virtue of the fact that each argument carrries one and only one
qg-role i.e g employeesisthe THEME argument of exploit, @ employersisthe AGENT argument of exploit
and the TP complement of tend is its THEME argument.

Exercise X1V
Discuss the derivation of the following sentences:

la Thereare certain to remain some problems

b  Therewerereported to remain some problems

¢ Therewerethought likdy to remain some problems
2a A change of policy was envisaged

b A change of policy seems to be envisaged

¢ A changeof policy isthought likely to be envisaged
3a Differences of opinion are emerging

b  Differences of opinion are beginning to emerge

¢ Differences of opinion appear to be starting to emerge
4a  Heisleaving the country

b  Heisplanning to leave the country

¢ Heisthought to be planning to leave the country
5a Nodedalsaregoing to bereveaed

b  Nodetails of any threats seem likdy to be revealed

¢ Noddails are expected to be revealed of any threats

Helpful hints
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Assumethat theinfinitive form beis an auxiliary occupying the head AUX position of AUXP when
immediately followed by a passive or progressive participle. For the purposes of this exercise, assume that
afinite T has an [EPP] feature, but that infinitival to does not. Assume that he has the thematic role of an
EXPERIENCER argument of the relevant predicatesin 4, but that all other argumentsin 1-5 are THEME
arguments of their associated predicates. In relation to 5a, consider the significance of the fact that going
to can contract to gonna; in 5b/c assume that any is a partitive quantifier which has the property of being a
polarity item (in the sense specified in exercise 3.2), and so must be c-commanded by a hegative or
interrogative constituent; in relation to 5¢, bear in mind the discussion of discontinuous spellout in the
text.

M odel answer for 1la

The quantifier some merges with the noun problems to form the QP some problems. This QP is merged
with (and assigned the -role of THEME complement of) the unaccusative predicate remain to form the
VP remain some problems. Thisin turn is merged with the infinitival tense particleto, forming the TP to
remain some problems. Thisisthen merged with the raising adjective certain to form the AP certain to
remain some problems. Thisin turnis merged with the copular verb be to form the VP be certain to
remain some problems. Theresulting VP is merged with anull finite T whi ch attracts the copula be to
move from V to T in the manner showed by the dotted arrow in (i), so forming the structure shownin
simplified form bel ow:

(i) T
/\
T VP
be /\
A \Y, AP
.................. be /\
A TP
certain T~
T VP
to /\
Y, QP
remain some problems

T (by virtue of being finite) has an [EPP] feature requiring it to project a subject, and this requirement is
satisfied by merging there in spec-TP, forming the structure shown in abbreviated formin (ii) below
(wheret is atrace of the moved auxiliary be):

(i) TP
PRN T
there T
T VP
are /\
\Y AP
t certain to remain some problems

TheTPin (ii) is subsequently merged with anull declarative complementiser.
The analysis presented here assumes that certain isaraising adjective. Evidencethat thisis so comes
from the fact that clauses containing certain allow expletive and idiomatic subjects, asin:

(iii)(@  Itiscertainto beraining in Manchester
(b) Thefuriscertaintofly

The expletive nature of it in (iiid) is shown by the fact that it cannot be substituted by referential pronouns
like this/that or questioned by what?
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8.

Agreement, Case and M ovement

8.1 Overview

In this chapter, we take alook at the syntax of agreement. We begin by outlining the claim
made by Chomsky in recent work that agreement involves arelation between a probe and agoal (though
it should be noted that the term goal in this chapter is used in an entirdy different way from the term
GOAL which was used to denote the thematic role played by a particular kind of argument in relation to its
predicatein §7.4). Welook a the nature of agreement, and go on to show that nominative and null case-
marking involve agreement with T. Finally, we explore the rel ationship between the [EPP] feature carried
by T and agreement, and look at the consequences of this for control infinitives on the one hand and
raising infinitives on the other.

8.2 Agreement

In traditional grammars, finite auxiliaries are said to agree with their subjects. Since (within the
framework used here) finite auxiliaries occupy the head T position of TP and their subjectsarein
spec-TP, in earlier work agreement was said to involve a specifier-head reationship (between T and its
specifier). However, there are both theoreti cal and empirical reasons for doubting that agreement involves
a spec-head relation. From a theoretical perspective (as we saw in 84.9), Minimalist considerations lead us
to the cond usion that we should restrict the range of syntactic relations used in lingui stic description,
perhaps limiting them to the relation c-command created by merger. From a descriptive perspective, a
spec-head account of agreement is problematic in that it fails to account for agreement between the
auxiliary are and the nominal several prizesin passive structures such as:

(1) Therearethought likely to be awarded several prizes

Sincethe auxiliary are occupiesthe head T position of TP in (1) and the expl etive pronoun thereisin
spec-TP, a spec-head account of agreement woul d lead us to expect that are should agree with there. But
instead, are agrees with the in situ complement several prizes of the passive participle awarded. What is
going on here? In order to try and understand this, let’s take a closer ook at the derivation of (1).

The quantifier several merges with the noun prizes to form the QP several prizes. Thisismerged as
the thematic complement of the passive verb awarded to form the VP awarded several prizes. Thisin turn
is merged with the passive auxiliary be to form the AUXP be awarded several prizes. Thisisthen merged
with theinfinitival tense particle to, forming the TP to be awarded several prizes. Theresulting TP is
merged with theraising adjective likely to derive the AP likely to be awarded several prizes. This APis
subsequently merged with the passive verb thought to form the VP thought likely to be awarded several
prizes. Thisin turn merges with the passive auxiliary be, forming the T-bar shown in simplified formin
(2) below (where the notation BE indi cates that the morphological form of the rdevant item hasn't yet
been determined)
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@) T
/\
T VP
BE /\
\Y AP
thought T T
A TP
likely
T AUXP
to
AUX VP
be
\Y QP
awarded several prizes

Thetense auxiliary [+ BE] needs to agree with an appropriate nominal within the structure containing it.
Given Pesetsky’ s Earliness Principle (which requires operations to apply as early as possiblein a
derivation), T-agreement must apply as early as possible in the derivation, and hence will apply as soon as
BE isintroduced into the structure. On the assumption that c-command is central to syntactic operations, T
will agree with anominal (i.e. anoun or pronoun expression) which it c-commands. Accordingly, as soon
asthestructurein (2) is formed, [+ BE] searches for a nominal which it c-commands to agree with.

To use the terminology introduced by Chomsky (1998, 1999, 2001), by virtue of being the highest
head in the overall structure at this point in the derivation, BE serves as a probe which searches for a
c-commanded nominal goal to agree with. The only nominal goal c-commanded by [+BE] within the
structurein (2) isthe QP several prizes. [t BE] therefore agrees in person and number with several prizes,
and so is ultimately spelled out as the third person plural form are in the PF component. Chomsky refers
to person and number features together as F-featur es (where F is the Greek letter phi, pronounced in the
same way as fie in English): using this terminology, we can say that the probe [+ BE] agreesin F-features
with the goal several prizes. Subsequently, expletive thereis merged in spec-TP to satisfy the [EPP]
requirement for T to project a specifier, and the resulting TPisin turn merged with anull declarative
compl ementiser to form the CP shown in simplified form be ow (which is the structure of (1) above):

() [cplc @l [vr There[r are] [ve [v thought] [ap [a likely] [1p to be awarded several prizes]]]]]

However, there are anumber of details which we have omitted in (3); onerédates to the case assigned
to the complement (several prizes) of the passive participle awarded. Although caseis not overtly marked
on the relevant noun expressions in English, evidence from languages like Icelandic with aricher case
system suggests that the complement of a passive participlein finite expletive clauses is assigned
nominative case via agreement with T — as the following contrast (from Sigurdsson 1996, p.12) illustrates:

(@ bad vorulesnar fjérar bagkur
There wereread fouryom p. DOOKSNOM pL

(b) Pad var skilad fjorum  bokum
There was returned fourpatp. DOOKSpAT pL

In (4a), the auxiliary voru is athird person plurd form which agrees with the NOM.PL/nominative plural
complement fjorar bagkur ‘four books'. In (4b), the auxiliary isin the agreementless form var ‘was', and
the complement of the passive participleis DAT.PL/dative plural. (Var isathird person singular form, but
can betreated as an agreementl ess form if we characterise agreement by saying that * An auxiliary is
first/second personiif it agrees with afirst/second person subject, but third person otherwise; it isplural if
it agrees with a plurd subject, but singular otherwise’ This means that athird person singular auxiliary
can arise either by agreement with athird person singular expression or — as here— can be adefault form
used as a fall-back when the auxiliary doesn’t agree with anything.) Sigurdsson argues that it isan
inherent lexical property of the participle skilad ‘returned’ that (like around a quarter of transitive verbsin
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Icelandic) it assigns so-called inherent dative case to its complement (See Svenonius 2002a/b on dative
compl ements), and (because it can’t agree with a non-nominative complement) the auxiliary surfacesin
the agreementl ess formvar in (4b); by contrast, the participle lesnar ‘read’ in (4a) does not assign inherent
caseto its complement, and instead the complement is assigned (so-call ed) structural nominative case via
agreement with the past Tense auxiliary voru ‘were'.

Icelandic datalike (4) suggest that there is a systematic relationship between nominative case
assignment and T-agreement: they are two different reflexes of an agreement relationship between afinite
T probe and a nomina goal. In consequence of the agreement relationship between the two, the T probe
agrees with a nominal goal which it c-commands, and the nominal goal is assigned nominative case.
Accordingly, several prizesin (3) receives nominative case via agreement with [+ are]. (It should be noted
in passing tha throughout this chapter, we focus on characterising syntactic agreement. On so-called
‘semantic agreement’ in British English structures like The government are ruining the country, see den
Dikken 2001, and Sauerland and Elbourne 2002.)

The approach to case assignment outlined here (in which subjects are assigned nominative casevia
agreement with afinite T) is different from that outlined in 84.9, where we suggested that subjects are
case-marked by a c-commanding C constituent. But in one sense, our revised hypothesis that finite
subjects are case-marked by T is consistent with our earlier analysis. In chapter 4, we argued that (in
consequence of the Earliness Principl€) a noun or pronoun expression is case-marked by the closest
case-assigner which c-commandsiit: since we also assumed in chapter 4 that subjects originate in spec-TP,
it was natura to assume that they are case-marked by the closest functiona head above them, namely C.
But once we moveto an anaysis like that in chapter 7 in which subjects originate internaly within VP,
our assumption that they are case-marked by the closest case-assigning head above them opens up the
possibility that nominative subjects may be case-marked by T rather than by C — and indeed thisis the
assumpti on which we will make from now on (an assumption widdy madein current research).

8.3 FeatureValuation
Let’sthink through rather more carefully what it means to say that caseis systematically related
to agreement, and what the mechanism is by which case and agreement operate. To illustrate our
discussion, consider the derivation of a simple passive such as that produced by speaker B bel ow:

(5) SPEAKERA: What happened to the protestors? SPEAKER B: They were arrested

Here, discourse factors determine that a third person plural pronoun is required in order to refer back to
the third person plural expression the protestors, and that a past tense auxiliary is required because the
event described took place in the past. So (asit were) the person/number features of they and the past tense
feature of were are determined in advance, before the items enter the derivation. By contrast the case
feature assigned to they and the person/number features assigned to were are determined via an agreement
operation in the course of the derivation: e.g. if the subject had been the singular pronoun one, the
auxiliary would have been third person singular via agreement with one (asin One was arrested); and if
THEY had been used as the object of atransitive verb (asin The police arrested them), it would have
surfaced in the accusative form them rather than the nominative form they.

Generdising at this point, let’s suppose that noun and pronoun expressions like THEY enter the syntax
with their (person and number) F-features already valued, but their case feature as yet unvalued. (The
notation THEY is used here to provide a case-independent characterisation of the word which is variously
spelled out as they/themvtheir depending on the case assigned to it in the syntax.) Using a transparent
feature notation, let’s say that THEY enters the derivation carrying the features [3-Pers, PI-Num, u-Casg],
where Pers = person, Pl = plurd, Num = number, and u = unvalued). Similarly, |et’s suppose that finite T
congtituents (like the tense auxiliary BE) enter the derivation with their tense feature aready valued, but
their person and number F-features as yet unvalued (because they are going to be valued via agreement
with anominal goal). This means that BE enters the derivation carrying the features [Past-Tns, u-Pers,
u-Num]. Inthelight of these assumptions, let’s see how the derivation of (58) proceeds.

The pronoun THEY isthe themati c complement of the passive verb arrested and so merges with it to
form the VP arrested THEY. Thisisin turn merged with the tense auxiliary BE, forming the structure (6)
below (where already-valued features are shown in bold, and unvalued featuresin italics):
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(6) T
/\
T VP
BE T~
[Past-Tng| Vv PRN
[u-Perg] arrested THEY
[u-Num] [3-Pers]
[PI-Num]
[u-Case]

Given Pesetsky’ s Earliness Principle, T-agreement will apply at this point. Let’s suppose that agreement
in such structures involves a c-command relation between a probe and a goal in which unvalued ¥-
features on the probe are valued by the goal, and an unval ued case-feature on the goa is valued by the
probe. (In Chomsky's use of theseterms, it is the unval ued person/number features which serve as the
probe rather than the item BE itself, but thisis a distinction which we shall overlook throughout, in order
to simplify exposition.) Since [+ BE] isthe highest head in the structure (6), it serves as a probe which
searches for a c-commanded goa with an unvalued case feature, and locates the pronoun THEY.
Accordingly, an agreement relation is established between the probe BE and the goal THEY. Onereflex of
this agreement relation is that the unvalued person and number fegtures carried by the probe BE are va ued
by the goal THEY. Vauation hereinvolves a Feature Copying operation which we can sketch in genera
terms as follows (where & and 13 are two different constituents contained within the same structure, and
where oneis aprobe and the other agoal):

(7) Feature Copying
If o isvalued for some feature [F] and B is unvalued for [F] and if B agrees with a, the feature-value
for [F] on & is copied onto 3

In consequence of the Feature Copying operation (7), the val ues of the person/number features of THEY
are copied onto BE, so that the unvalued person and number features [u-Pers, u-Num] on BE in (6) are
assigned the [3-Pers, PI-Num] values carried by THEY — as shown in (8) bel ow, where the underlined
features are those which have been valued via the Feature Copying operation (7):

) T
/\
T VP
BE T~
[Past-Tng| Y PRN
[3-Perq] arrested THEY
[PI-Num] [3-Pers]
[PI-Num]
[u-Case]

A second reflex of the agreement relation between BE and THEY istha the unvalued case feature [u-Case]
carried by the goal THEY isvaued by the probe BE. Since only auxiliaries with finite (present/past) tense
have nominative subjects (and not e.g. infinitiva auxiliaries), we can suppose that it is the finite tense
features of the probe which are responsible for assigning nominative case to the goal. Accordingly, we can
posit that nominative case assignment involves the kind of operation sketched informaly bel ow:

(9 Nominative Case Assignment
An unvaued case feature on agoa is vaued as nominative by a probe carrying finite tenseif probe
and goal match in F-features (i.e. in person and number)

Since the persor/number features of the probe BE match those of the goal THEY in (8), and since BE carries
finitetense (by virtue of its [Past-Tng] feature), the unvalued case feature on THEY isvalued as
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nominative, resulting in the structure shown in (10) below (where the underlined feature is the one valued
as nominative in accordance with (9) above):

(20) T
/\
T VP
BE T~
[Past-Tng| Y, PRN
[3-Perq] arrested THEY
[PI-Num] [3-Pers]
[PI-Num]
[Nom-Case]

Since dl the features carried by BE are now vd ued, BE can ultimately be spdled out in the phonol ogy as
the third person plural past tense form were. Likewise, since all the features carried by THEY are also
valued, THEY can ultimatdy be spelled out as the third person plural nominative form they. However, the
derivationin (8) is not yet terminated: the [EPP] feature of T will subsequently trigger A-movement of they
to become the structural subject of were, and the resulting TP they were arrested they will then be merged
with a null declarative complementiser to form the structure g they were arrested they: but since our
immediate concern is with case and agreement, we skip over these detail s here.

8.4 Uninterpretable features and feature-deletion

Our discussion of how case and agreement work in a sentence such as (58) has wider
implications. One of theseis that items may enter the derivation with some of their features already
valued and others as yet unvalued: e.g. BE enters the derivation in (6) with its tense feature valued, but its
(person and number) F-features unvalued; and THEY enters with its F-features valued but its case feature
unvalued. This raises the question of which features are initially valued when they first enter the
derivation, which areinitially unvalued — and why. Chomsky (1998) argues that the difference between
valued and unvad ued grammatical features correlates with a further distinction between those grammati cal
features which are inter pretable (in the sense that they play a role in semantic interpretation), and those
which are uninter pretable (and hence play no role in semantic interpretation). For example, it seems
clear that the case feature of a pronoun like THEY is uninterpretabl e, since a subject pronoun surfaces as
nominative, accusative or genitive depending on the type of [bracketed] clauseit isin, without any effect
on meaning — as the examples in (11) below illustrate:

(11)(@ Itissad[they were arrested]
(b) Heexpected [them to be arrested]
(0 Hewas shocked at [their being arrested]

By contrast, the (person/number) F-features of pronouns are interpretable, since e.g. afirst person
singular pronoun like | dearly differs in meaning from athird person plural pronoun like they. In the case
of finite auxiliaries, it is clear that their tense features are interpretable, since a present-tense form likeis
differs in meaning from a past tense form like was. By contrast, the (persorvnumber) F-features of
auxiliaries are uninterpretable, in that they serve purely to mark agreement with a particular nominal.

Aswe saw in the simplified mode of grammar which we presented in 81.3, each structure generated
by the syntactic component of the grammar is subsequently sent to the PF component of the grammar to
be spelled out (i.e. assigned a PF representation which provides a representation of its Phonetic Form).
If we assume that unvalued features areillegible to (and hence cannot be processed by) the PF
component, it follows that every unvalued feature in a derivation must be valued in the course of the
derivation, or elsethe derivation will crash (i.e fail) because the PF component is unable to spell out
unvalued features. In more concrete terms, this amounts to saying that unless the syntax specifies whether
werequire e.g. afirst person singular or third person plura present-tense form of BE, the derivation will
crash because the PF component cannot determine whether to spell out BE asamor are.
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In addition to being sent to the PF component, each structure generated by the syntactic component of
the grammar is simultaneously sent to the semantic component, whereit is converted into an appropriate
semantic representation. Clearly, interpretable features play an important role in computing semantic
representati ons. Equally clearly, however, uninterpretable features play no role whatever in this process:
indeed, sincethey areillegible to the semantic component, we need to devise some way of ensuring that
uninterpretabl e features do not input into the the semantic component. How can we do this?

Chomsky’ s answer isto suppose that uninterpretable features are deleted in the course of the syntactic
derivation, in the specific sense that they are marked as being invisiblein the semantic component while
remaining visible in the syntax and in the PF component. To get a clearer idea of what this meansin
concrete terms, consider the uninterpretable nominative case feature on they in (58) They were arrested.
Sincethis case featureis uninterpretable, it has to be deleted in course of the syntactic derivation, so that
the semantic component cannot ‘se€’ it. However, the PF component must still be able to ‘see’ this case
feature, sinceit needs to know what case has been assigned to the pronoun THEY in order to determine
whether the pronoun should be spelled out as they, them or their. This suggests the following convention:

(12) Feature Visibility Convention
Any uninterpretabl e feature del eted in the syntax is invisible to the semantic component, but
remains visible in the syntacti c component and in the PF component

The next question to ask at this juncture is what kind of syntactic operation is involved in the del etion of
uninterpretabl e features. Let’ s suppose (following Chomsky) that feature del etion invol ves the kind of
operation outlined informally below (where & and I3 enter into an agreement relation, and oneis a probe
and the other agoal)

(13) Feature Deletion
A F-complete a ddetes any uninterpretabl e person/number/case feature(s) carried by a matching
p

Here, & and 3 are two different constituents contained within the same structure, and oneis a probe and
the other agoal. In alanguage like English where finite verbs agree with their subjects in person and
number (but not gender), a is F-complete (i.e carries acomplete set of F-features) if it has both person
and number features (though in alanguage like Arabic where finite verbs agree in person, number and
gender with their subjects, a is F-completeif it carries person, number and gender: see Nasu 2001/2002
for discussion.) For o to del ete a person/number/case feature of 3, the F-features of o must match any
person and/or number F-features carried by p.

To make arather abstract discussion more concrete, let’s consider how feature dd etion appliesin the
case of our earlier structure (10) above. Here, both BE and THEY are F-complete, since both are specified
for person as wdl as number. Moreover, the two match in respect of their F-features, since both arethird
person plural. Let’s assumethat (in consequence of the Earliness Principle), feature del etion applies as
early as possible in the derivation, and hence applies at the point where the structurein (10) has been
formed. In accordance with Feature Dd etion (13), F-complete BE can del ete the uninterpretabl e case-
feature carried by THEY; and conversey F-complete THEY can del ete the uninterpretabl e person/number
features carried by BE. Feature Deletion therefore results in the structure (14) bd ow (where strikethrough
indicates dd etion):

(24) T
/\

T VP

BE T~
[Past-Tng| Y, PRN
[3-Perg] arrested THEY
[P-Num| [3-Pers]

[PI-Num]
[Nem-Case]

The ddeted features will now be invisible in the semantic component — in accordance with (12). The rest
of the derivation proceeds as before.
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Chomsky sees uninterpretabl e features as being at the very heart of agreement, and posits (1999, p.4)
that ‘ Probe and Goa must both be active for Agree to apply’ and that a constituent & (whether Probe or
Goal) isactiveonly if a contains one or more uninter pretable features. In other words, it isthe presence
of uninterpretable features on a constituent that makes it active (and hence abl e to serve as a probe or goal,
and to play a part in feature-val uation and feature-del etion).

8.5 Expletiveit subjects
So far, al the constructions we have looked at haveinvolved afinite T agreeing with a houn or
pronoun expression which carries interpretabl e person/number F-features. However, English has two
expletive pronouns which (by virtue of being non-referential) carry no interpretable F-features. One of
theseis expletive it in sentences such as:

(15)(@ Itissaidthat he hastaken bribes
(b) It can bedifficult to cometo terms with long-termiliness
(o) It'sapity that she can't come
(d) It'salong way from hereto Lands End

The pronoun it in sentences like these appears to be an expletive, since it cannot be replaced by a
referential pronoun like this or that, and cannot be questioned by what. Let’s exami ne the syntax of
expletiveit by looking at the derivation of a sentencelike (15a).

Suppose that we have reached the stage of derivation where the (passive participl€) verb said has been
merged with its CP complement that he was taking bribes to form the VP said that he wastaking bribes.
Merging this VP with the tense auxiliary BE forms the structure shown in simplified form below:

(16) T
/\
T VP
BE
[Pres-Tns] Y CP
[u-Perg] said that he has taken bribes
[u-Num]

In accordance with Pesetsky’s Earliness Principle, we might expect T-agreement to apply & this point.
Accordingly, the probe BE (which is active by virtue of its uninterpretable person/number F-features)
searches for an active goal to valueits unvalued F-features. It might at first sight seem asiif the

CP headed by that is an gppropriate goal, and is athird person singular expression which can value the
person/number features of BE. However, it seems unlikedy that such clauses have person/number features.
Onereason for thinking thisisthat even if the that-clausein (16) is coordinated with another that-clause
asin (17) below, the verb BE remains in the singular formis.

(17) Itissaid[that he hastaken bribes and that he has embezz ed company funds]

If each of theitdicised clausesin (17) were singular in number, we would expect the bracketed
coordinate clause to be plural (in the same way as the co-ordinate structure John and Mary isa plural
expression in a sentence like John and Mary are an item): but the fact tha the passive auxiliary is remains
singular in (17) suggests that the CP has no number properties of its own. Nor indeed does the that-clause
in (17) have an unvalued case-feature which could make it into an active goal, since that-clauses appear to
be casd ess (as argued by Safir 1986), in that a that clause cannot be used in a position like that italicised
in (18) below where it would be assigned accusative case by atransitive preposition such as of:

(18) *There have been reports of that he has taken bribes

If the CP in (16) has no uninterpretable case feature, it isinactive and so cannot val ue the F-features of
BE.

However, a question we might ask about (16) is whether BE could instead agree with the subject of the
that-clause, namely he: after al, he has an uninterpretable case-feature (making it active), and is a third
person singular expression and so could seemingly va ue the unvalued person/number features of BE. Yet
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itisdear that BE does not in fact agree with he, sinceif we replace he by the first person plural subject we,
BE till surfacesin the third person singular formis—as (19) below illustrates:

(19) Itissad[cpthat [tp We have taken bribes]]

Something, then, must prevent BE from agreeing with we — but what? The answer lies in a constraint

devel oped by Chomsky termed the Phase I mpenetrability Condition/PI C. Since understanding PIC
requires a prior understanding of the notion of phase deve oped in Chomsky (1998, 1999, 2001), let’s first
takealook a what phases are.

In 81.4 we suggested that a fundamental principle of UG is aL ocality Principle which requires all
grammeatical operations to be local. Using the probe-goal terminology introduced in this chapter, we can
congtrue this as meaning that all grammatica operations involve arelation between a probe P and alocal
goal Gwhichissufficiently ‘close to the probe. However, an important question to ask is why probe-goal
relaions must be locd. In this connection, Chomsky (2001, p.13) remarksthat ‘the P, G relation must be
local’ in order ‘to minimise search’ (i.e. in order to ensure that a minimal amount of searching will enable
aprobeto find an appropriate goal). His daim that locality is forced by the need ‘ to minimise search’
suggests a processing explanation: theimplication is that the Language Faculty can only process limited
amounts of structure at one time — and, more specifically, can only hold a limited amount of structurein
its ‘active memory’ (Chomsky 1999, p.9). In order to ensure a ‘ reduction of computational burden’ (1999,
p.9) Chomsky proposes that ‘the derivation of EXP[ressions] proceeds by phase’ (ibid.), so that syntactic
structures are built up one phase at atime. He maintains (2001, p.14) that ‘ phases should be as small as
possible, to minimise memory’. More specifically, he suggests (1999, p.9) that phases are ‘ propositional’
in nature, and hence include CPs. His rational e for taking CP to be phases is that CP represents a complete
clausal complex (including a specification of for ce).

In what sense do phases ensure that grammatical operations are purely local? The answer given by
Chomsky is that any goal within the (c-command) domain of the phase (i.e any god c-commanded by the
head of the phase) isimpenetrable to further syntactic operations. He refers to this condition as the Phase
I mpenetrability Condition/PIC —and we can stateit as follows (cf. Chomsky 2001, p.5, ex. 6)

(20)  Phase Impenetrability Condition/PIC
Any goal in the (c-command) domain of a phase head is impenetrabl e to a probe outside the phase

Stated in aform like (20), the relevant condition clearly begs the question of why a goal positioned
‘below’ a phase head should be impenetrabl e to a probe positioned ‘above’ the phase. Chomsky’s answer
(2001, p.5) isthat once a compl ete phase has been formed, the domain of the phase head (i.e. its

compl ement) undergoes atransfer operation by which it is simultaneously sent to the phonol ogical
component to be assigned an appropriate phonetic representation, and to the semantic component to be
assigned an appropriate semanti ¢ representation — and hence no constituent in the rdevant domain is
thereafter able to undergo any further syntactic operations. So, for example, once the operations which
take place on the CP cyd e have been completed, the TP which is the domain/complement of the phase
head C will be sent to the phonological and semantic components for processing. As aresult, TPisno
longer accessiblein the syntax, and hence neither TP itself nor any constituent of TP can subsequently
serveas agoa for a higher probe of any kind in the syntax.

In thelight of the Phase Impenetrability Condition (20), let’s return to our earlier structure (16) and
ask why the auxiliary is in the main clause can't agree with the subject he of the complement clause. The
answer is as follows. The complement dausethat he has taken bribesis a CP, hence a phase. The domain
of that CP (i.e. the constituent which is the complement of the head C of CP) is the TP he has taken
bribes. This means that neither this TP nor any of its constituents can serve as a goal for a probe outside
CP. Sinceisin (16) lies outside the bracketed CP phase, and he lies insideits bracketed TP domain, PIC
prevents agreement between the two. (See Palinsky and Potsdam 2001, and Branigan and MacK enzie
2002 for an analysis of apparent |ong-distance agreement in terms of PIC.)

So far, what we have established in rdation to the structurein (16) is that BE cannot agree with the
that-clause because the latter is inactive and has no F-features or case-feature; nor can BE agree with he,
because PIC makes he impenetrable to BE. It is precisdy because BE cannot agree with CP or with any of
its constituents that expletive it has to be used, in order to satisfy the [EPP] requirement of T, and to value
the F-features of T. In keeping with the Minimalist spirit of positing only the minimal apparatus which is
conceptually necessary, let’'s further supposethat expletiveit has ‘afull complement of F-features’
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(Chomsky 1998, p.44) but that (as Martin Atkinson suggests) these are the only features carried by it in its
expletive use. More specifically, let’s assumethat expletiveit carries the features [third-person,
singular-number]. Since expletiveit is a‘meaningless expletive pronoun, these features will be
uninterpretable. Given this assumption, merging it as the specifier of the T-bar in (16) above will derive
the structure (21) below (with interpretabl e features shown in bold, and uninterpretable features in italics):

(21 TP
/\
PRN T
it /\
[3-Pers] T VP
[Sg-Num| BE
[Pres-Tng] Y CP

[u-Pers] said that he was taking bribes
[u-Num]

At this stage in the derivation, the pronoun it can serve as a probe becauseit is the highest head in the
structure, and becauseit is active by virtue of its uninterpretable F-features. Likewise, the auxiliary BE
can serve asa goal for it because BE is c-commanded by it and BE is active by virtue of its uninterpretable
F-features. Feature Copying (7) can therefore apply to value the unvalued F-features on BE as third
person singular (via agreement with it), and Feature Deletion (13) can apply to del ete the uninterpretable
F-features of both it and BE, so deriving:

(22 TP
/\
PRN T

[3-Perg| T VP

[Sg-Num| BE
[Pres-Tng] Y CP

[3-Pers) said that he was taking bribes

[Sg-Newr]

As required, al unva ued features have been val ued at this point (BE ultimatel y being spdled out in the PF
component asis), and al uninterpretable features de eted. The resulting structure (22) is subsequently
merged with a null declarative complementiser. The deleted uninterpretabl e person/number features of it
and BE will be visible in the PF component and the syntax, but not in the semanti c component; the

undel eted [Pres-Tns] feature of BE will bevisiblein all three components. Hence, BE will be spelled out
asisin the PF component, since the phonology can ‘see’ thethird person, singular-number, present-tense
features carried by BE.

There are two particular features of the analysis outlined above which merit further comment. Oneis
that we have assumed that expletiveit carries person and number features, but no gender feature and no
case feature. While it clearly carries an interpretable (neuter/inanimate) gender feature when used as a
referential pronoun (e.g. in a sentence like This book has interesting exercisesin it, where it refers back to
this book), it has no semantic interpretation in its use as an expl etive pronoun, and so can be assumed to
carry no interpretable gender feature in such a use. The reason for positing that expletiveit is acaseess
pronounisthat it isaready active by virtue of its uninterpretable F-features, and hence does not ‘need’ a
case-feature to makeit active for agreement (unlike subjects with interpretable F-features). Some
suggestive evidence that expletive it may be a casel ess pronoun comes from the fact that it has no genitive
formits— at least for speakers like me who don’t say *He was annoyed at its being claimed that helied.

8.6 Expletivethere subjects
Having looked at the syntax of expletiveit in the previous section, we now turn to look at
expletivethere. As astarting point for our discussion, we'll go back to the very first sentence we looked at
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in this chapter, namely (1) There are thought likely to be awarded several prizes. Let’s suppose that the
derivation proceeds as before, until we reach the stagein (2) above. However, let’s additionaly assume
that several prizes carriesinterpretable F-features (marking it as athird person plural expression) and an
uninterpretable (and unvalued) case-feature. Let’s also assume (asin earlier discussions) that BE carries an
interpretabl e present-tense feature, and uninterpretabl e (and unvalued) F-features. This being so, the
structure formed when BE is merged with its VP complement will be that shown in simplified form bel ow:

(23) T
/\
T VP
BE /\
[Pres-Tng| Y, AP
[u-Pers] thought T
[u-Num] A TP
likdy
T AUXP
to
AUX VP
be
\Y QP
awarded several prizes
[3-Perd]
[PI-Num]
[u-Case]

Given the Earliness Principle, T-agreement will apply at this point in the derivation. Because BE isthe
highest head in the structure (in that it isthe only head in the structure which is not c-commanded by
another head), and because BE is active (by virtue of its uninterpretable F-features), BE serves as a probe
which searches for anominal goal within the structure containing it. The nominal several prizes can serve
asagoal for the probe BE, since several prizes isactive by virtue of carrying an uninterpretable case
feature. By application of Feature Copying (7), the unvalued person and number features on BE are given
the same val ues as those on several prizes— as shownin simplified formin (24) below:

(24) [BE] thought likdy to be awarded [several prizes]
[Pres-Tng] [3-Perd]
[3-Perg] [PI-Num]
[PI-Num] [u-Casd]

By application of Nominative Case Assignment (9), the unvalued case-feature of the goal several prizesin
(24) is assigned the value nominative as shown in (25) bel ow, since the probe BE carries finite tense (more
specifically, present tense), and since the probe [BE] and the goal several prizes have matching ¥F-feature
val ues because both are third person plural:

(25) [BE] thought likdy to be awarded [several prizes]
[Pres-Tng] [3-Perq]
[3-Perg] [PI-Num]
[PI-Num] [Nom-Case]

ViaFeature De etion (13), the probe BE dd etes the uninterpretabl e nominative case feature on several
prizes, since BE is F-complete (by virtue of carrying both person and number features) and the F-features
of the probe BE match those of the goal several prizes. Conversely, viathe same Feature Deletion
operation (13), the god several prizes dd e es the uninterpretable person/number features on the probe BE,
since the goal is F-complete (carrying both person and number features), and probe and goal have
matching F-feature values. Feature Deletion yields:

(26) [BE] thought likdy to be awarded [several prizes]
[Pres-Tns] [3-Perq]
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[3-Perq [PI-Num]
[PHNur] [Nom-Case]

We have thus ddeted al uninterpretabl e case/agreement features on both probe and goal, as required.
However, BE also has an [EPF] feature (not shown above) requiring it to project a structural subject. In

(1) There are thought likely to be awarded several prizes, the [EPP] requirement of [ BE] is satisfied

by merging expletivetherein spec-TP. Let’s assumethat (like expletiveit), expletive there carries no case

feature (and hence has no genitive form, as we see from the ungrammaticality of * She was upset by

there’ s being nobody to help her). More precisdy, let’s follow Chomsky (1998, 1999, 2001) in positing

that the only feature carried by expletive thereis an uninterpretabl e person feature, and let’ s further

suppose that thereisintrinsically third person (consistent with the fact that a number of other words

beginning with th- are third person — e.g. this, that, these, those and the). Accordingly, merging therein

spec-TP will derive the structure shown in abbreviated form below:

(27) TP
/\
PRN T
there /\
[3-Perq] T VP
BE
[Pres-Tng| Y AP
[3-Perq thought likely to be awarded [several prizes]
[P-Nom] [PI-Num]
[3-Pers]
[Nem-Case]

The pronoun there serves as a probe because it is the highest head in the structure, and becauseit is active
by virtue of carrying an uninterpretable third person F-feature. It therefore searches for a c-commanded
goal to agree with. Let’s suppose that agreement (of the kind we are concerned with here) involves a
T-nominal relation (i.e arelation between T and a noun/pronoun expression): this being so, there (being a
pronominal probe) will search for an active T constituent to serve asits god, and find [t BE]. BEisan
active goal for the probe there in (27) because be contai ns uninterpretabl e persorn/number features: these
have been marked as invisible to the semantic component (via Festure Deletion), but remain visible and
activein the syntax in accordance with the Feature Visibility Convention (12). Accordingly, Feature
Deletion (13) applies, and the goal BE del etes the matching uninterpretabl e third-person feature carried by
the probe there. Thisis possible becausethere is active as a probe and BE is active as agod (as we have
just seen), and because the goa BE is F-compl ete (having both person and number features), and the
third-person feature carried by the probe there matches the third-person feature carried by the goal BE.
Deleting the uninterpretabl e person feature of there, and merging the resulting TP with a null

compl ementiser carrying an interpretable declarative force feature [Dec-For ce] derives the CP shown in
skeletal form below:

(28) [} there BE thought likely to be awarded [several prizes]
[Dec-Force] [3-Pers] [Pres-Tng] [3-Perd
[3-Perq| [PI-Num]
[PH-Num| [Nem-Case

Only the bold-printed interpretable features will be processed by the semantic component, not the barred
italicised uninterpretable features (since these have dl been ddeted and ded etion makes features invisible
to the semantic component, whil e leaving them visible to the syntactic and phonol ogical components);
both theinterpretabl e and uninterpretabl e features will be processed by the phonological component where
BE will be spelled out as are. (On colloquial structures like There's lots of people in the room, see den
Dikken 2001.)

An important question to ask in the context of our discussion of expl etive it in the previous section and
expletive there in this section is what factors determine the choice of expletivein a particular sentence. In
this connection, let’s ask why expl etive there can't be used in place of expletiveit in sentences like (29b)
bel ow:
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(29)(@) Itissaidthat he hastaken bribes (b) *Thereissaid that he has taken bribes

Let's suppose that merging BE with the VP headed by the verb said forms the structure shown in (16)
above, and that subsequently merging there in spec-TP derives the structure shown in (30) bel ow:

(30) TP
/\
PRN T
there T
[3-Perq] T VP
BE
[Pres-Tng] Y CP

[u-Pers] said that he has taken bribes
[u-Num]

Becauseit is the highest head in the structure, and becauseit is active by virtue of its uninterpretable
person feature, there serves as a probe. BE serves as the goal for there because BE is c-commanded by
there, and BE itsdlf is active by virtue of its uninterpretable person/number features. Via Feature Copying
(7), the unval ued person feature of BE will be assigned the same third-person value as there — as shown in
schematic form bel ow:

(31) there BE said that he has taken bribes
[3-Pers] [Pres-Tng|
[3-Perq]
[u-Num]

ViaFeature Del etion (13), BE can delete the uninterpretable person feature of there, because BE is
F-complete and the person features of BE and there have matching values. However, there cannot delete
the person feature of BE, since there is F-incomplete (in that it has person but not number), and only a
F-complete a can ddete one or more features of 3. Accordingly, the structure which results after Feature
Deetion appliesis:

(32) there BE said that he has taken bribes
[3Pers] [Pres-Tng|
[3-Perq]
[u-Num]

However, the resulting derivation will ultimatdy crash, for two reasons. Firstly, the number feature on BE
has remai ned unvalued, and the PF component cannot process unval ued festures. And secondly, the
uninterpretabl e person and number features on BE have not been dd eted, and the semantic component
cannot process uninterpretabl e features. In other words, our assumptions about the differences between
expletiveit and expletive there dlow us to provide a principled account of why (29a) It is said that he has
taken bribesis grammatical, but (29b) *Thereis said that he has taken bribesis not.

Now let’s ask why expletiveit can’t be used in place of there in a sentence like (33b) bel ow:

(33)(8) Therearethought likely to be awarded severd prizes
(b) *Itisthought likdy to be awarded several prizes

One way of answering this question is by making the assumption outlined bel ow :

(34) EPP Generalisation
When T carries an [EPP] feature, this can be deleted
(i) by merging expletivetherein spec-TPif T c-commands a matching indefinite goal (i.e.
an indefinite noun or pronoun expression which matches T in person/number)
or (ii) by merging expletiveitin spec-TPif T c-commands no matching goal
or (iii) by moving the closest matching active goal c-commanded by T into spec-TP
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Therequirement in (34iii) for T to attract the closest matching god is a consequence of the Attract
Closest Principle. (34i) stipulates the i ndefiniteness requirement without explaining it. An interesting
possibility to explore would be that in expl etive there structures, the associate is indefinite because it has
Nno person properties, so that thereisinserted in order to value the person properties of T (though see
Frampton and Gutmann 1999 for an alternative explanation. See also Lasnik 2001 on the nature of EPP.)

It follows from (34) that in structures like (23) where [+ BE] c-commands (and agrees in person and
number with) an indefinite nominal (several prizes), expletive there can be used but not expletiveit, so
deriving (33a) There are thought likely to be awarded several prizes. Conversdy in structures like (16)
wherethereis no matching goal accessibleto the probe [+BE], it can be used but not there — so deriving
(15a) It is said that he has taken bribes. It aso follows from (34) that neither expletive can beused in
structures like the foll owing:

(35)(@) *There was impeached the president (b) *It was impeached the president

Thisis becausewas in (35) c-commands and agrees in person and number with the definite goa the
president, so that the conditions for the use of either expletivein (34i/ii) are not met. The only way of
deleting the [EPP] feature of T in such a caseis to passivise the definite DP the president, so deriving:

(36) The president was impeached

So, we seethat the EPP Generalisation in (34) provides a descriptivel y adequate characterisation of data
like (29), (33), (35) and (36). (See Bowers 2002 for an aternative account of thethere/it distinctionin
expletives.)

However, our so-called generalisation in (34) is little more than a descriptive stipulation, and begs the
guestion of why the rdevant restrictions on the use of expletives should hold. A preferabl e solution would
be to see the choi ce between expl éive there and expletiveit as onerooted in UG principles. Reasoning
along these lines, one possibility would be to posit that economy considerations dictate that we use an
expletive carrying as few uninterpretabl e features as possible. In a structure like (16), the expl etive has to
servetwo functions: (i) to satisfy the [EPP] requirement for T to have a specifier with person and/or
number properties; and (ii) to value the unvd ued person/number features of [+ BE]. Hence only expl etiveit
can be used, sincethis carries carries both person and number. But in a structure like (27), the expletiveis
not needed to val ue the person/number features of [+ BE] since these are valued by several prizes; rather,
the expl etive serves only to satisfy the requirement for T to have a specifier with person and/or number
features. In this situation, we might suppaose, thereis preferred to it because there carries only person, and
economy consi derations dictate that we use as few uninterpretabl e features as possible.

8.7 Agreement and movement
So far, we have seen that agreement plays an important role not only in valuing the F-features
of T but also in vauing the case-features of nominals. Chomsky (1998, 1999, 2001) goes further and
suggests that agreement also plays an important role in movement operations. To seewhy, let’s return to
cons der the derivation of our earlier sentence (58) They were arrested. Assume that the derivation
proceeds as sketched earlier, with THEY being merged as the thematic complement of arrested, and the
resulting VP in turn be ng merged with the tense auxiliary BE to form the structure (37) bel ow:

(37) T
/\

T VP

BE T~
[Past-Tng| Y, PRN
[u-Perg] arrested THEY
[u-Num] [3-Pers]

[EPP] [PI-Num]

[u-Case]

In (37), [tBE] isan active prabe (by virtue of its uninterpretable person and number features) and has an
uninterpretable [EPP] feature. It therefore searches for active nominal goals which can value and del eteits
person/number features, locating the pronoun THEY (which is active by virtue of its uninterpretabl e case
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feature and which has person and number features which match those of BE). Since the matching god
THEY isadefinite pronoun, the [EPP] feature of [ BE] cannot be del eted by merging an expleivein
spec-TP, but rather can only be del eted by movement of the goal to spec-TP, in accordance with (34iii):
accordingly, THEY moves to become the specifier of BE, thereby de eting the uninterpretable [EPP] feature
of BE. Assuming that Feature Copying, Nominative Case Assignment and Feature Deletion work as
before, the structure which is formed at the end of the TP cycle will be that shown bel ow:

(38) TP
/\
PRN T
[3-Pers] T VP
[PI-Num] were T~
[Nem-Case] [Past-Thg] Y they

[3-Perq arrested
[P-Nom]

[EPP]

(To avoid excessive visua clutter, the trace copy of they left behind in VP-complement position is shown
here simply asthey, but isin fact an identical copy of they, containing the same features as they. The same
typographical convention will be used throughout the rest of this chapter.) The TP in (38) will
subsequently be merged with anull declarative-force C, so terminating the syntactic derivation. Since all
uninterpretabl e features have been dd eted, the derivation conver ges—i.e. results in a syntactic structure
which can subsequently be mapped into well-formed phonetic and semantic representations.

A key assumption underlying the analysis sketched hereisthat T triggers movement of a nominal goal
with which it agrees in person and number. In a passive sentence like (58) They were arrested, the
nominal which agrees with T and which moves to spec-TP is the thematic compl ement of the verb
arrested. But in an active sentence like:

(39) Hehasarrested them

it is the subject he which agrees with T and moves to spec-TP, and not the complement them. Why should
this be? In order to answer this question, let’ s look at how (39) is derived.

Theverb arrested merges with its THEME complement them to form the V-bar arrested them. This
V-bar isin turn merged with its AGENT argument he to form the VP he arrested them. Theresulting VP is
then merged with a present-tense T constituent to form the T-bar shown in simplified form bd ow:

(40) T
/\
T VP
HAVE T
PRN V'
he
\% PRN
arrested them

Given the Earliness Principle, T will serve as a probe at this point and ook for a goal to value (and del ete)
its unvalued person/number features. However, if (as we assumed in our discussion of the passive
structurein (38) above) T can agree with the complement of a verb, animportant questionto askiswhy T
can't agree with the complement them in an active structure like (40), and why in fact HAVE must agree
with the subject he and henceis ultimately spelled out as the third person singular present-tense form has.

One answer to this question is provided by the Phase |mpenetrability Condition, which we formulated
in (20) abovein the manner set out in (41) below:

(41) Phase Impenetrability Condition/PIC
Any goal in the (c-command) domain of a phase head is impenetrabl e to a probe outside the phase
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In our earlier discussion of PIC in 88.5, we noted Chomsky's (1999, p.9) claim that phases are
‘propositiona’ in nature, and that accordingly CPs are phases. However, Chomsky da msthat transitive
verb phrases (but not intransitive VPs) are also propaositional in nature and hence phases, by virtue of the
fact that transitive VPs contain a compl ete thematic (argument structure) complex, including an external
argument in spec-VP. If transitive VPs are phases, and PIC alows only constituents on the edge (i.e in the
head or specifier position) of a phase to be accessible to a higher probe, it follows that in a structure like
(40) above, the T constituent HAVE will only be able to agree with the subject he on the edge of the
transitive VP phase, not with the object them which lies within the (c-command) domain of the transitive
phase head arrested. By contrast, in the passive structure (37), the passive VP arrested themis
intransitive by virtue of not having an external argument/subject: since intransitive VPs are not phases,
PIC does not prevent T from agreeing with the complement of the verb in (37).

8.8 EPP and agreement in control infinitives
The analysis presented in the previous section assumes that afinite T carries an [EPP] feature
which drives A-movement. But what about the kind of infinitival [+ to] constituent found in contral
clauses? In the previous chapter, we assumed that infinitival to never has an [EPP] feature, and hence that
the PRO subject of a control clause like that bracketed in (424) below remainsin situin spec-VP asin
(42b), rather than raising to spec-TP asin (42c):

(42)(8 They don’'t want [to see you]
(b)  They don't want [cp [c €] [1e [+ to] [ve PRO [v see] youl]]]
() Theydon't want [cr [c 2] [+p PBO [+ to] [ve PRO [ see] youl]]

We noted Baltin's (1995) claim that thein situ analysis (42b) under which PRO remains in situ would
account for why wanna-contraction is possible in such sentences (yiel ding They don’t wanna see you),
since there would be no PRO intervening between want and to. However, Baltin’s argument is not entird'y
convincing. After al, if intervening null constituents block to from cliticising onto want and if control
clauses are CPs, why doesn’t the intervening null complementiser in (42b/c) block wanna-contraction?
Moreover there is counter-evidence suggesting that PRO does in fact move to spec-TP in control
infinitives (and hence that control to has an EPP feature). Part of the evidence comes from the syntax of
congtituents like those italicised in (43) below which have the property that they are construed as
modifying a bol d-printed antecedent which is not immediatel y adjacent to them in the relevant structure:

(43)(8) They were both priding themsel ves on their achievements
(b) | don't myself think that Svengai was the best choice for England manager
(0 Hewaspersonally held responsible

Both in (434) is afloating quantifier (and each/all can be used in asimilar fashion); myself in (43b) isa
floating emphatic reflexive; and personally in (43c) is an argument-oriented adverb (construed as
modifying an argument, in this case he). In each sentence in (43), theitalicised expression is construed as
modifying the bold-printed subject of the clause. Contrasts such as those in (44/45) below:

(44)(@  Two republican senator s were themsel ves thought to have been implicated
(b) *There werethemselves thought to have been implicated two republican senators

(45)(8 Two republican senator s are both thought to have been implicated
(b) *Thereareboth thought to have been implicated two republican senators

suggest that a floating modifier must be c-commanded by its bol d-printed antecedent.
In thelight of the requirement for a floating modifier to be c-commanded by its antecedent, consider
the syntax of the bracketed clauses in the following sentences:

(46)(8) [To both be betrayed by their friends] would be disastrous for Romeo and Juliet
(b) [Tothemselves beindicted] would be unfair on the company directors
() It was upsetting [to personally have been accused of corruption]
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In each of these examples, the bracketed clauseis a contral clause containing a PRO argument. In each
case, PRO is the thematic compl ement of a passive participle (viz. betrayed/indicted/accused). Hence, if
contral to has no [EPP] feature and PRO remains in situ, the TP in the bracketed infiniti ve complement in
(46b) will havethe skeletal structure (47a) below, but if control to has an [EPP] feature, thiswill trigger
movement of PRO to become the structurd subject of to —asin (47b):

(47)(a) [Cp [C ﬂ] [Tp [TtO] [Auxpthemselv&S [AUX be] [Vp [V i ndi Cted] PRO]]]]
(b) [Cp [C ﬂ] [Tp PRO [TtO] [Auxpthernselves [AUX be] [Vp [V indi Cted] pRQ]]]]

Given the requirement for a fl oating emphatic reflexive to be c-:commanded by its antecedent, and given
that PRO is theintended antecedent of themselvesin (47), it is clear that (47a) cannot be the right
structure, since PRO does not c-command themselves in (47a). By contrast, movement of PRO to spec-TP
in (47b) means that PRO will indeed c-command themselves, so correctly predicting that (47b) is
grammatical.

Let’s therefore follow Chomsky (1998, 1999, 2001) in positing that control to does indeed have an
[EPP] feature, triggering raising of PRO to spec-TP. Let’s aso follow Chomsky in positing that PRO is
assigned null case by agreement with a c-commanding T with null (non-finite) tense in much the same
way as subjects in tensed clauses are assigned nomi native case by agreement with a c-:commanding T
which has finite (present or past) tense. More specificaly, let’s assumethat to in contral infinitives
contains not only an abstract non-finite tense feature, but also abstract F-features; and let’s further
suppose that null case assignment can be characterised informally as follows:

(48) Null Case Assignment
An unvdued case feature on agoal isvaued as null by aprobe carrying null (non-finite) tenseif
probe and goa match in (person and number) F-features

See Stowd | (1982) and Martin (2001) on the tense properties of control to, and Martin (2001) for evidence
that control to has agreement features; but see Bowers (2002) for a different and ysis of the case-marking
of PRO subjects.

In thelight of these assumptions, consider the derivation of the bracketed control dausein:

(49) They have decided [PRO to help you]

Decide is a control predicate (as we see from the fact that (49) is paraphraseabl e as They have decided that
they will help you, and from the fact that decide does not allow an expl elive subject in a sentence like
*There has decided to be an enquiry). Given the VP-Interna Subject Hypothesis, the PRO subject of the
bracketed infinitive clause will originatein spec-VP, asthe specifier of help you. More specifically, the
derivation proceeds as follows. The verb help merges with its complement you, and the resulting V-bar
help you in turn merges with its PRO subject to form the VP PRO help you. Merging control to with this
VP formsthe TP to help you. Let’s suppose that since PRO refers back to they in (49), PRO (as used here)
carries the interpretabl e features [3-Pers, PI-Num]; let’ s a so suppose that PRO enters the derivation with
an unvalued case feature [u-Case]. In addition, let’s assume that control to carries an interpretable
nonfinite-tense feature [Nf-Tns] (denoting an irrealis event which has not yet happened but may happen in
the future), and also has uninterpretable (and unval ued) person/number features. Finally (for the reasons
given above), let’s assume that to carries an [EPP] feature in control dauses. Given all these assumptions,
merging to with [ve PRO help you] will form the T-bar (50) below (simplified by showing only features on
congtituents of immediate concern to us):

(50) T
/\

T VP

to /\
[Nf-Tns] PRN '
[u-Pers] PRO
[u-Num]| [3-Perg| \ PRN

[EPP] [PI-Num] help you

[u-Case]
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Sinceto isthe highest head in the structure and is active (by virtue of its uninterpretable F-features), it
serves as a probe which searches for a goal to value and delete its F-features. Since to c-commands PRO
and PRO is active by virtue of its uninterpretabl e case feature, PRO can serve as agoal for the probeto.
The unvalued F-features on the probe are assigned the same third person plura values as those on the
goal by Feature Copying (7) and are dd eted by Feature Del etion (13). The unvalued case-feature on PRO
is assigned the value [Null-Case] by Null Case Assignment (48) and del eted by Feature Dd etion (13).
Since PRO is a definite pronoun, the [EPP] feature of to is ddeted by movement of PRO to spec-TPin
accordance with the EPP Generdisation (34iii). Theresult of applying these various operationsisto derive
the TP (51) below (simplified in a number of ways, e.g. by showing the trace of PRO simply ast rather
than as a dd eted copy of PRO):

(51) TP
/\
PRN T
PRO
[3-Perg T VP
[PI-Num] to t help you
[Nul-Case] [Nf-Tng]
[3-Perq|
[PHNu|
[EPP]

Theresulting TP is subsequently merged with the null nonfinite compl ementiser which introduces control
clauses. As required, the structure which will serve as input to the semantic component will contain only
(bol d-printed) interpretabl e festures — all uninterpretabl e features having been del eted.

In the prevous section, we suggested that afinite T has an [EPP] feature which triggers movement of
the closest active matching goal to spec-TP, in conformity with the Attract Closest Principle. Inthis
section, we have suggested that control to likewise carries an [EPP] feature triggering movement of the
closest active goal to spec-TP. Such an analysis raises obvious questions about the nature of to inraising
structures — and we turn to look at these in the next section.

8.9 EPP in defective clauses
In the previous chapter, we posited that raising to does not carry an [EPP] feature. This would
mean that a sentence such as (524) below has the skeleta structure (52b), with he originating as the
thematic subject of admire and being raised directly to become the structural subject of does (as shown by
the dotted arrow):

(52)(8) Hedoesseem to admire her
(®)  [crlcd [ hAe [+ does] [ve [v seem] [rr [ tO] [VPh?[v admire] her]]]]]

More specifically, we assumed that to in raising structures like (52b) does not have an [EPP| feature, so
that he does not become the subject of to at any stage of derivation.

However, Chomsky (2001, fn.56) argues that (somewhat contrived) sentences like (53) below provide
empirical evidence that raising to does after dl have an [EPP] feature:

(53)  Johnseemsto Fred [to appear to himself [to like Mary]]

Here, himself refers to John, not to Fred. Thisis puzzling if we assume that the antecedent of areflexive
must be an argument locally c-commanding the reflexive (and hence contained within the same TP as the
reflexive), sinceif raising to has no [EPP] feature and John moves directly from being the subject of the
like clause to becoming the subject of the seem clause, the lefthand bracketed TP contai ning the reflexive
will contain no antecedent for himself, and hence we will wrongly predict that sentences like (53) are
ill-formed. By contrast, argues Chomsky, if we posit that raising to does indeed have an [EPP] feature,
John will move from being subject of like Mary to becoming subject of to like Mary, then later becoming
subject of to appear to himsdf to like Mary, before finally moving to become the subject of the null T
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congtituent in the seem dause. This will mean that anull trace copy of John is left behind as the subject of
each of the two infinitive clauses, as shown in skeletal formin (54) bd ow:

(54)  John seemsto Fred [dehn to appear to himsef [Jebhn to like Mary]]

Sincethe reflexive himself islocally c-commanded by the bol d-printed trace Jekn in (54) within the
lefthand bracketed TP containing thereflexive, (54) correctly predicts that himself will beinterpreted as
referring to John. (Recall that Chomsky pasits that traces are del eted in the phonol ogical component but
remain visible in the syntacti c and semantic components. Further evidence that A-movement in raising
structures is successive-cyclicis presented in Boskovi¢ 2002b.)

Sentences like (54) suggest that raising to must have an [EPP] feature triggering movement of an
argument to spec-TP. But it’s important to bear in mind that the [EPP] feature on T works in conjunction
with the person/number F-features of T: more specifically, the [EPP] feature on T triggers movement to
spec-TP of an expression which matches one or more of the F-features of T. It therefore follows that T in
raising clauses must carry one or more F-featuresiif it isto trigger movement of a nominal carrying
F-features of its own. Now it clearly cannot be the case that raising to carries both person and number,
sinceif it did we would wrongly predict that raising clauses require a null PRO subject (given that
infinitival to assigns null caseto its subject by (48) when carrying both person and number). The
conclusion wereach, therefore, isthat raising to must carry only one F-feature. But which F-feature —
person or number?

The answer is provided by raising sentences such as the following:

(55) There do seemto remain several problems

On the assumpti on that raising to carries an [EPP] feature requiring it to project a subject, it seems
reasonable to posit that expl etive there originates as the specifier of to remain several problemsandis
subsequently raised up (in the manner shown by the arrow in the skeletal structurein (56) below) to
become the specifier of do on the main-clause TP cyde:

(56) [TPThsre [+ do] [ve [v seem] [+p there [1 o] [ve [v remain] severa problems]]]]

This being so, merging there as the specifier of raising to on the subordinate clause TP cycle must satisfy
the [EPP] feature of to. It follows that the F-feature carried by to in (56) must match that carried by
expletivethere. Since we argued in §8.6 that expletive there carries person (but not number), it also
follows that to in (56) must carry a person feature. This being so, the [EPP] feature of raising to will
reguireit to project a specifier carrying a person feature, and expl etive there clearly satisfies this
reguirement.

Our conclusion can be generalised from raising sentences like (55) to ong-distance passives like (57a)
be ow, involving the movement operation arrowed in (57b):

(57)(@  There are thought to remain several problems
(b) [TpThEre[T are] [ve[v thought] [+p there [+ o] [ve[v remain] several problems]]]]

Passiveto (i.e. the kind of to found in long-distance passives) cannot carry both person and number
features, since otherwise it would wrongly be predicted to require a subject with null case. Sincethere
originates as the subject of to in (57b) and has a person feature, it seems reasonabl e to conclude that
passiveto (likeraising to) carries person but not number.

We can generaise our finding still further to infinitival TPs such as those bracketed in (58/59) be ow:

(58)(8) They were expecting [1p the visitorsto be met at the airport]
(b)  They were expecting [+r there to be someone to meet the visitors at the airport]

(59)@ 1 will arrange [cpfor [1p the visitors to be met a the airport]]
(b) 1 will arrange [cpfor [1p there to be someone to meet the visitors at the airport]]

The bracketed TPsin (58) are ECM clauses (with the properties noted in 84.8). Sincethe visitors
originates as the themati c complement of the passive verb met in (58a) but ends up as the subject of [+ to],
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itisdear that thehead T of the bracketed complement-dause TP must contain an [EPP] feature and at least
one F-feature. Since the infinitive subject can be expletive there in (58b), and sincethere carries only
person, it follows that the head T of an ECM dause must carry a person feature as well as an [EPP] feature.
But if we supposethat anon-finite T which carries a full set of person and number features (like the head
T of acontrol clause) assigns null caseto its subject, then it is apparent from the fact that the subject of an
ECM cdlauseis an overt constituent and hence does not have null casethat the head T of an ECM clause
must also be defective, and so carry an [EPP] feature and a person feature, but no number feature. Our
conclusion can be generalised in a straightforward fashion to for-infinitive structures like those bracketed
in (59): if we define ECM structures as structures in which a constituent within TP is assigned case by an
externa head lying outside therelevant TP, it followsthat for-infinitives are also ECM structures.

Our argumentation here leads us to the following more genera conclusi ons about the feature
composition of T in English:

(60) Feature Compaosition of T in English
(i) T always carries an [EPP] featurein al types of (finite and non-finite, main and
complement) clauses
(if) T carries a complete set of (person and number) F-featuresin finite clauses and non-finite
control clauses
(iii) T isdefectivein respect of its F-features in other types of non-finite clause (e.g. inraising
clauses, long-distance passives, and ECM dauses) and carries only person (not number).

And these are essentially the assumptions made in Chomsky (2001).
In thelight of the assumptionsin (60), consider the derivation of the foll owing sentence:

(61) Severad prizes arethought likely [to be awarded]

Since the bracketed infinitive complement in (61) is a defective clause, [ to] will carry uninterpretable
[EPP] and person features (but no number feature) in accordance with (60i/iii). This means that at the point
whereto is merged with its complement we have the structure shown in skeletal form below:

(62) [+ to] be awarded [severd prizes]

[u-Perg] [3-Perd
[EPP] [PI-Num]
[u-Case]

Since [t to] is the highest head in the structure at this point and is active by virtue of its uninterpretable
person feature, [ to] serves as a probe which searches for an active goal and locates several prizes, which
is active by virtue of its unvalued case feature. The goal several prizes values the unvalued person feature
of to as third person and (by virtue of being F-complete) deletesit. The unvalued case-feature of several
prizes cannot be valued or del eted by to, sinceto is F-incomplete (by virtue of having no number feature),
and only a finite/non-finite FF-complete T can assign nominative/null caseto agod, and only a F-
complete a can del ete a matching feature of (3. The [EPP] feature of to is deleted by movement of several
prizes to spec- TP in accordance with the EPP Generalisation (34iii), thereby deriving the structure (63)
beow (simplified in various ways, including by showing the del eted trace of several prizeswithout its
features):

(63) [severd prizes] [1to] be awarded several-prizes
[3-Pers] [3-Pers]
[PI-Num] [EPR]
[u-Case]

Merging the structure (63) with the raising adjective likely, merging the resulting AP with the passive verb
thought and then merging the resulting VP with a finite present-tense T constituent containing BE will
derive:

(64) [+ BE] thought likely [several prizes] [rt0] beawarded severalprizes
[Pres-Tng] [3-Pers] [3-Perd]
[u-Perg] [PI-Num] [ERPR]
[u-Num] [u-Case]
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[EPP]

Becauseit is the highest head in the structure and is active by virtue of its uninterpretable F-features,

BE serves as a probe which searches for an active goal and locates several prizes. By virtue of being
F-complete, the goal several prizesvalues and dd etes the uninterpretable person/number features of the
probe BE. By virtue of being finite and F-complete, BE val ues the unvalued case-feature of several prizes
as nominative, and ddetesit. The [EPP] feature of BE isdeleted by moving several prizesto spec-TPin
accordance with (34iii), so deriving:

(65) [severa prizes] [+ BE] thought likely severalprizes- [rto] be awarded several-prizes

[3-Pers] [Pres-Tng| [3-Perq]
[PI-Num] [3-Pers] [EPF]
[Nem-Case] [PH-Nu|
[EPP]

Theresulting TP is subsequently merged with a null declarative complementiser, and BE is ultimately
spelled out as are. Since all unvalued features have been valued and al uninterpretabl e features have been
deleted, the derivation converges (i.e results in awell-formed structure which can be assigned an
appropriate phonetic representation and an appropriate semantic representation).

Now let’s return to take another look at the derivation of our earlier sentence (1) There are thought
likely to be awarded several prizes. Let’s suppose that we have reached the stage of derivation in (62)
above, repeated as (66) beow:

(66) [+ to] be awarded [severd prizes]

[u-Perg] [3-Perd
[EPP] [PI-Num]
[u-Case]

As before, to serves as a probe and identifies several prizes as an active goal. Since several prizesis
F-complete, it can not only val ue the unval ued person feature of to but also deleteit, yidding:

(67) [+ to] be awarded [severd prizes]

[3-Perq [3-Perd
[EPP] [PI-Num]
[u-Case]

Since the goal several prizesis an indefinite expression, the [EPP] feature of to can be deleted by merging
expletive there in spec-TP in accordance with the EPP Generalisation (34i), deriving:

(68) there [tto] beawarded [several prizes|

[3-Pers] [3-Pers [3-Pers]
[ERPR] [PI-Num]
[u-Case]

Sincethereisthe highest head in the structure and is active by virtue of its uninterpretabl e person feature,
it can serve as a probe, and picks out to as an active goal containing a person feature. However, since
toisdefective (in that it has no number feature), it cannot del ete the uni nterpretabl e person feature on
there. (We assume here that several prizes cannot serve as a possible goal for there, because agreement is
ardation between a noun/pronoun expression likethereand aT constituent like to, not a relation between
two noun/pronoun expressions like there and several prizes.)

Merging the TP in (68) with the raising adjective likdly, merging the resulting AP with the passive verb
thought and merging the resulting VP with a present tense T containing BE will derive:

(69) [+BE] thought likely [there] [rto] beawarded [several prizes]

[Pres-Tns] [3-Pers] [3-Perq [3-Pers]
[u-Perg] [ERPR] [PI-Num]
[u-Num] [u-Case]

[EPP]

At this point, [t BE] isthe highest head in the structure and so serves as a probe. Its uninterpretable person
and number features makeit active, and mean that [+ BE] looks for active nomina goals which have
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person and/or number features. However, there are two such active nominal goals which are accessibleto
the probe [+ BE] in (69) — namely the expl etive pronoun there (active by virtue of its uninterpretabl e third
person feature) and the quantifier phrase several prizes (active by virtue of its uninterpretabl e case feature,
and carrying both person and number features). Both are accessibleto [+ BE] in terms of the Phase
Impenetrability Condition (41) since neither is c-commanded by a phase head (i.e. by a complementiser or
by atransitive verb). Let’s suppose (following Chomsky 2001) that when a probe locates more than one
active goal, it undergoes simultaneous multiple agreement with al active goals accessible to it —in other
words, the probe BE simultaneously agrees with both there and several prizes. The unvalued person
feature of BE will be valued as third-person via Feature Matching with the third-person goal s there and
several prizes; the unva ued number feature of BE will be valued as plural via agreement with the plura
goal several prizes. The unvalued case feature on the goal several prizes will be val ued as nominative (and
deleted) by the F-compl ete probe BE because the two match in person and number and BE carries finite
tense. The uninterpretable person/number features of the probe BE can in turn be deleted by the
F-complete god several prizes. In accordance with (34iii) and the Attract Closest Principl e, the [EPP]
feature of BE attracts the closest active goal (namely there) to move to become the specifier of BE
(movement resulting in del etion of the EPP feature on BE), deriving:

(70) there [+ BE] thought likely there [rto] beawarded [severa prizes]

[3-Pers] [PresTng] [3-Pers] [3-Perd]
[3-Perg [ERF] [PI-Num]
[PHNum| [Nem-Case]
[EPP]

Theresulting structure will then be merged with a null declarative complementiser, and BE will ultimately
be spelled out as the third person plural present tense form are. As required, al uninterpretable features
have been ddeted from (70), so only the bold interpretable features are seen by the semanti c component.
Note that an important assumption which isincorporated into the ana ysis presented hereis that the
F-features of T agree with every god which is accessible to them (giving rise to multiple agreement), but
that (in consequence of the Attract Closest Principle) the [EPP] feature of T can only trigger movement of
the closest goal to spec-TP. A further assumption we can make (though we will not go into the rationale
for it here) isthat al the agreement/movement operations which apply on a given cycle apply
simultaneously.

To revert to terminology used in earlier chapters, if T in English always has an [EPP] feature,
A-movement will always be alocal operation which (in complex structures where an argument moves out
of one or more lower TP constituents to become the subject of a higher TP) appliesin a successive-cyclic
fashion, with the relevant argument moving to become the subject of alower TP before going on to
become the subject of a higher TP. Since we saw in 85.5 that head movement is also successive-cyclic (in
that a moved head moves into the next highest head position within the structure immediately containing
it), the greater generalisation woul d gppear to bethat dl movement islocal (and hence successive cyclicin
compl ex structures), so that any moved constituent moves into the closest appropriate landing site aboveit
(as argued in Rizzi 20014a). If so, we would expect to find that wh-movement is also alocal (hence
successive-cyclic) operation. And in chapter 10, we shall arguethat it is.

8.10 Summary
In this chapter, we have taken alook at Chomsky’s recent work on case, agreement and

A-movement. In §8.2 we saw that agreement plays anintegral rolein nominative case assignment, in that
nominative case is assigned to a nominal which agrees in person and number with afinite T. In 88.3 we
argued that some features enter the derivation aready valued (e.g. the tense feature of T and the
person/number F-features of nominals), whereas others (e.g. the F-features of T and the case feature of
nominals) areinitially unvalued and are assigned val ues in the course of the derivation by operations like
Feature Copying (7) and Nominative Case Assignment (9). In §8.4, we argued that agreement and case-
marking involve arelation between an active probe and an active goal, and that probe and goal are only
activeif they carry one or more uninterpretabl e features (e.g. uninterpretable F-features or case features).
We also saw that uninterpretabl e features have to be deleted in the course of the derivation by a Feature
Deletion operation, in order to ensure that they do not feed into the semanti c component and thereby cause
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the derivation to crash (because they areillegible in the semantic component), and that only a F-compl ete
a can delete an uninterpretable feature of (3. In 88.5, we suggested that expl etive it enters the derivation
with uninterpretabl e third-person and singular-number features, and that these value, deleteand in turn are
deleted by those of the auxiliary in sentences such as It is said that he has taken bribes. In §8.6, we argued
that expletivethere is merged directly in spec-TP, and serves as a probe whose uninterpretabl e third
person featureis del eted via agreement with a F-complete T. In §8.7 we outlined Chomsky’ s agreement-
based theory of movement under which movement involves an agreement rel ation between an active
probe with an [EPP] feature and an active goal, and we suggested that the [EPP] feature of T can be
satisfied ether by merger of an expletivein spec-TP, or by movement of the closest active matching goal
to spec-TP, with merger/movement of the relevant constituent in spec-TP dd eting the [EPP] feature of T.
In 88.8 we looked at the syntax of contral infinitives, claiming that their PRO subject is assigned null case
via agreement with a F-complete T carrying null (non-finite) tense. We went on to argue that data relating
to the distribution of floating modifiers suggest that T in control infinitive dauses has an [EPP] feature
which triggers movement of PRO to spec-TP. In 88.9 we argued that T in other types of infinitive clause
(e.g. theinfinitival complements of raising, passive and ECM predicates) is defective in that although it
carries uninterpretable [EPP] and person features (the latter serving to make T active), it lacks the number
feature carried by T in finite/control clauses. We saw that this entails that A-movement takes placein a
successive-cyclic fashion, with the moved argument being rai sed to become the subj ect of alower TP
before raising to become the subject of a higher TP. We went on to consider the possibility that all
movement operations areloca (and hence apply in a successive-cydic fashion in complex structures) and
noted that thisimplies that wh-movement is aso successive-cyclic in complex sentences (but said we
would postpone detail ed discussion of successive-cydic wh-movement until chapter 10).

WORKBOOK SECTION

Exercise XV
Discuss the derivation of the foll owing sentences.

1 Thereremainslittle hope of finding any survivors

2  Thereare expected to remain some problems

3  Several mineworkers arethought to have died

4  They are considered likdy to want to enter the race

5 It would be unthinkable to compromise yoursel f

6  Heappears to bethought to be certain to win therace
7  Heishoping to be promoted

8 Itisrumoured that there have been several protests

9 Itisrumoured that there have been several riots

10 There seem certain to remain some problems

Helpful hints

Assume (in accordance with (60) in the main text) that al finite clauses and al control infinitive clauses
(i.e. infinitive clauses which are the complement of a CONTROL predicate like decide) are canonical
clauses and hence CPs containing a T headed by a F-complete T with person, number and [EPP] features.
By contrast, assume that seemingly subjectless infinitive clauses which are the complement of aRAISING
predicate like seemvlikely or a passive participle like expected are defecti ve clauses, and hence are TPs
headed by a defective T which has person and [EPF] features, but no number feature. Be careful not to
confuse raising structures like It's likely to rain with control structures like It's easy to make a mistake:
note that in the first structure we can have an expl etive there subject (Ther€ s likely to be a strike), but not
in the second (* There' s easy to be a mistake). In control structures containing a refl exive, assume that
PRO carries interpretabl e person and number features matching those of the reflexive. Assume aso that
infinitival beisthe head AUX constituent of an AUXP when followed by a passive participle, but the head
V of aVP when followed by an adjective.
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M odel answer for 1

Given the assumptions made in the text, sentence 1 will be derived as follows. The houn hope is merged
with its PP complement of finding any survivors (whose structure need not concern us here) to form the
NP hope of finding any survivors. This NP is merged with the quantifier little to form the QP little hope of
finding any survivors. This QP is merged as the complement of the unaccusative verb remain to form the
VP remain little hope of finding any survivors. Thisin turn is merged with an affixal finite T constituent
(below denoted as AFF) to form the structure shown in simplified formin (i) below:

(i) T
/\
T VP
AFF T T
[Pres-Tng] Y QP
[u-Perg] remain little hope of finding any survivors
[u-Num] [3-Pers, Sg-Num, u-Case]
[EPP]

Theaffixal T constituent serves as a probe because it isthe highest head in the structure, and because its
uninterpretabl e person/number features makeit active. In accordance with the Earliness Principle, T
immediately searches for an active goal, locating the QP little hope of finding any survivors (whichis
active by virtue of having an uninterpretable case feature). The T probe values the case feature on the QP
goal as nominative viathe Nominative Case Assignment operation (9) in the main text, and deletes it via
Feature Deletion (13). Conversely, the QP goal val ues the unvalued F-features onthe T probe as third
person singular via Feature Copying (7) and del etes them via Feature Dd etion (13). The uninterpretable
[EPP] feature carried by T requiring it to have a specifier which matches one or more of the
person/number features carried by T can be dd eted by merging there in spec-TP in accordance with (34i)
in the main text, and the uni nterpretabl e person feature on there can be dd eted by the F-compl ete affix in
T. Merging the resulting TP with a null compl ementiser marking the sentence as decl arativein force
derives:

(i) /P\
C TP
[Dec-Force]
[4] PRN T
there /\
[3-Pers] T VP
AFF
[Pres-Tng| Y QP
[3-Perg| remain little hope of finding any survivors
[Sg-Num| [3-Pers, Sg-Num, Nem-Case]
[EPP]

All the featuresin (ii) feed into the PF component, and since there are no unvalued featuresin (ii), the
relevant structure can be assigned an appropriate PF representation: since thereis no overt auxiliaryin T
on which the Tense Affix (AFF) containing the persorn/number/tense features of T can be spdled out, the
relevant affix islowered onto the verb remain (by the morphological operation of Affix Hopping) in the
PF component, so that the verb ultimatdy surfaces in the third person singular present tense form remains.
Since dl featuresin (ii) are va ued, (ii) can be mapped into an appropriate PF representation; and since all
(italicised) uninterpretabl e features have been deleted, (ii) can dso be mapped into an appropriate

semanti c representation.

Exercise XVI
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Discuss the derivation of following Befast English sentences (kindly supplied to me by Alison
Henry):

1 Thereshould have been lots of students taking the course
2 Thereshould have lots of students been taking the course
3  Thereshould lots of students have been taking the course
4  There have seemed to belots of students enjoying the course
5  There have seemed lots of students to be enjoying the course
6  There havelots of students seemed to be enjoying the course

M odel answer for 1

Under the spec-TP analysis of expletivethere outlined in the main text, 1 will have the following
(smplified) derivation. The transitive verb taking merges with its DP complement the course to form the
V-bar taking the course. Thisisin turn merged with its subject QP lots of students (whose internal
structure need not concern us here) to form the VP lots of students taking the course. Thisin turn merges
with the progressive auxiliary been to form the progressive auxiliary projection (PROGP) been lots of
students taking the course. This isthen merged with the perfect auxiliary have to form the Perfect
Auxiliary Projection (PERFP) have been lots of students taking the course. The resulting PERFP isin turn
merged with afinite T constituent contai ning the past tense modal auxiliary should, so deriving the T-bar
shown in simplified formin (i) below (where only the features of those constituents of immediate i nterest
to us are shown):

T PERFP
should
[Past-Tng PERF PROGP
[u-Perg] have
[U-Num] PROG VP
QP A
lots of students taking the course

[3-Pers, PI-Num, u-Casg]

By virtue of its uninterpretable person and number features, [+ should] serves as a probe and identifies the
QP lots of students as the only accessible active god. (Since atransitive VP is a phase, the Phase
Impenetrabilty Condition prevents T from accessing any constituent of a transitive VP other than its
specifier and head — and hence prevents the VP complement the course from being a goal for T.)
Accordingly, lots of students values (as third person plural) and dd etes the person/number features of
should, and conversdy should values (as nominative) and del etes the case feature of lots of students. Since
the god lots of students is an indefinite expression, the [EPP] feature carried by [+ should] can be deleted
by merging expletive there in spec-TP in accordance with the EPP Generalisation (34i) in the main text.
Merging expletive therein spec-TP will delete the [EPP] feature of T, and conversdy the uninterpretable
person feature carried by there can be deleted by the F-complete T constituent should, so deriving the
simplified structure:

(i) there should  have been lots of students enjoying the course
[3Pers] [Past-Tng| [3-Perd
[3-Pers [PI-Num]
[P-Num| [Nem-Case|
[EPF]

Theresulting TP will subsequently be merged with a null declarative C. Since all unvalued features have
been valued and all uninterpretable features deeted, the resulting derivation is convergent (in that it can be
mapped into appropriate phoneti c and semantic representations).
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Helpful Hintson 2-6

Discuss the problems posed for the assumption made throughout our text that only C (in wh-clauses) and
T (in al types of clause) have an [EPP] feature. Consider the possibility of an alternative account under
which languages (and language varieties) may differ in respect of an EPP PARAMETER in relation to what
kind of heads carry an [EPP] feature.

0.

Split Projections

9.1 Overview
Hitherto, we have assumed a simple model of clause structure in which canonical clauses are

CP+TP+VP structures. However, in 85.6 we suggested that it is necessary to ‘split’ TP into two different
auxiliary-headed projections in sentences like He may be lying —namely a TP projection headed by the T
congtituent may and an AUXP projection headed by the AUX constituent be. In this chapter, we go on to
suggest that CPs and VPs should likewise be split into more than one type of projection — hence the title of
the chapter. We begin by looking at arguments that the CP layer of clause structure should be split into a
number of separate (For ce Phrase, Topic Phrase, Focus Phrase and Finiteness Phrase) projections. We
then go on to expl ore the possibility of splitting verb phrases into two separate projections — an inner core
headed by alexical verb and an outer shell headed by an abstract light verb.

9.2 Split CP: Force, Topic and Focus projections
Our discussion of wh-movement in chapter 6 was concerned with movement of (interrogative,
exclamative, and rel ative) wh-expressions to the periphery of clauses (i.e. to a position above TP).
However, as exampleslike (1) beow illustrate, it is not simply wh-constituents which undergo movement
to the dause periphery:

(1) No other colleague would he turn to

In (1), no other colleague (which is the complement of the preposition to) has been focused/focalised —
i.e. moved to the front of the sentencein order to focus it (and thereby giveit special emphasis). At first
sight, it would appear that the focused object moves into spec-CP and that the pre-subject auxiliary would
moves from T to C in the manner shown in (2) below (simplified inter alia by not showing he originating
in spec-VP):

(2) [cp No other colleague [c would] [te he [+ weorHd] [ve [v turn] [ee [ptoO] ne-othereolteague]]]]
A A

However, one problem posed by the CP analysis of focusing/focalisation sketched in (2) isthat a
structure containing a preposed focused constituent can occur after a complementiser likethat, asin (3)
bel ow:

(3 | amabsolutely convinced [that no other colleague would he turn to]
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This suggests that there must be more than one type of CP projection ‘above TP in clauses: more
specifically, there must be one type of projection which hosts preposed focused constituents, and another
type of projection which hosts complementisers. Reasoning along these lines, Luigi Rizzi (1997, 2001b,
2003) suggests that CP should be split into a number of different projections —an analysiswiddy referred
to as the split CP hypothesis. More specificaly, he suggests that complementisers (by virtue of their role
in specifying whether a given clauseis dedarative, interrogative, imperative, or exdamativein for ce)
should be ana ysed as For ce markers heading a ForceP (= Force Phrase) projection, and that focused
congtituents should be anal ysed as contai ned within a separate FocP (= Focus Phrase) headed by a Foc
congtituent (= Focus marker).

On this view, the bracketed complement clausein (3) would have the structure shown in ssimplified form
bel ow:
(4 ForceP

Force FocP
that
QP Foc'
no other colleague
Foc TP

would he wedld turn to re-ethercoleague

The focused QP/quantifier phrase no other colleague originates as the complement of the preposition to
and (by virtue of being focused) moves from complement position within PP into specifier position within
FocP. Theauxiliary would originatesin T and from there moves into the head Foc position of FocP. One
way of describing the relevant datais to suppose that the head Foc constituent of FocP carries an [EPP]
feature and an uninterpretabl e focus feature which together attract the focused object no other colleague
(which itself contains a matching interpretabl e focus feature) to moveinto spec-FocP, and that Focisa
strong head carrying an affixal [TNS] feature which attracts the auxiliary would to move from T into Foc.

From a discourse perspective, a focused constituent typically represents new information (i.e.
information not previously mentioned in the discourse and assumed to be unfamiliar to the hearer). In this
respect, focused constituents differ from another class of preposed expressions which serve as thetopic of
the clause immediately contai ning them. Topics typicdly represent old information (i.e. information
which has aready been mentioned in the discourse and henceis assumed to be known to the hearer). In
this connection, consider the sentence produced by speaker B bel ow:

(5) SPEAKERA: The demonstrators have been looting shops and setting fire to cars
SPEAKER B: That kind of behaviour, we cannot tolerate in a civilised society

Here, theitalicised phrase that kind of behaviour refers back to the activity of looting shops and setting
fireto cars mentioned earlier by speaker A, and so is thetopic of the discourse. Since the topic that kind of
behaviour isthe complement of the verb tolerate it would be expected to occupy the canonical

compl ement position following tolerate. Instead, it ends up at the front of the overall sentence, and so
would seem to have undergone a movement operation of some kind. Since the relevant movement
operation serves to mark the preposed constituent as the topic of the sentence, it iswidely known as
topicalisation. (On differences between focusing and topicalisation, See Rizzi 1997, Cormack and Smith
2000b, Smith and Cormack 2002, Alexopoulou and Kolliakou 2002, and Drubig 2003.) However, since
topi calisation moves a maxima projection to a specifier position on the periphery of the clause, it can (like
focusing and wh-movement) be regarded a particular instance of the more general A-bar movement
operaion welooked at in chapter 7 whereby a moved constituent is attracted into an A-bar specifier
position (i.e. the kind of specifier position which can be occupied by arguments and adjuncts alike).

Rizzi (1997) and Haegeman (2000) argue that just as focused constituents occupy the specifier
position within a Focus Phrase, so too topicalised constituents occupy the specifier position within a
Topic Phrase. Thisin turn raises the question of where Topic Phrases are positioned rel ative to other
congtituents within the clause. In this connection, consider theitalicised clausein (6) below:

(6) Hehad seen something truly evil — prisoners being ritualy raped, tortured and mutiliated.
He prayed that atrocities like those, never again would he witness
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Intheitalicised clausein (6), that marks the declarative force of the clause; atrocities like those isthe
object of the verb withess and has been preposed in order to mark it as the topic of the sentence (sinceit
refers back to the acts of rape, torture and mutilation mentioned in the previous sentence); the preposed
negative adverbial phrase never againis afocused constituent, and hence requires auxiliary inversion.
Thus, theitalicised that-clausein (6) will have the simplified structure shown bel ow:

@) ForceP

/\
Force TopP
DP Top'
@ atrocities /\\

like those Top FocP
a /\
AdvP Foc'
never again /\
Foc TP
would he weodld reveragain witness

gatrocitieslikethose

We can assume that the head Top constituent of the Topic Phrase contains an [EPP] feature and an
uninterpretabl e topic feature, and that these attract a maximal projection which carries a matching
interpretabl e topi ¢ feature to move to the specifier position within the Topic Phrase. If we further assume
that Top is not a strong head (and so does not carry an affixal [TNS] feature), we can account for the fact
that the auxiliary would remains in the strong Foc paosition and does not raise to the weak Top position.

Rizzi’s split CP analysis raises interesting questions about the syntax of the kind of wh-movement
operation which we find (inter ai@) in interrogatives, relatives, and exclamatives. Within the unitary
(unsplit) CP analysis outlined in chapter 7, it was dear that wh-phrases moved into spec-CP; but if CP can
be split into a number of distinct projections (including a Force Phrase, a Topic Phrase, and a Focus
Phrase), the question arises as to which of these projections serves as the landing-site for wh-movement.
Rizzi (1997, p.289) suggests that ‘relative operators occupy the highest specifier position, the spec of
Force'. In this connection, consider the syntax of the bracketed rd aive dausesin (8) be ow:

(8)(a@) A university isthekind of place[in which, that kind of behaviour, we cannot tolerate]
(b)  Syntax isthekind of subject [which only very rarely will students enjoy]

In (8a), the preposed wh-expression in which precedes the preposed topic that kind of behaviour; in (8b)
the preposed relative pronoun which precedes the preposed focused expression only very rardy. If Rizzi is
right in suggesting that preposed relative operator expressions occupy specifier position within the Force
Phrase, the bracketed rel ative clausesin (8alb) above will have the simplified structures shown bel ow:

(9)(@ [Forcer inWhich [Force @] [Tope that Kind of behaviour [Top 2] [+ We cannot tol erate t t]]]

(b) [Forcer Which [Force @] [Focr ONlY Very rarely [roc Will] [1p studentst enjoy t t]]]

(Trace copies of moved constituents are shown ast and printed in the same type-face as their antecedent.)

By contrast, Rizzi argues (1997, p.299) that a preposed wh-operator expression ‘ends up in Spec of Foc
in main questions’. If (as he claims) clauses may contain only a single Focus Phrase constituent, such an
assumption will provide a straightforward account of the ungrammaticality of main clause questions such
as (10) below:

(10)(& *What never again will you do? (b) *What will never again you do?
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If both what and never again (when preposed) move into the specifier position within FocP, if Foc allows
only one focused constituent as its specifier, and if no clause may contain more than one FocP constituent,
it follows that (10a) will be ruled out by virtue of Foc having two specifiers (what and never again) and
that (10b) will beruled out by virtue of requiring two Focus Phrase constituents (one hosting what and
another hosting never again). Likewise, multiple wh-movement questions (i.e. questions in which more
than one wh-expression is preposed) like (11) beow will beruled out in a similar fashion:

(1)@ *Who wheredid he send? (b) *Who did where he send?

The assumption that preposed wh-phrases occupy spec-FocP has interesting implications for our claim
in 86.8 that yes-no questions contain an interrogative operator whether (anull counterpart of whether). If
this null operator (like other interrogative expressions) occupies spec-FocP, and if Foc is a strong head, it
follows that inverted auxiliaries in main-dause yes-no questions like Has he left? will involve movement
of theinverted auxiliary has into the head Foc pasition within FocP, with the specifier position in FocP
being filled by anull counterpart of whether. This assumption would account for the ungrammati cality of
sentences such as the following:

(12)(& *Will never again things be the same?
(b) *Canthat kind of behaviour wetoleratein a civilised society?

If never again is the specifier of a FocP constituent in (12a), the inverted auxiliary must bein a higher
FocP proj ection whose specifier is whether. However, we have already seen in relation to sentences like
(10/11) abovethat dauses may only contain one FocP constituent, so the ungrammaticality of (12a) can be
attributed to the impossibility of stacking one FocP on top of another. Likewise, if that kind of behaviour
is atopicaised constituent occupying the specifier position within a Topic Phrasein (12b) and if an
inverted auxiliary like did in a yes-no question occupies the head Foc position of a FocP containing
whether as its specifier, this means that FocP is positioned above TopP in (12b). Given the Head
Movement Constraint, can will have to move through Top to get into Foc; but since Top is aweak head,
can is prevented from moving through Top into Foc; and since Foc is a strong affixa head, the affix in
Foc ends up being stranded without any verb to attach to. If we reversethe order of the two projections
and position TopP above FocP, the resulting structureis fine, as we see from (13) below:

(13)  That kind of behaviour, can wetoleratein acivilised society?

In (13), the topic that kind of behaviour occupies the specifier position of a TopP which has a weak head,
while the inverted auxiliary can occupies the strong head Foc position in a FocP which has the null
operator whether as its specifier.

Although Rizzi argues that a preposed interrogative wh-expression moves into spec-FocP in main
clauses, he maintains that a preposed wh-expression moves into a different position (spec-ForceP) in
compl ement-clause questions. Some evidencein support of this claim comes from sentences such as the
following (from Culicover 1991):

(14)(@  Leewonders[whether under no circumstances at all would Robin volunteer]
(b) Leewonders[why under no circumstances at al would Robin volunteer]

Here, the wh-expressi ons whether/why occur to the | eft of the focused negative phrase under no
circumstances, suggesting that whether/why do not occupy specifier position within FocP but rather some
higher position — and since ForceP is the highest projection within the clause, it is plausible to suppose
that whether/why occupy spec-ForceP in structures like (14).

A question raised by Rizzi's analyss of relative and interrogative wh-clauses is where preposed
wh-expressions move in exclamative clauses. In this connection, consider (15) below:

(15)(& How many of their policies only rarely do politicians get around to implementing!
(b) In how many countries, that kind of behaviour, autocratic leaders would simply not tolerate!

In (154), the itdicised exclamative wh-expression how many of their policies precedes the bold-printed
focused constituent only rarely, whilein (15b) the exclamative wh-phrase in how many countries
precedes the underlined topic that kind of behaviour. And in (16) be ow:

(16)  In how many countries of the world, such behaviour, under no circumstances would autocratic
|eaders tol erate!
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an italicised exclamative expression precedes both an underlined topi calised expression and a bol d-printed
focused expression — though the resulting sentenceis clearly highly contrived. All of this suggests that
exclamative wh-expressions (like relative wh-expressions) move into the specifier position within ForceP.

9.3 Split CP: Finiteness projection

In the previous section, we argued that above TP there may be not just a single CP projection
but rather at least three different types of projection — namely a Force Phrase, a Topi ¢ Phrase and a Focus
Phrase (the latter two being found only in clauses containing focused or topicalised constituents).
However, Rizzi argues that below FocP (and above TP) thereis afourth functional projection which he
terms FinP/Finiteness Phrase, whose head Fin constituent serves the function of marking a clause as
finite or nonfinite. He argues that Fin is the position occupied by prepositional particles like di ‘of’ which
introduce infinitival control clausesin languages like Itaian in structures such as (17) below:

(17)  Gianni pensa, il tuo libro, di PRO cononscerlo bene
Gianni thinks, the your book, of PRO know.it wdll
‘Gianni thinks that your book, he knows well’

Rizzi maintains that theitalicised clause which is the complement of pensa ‘thinks' in (17) hasthe
simplified structure (18) bd ow:

(18) ForceP

/\
Force TopP
a /\
DP Top'
il tuo libro /’p\

your book Top FinP
I}
Fin TP
di PRO concoscerlo bene
of PRO know.it well

Under hisanalysis, il tuo libro ‘the your book’ isatopic and di ‘of’ isaFin head which marksits clause as
nonfinite (more specificaly, asinfinitival). Moreover, Rizzi maintains that the Fin head di ‘of’ assigns
null case to the PRO subject of its clause (an account of null case assignment in keeping with our account
in 84.9, but not with the Chomskyan account given in §8.8).

While present-day English has no overt counterpart of infinitival particleslike Italian di in contral
clauses, it may bethat for served essentially the same function in Middle English control infinitives such
as those bracketed below:

(19)(@ Al wereit good [no womman for to touche] (Chaucer, Wife of Bath’s Tale, line 85)
Although it would be good to touch no woman
(b) I wal renneout, [my bore for to shewe] (Chaucer, Wife of Bath’s Tale, line 356)
| will run out, in order to show my clothing

In (19a/b) theitalicised expression is the direct object of the verb at the end of theline, but has been
focalised/topicalised and thereby ends up positioned in front of for. Thisis consistent with the possibility
that for occupies the same Fin positionin Middle English as di in Modern Italian, and that theitalicised
complements in (19a/b) move into specifier position within a higher Focus Phrase/T opic Phrase
projection. Sincethefor infinitive complement in (19) has a null subject rather than an overt accusative
subject, we can supposethat it is intransitive in the rel evant use.

An interesting possibility raised by this analysis is that for in overt-subject infinitives in present-day
English also functions as a nonfinite Fin head — though an obligatorily transitive one. In this regard,
cons der the two different replies given by speaker B below:

(20)  SPEAKER A: What was the advice given by the police to the general public?
SPEAKERB: (i) Under no circumstances for anyone to approach the escaped convicts
(ii) That under no circumstances should anyone approach the escaped convicts
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What is particularly interesting about speaker B's repliesin (20) isthat the focused prepositional phrase
under no circumstances precedes the complementiser for in (208i), but follows the complementiser that in
(208Bii). This suggests that for occupies the head Fin position of FinP, but that occupies the head Force
position of ForceP. On this view, the two answers given by speaker B would have the respective skeletal
structures shown in (21a/b) bel ow:

(21 (@) ForceP
Force FocP
[4]
PP Foc
under no circumstances /\
Foc FinP
(4]
Fin TP
for anyone to approach the escaped convicts
(b) ForceP
Force FocP
that /\
PP Foc
under no circumstances /\
Foc FinP
should
Fin TP
should anyone shedld approach the

escaped convicts

If Focis astrong head in finite (though not infinitival) clauses, it foll ows that the auxiliary should in (21b)
will raise from the head T position of TP into the head Foc pasition of FocP; and if we assume the Head
M ovement Constraint, it also follows that should must move first to Fin before moving into Foc. We can
suppose that the reply given by speaker B in (22) bel ow:

(22) SPEAKER A: What was the advice given by the police to the general public?
SPEAKER B: Under no circumstances to gpproach the escaped convicts

has essentidly the same structure as that shown in (21a), savethat in place of the overt Fin head for we
have a null Fin head, and that in place of the overt subject anyone we have a null PRO subject. In addition,
if Focisonly astrong head in finite clauses, the Fin head remains in situ rather than raising to Foc.

Theoveradl gist of Rizzi’s split CP hypothesisis that in structures containing a topicalised and/or
focalised constituent, CP splitsinto a number of different projections. In a clause containing both a
topicalised and a focalised constituent, CP splits into four separate projections — namely a Force Phrase,
Topic Phrase, Focus Phrase, and Finiteness Phrase. In a sentence contai ning a topicalised but no focalised
congtituent, CP splitsinto three separate projections — namely into a Force Phrase, Topic Phrase and
Finiteness Phrase. In a sentence containing a focalised but no topicalised constituent, CP again splitsinto
three projections — namdy into a Force Phrase, Focus Phrase and Finiteness Phrase. However, in a
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structure containing no focalised or topicalised constituents, Rizzi positsthat Force and Finiteness features
aresyncretised (i.e. collapsed) onto a single head, with the result that CP does not split in this case in
other words, rather than being realised on two different heads, the relevant force and finiteness features are
realised on asingle head corresponding to the traditional C constituent (so that C isin effect a composite
force/finiteness head). In simpleterms, what this meansisthat C only splitsinto multiple projectionsin
structures containing a topi calised and/or focalised constituent.

We canillustrate the conditions under which CP does (or does not) split in terms of the syntax of the
that-clauses in (23) bel ow:

(23)(8  You must know that this kind of behavior we cannot tolerate
(b)  Youmust know that we cannot tolerate this kind of behaviour

In (234) the object this kind of behaviour has been topicalised, so forcing CP to split into three projections
(ForceP, TopP and FinP) as shown in simplified formin (24) bel ow:

(24)  [Forcer [Force that] [Topp this kind of behaviour [top 2] [Fine [Fin @] [Te We [+ cannot] tolerate t]]]]

By contrast, in (23b) thereis no topicalised or focalised constituent, hence CP does not split into multiple
projections. Accordingly, only asingle C congtituent is projected which carries both finiteness and force
features, asin (25) below (where DEC is a declarative force feature and FIN is a finiteness feature):

(25)  [cp[c thatpec, pin] [Te We [+ cannot] tolerate this kind of behaviour]]

Rizzi positsthat (in finite clauses) the relevant types of head are spelled out in the manner shown
informally in (26) bd ow:

(26) A headinasplit CP projection can be speled out in English as:
(i) thatinacomplement clauseif it carries a declarative force feature (with or without
a finiteness feature)
(ii) @if it carries afiniteness feature (with or without a decl arative force feature)

It follows from (26) that the Force head in (24) can be spelled out as that but not as g, and that Fin can be
spelled out as @ but not as that, so accounting for the ungrammati cality of :

(27)(@ *You must know g this kind of behaviour that we cannot tolerate
(b) *You must know that this kind of behaviour that we cannot tol erate
(00 *You must know g this kind of behaviour g we cannot tol erate

(Irrdevantly, (27¢) is grammaticd if written with a colon between know and this kind of behaviour and
read as two separate sentences.) It also means that the syncretised (force/finiteness) C constituent in (25)
can either be spelled out as that in accordance with (26i), or be given anull spellout in accordance with
(26ii) asin (28) below:

(28)  You must know [c @bec, rin] We cannot tol erate this kind of behaviour

In other words, Rizzi’s analysis provides a prindi pled account of the (overt/null) spdlout of finite
declarative complementisers in English (though see Sobin 2002 for complications. Compl ementiser
spellout may be different in other languages — see e.g. Alexopoulou and Kol liakou 2002 on Greek.)

9.4 Split VPs: VP shellsin ergative structures
Having looked at evidence that CP can be split into a number of different projections, we now
turn tolook at evidence arguing that V Ps shoul d be split into two distinct projections — an outer VP shell
and an inner VP core. For obvious reasons, this has become known as the VP shell analysis.

The sentences we have anal ysed throughout this book so far have generally contained simple verb
phrases headed by a verb with a single complement. Such single-complement structures can easily be
accommodated within the binary-branching framework adopted here, since all we need say isthat averb
merges with its complement to form a (bi nary-branching) V-bar constituent. However, a particular
problem for the binary-branching framework is posed by three-place predicates like thoseitaicised in (29)
be ow which have a (bold-printed) subject and two (bracketed) compl ements:

(29)(8 Herolled [the ball] [down the hill] (b)  Hefilled [the bath] [with water]
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(c) Hebroke[the vase] [into pieces] (d)  They withdrew [the troops] [from Ruritania]

If we assumethat complements are sisters to heads, it might seem asif the V-bar constituent headed by
rolled in (29a) has the structure (30) below:

(30) V'

V DP PP
rolled the ball down the hill

However, a structure such as (30) is problematic within the framework adopted here. After all, itisa
ternary-branching structure (V-bar branches into the three separate constituents, namely the V rolled, the
DP the ball and the PP down the hill), and this poses an obvious problem within a framework which
assumes that the merger operation which forms phrases is an inherently binary operation which can only
combine constituents in a pairwise fashion. Moreover, aternary-branching structure such as (30) would
wrongly predict that the string the ball down the hill does not form a congtituent, and so cannot be
coordinated with ancther similar string (given the traditional assumption that only identical congtituents
can be conjoined) — yet this prediction is falsified by sentences such as:

(31) Herolled the ball down the hill and the acorn up the mountain

How can we overcome these problems?

One answer is to supposethat transitive structures like He rolled the ball down the hill have a complex
internal structure which is parald in some respects to causative structures like He made the ball roll down
the hill (where MAKE has roughly the same meaning as CAUSE). On this view the ball roll down the hill
would serve as a VP complement of anull causative verb (which can be thought of informally an invisible
counterpart of MAKE). We can further suppose that the null causative verb is affixa in nature and so
triggers raising of the verb roll to adjoin to the causative verb, deriving a structure |oosely paraphraseable
as He madetrall [the ball el down the hill], where rolt is atrace copy of the moved verb roll. We could
then say that the string the ball down the hill in (31) isa VP remnant headed by a trace copy of the moved
verb roll. Sincethis string is a VP constituent, we correctly predict that it can be co-ordinated with another
VP remnant like the acorn up the mountain — as is indeed the casein (31).

Analysing structures likeroll the ball down the hill as transitive counterparts of intransitive structures
is by no means implausible, since many three-place transitive predicates like roll can also be used as
two-place intransitive predicates in which the (italicised) DP which immediately follows the (bol d-printed)
verb in the three-place structure functions as the subject in the two-place structure — as we see from
sentence-pairs such as the following:

(32)(&  They will rall the ball down the hill (b)  Theball will roll down the hill
(33)(d Hefilled the bath with water (b)  Thebath filled with water

(34)(@ Hebrokethevaseinto pieces (b) Thevasebrokeinto pieces

(35)(@ They withdrew the troops from Ruritania (b)  Thetroopswithdrew from Ruritania
(36)(8) They closed the store down (b) Thestoreclosed down

(37)(@ They moved the headquartersto Brooklyn (b)  The headquarters moved to Brooklyn

(Verbs which allow this dua use as either three-place or two-place predi cates are sometimes referred to as
ergative predicates.) Moreover, theitalicised DP seems to play the same thematic role with respect to the
bold-printed verb in each pair of examples: for example, the ball isthe THEME argument of roll (i.e the
entity which undergoes arolling motion) both in (32a) They will roll the ball down the hill and in (32b)
The ball will roll down the hill. Evidence that the ball plays the same semantic rolein both sentences
comes from the fact that theitalicised argument is subject to the same pragmatic restrictions on the choice
of expression which can fulfil the relevant argument function in each type of sentence: cf.

(38)(8) The ball/the rock/!the theory/!'sincerity will roll down the hill
(b) They will roll the ball/the rock/!the theory/!sincerity down the hill

If principles of UG correlate thematic structure with syntactic structure in a uniform fashion (in
accordance with Baker’'s 1988 Unifor m Theta Assgnment Hypothes SUTAH), then it follows that two
arguments which fulfil the same thematic function with respect to a given predicate must be merged in the
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same position in the syntax.

An analysis within the spirit of UTAH would be to assume that sincethe ball is clearly the subject of
roll in (32b) The ball will roll down the hill, then it must a so be the case that the ball originates as the
subject of roll in (32a) They will roll the ball down the hill. But if thisis so, how come the ball is
positioned after the verb roll in (32b), when subjects are normally positioned before their verbs? A
plausible answer to this question within the framework we are adopting hereis to suppose that the verb
roll moves fromitsinitial (post-subject) position after the ball into a higher verb position to theleft of the
ball. More specificaly, adapting ideas put forward by Larson (1988, 1990), Hde and Keyser (1991, 1993,
1994) and Chomsky (1995), let’s suppose that the (b) examples in sentences like (32-37) are simple VPs,
but that the (a) examples are split VP structures which comprise an outer shell and an inner core.

More concretdy, let’s make the foll owing assumptions. In (32b) The ball will roll down the hill, the V
roll is merged with its PP complement down the hill to form the VV-bar roll down the hill, and this is then
merged with the DP the ball to form the VP structure (39) be ow:

e
DP V'
the ball
V PP
roll down the hill

In the case of (32b), theresulting VP will then be merged with the T constituent will to form the T-bar
will roll down the hill; the [EPP] and F-features of [ will] trigger raising of the subject the ball into
spec-TP to become subject of will (in the manner shown by the dotted arrow below), deriving:

(40) TP
/\
DP T
the ball T~
A T VP
will T~
DP V!
AAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAA the ball
\Y, PP
roll down the hill

Theresulting TP is subsequently merged with anull declarative C constituent. (Throughout this chapter,
we s mplify expasition by omitting details like this which are not directly relevant to the point at hand.)
Now consider how we derive (32a8) They will roll the ball down the hill. Let’s suppose that the
derivation proceeds as before, until we reach the stage where the VP structure (39) the ball roll down the
hill has been formed. But thistime, let’s assume that the VP in (39) isthen merged as the complement of
an abstract causative light verb (v) —i.e. anull verb with much the same causative interpretation as the
verb MAKE (so that They will roll the ball down the hill has a similar interpretation to They will make the
ball roll down the hill). Let’s aso suppose that this causative light verb is affixal in nature (or has a strong
V-feature), and that the verb roll adjoins to it, forming a structure which can be paraphrased literaly as
‘maketroll the ball down the hill’ — a structure which has an overt counterpart in French structures like
fairerouler la balle en basdela calline, literally ‘ make roll the ball into bottom of the hill’). The resulting
v-bar structure is then merged with the subject they (which is assigned the -rol e of AGENT argument of
the causative light verb), to form the complex vP (41) bel ow (lower-case | etters being used to denote the
light verb, and the dotted arrow showing movement of the verb roll to adjoin to the null light-verb g):

(41) vP

PRN V'

\% VP

a+roll /\
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4 DP /\
the ball

V PP
rol down the hill

Subsequently, thevP in (41) merges with the T constituent will, the subject we raises into spec-TP, and the
resulting TP is merged with a null declarative complementiser, forming the structure (42) below (where
the dotted arrows show movements which have taken place in the course of the derivation):

(42 CP
C TP
[}
PRN T
They /\
A T vP
: will
PRN V'
they /\
\Y VP
atroll /\
A DP V'
' the ball

V PP
roll down the hill

Theanaysisin (42) correctly specifies the word-order in (32a) They will roll the ball down the hill. (See
Stroik 2001 for arguments that do is used to support anull light-verb in eliptical structures such as John
will roll a ball down the hill and Paul will do so as well.)

The VP-shdl analysisin (42) provides an interesting account of an otherwise puzzling aspect of the
syntax of sentences like (32a) — namely the fact that adverbs like gently can be positioned either before
roll or after the ball, as we see from:

(43)(a They will gently rall thebdl downthehill  (b)  They will roll theball gently down the hill

Let’s suppose that adverbs like gently are adjuncts, and that adjunction isa different kind of operation
from merger. Merger extends a constituent into alarger type of projection, so that (e.g.) merging T with
an appropriate complement extends T into T-bar, and merging T-bar with an appropriate specifier extends
T-bar into TP. By contrast, adjunction extends a constituent into alarger projection of the sametype (e.g.
merging amoved V with aminimal projection like T formsalarger T constituent; merging an adjunct
with an intermediate projection like T-bar extends T-bar into another T-bar constituent; merging an
adjunct with a maximal projection like TP forms an even larger TP — and so on. (See Stepanov 2001 and
Chomsky 2001 for technical accounts of differences between adjunction and merger.) L et’s suppose that
gently isthe kind of adverb which can adjoin to an intermediate verbal projection. Given this assumption
and the light-verb analysis in (42), we can then propose the following derivations for (43a-b).

In (43a), the verb roll merges with the PP down the hill to form the V-bar roll down the hill, and this
V-bar in turn merges with the DP the ball to form the VP the ball roll down the hill, with the structure
shown in (39) above. This VP then merges with a null causative light-verb @ to which the verb roll
adjoins, forming the v-bar @+roll the ball rel down the hill. The resulting v-bar merges with the adverb
gently to form the larger v-bar gently g+roll the ball relt down the hill; and this v-bar in turn merges with
the subject they to form the vP they gently g+roll the ball +elf down the hill. The vP thereby formed
merges with the T constituent will, forming the T-bar will they gently g+ roll the ball +eH down the hill.
The subject they raises to spec-TP forming the TP they will they gently g+ roll the ball +elt down the hill.
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Theresulting TP is then merged with anull declarative complementiser to derive the structure shownin
simplified form in (44) bel ow (with arrows showing movements which have taken place):

(44) CcP
/\
C TP
a
PRN T
4 T vP
will T T
PRN V'
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, {_h%( /\
ADV V'
gently /\
\Y VP
groll T~
DP V'
the bal
V PP

roll down the hill

Theanaysisin (44) correctly specifies the word order in (4338 They will gently roll the ball down the hill.

Now consider how (43b) They will roll the ball gently down the hill is derived. As before, the verb roll
merges with the PP down the hill, forming the V-bar roll down the hill. The adverb gently then merges
with this V-bar to form the larger V-bar gently roll down the hill. This V-bar in turn merges with the DP
the ball to form the VP the ball gently roll down the hill. The resulting VP is merged with a causative
light-verb [, @] to which the verb roll adjoins, so forming the v-bar g+roll the ball gently el down the
hill. This v-bar is then merged with the subject we to form the vP we g+roll the ball gently el down the
hill. The vP thereby formed merges with [+ will], forming the T-bar will we g+roall the ball gently reH
down the hill. The subject we raises to spec-TP, and the resulting TP is merged with anull declarative C to
form the CP (45) be ow (with arrows showing movements which have taken place):

@ @
C TP
@
PRN T
4 T VP
will T T
PRN V'
................................................ {_hw /\
v VP
gtroll T~
: DP &
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the ball
ADV V'
gently
\% PP
roll down the hill

The different positions occupied by the adverb gently in (44) and (45) reflect a subtle meaning difference
between (43a) and (43b): (43a) means that the action which initiated the rolling motion was gentle,
whereas (43b) means that the rolling motion itself was gentle.

A light-verb analysis also offers us an interesting account of adverb position in sentences like:

(46)(8) Hehad deliberately rolled the ball gently down the hill
(b) *Hehad gently rolled the ball deliberately down the hill

Let’s suppose that deliberately (by virtue of its meaning) can only be an adjunct to a projection of an
agentive verb (i.e. averb whose subject has the thematic role of AGENT). If we suppose (as earlier) that the
light-verb [, 2] is a causative verb with an AGENT subject, the contrast in (46) can be accounted for
straightforwardly: in (46a) deliberatdy is contained within a vP headed by a null agentive causative
light-verb; but in (46b) it is contained with a VP headed by the nonagentive verb roll. (Theverbroll isa
nonagenti ve predi cate because its subject has the -role THEME, not AGENT.) We can then say that
adverbs like deliberately are adverbs which adjoin to a v-bar headed by an agentive light-verb, but not to
V-bar.

Thisin turn might lead us to expect to find a corresponding class of adverbs which can adjoin to V-bar
but not v-bar. In this connection, consider the following contrasts (adapted from Bowers 1993, p.609):

(47 (@  Mary jumped the horse perfectly over thelast fence
(b) *Mary perfectly jumped the horse over thelast fence

Given the assumptions made here, the derivation of (47a) would be paralld to that in (45), while the
derivation of (47b) would be pardld to that in (44). If we assume that the adverb perfectly (in the rel evant
use) can function only as an adjunct to a V-projection, the contrast between (47a) and (47b) can be
accounted for straightforwardly: in (47d), perfectly is adjoined to a V-bar, whereasin (47b) it is merged
with av-bar (in violation of the requirement that it can only adjoin to a V-projection).

9.5 Extending VP shellsto other trandtive structures
As we have seen, the VP shell analysis outlined here provides an interesting solution to the
problems posed by ergative verbs when they are used as transitive verbs with two complements. However,
the problems posed by transitive verbs which take two complements arise not only with ergative verbs
which have transitive and intransitive counterparts (like those in (32-37) above), but also with
two-complement transitive verbs like those bol d-printed be ow (their complements being bracketed):

(48)(8) They will load [the truck] [with hay] (b) Hegave[no explanation] [to his friends]
(c) Theytook [everything] [from her] (d  Nobody can blame [you] [for the accident]
Verbslike thosein (48) cannot be used intransitively, as we see from the ungrammaticality of:
(49)(@ *Thetruck will load with hay (b) *No explanation gaveto hisfriends
(c) *Everything took from her (d) *You can blame for the accident

However, it isinteresting to note that in structures like (48) too we find that adverbs bel onging to the same
class as gently can be positioned either before the verb or between its two complements: cf.

(50)(@  They will carefully load thetruck with hay (b)  They will load the truck carefully with hay

This suggests that (in spite of the fact that the rel evant verbs have no intransitive counterpart) a shell
analysisis appropriate for structures like (48) too. If so, a sentence such as (48a) will have the structure
shown in simplified formin (51) beow (with arrows showing movements which take place):

(51) cP



182

C TP
o
PRN T
They /\
A T vP
will T T
PRN V'
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, {_hw /\
\Y VP
g+load
4 DP V'
‘ the truck /\
V PP
load with hay

We can then say that the adverb carefully adjoins to v-bar in (50d), and to V-bar in (50b). If we suppose
that verbs like load are essentially affixal in nature (in the sense that they must adjoin to anull causative
light verb with an AGENT external argument) we can account for the ungrammati cality of intransitive
structures such as (49a) *The truck will load with hay.

The VP shdl anaysis outlined above can be extended from predicates like load which have nhomina
and prepositional complements to so-called resultative predicates which have nominal and adjectival
complements —i.e. to structures such as those bel ow:

(52)(8) Theacid will turn the litmus-paper red (b)  They may paint the house pink

In (524), the verb turn originates in the head V position of VP, with the DP the litmus paper as its subject
and the adjectivered as its complement (precisely asin The litmus-paper will turn red): turn then raises to
adjoin to a strong causeative light-verb g heading vP; the subject of this light-verb (the DP the acid) in turn
rai ses from spec-vP to spec-TP, and the resulting TP merges with a null declarative complementiser — as
shown informally in (53) be ow:

(53) [cplc@[rptheacid [+ will] [\r theaeid [, gt+turn] [ve the litmus-paper [y tura] red]]]]
s A

(For alternative analyses of resultative structures like (52), see Keyser and Roeper 1992, Carrier and
Randall 1992, and Oya 2002.)
We can extend the vP shell analysis still further, to takein double object structures such as:
(5%)(@  They will get [theteacher] [apresent] (b) Could you pass [me] [the salt]?
(c) | showed [them] [my passport] (d) Shegave[me] [a hat]
For example, we could suggest that (54a) has the structure (55) below (with arrows indicating movements
which take placein the course of the derivation):

(55) CP
C TP
]
PRN T
A T vP
will T
PRN V'
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, {_h%l /\



183

get apresent

That is, get originates as the head V of VP (with the teacher as its subject and a present asits complement,
much as in The teacher will get a present), and then raises up to adjoin to the strong causeative light-verb g
heading vP; the subject they in turn originates in spec-vP (and has the thematic role of AGENT argument of
the null causative light-verb @), and subsequently raises to spec-TP. (For arange of alternative anal yses of
the double object construction, see Larson 1988/1990, Johnson 1991, Bowers 1993, and Pesetsky 1995.)
In this section and the last, we have so far presented a shell analysis of three-place transitive

predicates. But this raises interesting questions about how we ded two-place transitive predicates (which
have subject and object arguments) likeread in (56) below:

(56) Heread the book

Chomsky (1995) proposes a light-verb andysis of two-place transitive predi cates under which (56) would
(at the end of the vP cycle) have a structure along the lines of (57) below (with the arrow showing
movement of the verb read fromV to adjoin to anull light-verb in v):

(57) vP
PRN V'
he /\
% VP
gt+read
A \ DP

[ read the book

That is, read would originate as the head V of VP, and would then be raised to adjoin to anull agentive
light-verb @. (A different account of transitive complements as VP-specifiersis offered in Stroik 1990 and
Bowers 1993.)

Chomsky’ s light-verb ana ysis of two-place transitive predi cates can be extended in an interesting way
to handl e the syntax of a class of verbs which are known as uner gative predicates. These are verbs like
thoseitalicized in (58) beow which have agentive subjects, but which appear to have no compl ement:

(58)(8  Shal welunch? (b) Let'sparty! (0 Don'tfuss
(d)  Why not guess? (6 Heapologised (f)  Sheoverdosed

Such verbs pose obvious problems for our assumption in the previous chapter that agentive subjects
originate as specifiers and merge with an intermediate verbal projection whichisitsef formed by merger
of averb with its complement. The reason should be obvious — namely that unergative verbs like those
italicised in (58) appear to have no compl ements. However, it isinteresting to note that unergative verbs
often have close paraphrases involving an overt light verb (i.e averb such as have/make/take etc. which
has little semantic content of its own in the rd evant use) and a nomina compl ement: cf.

(59)(@  Shal wehave lunch (b) Let’'shaveaparty! (¢ Don't make afuss!
(d)  Why not make a guess? (e Hemade an apology (f)  Shetook an overdose

This suggests away of overcoming the problem posed by unergative verbs — namely to suppose
(following Baker 1988 and Hale and Keyser 1993) that unergative verbs are formed by incorporation of a
compl ement into an abstract light verb. This would mean (for example) that the verb lunch in (58a) is an
implicitly transitive verb, formed by incorporating the noun lunch into an abstract light verb which can be
thought of as anull counterpart of have. Since the incorporated object is a smple noun (not afull DP), we
can assume (following Baker 1988) that it does not carry case. The VP thereby formed would serve the
compl ement of an abstract light verb with an externa argument (the external argument beingwe in the
case of (58a) above). Under this analysis, unergatives would in effect be transitives with an incorporated
object: hence we can account for the fact that (like transitives) unergatives require the use of the perfect
auxiliary HAVE in languages (like Italian) with a HAVE/BE contrast in perfect auxiliaries.

9.6 Extending VP shellsto unaccusatives
Thus far, we have argued that transitive verb phrases have a shdll structure comprising an inner
VP headed by alexical verb and an outer vP headed by alight verb. However, wewill now go on to
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present evidence that ashall analysisis aso appropriate for intransitive verbs. We begin by looking at
unaccusative structures in this section.

In 87.5, we noted Burzio’s claim that the arguments of unaccusative predicates originate as their
complements. An immediate problem posed by Burzio's assumption is how we deal with two-place
unaccusative predicates which take two arguments. In this connection, consider unaccusative imperative
structures such as the following in (dialect A of) Belfast English (See Henry 1995: note that youse isthe
plural form of you — corresponding to American English y all):

(60)(& Go you to school! (b)  Run youseto the telephone! (0 Walk you into the garden!

If postverbal arguments of unaccusative predicates arein situ complements, this means that each of the
verbsin (60) must have two complements. But if we make the traditional assumption that complements
are sigters of a head, this meansthat if both you and to school are complements of the verb go in (60a),
they must be sisters of go, and hence the VP headed by go must have the (simplified) structure (61) bel ow:

\Y, PRN PP
go you to school

However, aternary-branching structure such as (61) is obviously i ncompatible with a framework such as
that used here which assumes that the merger operation by which phrases are formed is inherently binary.

Since anal ysing unaccusative subjects in such structures as underlying complements proves
problematic, |et’s consider whether they might instead be anal ysed as specifiers. On this view, we can
suppose that theinner VP core of a Bdfast English unaccusative imperative structure such as (70a) Go
you to school! is hot (61) above, but rather (62) below:

@ e
PRN V'
you /\
\Y PP
go to school

We can then say that it isa property of unaccusative predicatesthat al their arguments originate within
VP. But the problem posed by a structure like (62) is that it provides us with no way of accounting for the
fact that unaccusative subjects like you in (60a) Go you to school surface postverbally. How can we
overcome this problem? One answer is the following. Let us suppose that VPs like (62) which are headed
by an unaccusative verb are embedded as the complement of a null light verb, and that the unaccusative
verb raises to adjoin to thelight verb in the manner indicated by the arrow in (63) bel ow:

(63) VP
/\
\Y VP
Z+go /\

A PRN V!

you
\% PP
goe to school

If (as Alison Henry argues) subjects remain in situinimperativesin dialect A of Bdfast English, the
postverbal position of unaccusative subjects in sentences such as (60) can be accounted for
straightforwardly. And the shell analysisin (63) is consistent with the assumption that the merger
operaion by which phrases are formed isintrinsicaly binary.

Moreover, the shell analysis enables us to provide an interesting account of the position of adverbs like
quickly in unaccusative imperatives (in did ect A of Belfast English) such as:

(64)  Go you quickly to school!
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If we suppose that adverbs like quickly are adjuncts which merge with an intermediate verbal projection
(i.e. asingle-bar projection comprising a verb and its complement), we can say that quickly in (64) is
adjoined to the V-bar go to school in (63). What remains to be accounted for (in relation to the syntax of
imperative subjectsin dialect A of Belfast English) is the fact that subjects of transitive and unergative
verbs accur in preverbal (not postverba) position: cf.

(65)(@  You read that book! (b) *Read you that book!
(66)(8) Yousetdl thetruth! (b) *Tdl youse thetruth
(67)(@  You protest! (b) *Protest you!

Why should this be? If we assume (asin our discussion of (56) above) that transitive verbs originate as the
head V of a VP complement of anull agentive light verb, an imperative such as (65a) will contain avP
with the simplified structure shown in (68) below (where the dotted arrow indi cates movement of the verb
read to adjoin to the null light verb heading vP):

(68) vP
/\
PRN V'
you /\
Vv VP
g+read

4 V DP
I read that book

The AGENT subject you will originate in spec-vP, as the subject of the agentive light-verb g. Even after the
verb read adjoins to the null light-verb, the subject you will still be positioned in front of the resulting
verba complex gtread. As should be obvious, we can extend the light-verb analysis from transitive verbs
like read to unergative verbs like protest if we assume (as earlier) that such verbs are formed by
incorporation of a noun into the verb (so that protest is analysed as having a similar structure to make (a)
protest), and if we assume that unergative subjects (like transitive subjects) originate as specifiers of an
agentive light-verb.

Given these assumptions, we coul d then say that the difference between unaccusative subjects and
transitive/unergative subjects is that unaccusati ve subjects originate within VP (as the argument of a
lexical verb), whereas transitive/unergative subj ects originate in spec-vP (as the external argument of a
light-verb). If we hypothesise that verb phrases always contain an outer vP shell headed by a strong
(affixa) light verb and an inner VP core headed by alexical verb, and that lexical verbs aways raise from
V to v, the postverba position of unaccusative subjects can be accounted for by positing that the subject
remainsin situ in such structures. Such a hypothesis will clearly require us to modify our earlier
assumpti ons about the intransitive use of ergative predicates in sentences like (32-37) above, and to
analyse intransitive ergativesin a paral e fashion to unaccusatives.

Thelight-verb analysis sketched here also offers us away of accounting for the fact that in Early
Modern English, the perfect auxiliary used with unaccusative verbs was be (as we saw in 87.5) whereas
that used with transitive and unergative verbs was have. We can account for this by positing that the
perfect auxiliary have sel ected a vP complement headed by atransitive light-verb verb with an externa
argument, whereas the perfect auxiliary be selected a compl ement headed by an intransitive light-verb
with no externa argument. The distinction has been lost in present-day English, with perfect have being
used with both types of vP compl ement.

9.7 Extending VP shellsto passives
A further class of intransitive structures which can be argued to have a complex shell structure
are passives like

(69)  The horse was jumped perfectly over the fence

In 89.4, we saw that perfectly is the kind of adverb which adjoinsto a V-bar like jump(ed) over the fence.
However, such an analysis raises the question of how the head V jumped of the VP ends up positioned in
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front of the adverb perfectly which modifiesit in passive structures like (69). The answer we shall suggest
hereisthat intransitive passive VPs (like their transitive active counterparts) have a vP+V P shdll structure,
with the passive participle raising to adjoin to the light-verb heading the outer vP shell and hence moving
across the adverb perfectly.

Under this assumption, (69) will be derived as follows. TheV jumped merges with its PP compl ement
to form the V-bar jumped over the fence. The adverb perfectly adjoins to this V-bar, thereby forming the
even larger V-bar perfectly jumped over the fence. Theresulting enlarged V-bar is then merged with the
DP the horse, forming the VP the horse perfectly jumped over the fence. This VP is subsequently merged
with an affixal light-verb which triggers raising of the verb jumped from V to v, so forming the vP shown
insimplified formin (70) below:

(70) vp
\Y VP
g+jumped /\
DP V'
the horse
ADV V'
perfectly /\
\Y PP

jurped over the fence

Since passive verb phrases areintransitive, the light-verb in (70) projects no external argument.

ThevPin (70) isthen merged with a past tense T congtituent containing the passive auxiliary BE. This
serves as a probe and locates the DP the horse as an active goal. Agreement between the two resultsin the
auxiliary being valued as third person singular (and hence ultimatel y being spelled out as was) and in the
horse being assigned nominative case. The [EPP] feature on T triggers raising of the DP the horse to
spec-TP. Theresulting TP isthen merged with a null compl ementiser marking the declarative force of the
sentence, so deriving the structure shown beow (simplified by showing only overt constituents of vP):

(71) CP

TP
ﬂ /\
DP T
the horse /\
T vP
was jumped perfectly over the fence

Thus, the assumption that passive verb phrases have a complex shell structure provides us with a
principled account of how the passive participle jumped comes to be paositioned in front of the adverb
perfectly in (69) The horse was jumped perfectly over the fence.

9.8 Extending VP shellstoraising verbs
A further class of intransitive predicates for which ashell analysis can be argued to be
appropriate areraising predicates like seem. In this connection, consider the syntax of araising sentence
such as:

(72)  Thepresident does seem to meto have upset several people



187

Given the assumptions made in this chapter, (72) will be derived as follows. The verb upset merges with
its QP complement several people to form the VP upset several people. Thisin turn merges with anull
causative light-verb, which (by virtue of being affixal in nature) triggers raising of the verb upset to adjoin
to the light-verb (as shown by the dotted arrow bel ow); the resulting v-bar merges with its external AGENT
argument the president to form the vP in (73) bel ow (paraphraseable informally as * The presi dent
caused-to-get-upset several peopl€):

(73) vP
/\
DP Vv
the president T T
v VP
g+upset /\
v QP
R upset several people

Theresulting vP is then merged with the auxiliary have to form an AUXP, and this AUXP isin turn
merged with [t to]. If we follow Chomsky (2001) in supposing that T in raising infinitives has an [EPP]
feature and an unval ued person feature, the subject the president will be attracted to move to spec-TP, so
deriving the structure shown in simplified form below (with the arrow marking A-movement):

(74) TP
/\
DP T
the president
A T AUXP
to
AUX vP

have thepresmlent upset several people

The TP in (74) isthen merged as the complement of seem, forming the V-bar seem the president to have
upset several people (omitting traces and other empty categories, to make exposition less abstract). Let's
suppose that to me is the EXPERIENCER argument of seem and is merged as the specifier of the resulting
V-bar, forming the VP shown in (75) below (once again simplified by not showing traces and other empty
categories):

(75) /VP\
PP \A
to me /\
\Y TP
seem the president to have upset severa people

On the assumption that all verb phrases contain an outer vP shell, the VP in (75) will then merge with a
null (affixal) light verb, triggering raising of the verb seemto adjoin to thelight verb. Merging the
resulting vP with a finite T constituent containing (emphatic) DO will derive the structure shown in
simplified form below (with the arrow showing the verb movement that took place on the vP cycle):

(76) T
/\
T vP
DO /\
\% VP
g+seem T
A PP V'

\Y TP
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seem the president to have upset severa people

[+ DO] serves as a probe looking for an active nominal goa. The Phase mpenetrability Condition
(which renders the object of atransitive verb impenetrable to any constituent outside vP) makes the
nominal several people impenetrableto T, sinceit isthe object of the transitive verb upset: and let’s
assume that the pronoun me is likewise inaccessibleto T (perhaps because a nominal god isonly active if
it has an unvalued case feature, and the case feature of me has aready been va ued as accusative by the
transitive preposition to; or perhaps because me serves as the goal of a closer probe, namely the transitive
prepaosition to). If so, the president (which is active by virtue of having an unvalued case feature) will be
the only nominal which can serve asthe goal of [ DO] in (76). Accordingly, DO assigns nomingtive case
to the president (and conversdy agrees with the president, with DO ultimately being spelled out at PF as
does), and the [EPP] and uninterpretable person/number features of DO ensure that the president moves
into spec-TP, so deriving the structure shown in simplified form bel ow:

(77) TP
/\
DP T
the president T~
T vP
does /\
\Y VP
g+seem /\
PP V'
tome T
\ TP

seem thepresident to have upset alot of people

Theresulting TP will then be merged with a null ded arative compl ementiser, forming the CP structure
associated with (72) The president does seem to me to have upset several people. We can assume that the
relaed sentence (78) bel ow:

(78)  Thepresident does seem to have upset alot of people

has an essentially parallel derivation, except that the verb seemin (78) projects no EXPERIENCER
argument, so that the structure formed when seem is merged with its TP complement will not be (75)
above, but rather [ve [v Seem| [trthe president [+to] have upset several peopl€]].

An interesting corollary of the light-verb analysis of raising verbs like seemis that the Italian
counterpart of seemis used with the perfect auxiliary essere ‘be’ rather than avere * have' — as we can
illustrate in relation to:

(79) Mariami e sempre sembrata essere simpatica
Mariameis dways seemed be nice (= ‘Maria has always seemed to meto be nice')

(The position of the EXPERIENCER argument mi ‘to me' in (79) isaccounted for by the fact that it isaclitic
pronoun, and clitics attach to the left of afinite auxiliary or verb in Italian —in this case attaching to the
left of e€‘is’) Earlier, we suggested that in languages with the have/be contrast, have typically selects avP
compl ement with an external argument, whereas be sdlects a vP compl ement with no external argument.
Inthis context, it isinteresting to note (e.g. in relation to structures like (77) above) that the light-verb
found in clauses containing araising predicate like seem projects no external argument, and hence would
be expected to occur with (the rd evant counterpart of) the perfect auxiliary be in alanguage with the
have/be contrast. Data such as (79) are thus consistent with the light-verb analysis of raising predicates
like seem outlined here. (It should be noted, however, that the HAVE/BE contrast is somewhat more
compl ex than suggested here: see Sorace (2000) for a cross-linguistic perspective.)

The more general conclusion to be drawn from our analysisin 89.4-89.8 isthat all verb phrases (both
transitive and intransgitive alike) have a complex shell structure comprising an inner VP core headed by a
lexical verb and an outer vP shell headed by alight-verb, with the lexical verb raising to adjoin to the
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light-verb.

9.9 Transitivelight verbs and accusative case assignment
In the previous chapter, we saw that nominative and null case are assigned to agod by a

matching F-complete probe (the probe being afinite T for nominative case, and a nonfinite control T for
null case): however, we had nothing to say about accusative case assignment. If UG principles determine
that dl structural case-assignment involves assignment of caseto agoa by a F-complete matching probe,
we can hypothesise that accusative caseis likewise assigned to a goal by a F-compl ete probe which
matches the goal in respect of its person and number features. But what could be the probe responsible for
assignment of accusative caseto (say) the accusative complement themin a transitive sentence such as
that bel ow?

(80)  You have upset them
Chomsky in recent work has suggested an answer along the lines of (81) be ow:

(81) A transitivelight-verb carrying person and number F-features serves as a probe which assigns
accusative case to agoal with matching person and number features and an active (unvalued) case
feature

Let’s further suppose that:
(82) Alight-verbistransitiveonlyif it has atheta-marked externa argument

Inthelight of (81) and (82), consider how the derivation of (80) proceeds.

Theverb upset is merged with its complement THEY to form the VP upset THEY (capital letters being
used to denote an abstract |exical item whose precise phonetic spellout as they/themvtheir has not yet been
determined): the pronoun carries interpretabl e third-person, singular-number features and an
uninterpretable (and unvalued) case-feature. The resulting VP isthen merged with anull transitive
light-verb which (since case assignment requires probe and goal to match in F-features) will carry
unvalued and uninterpretabl e person/number features, so forming the v-bar below (with interpretable
features shown in bold and uninterpretable features in italics):

(83 V'
/\
\Y VP
a /\
[u-Perg] Y, PRN
[u-Num] upset THEY
[3-Pers]
[PI-Num]
[u-Case]

The null light-verb probes and identifies THEY as the only active goal which carries an uninterpretable
case feature. The goal THEY values (and, being F-complete, dd etes) the person/number F-features of the
light-verb probe (These will ultimatdy have a null spellout, like the light-verb itself). Conversely, the
transitive light-verb val ues the unval ued case-feature of THEY as accusative in accordance with (81) (so
that THEY is ultimatey spelled out as them) and (by virtue of being F-complete) deletesit, so deriving:

(84) v
/\
\Y VP
a /\
[3-Perg| \Y, PRN
[P-Num| upset THEY
[3-Pers]
[PI-Num]
[Acc-Case]

The null light-verb is affixal, so will trigger raising of the verb upset from V to v. Since the (causative)
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light verb in (84) istransitive, it projects an AGENT external argument. The relevant external argument is
You in (80), and (if it refers to more than one individual) this enters the derivation with interpretable
second-person and plural-number festures, but an unval ued case-feature, so forming the vP (85) bel ow:

(85 e
PRN V'
vou T
[2-Pers] \Y VP
[PI-Num] gHupset
[u-Case] [3-Perq| Y PRN
[P-Nom] dpset them
[3-Perg]
[PI-Num]
[Ace-Case]

The vP thereby formed is merged with anull finite T containing the perfect auxiliary HAVE, which has an
interpretabl e present-tense feature, uninterpretable (and unva ued) F-features, and an uninterpretable
[EPP] feature. Merging T with its vP complement derives:

(86) T
/\
T vP
HAVE T
[Pres-Tng] PRN V'
[u-Pers] YOu T
[u-Num] [2-Pers] \Y VP
[EPP] [PI-Num] gupset
[u-Case] [3-Perg| Y PRN
[P-Num] dpset them
[3-Pers]
[PI-Num]
[Aec-Case]

[+ HAVE] then probes and locates the pronoun YoOU as the only active goal with an unvalued case-feature
which it c-commands. This results in the pronoun val uing and del eting the person/number features of the
auxiliary, and conversdly in the auxiliary valuing the case-feature of the pronoun as nominative, and
deleting it: hencetheitems HAVE and YOU are spelled out as have and you at PF. The [EPP] feature of T
triggers raising of the pronoun you from spec-vP to spec-TP (thereby deleting the [EPF] feature on T),
deriving the structure (87) be ow:

(87) TP
/\
PRN T
You T
[2-Pers] T vP
[PI-Num] have T
[Nem-Case [Pres-Tng| PRN V'
[2-Pers] yeu T
[P-Num| \Y VP
[ERPP] gupset
[3-Perg] \Y PRN
[PHNum| opset them
[3-Perd
[PI-Num]
[Aec-Case]

Theresulting structureis then merged with anull declarative complementiser to derive the CP structure
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associated with (80) You have upset them. (On accusative case assignment in double object structures like
give someone something, see Goodall 1999.)

9.10 Summary
We began this chapter in 89.2 by outlining the claim made by Luigi Rizzi that in clauses

which contain preposed focus/topi c expressions, CP splitsinto a number of separate projections, viz. a
Force Phrase/For ceP, a Topic Phrase/ TopP and a Focus Phrase/FocP (with a Focus head being strong in
finite clauses in English, but not not a Topic or Force head). We pointed out that the split CP analysis of
clauses raises interesting questions about the landing-site of preposed wh-expressions; and we suggested
that relative and exclamative wh-expressions move to the specifier position within the Force Phrase, but
that interrogative wh-expressions move to the specifier position within the Focus Phrase in main-clause
guestions (though move to the specifier position within the Force Phrase in complement-clause questions).
In 89.3 we went on to examine Rizzi’'s claim that split CP structures also contain a Finiteness
Phrase/FinP. We noted his suggestion that clauses containing both a topicalised and a focalised
congtituent are ForceP/TopP/FocP/FinP structures; clauses containing only a topicalised (but no focalised)
congtituent are ForceP/TopP/FinP structures; clauses containing a focalised (but no topicalised)
constituent are ForceP/FocP/FinP structures; and clauses which contain neither afocalised nor a
topicalised constituent are simple CPs (with the relevant force and finiteness features being syncretised on
asingle C head). In §9.4 we went on to outline work by Chomsky, Larson and Ha e suggesting that VPs
can be split into two distinct projections — an inner VP core headed by alexical verb and an outer vP shdll
headed by an affixal light-verb. In particular, we looked at the syntax of ergative verbs like roll which are
used both intransitively in structures like The ball rolled down the hill and transitively in structures like
They rolled the ball down the hill. We argued that the verb phrase in the transitive structures comprises an
inner VP core contained within an outer vP shell headed by a causative light-verb with an AGENT subject,
and that the light-verb triggers raising of the verb roll from V to v. We argued that data relating to the
distribution of various types of adverb lend support to the shell analysis. In §9.5 we extended the shell
analysisto avariety of other double-complement transitive structures including prepositional structures
such as load the cart with hay, resultativeslike turn the litmus-paper red, and double-object structures
like get the teacher a present. We dso outlined Chomsky's vP shell analysis of simple transitive structures
like John read the book, and showed how such an analysis could be extended to unergatives if these are
analysed as transitive predi cates which undergo object-incorporation. In 89.6. Wewent on to outline a
shell analysis of two-place unaccusative predicates, showing how this would account for the word-order
found in Belfast English imperatives such as Go you to school! In 89.7 we extended the shell analysisto
passives like The horse was jumped perfectly over the fence. In 89.8 we saw how the shell analysis can
handle raising structures such as They seem to me to befine, if the EXPERIENCER to meis analysed as
occupying spec-VP, and if the verb seem raises from V to v and so comes to be positioned in front of to
me. We concluded that dl transitive and intransitive verb phrases alike have a shell structure in which the
verb raises fromV to v. In 89.9 we outlined Chomsky' s account of accusative case-marking, under which
accusative caseis assigned to a case-unval ued goal by a F-complete transitive light-verb which has an
externa argument.

WORKBOOK SECTION

Exercise XVII

Assuming the grammaticality judgments given below (which are mine and which may be slightly
different from those of some speakers), discuss how the relevant sentences could be anal ysed within the
split CP framework. Where clauses are bracketed, concern yoursd f only with the structure of the
bracketed material.

He admitted [that students only rarely enjoy syntax]
He admitted [that only rarely do students enjoy syntax]
*He admitted [that only rardy students enjoy syntax]
He admitted [that syntax, students only rarely enjoy]
*He admitted [syntax, students only rarely enjoy]
*He admitted [that syntax do students only rarely enjoy]

OO~ WNPE
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7  Headmitted [that syntax, only rarely do students enjoy]

8 *Headmitted [that syntax do only rardy students enjoy]

9 *Headmitted [that only rardy do syntax, students enjoy]

10 *Headmitted [that only rardly, syntax do students enjoy]

11 *Headmitted [that only rardly, syntax, students enjoy]

12 What kind of courses do students only rarely enjoy?

13 *What kind of courses do only rarely students enjoy?

14  Syntax is something [which only rardy do students enjoy]

15 What'sthereason [why syntax, students only rarely enjoy?|
16 | don't understand [why only rarely do students enjoy syntax]

Helpful hints

To simplify discussion, concern yoursef only with the structure of the | ft periphery of the relevant
clauses —i.e. the Force/ Topi ¢/Focus/Finiteness projections above the TP layer. Assumethat you have
reached a stage of derivation at which a TP has been formed whose head is a null third-person-plura
present-tense affix (Tns), which merges with the verba projection enjoy syntax to form the T-bar Tns
enjoy syntax, and that the adverbial adjunct only rarely is then adjoined to this T-bar to expand it into the
larger T-bar only rarely Tns enjoy syntax, which is then merged with its subject students to form the TP
students only rarely Tns enjoy syntax. In accordance with the DP hypothesi s, assume that both syntax and
students are DPs headed by a null determiner. In relation to 15-16, assume that why originatesin the
position where it ends up.

M odel answer for (1)

Rizzi posits that CP splits into multiple projections in clauses which contain a preposed topic or focus
congtituent. Although only rarely seems to function as a preposed focused expression and syntax as a
preposed topic in the relevant examples above, neither the main admitted clause nor the complement enjoy
clause contains a preposed topic/focus constituent in sentence 1; hence, neither contains a FocP or TopP
projection. Since Rizzi posits that force and finiteness features are syncretised on a single head
(traditionally labelled C) in clauses which do not involve focalisation/topi calisation, both clausesin 1 will
be CPs, the main clause headed by a null complementiser, and the complement clause headed by that.
However, since our concern here is with the structure of the that clause which serves as the compl ement of
the verb admitted, we concentrate on how thisis derived.

Assume (as in the hel pful hints) that we have reached a stage of derivation where we have formed the
TP g students only rarely Tns enjoy @ syntax (where gis a null determiner, and Tnsis athird-person-plural
present-tense affix). Because thereis no intervening topic or focus projection, the relevant force and
finiteness features are here syncretised onto a single C/complementiser head (which is therefore marked as
being both declarative and finite), so forming the structure shown in highly simplified form in (i) below:

(i)  [cp[cthatpec, rin] [p @ Students only rarely [+ Tns] enjoy syntax]]

The (third-person-plural present-tense) Tns affix will subsequently be lowered onto the adjacent verb
ENJOY in the PF component, with the result that this is ultimately spelled out as the third person plural
present tense form enjoy. The complementiser introducing the clausein (i) can be spelled out either as that
by virtue of carrying a declarative-force feature (in accordance with (26i) in the main text), or can be
given anull spellout as @ by virtue of carrying a finiteness feature (in accordance with (26ii) in the main
text). We therefore correctly predict that alongside sentence 1, we can also have a sentence like (ii) bel ow,
in which the bracketed complement clause contains a null complementiser:

(i) Headmitted [g students only rarely enjoy syntax]

Exercise XVIII
Discuss how the syntax of the following sentences coul d be and ysed within the VP shell
framewaork, giving arguments in support of your analysis.

1 They will increase the price to 30 dollars
2 Shdl wesit himin the chair?
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3 Will you climb me up there? (Child English)

4 Thismight make himangry

5 Hewill explain the problemfully to me

6  You must show her that she can trust you

7  Tourists may smuggledrugsillegaly into the country

8 Itwas placed carefully in the folder

9 The police werereported by the press to have arrested a suspect
10  Several politicians are widely thought to be suspected of corruption
11 There does seem to meto remain some unrest in Utopia
12 Some evidence does appear to have emerged of corruption

Comment in particular on the syntax of the italicised constituents, saying what position each one occupies,
what caseit receives and how. In relation to (3), identify the nature of the error made by the child.

Helpful hints
In relation to the merger of verbs and nouns with their internal arguments, assume that internal arguments
are canonically projected within VP in the hierarchical order given by the Thematic Hierarchy bel ow:

13  THEME > other internal arguments > AGENT by-phrase argument > clausal argument

where > = ‘isprojected higher up in the VP structure than’. This means that the first internal argument to
be merged with averb (as its complement) will be the lowest one on the hierarchy, and the second to be
merged (as its specifier) will be the second lowest — and so on.

M odel answer for 1
The verb increase can be used not only as an transitive verb in sentences such as 1 above, but also as an
intransitive verb in sentences such as:

(i) Thepricewill increaseto 30 dollars

Accordingly, we can take increase to be an ergative predicate which has much the same syntax as the verb
roll discussed in the main text. Thiswould mean that 1 is derived as follows. The verb increase merges
with its PP complement to 30 dollars to form the V-bar increase to 30 dollars; this V-bar in turn merges
with the DP the price to form the VP (ii) be ow:

L
DP V!
the price /\
Y PP

increase to 30 dollars

I'n accordance with the Thematic Hierarchy in 13, the THEME argument the pricein (ii) occupies a higher
position within the structure than the GOAL argument to 30 dollars. On Chomsky’s account of ergative
structures, the VP in (ii) subsequently merges with a causative light-verb g with an external AGENT
argument (= they). Thelight verb is F-compl ete and hence serves as a probe, identifying the price asan
active goal (by virtue of its unvalued case-feature), and assigning it accusative case in accordance with
(81) inthe main text. Because the light-verb is affixal, the verb increase adjoins to it, so that at the end of
the vP cycle we have the structure shown bel ow:

(iii) VP
PRN V'
% VP

grincrease /\

DP \'A
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the price /\
V PP
increase to 30 dollars

ThevP in (iii) is then merged with a T constituent containing will, and this assigns nominative case to the
subject they (since the two match in respect of their F-features, albeit those of will areinvisible). Since T
has an [EPP] feature, it triggers raising of the subject they to spec-TP. Merging the resulting TP with anull
declarative C forms the CP shown in simplified form bel ow:

(iv)  [crlc 9 [trthey [+ will] [ they [, g+increase] [ve the price [y Hrerease] to 30 dollars]]]]

10.

Phases

10.1 Overview

In this chapter, we look at recent work by Chomsky suggesting that syntactic structureis built up in
phases (with phases including CP and transitive vP). At the end of each phase, part of the syntactic
structure aready formed undergoestransfer to the phonological and semantic components, with the result
that the rdl evant part of the structureis inaccessible to further syntactic operations from that point on.

10.2 Phases

In 88.5, we noted Chomsky’s claim in recent work that all syntactic operationsinvolve a
relaion between aprobe P and alocal goal G which is sufficiently ‘close’ to the probe (or, in the case of
multiple agreement, arelation between a probe and more than oneloca goal). We saw that Chomsky
(2001, p.13) remarksthat ‘the P, G relation must be locd’ in order ‘to minimise search’, because the
L anguage Faculty can only hold a limited amount of structurein its ‘active memory’ (Chomsky 1999,
p.9). Accordingly, syntactic structures are built up one phase a atime. Chomsky suggests (1999, p.9) that
phases are ‘ propositional’ in nature, and include CP and transitive vP (more specifically, vP with an
externa argument, which he denotes as v*P). His rational e for taking CP and v*P as phasesis that CP
represents a compl ete clausal complex (including a specification of force), and v*P represents a compl ete
thematic (argument structure) complex (including an external argument).

Once all the operations which apply within a given phase have been compl eted, the domain of the
phase (i.e. the complement of its head) becomes impenetrable to further syntactic operations. As we have
already seen, Chomsky refers to this condition as the Phase I mpenetrability Condition/PIC —and we
can state it informally as follows (cf. Chomsky 2001, p.5, ex. 6)

(1) Phaselmpenetrability Condition/PIC
The c-command domain of a phase head is impenetrabl e to an external probe (i.e. A goa whichis
c-commanded by the head of a phaseis impenetrable to any probe c-commanding the phase)

Thereason why the domain of the phase head isimpenetrabl e to an external probe (according to Chomsky
2001, p.5) isthat once a compl ete phase has been formed, the domain of the phase undergoes atransfer
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operaion by which therd evant (domain) structureis simultaneously sent to the phonologica component
to be assigned an appropria e phonetic representation, and to the semantic component to be assigned an
appropriate semanti c representation — and from that point on, the relevant domain is no longer accessible
to the syntax. So, for example, once a complete CP phase has been formed, the TP which is the domain
(i.e. complement) of the phase head C will be sent to the phonological and semantic
components for processing. As aresult, TPis no longer visiblein the syntax, and hence neither TP itsdf
nor any congtituent of TP can subsequently serve as a goal for a higher probe of any kind: i.e. no probe
c-commanding CP can enter into arelation with TP or any constituent of TP.

In order to make our discussion more concrete, consider the derivation of the following sentence:

(2)  Will Ruritaniawithdraw troops from Utopia?

Given the vP+VP analysis of verb phrases outlined in the previous chapter, (2) will be derived as follows.
The verb withdraw merges with its complement from Utopia (with Utopia being a DP headed by a null
determiner, given the DP hypothesis) and its specifier troops (which is a QP headed by a null partitive
quantifier @) to form the VP g troops withdraw from g Utopia. This is then merged with a causative light
verb whose external AGENT argument is Ruritania (another DP headed by a null determiner): since the
light-verb is affixal, it triggers movement of the verb withdraw from its origina (itaicised) positioninV
to v, so deriving (3) bd ow:

DP V'
@ Ruritania /\
\Y VP
g+withdraw /\
QP V'
@ troops
\Y PP
withdraw from @ Utopia

Thelight verb will agree with (and assign accusative case to) the QP g troops. Since atransitivevP (i.e. a
vP with an external argument) is a phase, and since the vP in (3) is transitive and has the external
argument g Ruritania, the VP constituent (by virtue of being the domain/complement of the light-verb
which is the head of the phase) will undergo transfer to the phonologica and semantic components at this
point, and thereafter cease to be accessible to further syntactic operations. Let’s suppose that as part of the
transfer operation, traces are marked as having a null spellout in the phonol ogical component (this being
indicated by strikethrough), and that uninterpretabl e features which have been dd eted by operation of
agreement are removed from the structure handed over to the semantic component, but not from the
structure handed over to the phonologica component. Consequently, the phonologica component will not
spell out the trace of the verb withdraw in V, and only the constituents @ troops and from Utopia will be
given an overt phonetic spellout.

The syntactic computation then proceeds once more, with [+ will] being merged with the vP in (3) to
form the T-bar shown below (outline font be ng used to indicate those parts of the structure which
received an overt or null spdlout in the phonological component after the VP underwent transfer at the
end of the vP phase, and strikethrough marking traces receiving anull spellout):

(4) /T\
T vP
will /\

DP v'

@ Ruritania /\

\Y VP
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gtwithdraw withdraw @ troops from ¢ Utopia

Since [+ will] has uninterpretable (and unvalued) person/number features, it isan active probe which
searches for alocal goa to value and dd ete its unval ued features. Neither @ troops nor @ Utopia are
accessible to the probewill (since both are contained within a VP which has already been transferred to
the phonol ogical and semantic components); however, the DP g Ruritania is accessible to will and is
syntactically active by virtue of its uninterpretable case feature. Hence, will agrees (invisibly) with and
assigns (invisible) nominative case to the DP g Ruritania. The auxiliary [+ will] also has an [EPP] feature
requiring movement of the closest matching goa to spec-TP; accordingly, the DP g Ruritania is moved
fromitsorigina (italicised) position in spec-vP to become the specifier of will, so deriving the structure:

(5) TP

DP T
@ Ruritania /\
T vP
will /\
DP V'
@ Ruritania /\
% VP
g+withdraw withdraw o troops from e Utopia

Theresulting TP is merged with anull interrogative C. Let’s suppose (as we did in §6.8) that yes-no
guestions contain a null yes-no-question operator in spec-CP (e.g. anull counterpart of the adverb
whether), and that C is strong/affixal and attractswill to move from itsorigind (italicised) positionin T to
adjointo the null C heading CP. If so, at the end of the CP cycle we will have the structure (6) below:

ADV C'
/\
C TP
DP T
g Ruritania /\
T vP
DP V'
g Ruritania /\
v VP

gtwithdraw  wwithdraw o troops from & Utopia

Since CP is a phase and the domain of the head of aphaseis spelled out at the end of a phase, TP
undergoes transfer to the phonological and semantic components at this point. The transfer operation
results in theitalicised traces of will and g Ruritania receiving a null spellout in the phonol ogical
component.

However, we are now left with something of a problem. We have come to the end of the derivation, but
so far neither C nor the null yes-no question operator which serves as its specifier have been ‘handed over’
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to the phonol ogical and semantic components for further processing. In order to ensure that this happens,
let’s make the additional assumption in (7ii) below about transfer:

(7) Transfer
(i) Attheend of each phase, the domain (i.e. complement of the phase head) undergoes transfer
(ii) At theend of the overal derivation, all remaining congtituents undergo transfer

In the case of (6), the two remaining constituents which have not yet undergonetransfer arethose at the
edge of CP (the edge of a projection comprising its head and any specifiers/adjunctsit has) —i.e. the
C-constituent containing will and the null yes-no question operator in spec-CP. Accordingly, these
undergo transfer to the phonol ogi cal/semantic components at the end of the overall derivation.

10.3 Intransitive and defective clauses
Our illustrative account of phases in the previous section involved a structure containing a
transitive vP phase and a CP phase. However, since nether intransitive dauses (i.e those containing a vP
with no externa argument) nor defective clauses (i.e. clauses which are TPs lacking a CP projection) are
phases, things work differently in such structures — as we canillustrate in relation to the derivation of:

(8) Therearethought by some to remain numerous problemsin Utopia

The unaccusative verb remain merges with its LOCATIVE complement in g Utopia (Utopia being a DP
headed by anull determiner) to form the V-bar remain in g Utopia, and this V-bar is in turn merged with
its THEME argument (the quantifier phrase numerous problems) to form the VP numerous problems
remain in g Utopia. This VP in turn is merged with a null light-verb which, being affixal, triggers
movement of the verb remain fromitsitalicised position in V to adjoin to thelight verb, so deriving:

9 vP

/\

\Y VP
gtremain /\
QP V'
numerous problems
\Y PP
remain in g Utopia

Although atransitive vP is a phase (and requires its domain to be spelled out), the vP in (9) isintransitive
becauseit has no external argument (i.e. vP has no specifier). Hence, its VP compl ement does not undergo
transfer at this point, and the syntactic derivation proceeds by merging the resulting vP with infinitival to.
If (as Chomsky 2001, fn.56 argues) infinitival to has an [EPP] feature and a person feature in defective
clauses, it follows that to must project a specifier with person properties. Let’s suppose that this
requirement is satisfied by merging expletive there in spec-TP, so deriving:

PRN T
there /\
T vP
\Y VP
ﬂ+remai n /\
QP V'

numerous problems /\
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\Y PP
remain in g Utopia

The TP in (10) isthen merged as the complement of the passive participle thought, forming a V-bar
congtituent which is in turn merged with the AGENT by-phrase by someto form a VP. Given our
assumption in the previous chapter that al verb phrases have a complex shell structure, the resulting VP
will in turn be merged as the complement of alight verb (arguably one which is participial in nature, so
accounting for why the verb is eventually spdled out in the passive participle form thought, and why
Chomsky 1999 uses the label PRT to denote the relevant participial head): since light verbs are affixal in
nature, this means that the verb thought will raise to adjoin to the light verb. Merging the resulting vP with
the passive auxiliary BE will derive the T-bar constituent shown bel ow:

(11) T
T vP
BE /\
v VP
g+thought /\
PP V'
by some /\
\% TP
thought
PRN T
there /\
T vP
to /\
\Y VP
gt+remain /\
QP V'
numerous T
problems Vv PP

remain in @ Utopia

At this point, BE is an active probe by virtue of its uninterpretabl e (and unvalued) F-features, and so it
searches for an active locd goal to vaueits person/number features. There are two such goals within the
structurein (11), namely the third person expl etive pronoun there (active by virtue of its uninterpretable
person feature) and the third person plural QP numerous problems (active by virtue of its uninterpretable
and unvalued case feature). Both there and numerous problems are accessible gods for BE since neither is
contai ned within a structure which has undergone transfer. Chomsky (2001) suggests that a probe P
locates every active matching goal G within its search space (i.e. within that part of the syntactic structure
which is access ble to the probe by virtue of not yet having undergone transfer), and that wherethereis
more than one such god, the probe simultaneously agrees with al the relevant goals at the sametime: cf
his (2001, p.13) remark that ‘P can find any matching goal in the phase PH that it heads, simultaneously
deleting uninterpretable features.” (We can assume that the pronoun some is not active at this point,
becauseit falls within the domain of a closer probe by which will aready have valued its case case feature
as accusative.) What this means is that since BE has uni nterpretabl e person and number features, it will
locate every active goal within its search space which has a person and/or number feature. Sincethere has
athird-person feature which is uninterpretabl e (making it active), there is one such goal; likewise,

numer ous problems is another active god, sinceit has third-person and plural-number features and is
active by virtue of its uninterpretabl e case feature. Accordingly, BE simultaneously agrees in person with
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there and numerous problems, and in number with numerous problems, so that BE is assigned the values
[third-person, plural-number]. Since numerous problemsis F-complete, it can delete the uninterpretable
person/number features of BE. Conversely, BE (by virtue of being finite) can va ue the unval ued case-
feature of numerous problems as nominative, and (because BE is also F-compl ete) can del ete the relevant
case-feature (and a so the person feature of there). The [EPP] feature of T is dd eted by moving the closest
active godl (i.e. there) from its origina position as the specifier of to (italicised below) to become the
specifier of BE. Merging the resulting TP with a null ded arative compl ementiser derives the CP structure
shown in simplified formin (12) below:

(12) CP

/\

cC

o /\

PRN

there /\
T vP
BE /\

\Y

a+thought /\
PP
by some /\
\%
thought /\
PRN
there /\
T vP
to /\
\Y VP
g+remain /\
QP V'
numerous — T~
problems \% PP

remain in g Utopia

Since CP is a phase, the TP headed by [+ BE] which constitutes its domain will undergo transfer at this
point, in accordance with (7i). Theitalicised traces of moved constituents will be given anull spdlout, and
theauxiliary BE in T will be spelled out as are in the phonological component (sinceit has been valued as
third person plural in the course of the derivation). The null C heading CP subsequently undergoes transfer
by (7ii), and is assigned a null spellout in the phonological component, and interpreted in the semantic
component as marking the relevant sentence as declarativein force.

In the context of our discussion of phases here, the key point which emerges is that neither an
intransitive vP nor a defective TP clause constitutes a phase — e.g. in the case of (12), not the intransitive
VP containing remain, or the vP containing the passive partic ple thought, or the defective TP complement
of thought. In consequence, the relevant vP and TP congtituents are still accessiblein the syntax at the
point where BE is introduced into the derivation, so allowing BE to agree with numerous problems.
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10.4 Wh-movement through spec-CP
The phase-based theory of syntax outlined above has far-reaching consequences for the
operation of A-bar movement operations like wh-movement — as we can illustrate in rel ation to the
following sentence:

(13) Whereisit thought that he will go?

The derivation of (13) proceeds as follows. The unaccusative verb go is merged with its GOAL argument
(the locative adverbia pronoun where) to form the V-bar go where, which in turnis merged with its
THEME argument he to form the VP he go where. Thisin turn is merged with anull affixal light-verb
which triggers raising of the verb go to v fromits original (italicised) positioninV, so forming:

.
\Y VP
o+go /\
PRN V'
he
\Y PRN
go where

Since VP isintransitive (by virtue of the fact that the light-verb has no external argument), vP is not a
phase, and Transfer cannot apply at this point. The syntactic computation therefore continues, with

[+ will] merging with the vP in (14). Will agrees with (and assigns nomi native case to) he, and the [EPF]
feature of will triggers raising of he fromits original position (italicised below) in spec-V P to spec-TP.
Merging the complementiser that with the resulting TP forms the CP shown in (15) bd ow:

(15) CP

/\

C TP
that /\
PRN T
he /\
T vP
will /\
\Y VP
@+go /\
PRN V'
he
\ PRN
go where

Since CP isaphase, its domain (i.e. its TP complement) will undergo transfer at this point. This means
that neither TP nor any of the constituents of TP will subsequently be accessible to further syntactic
operations—i.e. in effect, TP and its constituents of TP are frozen in place once TP undergoes transfer.
However, this causes an obvious problem, since if all constituents of TP are frozen in place at this
point, the wh-word where will be unable to move from the (sentence-final) VP-complement position it
occupiesin (15) to the (sentence-initial) main dause CP-specifier position which it clearly needsto
occupy in (13) Whereisit thought that he will go? One way to overcome this problem is to assume that
wh-movement applies in a successive-cyclic fashion, and that the complementiser that in structures like
(15) has an [EPF] feature and a [wH] feature which together trigger movement of the closest wh-expression
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(= where) to become the specifier of the complement-clause CP headed by that before where subsequently
moves on to become the specifier of the main dause C constituent containing the inverted auxiliary is. If
thisis so, at the stage of derivation represented in (15) above, where will move from theitalicised position
shown in (16) beow to become the specifier of that:

PRN c
where /\
C TP
that /\
PRN T
he /\
T vP
will /\
\Y VP
@+go /\
PRN V'
he
\Y PRN
go where

At this point (once al the operations which apply on the CP-cycle have applied) the domain of C (i.e its
TP complement) will undergo transfer in accordance with (7i), because CP is a phase: one consequence of
thisisthat theitalicised traces will be marked as receiving anull spellout in the phonological component.

After transfer of TP is completed, the syntactic computation continues. The CPin (16) is merged as the
compl ement of the verb THINK, and the resulting VP isin turn merged as the compl ement of a participial
light-verb (ensuring that THINK is eventually spelled out as the passive participl e thought), with the verb
THINK (below shown as thought) raising to adjoin to the light verb. Theresulting vP is in turn merged as
the complement of [+ BE], which has an [EPP] feature that is deleted by merger of expletiveit in spec-TP (it
in turn serving as a probe va uing the agreement features of BE). Merging the resulting TP with a null
affixal C will trigger raising of BE fromits original (italicised) positionin T to C; since C dsohasa
wh-attracting [EPP] feature, it will trigger movement of where from the italicised spec-CP position in the
compl ement clause into spec-CP position in the main clause, so deriving the CP shown in simplified form
in (17) below:

(a0 CP
PRN c'
where /\
C TP
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T vP
is /\
Y VP
g+thought /\
\Y CP
thought /\
PRN CP
where /\
C TP

that he will go where
Since CP is a phase, its domain (= the main clause TP) will undergo transfer by (7i) at this point, so that
theitalicised traces of is, thought and where will receive a null spdlout in the phonological component.
Subsequently, the constituents wher e and i s+ g on the edge of the root CP undergo transfer by (7ii).

What our discussion heretells usisthat just as A-movement appliesin a successive-cydic fashion
(each time moving the relevant nominal into the next highest spec-TP position in the structure), so too
(within a phase-based theory of syntax) A-bar movement operations like wh-movement must apply in a
successive-cyclic fashion: this means that each time a new phase head is introduced into the structure, it
will serve as a probe which attracts the closest wh-goal to move into its specifier position.

10.5 Wh-movement through spec-vP in transitive clauses
Our discussion in the previous section showed that the assumption that CPs are phases means
that long-di stance wh-movement requires successive-cyclic movement of a moved wh-expression through
intermediate spec-CP positions. However, since transitive vPs are also phases, it follows that in structures
contai ning one or moretransitive vPs, wh-movement will have to pass through intermediate spec-vP
positions as well (since transitive vPs are phases). We canillustrate how this works in terms of the
following example:

(18) What havethey done?

(18) will be derived as follows. The verb DO (shown hereinits spellout form done) merges with its
thematic complement what to form the VP done what. This is merged with atransitive light verb whose
externa argument isthey and which (by virtue of being affixal) triggers raising of done fromV to v; the
light verb (by virtue of being transitive) also va ues the case-feature of what as accusative and (by virtue
of being F-complete) deletesit. Let’s suppose that just as C can have an [EPP] feature attracting
movement of a wh-expression, so too a transitive light-verb (perhaps by virtue of being a phase head, like
C) can likewise have awh-attracting [EPP] feature. This being so, what will be moved to become a second
specifier for vP, forming the structure bel ow:

R .
PRN v"
PRN V'
they /\
\% VP
gt+done
\Y PRN
done what

The notational convention assumed in (19) is that first-merge of a head H with its complement forms an
H-bar/H'" projection; second-merge of H with a specifier forms an H-double-bar/H" projection; third merge
of H with another specifier forms an H-treble-bar/H™ projection...and so on. However, by tradition, the
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maximal projection of H is denoted as HP: hence, the node labdled vP in (19) is a v-treble-bar projection,
but is labeled vP becauseit isthe maximal projection of the relevant light verb.

The double-specifier analysisin (19) isin accordance with Chomsky’s (1998, p.16) assumption that a
head can have multiple specifiers—in the case of (19), an inner specifier they representing the external
argument of the light verb, and an outer specifier what which deletes the [EPP] feature of thelight verb. In
accordance with (7i), the VP in (19) will undergo transfer at the end of the vP phase, and thetwo itdicised
traces will thereby be given a null spellout. Of course, if what had not moved to spec-vP at this point, it
would have been speled out in situ and hence frozen in place, and thereby wrongly be predicted to be
unable to undergo wh-movement.

Since atransitive vP is a phase, the VP domain done what in (19) will undergo transfer at the end of
the vP cycle, and the trace copies of the moved constituents done and what will each receive a null
spellout. The derivation then proceeds by merging [+ have] with the vP in (19), forming the T-bar (20)
bel ow:

(20) /T\
T vP
have /\
PRN v"

\Y VP
g+done done what

The probe have now searches for an appropriate goal. It needsto ‘skip over’ what and instead identify they
asthe expression that it agrees with, assigns nominative case to and attracts to moveto spec-TP. Clearly
we cannot say that what is inactive as agoal sinceit needs to be an active goal in order to be able to
undergo subsequent wh-movement. However, it seems reasonabl e to suppose that what is active only for
agreement with an A-bar head, not for agreement with an A-head. (In the terminology of Roberts 1994, a
head like T which allows only an argument as its specifier is an A-head, and a head like C which allows
either an argument or an adjunct as its specifier isan A-bar head.) More specifically, we can suppose that
anoun or pronoun expression which carries interpretable person/number/gender fegturesis only active for
agreement with an A-head if it has an unvalued and undel eted case-feature: this would mean that what is
indigible for A-agreement because its case feature was val ued as accusative and del eted by the transitive
light-verb at the earlier stage of derivation shown in (19) above. By contrast, sincethey in (20) has an
unvalued case feature, it is active for A-agreement and A-movement (but not for A-bar movement).
Accordingly, have agrees with, assigns nominative case to and triggers movement of the subject they, so
deriving:

(21) TP
PRN T
they /\
T vP
ha\/e /\
PRN V"
PRN V'
they /\
\Y VP

g+done done what
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This TP is then merged with a null complementiser with a strong tense feature (triggering movement of
have from T to C) and an [EPP] feature which triggers movement of what to spec-CP, so deriving:

(22) /CP\
PRN C'
C TP
havetg
PRN T
they /\
T vP
have /\
PRN v"

g+done done-what

At the end of the CP phase, TP undergoes transfer in accordance with (7i) and the italicised traces are
given anull spdlout in the phonological component. Subsequently, the constituents at the edge of CP (i.e.
its specifier what and its head have+ g) undergo transfer in accordance with (7ii).

Our discussion of the derivation of (18) What have they done? shows us that in transitive clauses A-bar
movement will involve movement through spec-vP into spec-CP. An obvious i mplication of thisisthat
wh-sentences like (23) beow which contain two transitive clauses:

(23)  What might shethink that they will do?

will correspondingly involve successive-cyclic wh-movement through two spec-vP positions (and likewise
through two spec-CP positions) — as shown in skeletal form be ow:

(24) [ W]at [ might] she [, whgt think [ce whgt [c that] they will [,» whag do whad]]]]

More generdly, a sentence containing n transitive verbs and m CPs intervening between the original
position of awh-expression and its ultimate landing site will invol ve movement through n spec-vP
positions and m spec-CP positions.

10.6 Evidence for wh-movement through spec-CP
The discussion in the previous section shows how (in a phase-based theory of syntax in which
CPs and transitive vPs are phases) theoretical considerations force successive-cyclic wh-movement
through spec-CP and spec-vP. However, an interesting question which arises is whether thereis any
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empirical evidencein support of the successive-cyclic andysis. Aswe shall seg, thereisin fact

cons derable evidence in support of such an analysis. In this section, welook at evidencein support of
successive-cyclic movement through spec-CP; and in the next section, we examine evidence of
successive-cyclic movement through spec-vP.

Le’s begin by looking at evidence from English. Part of the evidence comes from theinterpretation of
reflexive anaphors like himself. Aswe saw in Exerdise 3.2, these are subject to Principle A of Binding
Theory which requires an anaphor to belocaly bound and hence to have an antecedent within the TP most
immediately containing it. This requirement can beillustrated by the contrast in (25) bel ow:

(25)(@) *Jim was surprised that [p Peter wasn't sure [cpthat [+p Mary liked this picture of himsalf best]]]
(b)  Jimwas surprised that [+r Peter wasn't sure [cp which picture of himself [+p Mary liked best]]]

In (254), the TP most immediately contai ning the refl exive anaphor himself is the bold-printed TP whose
subject is Mary, and since thereis no suitabl e (third person masculine singular) antecedent for himself
within this TP, the resulting sentence violates Binding Principle A and so is ill-formed. However, in (25b)
the wh-phrase which picture of himself has been moved to the specifier position within the bracketed CP,
and the TP most immediatel y contai ning the reflexive anaphor is theitalicised TP whose subject is Peter.
Sincethisitalicsed TP does indeed contain a c-commanding antecedent for himself (namely its subject
Peter), thereis no violation of Principle A if himself is construed as bound by Peter — though Principle A
prevents Jim from being the antecedent of himself.

In thelight of this restriction, consider the following sentence:

(26)  Which picture of himself wasn’t he surethat Mary liked best?

In (26), the antecedent of himself is he —and yet himself is d early not c-commanded by he, as we see from
(27) below (simplified, and showing only overt constituents):

(27) CP

N T

o) p e
which wasn't
N PP PRN T
picture /\ he surethat Mary liked best
P PRN
of himse f

In fact, the only e ements c-commanded by the pronoun he in (27) are T-bar and its constituents. But if he
does not c-command himself in (27), how come heisinterpreted as the antecedent of himself when we
would have expected such a structure to violate Principle A of Binding Theory and hence to beill-formed?

We can provide a principled answer to this question if we suppose that wh-movement operatesin a
successive-cyclic fashion, and involves an intermediate stage of derivation represented in (28) below
(smplified by showing overt constituents only):

(28) [tpHewasn't sure[cp which picture of himsdf that [+p Mary liked best]]]

(Note that (28) is an intermediate stage of derivation, not a compl ete sentence structure; if it werea
sentence, in relevant varieties it would violate the M ultiply Filled Comp Filter discussed in §6.10.)

In (28), the anaphor himsdf has a c-commanding antecedent within theitalicised TP most immediately
containing it — namely the pronoun he. If we follow Beletti and Rizzi (1988), Uriagereka (1988) and
Lebeaux (1991) in supposing that the requirements of Principle A can be satisfied at any stage of
derivation, it follows tha positing that a sentence like (26) involves an intermediate stage of derivation
like (28) enables us to account for why himself is construed as bound by he. More generally, sentences like
(26) provide us with evidence that long-distance wh-movement involves successive cyclic movement
through intermedi ate spec-CP positions — and hence with evidence that CP is a phase. (See Fox 2000 and
Barss 2001 for more detailed discussion of related structures). At a subsequent stage of derivation, the
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wh-QP which picture of himself moves into spec-CP in the main clause, so deriving the structure (27)
associated with (26) Which picture of himself wasn't he sure that Mary liked best?

A further argument for successive-cyclic wh-movement through spec-CP (and consequently for the
phasehood of CP) is offered by M cCloskey (2000), based on observations about quantifier stranding/
floating in West Ulster English. In this variety, awh-word can be modified by the universal quantifier all,
giving rise to questions such as:

(29) What all did you get for Christmas? (= ‘What are al the things which you got for Christmas?)

McCloskey argues that in such sentences, the quantifier and the wh-word originate as a single constituent.
He further maintains that under wh-movement, the wh-word what can either pied-pipe the quantifier all
along with it asin (29) above, or can move on its own leaving the quantifier all stranded. In this
connection, consider the sentences in (30) bel ow:

(30)(& What all do you think that he'll say that we should buy?

(b)  What do you think all that he'll say that we should buy?

(c) What do you think that he'll say all that we should buy?

(d)  What do you think that he' Il say that we should buy all?

McCloskey claims (2000, p.63) that ‘ All in wh-quantifier float constructions appears in positions for
which thereis considerabl e independent evidence that they are either positions in which wh-movement
originates or positions through which wh-movement passes. We have in these observations a new kind of
argument for the successive-cyclic character of long wh-movement.’

McCloskey argues that the derivation of (30a-d) proceeds along the following lines (simplified in a
number of ways). The quantifier all merges with its complement what to form the structure [all what]. The
wh-word what then raises to become the specifier of all, forming the overt QP [what all]. The resulting QP
[what all] is merged as the object of buy, forming [buy what all]. If what undergoes wh-movement on its
own in subsequent stages of derivation, we derive (30d) ‘What do you think that he'll say that we should
buy all”? But suppose that the quantifier all is pied-piped a ong with what under wh-movement until we
reach the stage shown in skeletal form below:

(31) [cpwhat all [¢ that] we should buy]

If wh-movement then extracts what on its own, the quantifier all will be stranded in the most deeply
embedded spec-CP position, so deriving (30c) ‘What do you think that he'll say all that we should buy?
By contrast, if all is pied-piped aong with what until the end of the intermediate CP cycle, we derive:

(32) [cpWhat all [cthat] he'll say that we should buy]

If wh-movement then extracts what on its own, the quantifier all will be stranded in theintermediate
spec-CP position and we will ultimately derive (30b) * What do you think all that he' Il say that we should
buy? But if all continues to be pied-piped aong with what throughout the remai ning stages of derivation,
we ultimately derive (30a) ‘What all do you think that he'll say that we should buy?

Thereis aso considerable empirical evidence in support of successive-cyclic movement through
spec-CP from a number of other languages. One such piece of evidence comes from preposition
pied-piping in Afrikaans. Du Plessis (1977, p.724) notes that in structures containing a wh-pronoun used
as the complement of a preposition in Afrikaans, a moved wh-pronoun can either pied-pipe (i.e. carry
along withiit) or strand (i.e. leave behind) the preposition — as the following sentences illustrate:

(33) (& Waarvoor dink julle[werk ons]?
What-for think you work we?
‘What do you think we are working for?

(b) Waar dink julle[werk onsvoor]?
What think you work we for? (sameinterpretation as 33a)

(c0 Waar dink julle[voor werk ons]?
What think you for work we? (sameinterpretation as 33a)

Du Plessis argues that sentences such as (33c) involve movement of the PP waarvoor ‘what-for’ to
spec-CP position within the bracketed complement dause, foll owed by movement of waar ‘what’ onits
own into the main clause spec-CP position, thereby stranding the preposition in the intermediate spec-CP
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position. On this view, sentences like (33c) provide empirical evidence that long-distance wh-movement
involves movement through intermediate spec-CP positions.

A rather different kind of argument for successive-cyclic wh-movement comes from the phenomenon
of wh-copying. A number of languages exhibit a form of long-distance wh-movement which invol ves
leaving an overt copy of a moved wh-pronoun in intermediate spec-CP positions — asillustrated by the
following structures cited in Felser (2004):

(3@ Wer tinke jo wér't Jan wennet
Where think you where'that Jan lives?
‘“Where do you think that John lives? (FRISIAN, Hiemstra 1986, p.99)

(b) Kas oDemiri mislendlakasi Arifadikhla?
Whom Demir think whom Arifa saw?
‘“Whom does Demir think Arifa saw? (ROMANI, adapted from McDanie 1989, p569, fn.5)

(0 Wer glaubst du, wer dassdu bist?
Who think you who that you are?
“Who do you think that you are? (GERMAN, Fansd ow & Mahgjan 2000: 220)
In cases of long-distance wh-movement out of more than one complement clause, a copy of a moved wh-
pronoun appeers at the beginning of each clause — as illustrated by (35) bel ow:

(35) Wen glaubst du, wen Peter meint, wen Susi heiratet?
Who believe you who Peter thinks who Susi marries?
‘“Who do you believe Peter thinks that Susi is marrying? (GERMAN, Felser 2004, p.563)

The wh-copies | eft behind at intermediate landing-sites in sentences such as (34) and (35) suggest that
|ong-distance wh-movement invol ves movement of the wh-expression through intermedi ate spec-CP
positions — precisdy as a phase-based theory of syntax would lead us to expect (See Nunes 2001 for
further discussion.)

A parald wh-copying phenomenon is reported in an intriguing study of the acquisition of
wh-questi ons by Ros Thornton (1995). She reports chil dren producing long-distance wh-copy questions
such as the following (1995, p.147):

(36)(8) What do you think [what Cookie Monster eats]?
(b)  Who do you think [who the cat chased]?
(0  How do you think [how Superman fixed the car]?

I'n such cases, the bol d-pri nted wh-word moves to the front of the overall sentence, but |eaves an italicised
copy at the front of the bracketed complement clause. What this suggests is that wh-movement involves an
intermediate step by which the wh-expression moves to spec-CP position within the bracketed

compl ement clause before moving into its final landing-site in the main clause spec-CP position. The error
made by the children liesin not deleting the italicised medial trace of the wh-word. Of course, this raises
the question of why the children don’t del ete the intermediate wh-word. One answer may be that the null
compl ementiser heading the bracketed complement clause is treated by the children as being a clitic which
attaches to its specifier (just as have cliticises to its specifier in Who' ve they arrested?). Leaving an overt
wh-copy of the pronoun behind provides a host for the clitic wh-complementiser to attach to. Such an
analysis seems by no means implausiblein the light of the observation made by Guasti, Thornton and
Wexler (1995) that young children produce auxiliary-copying negative questions such as the following
(the names of the children and their ages in years;months bei ng shown in parentheses):

(37) (@  What did he didn’t wanna bring to school ? (Darrell 4;1)
(b)  Why could Snoopy couldn’t fit in the boat? (Kathy 4;0)

If we assumethat contracted negative n't istreated by the children as a PF enclitic (i.e. aclitic which
attaches to the end of an immediately preceding auxiliary host in the PF component), we can conclude that
the children spell out the trace of the inverted auxiliary did in order to provide a host for the enclitic
negative n't. More generally, data like (37) suggest that children may overtly spdl out traces as away of
providing a host for adlitic.
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A redated phenomenon is reported by Alison Henry in her (1995) book on Befast English. She notes
that in main dause wh-questions in Belfast English, not only the main dause C but also intermediate C
congtituents show T-to-C movement (i.e. auxiliary inversion), asillustrated be ow:

(38) What did Mary claim [did they steal]? (Henry 1995, p.108)

We can account for auxiliary inversion in structures like (38) in a straightforward fashion if we suppose
that (in main and complement clauses alike in Belfast English) a C which attracts an interrogative
wh-expression also carries an affixal [TNS] feature triggering auxiliary inversion. In order to explain
auxiliary inversion in the bracketed complement clause in (38), we would then have to suppose that the
head C of CP carries [WH, EPP] features which trigger movement of the i nterrogative pronoun what
through spec-CP, given our assumption that C has an affixal [TNS] feature triggering auxiliary inversionin
clauses in which C attracts an interrogati ve wh-expression. On this view, the fact that the complement
clause shows auxiliary inversion provides evidence that the preposed wh-word what moves through the
spec-CP position in the bracketed complement clause before subsequently moving into the main-clause
spec-CP position.

Returning now to wh-questions produced by young children, it isinteresting to note that a further type
of structure which Ros Thornton (1995) reports one of the children in her study (= AJ) producing are
wh-questions like (39) bd ow:

(39)(& Which mouse what the cat didn’t see?
(b)  Which drink do you think [what the ghost drank]?

Here, theitalicised C positions are filled by what — raising the question of why this should be. Thornton
notes that a number of the children in her study also produced questions like:

(40)  Which juicethat the ghost could drink?

This suggests that what in structures such as (39) is awh-marked variant of that. More specificaly, it
suggests that (for children like AJ) the complementiser that is spelled out as what when it carries
[WH, EPP] features and attracts a wh-marked goal to move to spec-CP.

In thelight of this assumption, let’s now look at how wh-movement appliesin the derivation of (39b).
Since the bracketed complement clauseis transitivein (39b) and atransitive vP is a phase, the wh-phrase
which drink will move to spec-vP on the embedded clause vP cycle. Thus, at the stage when the
compl ementiser that enters the derivation, we will have the overt structure bd ow (a structure whichis
simplified by omitting all null constituents, including traces):

(41) [C thatWH, Epp] the ghOSt [VPVVhi ch drink drank]

The complementiser that has [wWH, EPP] features and consequently attracts which drink to moveto
spec-CP, so deriving the overt structure shown in smplified form bel ow:

(42)  [cp Which drink [ thatws, ere] the ghost [\ drank]]

On the assumption that children like AJ spdl out that as what when it carries the features [wH, EPP], the
compl ementiser that will ultimately be spdled out as what. (By contrast, in standard varieties of adult
English, the complementiser is aways spelled out as that, irrespective of whether it is wh-marked or not.)
The next stage in the movement of the wh-phrase takes place on the main clause vP phase, when which
drink moves to spec-vP. At the point where the null complementiser heading the main clauseis introduced
into the derivation, we will have the following sketelal structure (with AFF denoting a tense affix, and the
structure simplified by not showing trace copies or empty categories other than the main-clause C and T):

(43)  [c 4] you [+ AFF] [w Which drink think [ce [c what] the ghost [e drank]]]

The null main-clause compl ementiser has a strong [TNS] feature which triggers raising of the tense affix to
C. It aso has [wH, EPP] features which trigger movement of which drink to spec-CP, so deriving (44)
bel ow (with DO-support providing a host for the tense affix in the PF component):

(44)  [cp Which drink [c do+AFF+g] you [p think [cp [c what] the ghost [» drank]]]]

On this view, the fact that the complementiser that is spelled out as what in (39b) provides evidence that
wh-movement passes through the i ntermediate spec-CP position.
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A more general conclusion which can be drawn from our discussion of (39) is that wh-marking of a
compl ementiser provides us with evidence that the relevant compl ementiser triggers wh-movement (and
indeed it may be that what in nonstandard comparatives like Yoursis bigger than what mineis has the
status of a complementiser which triggers wh-movement of a null wh-operator). In this connection, itis
interesting to note that M cCloskey (2001) argues that long-distance wh-movement in Irish triggers
wh-marking of intermediate complementisers. The complementiser which normally introduces finite
clausesin Irishis go ‘that’, but in (rdative and interrogative) clauses involving wh-movement we find the
wh-marked complementiser aL. (below glossed as what) — as the foll owing long-distance wh-question
shows:

(45) Cént-Urscéad al mheas méalL dlirtséal thuig sé?
Which novel what thought | what said he what understood he?
‘“Which nove did | think that he said that he understood?

(Note that the word-order in (45) is wh-word+compl ementiser+verb+subj ect+compl ement.) McCloskey
argues that the wh-marking of each of theitalicised complementisersin (45) provides evidence that
wh-movement applies in a success ve-cydic fashion, with each successive C which isintroduced into the
derivation having [WH, EPP] features which trigger wh-marking of C and wh-movement of the relevant
wh-expression. Chung (1994) provides paralld evidence from wh-marking of intermediate headsin
Chamorro. The work of McCloskey and Chung provides further evidence that a complementiser is only
wh-marked if it carries both a[wH] feature and an [EPF] feature.

Ovedl, then, we seethat thereis a considerable body of empirica evidence which supports the
hypothesis that long-distance wh-movement is successive-cyclic in nature and involves movement through
intermediate spec-CP positions. Additional syntactic evidence comes from partia wh-movement in a
variety of languages (see e.g. Cole 1982, Saddy 1991 and Cole and Hermon 2000), and from exceptional
accusative case-marking by a higher transitive verb of the wh-subject of alower finite clause (reported for
English by Kayne 1984, p.5 and for Hungarian by Bejar and Massam 1999, p.66).

10.7 Evidence for wh-movement through spec-vP in transitive clauses
In the previous section, we noted that theoretical considerations lead us to conclude that, if

transitive vPs are phases, wh-movement must i nvolve movement through intermediate spec-vP positions
in transitive clauses. An important question to ask, therefore, is whether there is any empirical evidence of
wh-movement through spec-vP. We shdl seethat thereis.

One such piece of evidence comes from observations about have-cliticisation. In varieties of English
such as my own, have when used as a main verb marking possession can contract onto an immediately
adjacent pronoun ending in avowd or dipthong, e.g. in sentences such as (46) below:

(46)(8) They havelittlefaith in the government
(b) They velittle faith in the government

However, dliticisation is blocked when the object of have undergoes wh-movement, as we see from
sentences like those be ow:

(47 (@  How little faith they have in the government!
(b) *How littlefaith they've in the government

To seewhy this should be, |et’ s take a closer ook at the derivation of (47).

The verb have merges with the prepositional phrase in the government to form the V-bar have in the
government. Thisisthen merged with the QP how little faith to form the VP how little faith have in the
government. Theresulting VP is merged with anull light-verb forming a v-bar which isin turn merged
with its subject they, and the verb have raises to adjoin to the light verb. Being transitive, the light-verb
assigns accusative case to how little faith. Since atransitive light-verb is a phase head, the light-verb will
carry [WH, EPP] features which trigger movement of the wh-marked QP how little faith to spec-vP. The
resulting vP is merged with a T constituent which agrees with, case-marks and triggers movement to spec-
TP of the subject they, so that on the TP cycle we have the structure shown in simplified form bel ow:

(48) TP

T~
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PRN :
they

T vP
7] /\
QP v
how littlefaith /\
PRN %
\Y VP

have howittle faith have in the government

Sinceafinite T is generaly ableto attract possessive have to move fromV to T, we might expect have to
movefromV to T at this point. But if have movesto T, it will then be adjacent to the subject they, leading
us to expect have to be ableto cliticise onto they in the PF component, so wrongly predicting that (47b) is
grammatical. How can we prevent have cliticisation in such structures? One answer is to suppose that
movement of have fromv to T is blocked in structures like (48) by the intervening raised object

how little faith in the outer spec-vP position. This would mean that the verb have remainsin the head v
position of vP rather than movinginto T; and if have cannot moveinto T, it will not be adjacent to (and so
cannot cliticise onto) the subject they in spec-TP. As should be obvious, this kind of account is crucially
dependent on the assumption that the preposed wh-phrase how little faith moves through spec-vP before
moving into spec-CP.

A very different kind of evidence in support of wh-movement through spec-vP in transitive clauses
comes from wh-marking of verbs (in languages with aricher verb morphol ogy than English). We saw in
810.6 that a complementiser is wh-marked (in languages like Irish and Chamorro) if it has [EPP, WH]
features and attracts a wh-marked goal. Chung (1994, 1998) presents evidence that wh-movement out of a
transitive verb phrase likewise triggers wh-marking of the verb in Chamorro. We can illustrate this
phenomenon of wh-marking of transitive verbs in terms of the following example (from Chung 1998,
p.242):

(49) Hafa s Maiasin-angane-nfiaas Joaguin?
What PN Mariawh-say.to-AGR  OBL Joaquin (= ‘What did Maria say to Joaquin?’)

(PN denotes a person/number marker, AGR an agreement marker, and OBL an oblique case marker.) The
crucia aspect of the the examplein (49) is that the direct object hafa ‘what’ has been moved out of the
transitive verb phrasein which it originates, and that this movement triggers wh-marking of theitalicised
verb, which therefore ends up carrying the wh-infix in. This suggests that a transitive light-verb carrying
[EPP, WH] features atracts awh-marked goal and undergoes agreement with the goal, resulting in the verb
which is adjoined to the light-verb be ng overtly wh-marked (though see Dukes 2000 for an aternative
perspective on the relevant affixes in Chamorro). For further examples of wh-marking of intermediate
verbs in long-distance wh-movement structures, see Branigan and MacK enzie (2002) on
Innu-aiman, and den Dikken (2001) on Kilega.

A related piece evidence comes from participl e agreement in French in transitive dauses such as (50b)
below (discussed in Kayne 1989, Branigan 1992, Ura 1993/2001, Boskovi¢ 1997, Richards 1997 and
Sportiche 1998):

(50)@ I a commis quelebétise? (b) Qudlebétiseil a commise?
He has committed what blunder What blunder he has committed
‘What blunder did he make? ‘What blunder did he make?

The participle commis ‘ committed’ isin the default (masculine singular) formin (50a), and does not agree
with the feminine singular in situ wh-object quelle bétise ‘what blunder’ (the final —e in these words can
be taken to be an orthographic marker of afeminine singular form). However, the participle commisein
(50b) contains the feminine singular marker —e and agrees with its preposed feminine singular object
guelle bétise ‘what blunder’ and consequently rhymes with bétise. What's going on here?

Let’slook first at the derivation of (50a). The QP quelle bétise ‘what blunder’ in (50a) is merged as the
compl ement of the verb commis ‘ committed’ forming the VP commis quell e bétise ‘ committed what
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blunder’. The resulting VP is then merged with a null transitive light verb whose external AGENT
argument is the pronoun il ‘he'; since the light-verb is affixal, it triggers movement of the verb commis
‘committed’ to adjoin to thelight verb, so that at the end of the vP phase we have the structure (51) bel ow:

PRN V'
! /\
\Y VP
g+commis /\
\Y QP
t quelle bétise

Thelight-verb agrees in person/number F-features with the object quelle bétise ‘what blunder’ and
assigns it accusative case. By hypothesis, the light verb has no [EPF] feature in wh-in-situ questions, so
thereis no movement of the wh-phrase quelle bétise ‘what blunder’ to spec-vP. Subsequently the vP (51)
is merged as the complement of the auxiliary a ‘has’ which agrees in person/number F-features with (and
triggers movement to spec-TP of) the subject il *he'. Merging the resulting TP with a null complementiser
which likewise has no [EPP] feature derives the structure associated with (50a) Il a commis quelle bétise?
(literally * He has committed what blunder?).

Now consider the derivation of (50b). Thisissimilar in anumber of respects to that of (50a), so that
(as before) thelight verb agrees in person and number with (and assigns accusative case to) its object
guelle bétise ‘what blunder’. But in addition, the light-verb has [wH, EPF] features, and these attract the
wh-marked object quelle bétise ‘what blunder’ to move to become an additional (outer) specifier for the
VP, so deriving the structure shown in (52) bel ow:

(52) /vp\
QP V"
quelle bétise /\
PRN %
\Y VP

g+commis /\
Y QP
t t

Theresulting vP (52) is then merged as the compl ement of the auxiliary a ‘has’ which agreesin F-
features with (and triggers movement to spec-TP of) the subject il ‘he’. Merging the resulting TP with a
null interrogative complementiser which has [EPP, WH] features triggers movement of the wh-phraseto
spec-CP, so deriving the structure associated with (50b) Quelle bétiseil a commise? (literally ‘“What
blunder he has committed?')

In thelight of the assumptions made above, consider why the participle surfaces in the agreeing
(feminine singular) form commise ‘ committed’ in (50b), but in the non-agreeing (default) form commisin
(50a). Bearing in mind our earlier observation that (in languages like Irish) a complementiser only shows
overt wh-marking if it has an [EPP] feature as well as a[wH] feature, a plausible suggestion to make s that
French participles only overtly inflect for number/gender agreement with their object if they have
an [EPP] feature which forces movement of the object through spec-vP. However, any such assumption
reguires us to suppose that wh-movement proceeds through spec-vP in transitive clauses, and hence lends
further support for Chomsky’s claim that transitive vPs are phases. (The discussion hereis simplified in a
number of respects for expository purposes, e.g. by ignoring the specificity effect discussed by Richards
1997 pp.158-160, and additiona complications discussed by Ura 2001.)

Further evidence in support of successive-cyclic wh-movement through spec-vP in transitive dauses
comes from observations about mutation in Welsh made in Tallerman (1993). Tallerman claims that
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wh-traces trigger so-caled soft mutation of theinitial consonant of a following word. In this connection,
cons der the sentencein (53) below (where PROG denotes a progressive aspect marker):

(53) Beth wytti 'n  feddwyl oedd gin|?
What are you PROG thinking was with me (= ‘What do you think | had?)

What is particularly interesting here is that the italicised verb has undergone soft mutation (so that in place
of theradical form meddwyl ‘thinking’, we find the mutated form feddwyl. Given independent evidence
that Tallerman produces in support of claiming that wh-traces induce mutation, an obvious way of
accounting for the use of the mutated verb-form feddwy! ‘thinking’ in (53) is to suppose that the
wh-pronoun beth ‘what’ moves through spec-vP on its way to the front of the overdl sentence, in much
the same way as what movesin front of think in (24) above. We can then suppose that a wh-trace on the
edge of vP triggers soft mutation on the lexical verb adjoined to the light-verb heading the vP. (See Willis
2000 for adlightly different account of Wd sh mutation.)

10.8 Summary

In this chapter, we have taken alook at Chomsky’ s phase-based theory of syntax. In §10.2, we
noted Chomsky’ s suggestion that the computational component of the Language Faculty can only hold
limited amounts of syntactic structure in its working memory at any one time, and that dause structureis
built up in phases (with phases including CP and transitive vP). At the end of each phase, the domain (i.e.
compl ement of the phase head) undergoes transfer to the phonol ogical and semantic components, with the
result that neither the domai n nor any congtituent it contains are accessible to further syntactic operations
from that point on. In 810.3 we saw that intransitive vPs and defective clauses (i.e. clauses which are TPs
lacking an extended projection into CP) are not phases, and hence all ow A-movement out of their
compl ement, as in structures such as Numerous problems are thought to remain in Utopia. In §10.4 we
saw that a phase-based theory of syntax requires us to assume that long-distance A-bar movement (e.g. of
wh-expressions) involves movement through intermedi ate spec-CP positions, since CP is a phase and only
congtituents a the edge of a phase can undergo subsequent syntactic operations. In 810.5 it was argued
that A-bar movement in transitive clauses involves movement through intermediate spec-vP positions. In
810.6 arange of arguments were presented in support of successive-cyclic A-bar movement through
intermediate spec-CP positions, from structures including preposition stranding in Afrikaans, quantifier
stranding in West Ulster English, wh-copying in adult and child grammars, and wh-marking of
complementisersin adult and child grammars. In 810.7 we looked at evidence from have-cliticisationin
English, wh-marking of verbsin Chamorro, past participle agreement in French, and mutation in Welsh in
support of claiming that wh-movement in transitive clauses i nvolves movement through spec-vP.

WORKBOOK SECTION

Exercise X1X
Discuss therole played by phases in the derivati on of the following sentences:

Where has he arranged for her to go?

Where does he seem to think they’ ve gone?

What would it appear that they’ ve said to her?
What does he appear to think was said to her?

What is he expecting to happen to her?

What is he thought likely to want her to do?

What problems are there expected to arise?

How many prizes do you want there to be awarded?
Whaose assignment do you want to be penalised?
What kind of prize do you want to award?

QOUWoo~NOOTA,WNPE

=
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Helpful hint

In 8 take how many prizes to be a QP, with many as its head, prizes as its complement, and how as its
specifier. You may find it useful to remind yoursdf of the discussion of the syntax of infinitive
complementsin 84.7 and 84.8, and the discussion of pied-piping in §6.6 and §6.7.

M odel answer for 1

The unaccusative verb go merges with its (locative adverbid pronoun) complement whereto form the
V-bar go where. This V-bar is then merged with the pronoun (which is ultimatel y speled out as) her to
form the VP her go where. This VPisin turn merged with an intransitive light-verb, which (being affixal)
triggers raising of the verb go fromV to v. Since the relevant vP has no external argument, it is
intransitive. Given that intransitive vPs are not phases and their heads have no [EPP] feature, no
wh-movement takes place at this point. The resulting vP merges with infinitival to, forming the T-bar in
(i) below:

(i) T
T vP
\Y VP
2+go /\

PRN V'

her /\
\Y PRN
go where

Sinceaninfinitiva T is defectivein all clauses except control clauses with anull PRO subject, infinitival
to will be defective here and so have person and [EPP] features, but no number feature. Infinitiva to
probes at this point, searching for a goal with a person feature and an active A-feature, locating her (which
has a person feature and has an active A-feature in the form of its unvalued case feature) and raising her to
become the specifier of to, with the person feature of to being val ued and deleted in the process, and the
[EPP] feature of to being deleted. Theresulting TP is then merged with the complementiser for to forma
C-bar constituent containing the overt items for her to go where. Sincethe relevant C istransitive, it
assigns accusative case to theinfinitive subject her in spec-TP (arguably as arefex of abstract
person/number agreement between the two). Since CP is a phase, C will carry an [EPP] feature triggering
movement of wher e to spec-CP, so deriving the structure shown in simplified form beow (with italics
marking trace copies):

o=
PRN C'
where /\
C TP
for
PRN T
her /\
T vP
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PRN V'
her

\Y PRN
go where

At the end of the CP cyd e, the domain of C (i.e. its TP complement) will undergo transfer (to the
phonological and semantic components) and thereafter be inaccessible to further syntacti c operations;
italicised traces of moved constituents will be deleted.

Theresulting CP is then merged with the verb arrange, forming the VP arrange where for her to go.
Thisisin turn merged with an affixal light-verb, triggering raising of the verb arrange fromV tov. The
resulting v-bar is merged with its AGENT external argument he (the AGENT role of he being shown by the
possibility of modifying it by the agentive adverb deliberately). Since the light verb is transitive by virtue
of having an external argument, it will have an [EPP] feature triggering movement of where to spec-vP, so
deriving the structure shown beow (simplified by not showing the structure of the embedded CP or the
null constituents which it contains):

WA
PRN V"
where /\
PRN V'
he /\
\Y VP
g+arranged
\Y CP
arranged for herto go

Since avP with an external argument is a phase, its VP domain will undergo transfer at this point, and the
italicised trace of the verb arranged will be dd eted.

ThevPin (iii) is then merged as the complement of afinite T constituent [+ HAVE]. This servesas a
probe looking for a goal with an active A-feature, and | ocates the subject he which is active by virtue of its
unvalued, uninterpretabl e case-feature. In consequence, HAVE agrees in person and number with he and so
is ultimatdy speled out as has. The [EPP] feature of T triggers movement of he to spec-TP. The resulting
TPismerged with anull interrogative C which (be ng strong) triggers movement of hasfrom T to C.
Since CP is aphase, C has an [EPP] feature and so serves as a probe triggering movement of the wh-goal
where to spec-CP, deriving the structure shown below (simplified by showing only overt constituents of
vP):

R .
PRN C'
where /\
C TP
hastg
PRN T
he /\
T vP
has arranged for her to go

The TP domain then undergoes transfer in accordance with (7i) in the main text (with theitalicised copy
of the moved auxiliary has being given anull spellout), and the constituents on the edge of CP undergo
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transfer in accordance with (7ii).

Exercise XX
Discuss the derivation of the following sentences, commenting on points of special interest. (Note
that 4a/b are examples from a non-standard variety of British English.)

la Heissomeone[who/whom | believe has left]
b  Heissomeone[who/*whomit is believed has left]

2a  Heissomeone [whom they claim to have died]
b *They claim him to have died

3a  Who d'yareckon what/*that seen’im? (= Who d’ you think saw him?')
b  Who d yareckon that/*what ’ e seen? (= Who d’ you think that he saw?)

4a  Therelook like there have been some problems
b  What sort of problems do there look like there have been?

Say why sentences like 4a are identified by Chomsky (1998, p.46, fn.94) as potentially problematic for a
phase-based theory of syntax which assumes that all finite clauses are CPs and hence phases.
In addition, discuss the derivation of the foll owing child wh-questions reported in Thornton (1995):

Which dinosaur that Grover didn’t ride on?

Which mouse what the cat didn't see?

Which animal do you think what was chasing the cat?
Which Smurf do you think who was chasing the cat?

o ~No O

(The examplesin 7 and 8 are adapted slightly for the purposes of this exercise)

Helpful hints

In 1a/b and 2a, concern yoursdf only with the derivation of the bracketed relative clause structures. In
relaion to 2, consider the possibility that (in active uses) verbs like claim seect a CP complement headed
by anull infinitival complementiser which lacks the ability to assign case. In relation to 4, consider the
possibility thet likeis araising adjective (cf. likely) which has afinite TP complement. In relation to 5 and
6, make the simplifying assumption that didn’t is an inherently negative auxiliary which originatesin T. In
relaion to 8, consider the possibility that an intermediate C with an [EPP] feature agrees in person,

number, and (ani mate or inanimate) gender with the subject its clause.

M odel answer for 1la

What is puzzling about 1ais why the wh-pronoun can surfacein the overtly accusative form whom when
(prior to wh-movement) it was the subject of has left and so would have been expected to agree with (and
be assigned nominative case by) has, and hence to be spdled out as hominative who. In order to try and
find out what’s going on here, let’ s take alook at the derivation of the relevant sentence.

Theverb LEAVE is unaccusative, and so the relative pronoun who originates asitsinternal argument.
Merging leave with who derives the VP leave who. This VP isthen merged with a strong light-verb which
triggers raising of leave to adjoin to thelight verb. Merging the resulting vP with the auxiliary have
(which requires the verb LEAVE to be spelled out in the perfect participle form left a PF) derives the
structure (i) below (with italics marking a copy of a moved constituent):

oI
T vP
have /\
v VP
left+o /\
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The unvalued person/number features of T serve as a probe, identifying who as a goal which is active by
virtue of its unvalued case feature. Accordingly, have agrees with who and is ultimately spelled out at PF
as has. We d a'so expect the unvalued case-feature of who to be valued as nominative via agreement with
thefinite T have at this point, but let’s suppose that this doesn’t happen. Instead, the EPP feature of T
attracts who to move to spec-TP, so deriving the structure shown in skeletal formin (ii) below (trace
copies left behind by movement being shown initalics):

(i) [tpWho[rhas] [w[vl€ft] [ve[v I€ft] who]]]

Theresulting TP is then merged with a C carrying [WH, EPP] features which attract who to moveinto
spec-CP, and (since CP is aphase) the TP complement of C then undergoes transfer, so deriving the
structure shown in (iii) below (with items being shown in their PF form, outline font indi cating
congtituents which have undergone spdlout, and strikethreugh showing constituents which are given a
null spellout in the PF component):

(iii)  [cpwho([c @] [rp whe [rhas] [w[v1eft] [ve[v left] whe]]]]

The CPin (iii) isthen embedded as the complement of the verb believe, deriving the structure shown in
skeletal formin (iv) bdow (smplified, inter alia, by showing only those constituents of TP which have
been overtly spdled out):

(IV) [Vp [V bdle/e] [Cp who [C ﬂ] [TP has ﬂ@ﬁ]]]

TheVPin (iv) is then merged with atransitive light verb whose externa argument is the pronoun (which
is ultimatdy speled out as) I, and the verb bdieve raises to adjoin to the light-verb (leaving an italicised
trace copy behind), forming the structure shown in simplified formin (v) below:

(V) /V“\
PRN V'
| /\
\Y VP
believets T~
V CP
believe /\

PRN C

who
C TP
@ has Jeft

Thelight verb is transitive (by virtue of having an external argument) and so carries unvalued
person/number features, allowing it to agree with and assign (exceptional) accusative case to the
wh-pronoun who (which remains active at this point by virtue of its case-feature not having yet been
valued): accordingly, the accusative relative pronounis speled out as whomin formal styles, and as who
in other styles. On the assumption that the light-verb also carries [WH, EPP] features, it will trigger
movement of who to become a second (outer) specifier for vP. The derivation will thereafter continuein a
familiar fashion, with | agreeing with, being assigned nominative case by and moving to becomethe
specifier of the rdative clause T constituent, and who moving from spec-vP to become the specifier of the
null C constituent heading the relative clause. Note, however, that a crucial feature of thisanaysisisthe
assumption that atransitive vP is a phase, and triggers successive-cyclic movement of an extracted
wh-expression through spec-vP.

While the force of the argument presented above is somewhat weakened by the probl ematic status of
whom in present-day English (discussed in Lasnik and Sobin 2000), it isinteresting to note that Bgar and
Massam (1999, p.66) report a similar phenomenon (of exceptional case-marking of the subject of afinite
clause by a higher transitive verb) in Hungarian sentences such as:

(vi) Kiket mondtad hogy szeretnd ha €jénnék?
Whom you.said that you.would.likeif they.came
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‘“Who did you say you would likeit if they came?

Bgar and Massam suppose that different links in a movement chain can be assigned different cases, with
PF determining which of the various casesis actually spdled out. Their analysis overcomes an apparent
violation of the Earliness Principle in the derivation outlined above, since we would have expected who
to be assigned nominative case a the stage of derivation represented in (i) above. However, their proposal
poses an apparent chdlengeto the claim that the different links in movement chains are identical copies,
since thiswill clearly not be so if different chain links carry different cases.

11.

Glossary and List of Abbreviations

Bold print is used to indicate technical terms, and to cross-refer to entries el sewhere in the glossary.
Abbreviations used here are: ch. = chapter; 8 = chapter/section number; ex. = exercise.

A: See Adjective, A-head, A-pasition, Binding.

A-bar: An A-bar position is a position which can be occupied by arguments or adjuncts alike. For
example, the specifier position within CP is said to be an A-bar position because it can contain not only an
argument like the italicised wh-phrasein *Which car did he fix?' but also an adjunct like theitalicised
adverbial phrasein ‘How did he fix the car? A-bar movement is a movement operation (like
wh-movement) which moves an argument or adjunct expression to an A-bar position. On A-bar head,
see A-head.

Acc(usative): See Case.
ACP: See Attract Claosest Principle.

Acquisition: The process by which people acquire their first language (= L 1 acquisition) or a second
language which is not their mother tongue (= L2 acquisition).

Active: A contrast is traditionally drawn between sentence pairs such as (i) and (ii) below:
(i) Thethievesstolethejewels (i) Thejewels were stolen by thethieves

(i) is said to be an active dause (or sentence), and (ii) to be its passive counterpart; similarly, the verb
stoleissaid to be an active verb (or averb intheactive vaoice) in (i), whereas the verb stolen issaid to be a
passive verb (or averb in the passive voice - more specifically, a passive participle) in (ii); likewise, the
auxiliary werein (ii) issaid to be apassive auxiliary. In adifferent use, aprobe or goal is said to be
active for movement/agreement if it carries an (unval ued) uninterpretable feature: see §8.4.
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Adequacy, criteria of: These are the criteriawhich an adequate grammar or linguistic theory must meet.
See 81.2.

Adjacency condition: A condition requiring that two expressions must beimmediatdy adjacent (i.e. there
must be no constituent intervening between the two) in order for some operation to apply. For example,
have must beimmediatdy adjacent to they in order to cliticise onto it in structures such as They've gone
home.

Adjective: Thisis a category of word (abbreviated to A) which often denotes states (e.g. happy, sad),
which typically has an adverb counterpart in -ly (cf. sad/sadly), which typically has comparative/
superlative forms in -er/-est (cf. sadder/saddest), which can often take the prefix un- (cf. unhappy), which
can often form a noun by the addition of the suffix -ness (cf. sadness), etc. See §2.2 and §2.3.

Adjoin: See Adjunction.

Adjunct: Oneway in which thistermis used is to denote an optiona constituent typically used to
specify e.g. thetime, place or manner in which an event takes place. Another way in whichitisusedisto
denote a congtituent whi ch has been attached to another to form alarger constituent of the same type. (See
Adjunction).

Adjunction: Thisis a process by which one constituent is adjoined (= atached) to another to form alarger
congtituent of the same type. For example, we could say that in a sentence like ‘He should not go’, the
negative particle not (in the guise of its contracted form n’t) can be adjoined to the auxiliary should to
form the negative auxiliary shouldn’t. In a sentence such as He gently rolled the ball down the hill, the
adverb gently can be taken to be an adverb which adjoins to averbal projection, extending it into alarger
projection of the same kind: see §9.4.

Adposition: A cover term subsuming preposition and postposition. For example, the Englishwordinisa
prepaosition sinceit is positioned before its complement (cf. in Tokyo), whereas its Japanese counterpart is
a postposition becauseit is positioned after its complement Tokyo. Both words are adpositions.

ADV/Adverb: Thisis acategory of word which typically indicates manner (e.g. ‘ wait patiently’) or
degree (e.g. ‘exceedingly patient’). In English, maost (but not all) adverbs end in -ly (cf. quickly - but also
almost). See §2.2 and 2.3.

AFF: See Affix

Affective: An affective constituent is an (e g. negative, interrogeative or conditional) expression which can
have apolarity expression like (partitive) any in its scope. So, for example, interrogativeif is an affective
congtituent as we see from the fact that an interrogative if-clause can contain partitive any in a sentence
such as ‘1 wonder if he has any news about Jim.’

Affix/Affixal: Theterm affix istypically used to describe a grammatical morpheme which cannot stand
onits own as an independent word, but which must be attached to a host word of an appropriate kind. An
affix which attaches to the beginning of aword (e.g. un- in unhappy) is called a prefix: an affix which
attaches to the end of aword (e.g. -sin chases) is called a suffix. An affixal head is one which behaves
like an affix in needing to attach to a particular kind of host word. See dso Clitic. Affix Hoppingis an
operation by which an unattached affix in T is lowered onto a verb: see 84.4. Affix Attachment isan
operation whereby an unattached tense affix lowers onto averb where possible, but is otherwise supported
by use of the dummy auxiliary do: see 85.8.

AGENT: Thisisaterm used to describe the semantic (= thematic) rol e which a particular type of argument
playsin agiven sentence. It typically denotes a person who deliberatdy causes some state of affairsto
come about: hence e.g. John plays the thematic role of AGENT in a sentence such as * John smashed the
bottle’. See §7.4.

Agreement: An operation by which (e.g. in a sentence like They are lying) the person/number features of
the auxiliary are get assighed the same val ues as those of its subject they, so that are is third person plura
becauseit agreesin person and number with its third person plural subject they. See ch.8.



219

A-head: An A-head isthekind of head (like T) which allows as its specifier an argument expression but
not an adjunct expression. An A-bar head isthekind of head (like C) which alows asits specifier either
an argument or an adjunct expression.

Allomorphs: Variant phonetic forms of a single morpheme. For example, the noun plural morpheme { s}
in English has the three allomorphs /s/ (eg. in cats) /z/ (e.g. in dogs) and /1z/ (e.g. in horses).

A-movement: Movement from one A position to another (typicaly, from a subject or complement
position into another subject position). See ch.7.

A-position: A position which can be occupied by an argument, but not by a nonargument expression
(e.g. not by an adjunct). In practice, the term denotes a subject position, or alexical complement position
(i.e. a position occupied by a constituent which is the complement of alexical/substantive head).

Anaphor: Thisis an expression (like himself) which cannot have independent reference, but which must
takeits reference from an gppropriate antecedent (i.e. expression which it refers to) within the same
phrase or sentence. Hence, while we can say ‘John is deluding himself’ (where himself refers back to
John), we cannot say ** Himsdf iswaiting’, since the angphor himself here has no antecedent. A
traditional distinction is drawn between r eflexive anaphors (i.e. self forms like myself/our sel ves/your self/
your selves'himself/ her self/itsel f/themsel ves) and the reciprocal anaphor s each other/one another (cf.
‘They help each other/one another’). See §83.6 and ex.V 1.

Animate: Theterm animateis used to denote (the gender of) an expression which denotes a living being
(e.g. ahuman being or animal), while the term inanimate is used in relation to an expression which
denotes lifd ess entities. For example, therelative pronoun who could be said to be animate in gender and
the rel ative pronoun which inanimate — hence we say someone who upsets people and something which
upsets people.

Antecedent: An expression which is referred to by a pronoun or anaphor of some kind. For example, in
“John cut himself shaving’, John is the antecedent of the anaphor himself, since himself refers back to
John. In a sentence such as ‘Heis someone who we respect’, the antecedent of therelative pronoun who
iS someone.

AP: adjectival phrase—i.e. aphrase headed by an adjective, such as fond of chocolate, keen on sport,
good at syntax, etc.

Arbitrary: When we say that an expression has *arbitrary reference’, we mean that it can denote an
unspecified set of individuals, and hence have much the same meaning as English one/people or French
on. In asentence such as ‘It is difficult [PRO to learn Japanese]’, the bracketed clauseis said to have an
abstract pronoun subject PRO which can have arbitrary reference, in which case the sentenceis
paraphraseable as ‘ It’s difficult for people to learn Japanese.” See §4.2.

Argument: Thisis aterm borrowed by linguists from philosophy (more specifically, from predicate
calculus) to describe the role played by particular types of expression in the semantic structure of
sentences. In a sentence such as * John hit Fred’, the overall sentenceis said to be aproposition (aterm
used to describe the semantic content of a clause), and to consist of the predicate hit and its two arguments
John and Fred. The two arguments represent the two participants in the act of hitting, and the predicateis
the expression (in this case the verb hit) which describes the activity in which they are engaged. By
extension, in a sentence such as ‘ John says he hates syntax’ the predicate in the main clause is the verb
says, and its two arguments are John and the d ause he hates syntax; the argument he hates syntax isin
turn a proposition whose predicate is hates, and whose two arguments are he and syntax. Since the
complement of averb is positioned internaly within V-bar whereas the subject of a verb is positioned
outside V-bar, complements are d so referred to asinternal arguments, and subjects as external
arguments. Expressions which do not function as arguments are nonarguments. The argument
structure of a predicate provides a description of the set of arguments associ ated with the predicate, and
the thematic r ole which each fulfilsin relation to the predicate. See 7.4.

Array: Thelexical array for agiven expression denotes the set of lexical items out of which the
expression is formed.
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Article A term used in traditional grammar to describe a particular subclass of determiners: the
determiner the is traditionally called the definite article, and the determiner a theindefinite article.

Aspect: A term typically used to dencte the duration of the activity described by a verb (e.g. whether the
activity is ongoing or completed). In sentences such as:

(i) Hehastaken the medicine (iil) Heistaking the medicine

the auxiliary hasis said to be an auxiliary which marks perfect aspect, in that it marks the perfection (in
the sense of ‘completion’ or ‘termination’) of the activity of taking the medecine; for anal ogous reasons,
taken issaid to beaperfect participle verb formin (i) (though is referred to in traditional grammars as a
‘past participle’). Similarly, is functions as an auxiliary which marks progr essive aspect in (ii), because it
relaes to an activity which is ongoing or in progress (for this reason, isin (ii) isaso referred to as a
progressive auxiliary); in the same way, the verb taking in (ii) is said to be the progressive participle
form of the verb (though is sometimes known in traditional grammars as a ‘ present participl€').

Aspectual auxiliaries: Auxiliaries which mark Aspect - e.g. perfect have and progressive be. See Aspect.

Associate: An expression which represents the thematic argument in an expl etive there construction, and
which is associated with the expl etive subject there: e.g. several prizesin There were awarded several
prizes.

Asymmetric c-command: See C-command.

Attract: To say that a head H attracts a constituent C is to say that H triggers movement of C to some
position on the edge of HP (so that C may move to adjoin to H, or to become the specifier of H).

Attract Closest Principle: A principle of grammar requiring that a head H which attracts a particul ar
type of constituent C attracts the closest C which it c-commands.

Attribute: SeeValue

Attributive adjective: Thisterm denotes an adj ective which is used to modify a foll owing noun
expression - eg. red in ‘John hasared Ferrari’, where red attributes the property of being red to the noun
Ferrari. Attributive adjectives contrast with predicative adjectives, which are adjectives used in
structures such as‘ The house was red’ or ‘ They painted the house red’, (where the property of being redis
said to be predicated of the expression the house).

AUX/Auxiliary: A term used to categorise items such as will/would/can/coul d/shall/shoul d/may/might/
must/ought and some uses of have/be/do/need/dare. Such items have a number of idiosyncratic properties,
including the fact that they can undergo inversion (e.g. in questions like ‘ Can you speak French? ). By
contrast, main verbs (i.e. verbs which are not auxiliaries) cannot undergo inversion — as we see from the
ungrammaticality *‘ Speak you French? See 8§2.7.

AUXP: Auxiliary projection/Auxiliary phrase—i.e. a phrase headed by an auxiliary which does not
occupy the head T position of TP. See 85.6.

Auxiliary copying: A phenomenon whereby a moved auxiliary leaves behind an overt copy of itself when
it moves — as with can in a Child English question like What can | can have for dinner?

Auxiliary inversion: Seelnversion.

Auxiliary selection: Thisterm relates to the type of verb which a given auxiliary selects asits
complement: e.g. in many languages (the counterpart of) BE when used as a perfect auxiliary sdectsonly a
compl ement headed by a verb with no exter nal argument, whereas (the counterpart of) HAVE sdects a
compl ement headed by a verb with an external argument.

B: On Principle B of Binding Theory, see exercise 3.2.

bar: When used as a suffix attached to a category label suchasN, V, Petc (asin N-bar, V-bar, P-bar,
T-bar ec.), it denotes an intermediate projection which is larger than aword but smaller than a phrase.
Hence, in a phrase such as university policy on drugs, we might say that the string policy on drugsis an
N-bar, sinceit is a projection of the head noun policy, but is an intermediate projection in that it has a
larger projection into the NP university policy on drugs. Theterm bar notation refers to a system of
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representi ng projection levels which posits that (first-) merge of a head H with its complement forms an
H-bar constituent, (second-) merge of a head with a specifier forms an H-double-bar constituent, (third-)
merge of a head with afurther specifier forms an H-treble-bar constituent, and so on (with the maximal
praojection of H being labelled HP). On A-bar position, see A-pasition.

Bare: A bare infinitive structureis one which contains averb in theinfinitive form, but does not contain
theinfinitive partideto (e.g. theitdicised dausein ‘“Hewon'’t let you help him’). A bare noun isanoun
used without any determiner to modify it (e.g. fish in ‘Fish is expensive'). A bare clause is one not
introduced by an overt complementiser (e.g. hewastired in ‘John said he wastired'. A theory of bare
phrase structureis onein which there are no category labd's or projection levels associated with
congtituents: see §3.7.

Base form: The base form of a verb is the simplest, uninflected form of the verb (the form under which
the relevant verb would belisted in an English dictionary) - hence forms like go/be/have/see/want/love are
the base forms of the relevant verbs. The base form can typically function ether as aninfinitive (cf. ‘Try
to stay’), an imperative (cf. ‘ Stay with metonight!’), a present tense indicative form (‘ They sometimes
stay with me), or asubjunctive form (cf. ‘| demand that he stay with me').

Binarity Principle: A principle of Universal Grammar specifying that all nonterminal nodes in syntactic
structures (i.e. tree-diagrams) are binary-branching. See §83.2.

Binary: A term re ating to atwo-way contrast. For example, number isabinary property in English, in
that we have atwo-way contrast between singular forms like cat and plural formslike cats. It iswiddy
assumed that parameter s have binary settings, that features have binary values, and that all branching in
syntactic structureis binary.

Binary-branching: A tree diagram in which every nonterminal node has two daughtersis binary-
branching; a category/node which has two daughters is also binary-branching. See 3.2.

Bind/Binder/Binding: To say that one constituent X binds (or serves as the binder for) another
congtituent Y (and conversely that Y is bound by X) is to say that X determines properties (usualy,
referential properties) of Y. For example, in a sentence such as * John blamed himself’, the reflexive
anaphor himself is bound by John in the sense that the referential properties of himself are determined by
John (so that the two refer to the same individual). The C-command condition on binding says that a
bound form must be c-commanded by its antecedent. On principles A, B and C of Binding Theory, see
exercise 3.2.

Bottom-up: To say that a syntactic structureis derived in a bottom-up fashion is to say that the structure
is built up from bottom to top, with lower parts of the structure being formed before higher parts.

Bound: In atraditional use of thisterm, a bound form is one which cannot stand alone and be used as an
independent word, but rather must be attached to some other morpheme (e.g. negative n’t, which hasto
attach to some auxiliary such as could). In acompletdy different use of the term, a bound constituent is
one which has abinder (i.e. antecedent) within the structure containing it (See Bind).

Bracketing: A technique for representing the categorial status of an expression, whereby the expression is
enclosed within a pair of square brackets, and the lefthand bracket is |abelled with an appropriate category
symbol - e.g. [p the]. See §2.10.

Branch: A term used to represent asolid linelinking apair of nodesin atree diagram, marking a
mother/daughter (i.e. containment) relaion between them.

C: See Complementiser

Canonical: A term used to mean ‘usual’, ‘typical’ or ‘normal’, asin ‘The canonical word order in English
i's speci fi er+head+compl ement.’

Case: Thedifferent case forms of a pronoun are the different forms which the pronoun has in different
sentence positions. It istraditionally said that English has three cases — nominative (abbreviated to Nom),
accusative (= Acc, sometimes aso referred to as objective), and genitive (= Gen). Personal pronouns
typically inflect overtly for al three cases, whereas noun expressions inflect only for genitive case. The
different case forms of typical pronouns and noun expressions are given below:



222

nominative | | we you | he she it they | who the king

accusative | me us you |him | her it them | who(m) | theking

genitive my our | your | his her its their | whose theking's
mine | ours | yours hers theirs

Asis apparent, some pronouns have two distinct genitive forms: aweak (shorter) form used when they are
immediately followed by anoun (asin ‘Thisismy car’), and astrong (longer) form used when they are
not immediately followed by anoun (asin ‘This car ismine’). In Chomsky and Lasnik (1995), itis
suggested that the null subject PRO found in contral constructions carries null case. In languages like
English where certain types of expression are assigned case by virtue of the structural position they
occupy in a given clause (e.g. accusative if c-commanded by atransitive head, nominative if
c-commanded by finite intransitive head), the relevant expressions are said to receive structural case.
Where a constituent is assigned case by virtue of its semantic function (e.g. a GOAL complement of certain
types of verb is assigned dative casein German), it issaid to receiveinherent case. In languages like

| celandi c where subj ects can be assigned a variety of cases (e.g. some are accusative and others dative,
depending on the choice of verb and its semantic properties), subjects are said to have quirky case. In the
Italian counterpart of a structure like * She gave him them’, the direct abject corresponding to English
‘them’ is assigned accusative case, and theindirect object corresponding to English *him’ is assigned a
distinct case, traditionally called dative case. (On direct and indirect objects, see Object). On nominative
case assignment, see 84.9 and 88.3; on accusative case assignment, see 84.9 and §89.9; on null case
assignment, see 84.9 and 88.8; and on the syntax of genitives, see 86.7.

Case particle: Some linguists take of in structures like destruction of the city or fond of pasta to bea
particle marking genitive case and belonging to the category K of ‘ case particle . On this analysis, the
of-phrase (of the city) is taken to have genitive case, and of is said to be the morpheme which marks
genitive case.

Categorial: Categorial information is information about the grammatical category that an item belongs to.
A categorial property is one associated with members of a particular grammatical category. The
Categorial Uniformity Principleis aprinciple suggested by Luigi Rizzi (2000, p.288) to the effect that
all expressions of the same type belong to the same category (e.g. dl ded arative clauses are CPs, both
main clauses and complement dauses).

Categorise/Categorisation: Assign(ing) an expression to a (grammatica) category.

Category: A term used to denote a set of expressions which share a common set of linguistic properties.
In syntax, thetermis used for expressions which share a common set of grammatical properties. For
example, boy and girl belong to the (grammatical) category noun because they both inflect for plura
number (cf. boys/girls), and can both be used to end a sentence such as ‘ The palice haven't yet found the
missing ---". Intraditional grammar, the term parts of speech was used in place of categories.

Causative verb: A verb which has much the same sense as ‘ cause’. For exampl e, the verb havein
sentences such as ‘ He had them expelled’ or ‘He had them review the case’ might be said to be causative
in sense (hence to be a causative verb).

C-command: A structural relation between two constituents. To say that one constituent X c-commands
another congtituent Y is (informally) to say that X is no lower than Y in the structure (i.e. either X is
higher up inthe structurethan Y, or thetwo are at the same height). More formally, a constituent X
c-commands its sister constituent Y and any constituent Z that is contained within Y. A constituent X
asymmetrically c-commands another constituent Y if X c-commands'Y but Y does not c-command X.
See §3.6.

C-command condition on binding: A condition to the effect that a bound constituent (e.g. areflexive
anaphor like himself or the trace of a moved constituent) must be c-commanded by its antecedent (i.e.
by the expression which bindsit). See §83.6 and exercise 3.2.

CED: See Condition on Extraction Domains.

Chain: A set of constituents comprising an expression and any trace copi es associated with it. Where a
congtituent does not undergo movement, it forms a single-membered chain.
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Citation: Thecitation form of aword is the form under which the word is listed in traditional
dictionaries.

Clause: A clauseisdefinedin traditional grammar as an expression which contains (at least) a subject
and a predicate, and which may contain other types of expression as well (e.g. one or more complements
and/or adjuncts). In most cases, the predicatein adauseis alexical (= main) verb, so that there will be as
many different clauses in a sentence as there are different lexical verbs. For example, in a sentence such as
‘ She may think that you are cheeting on her’, there are two lexical verbs (think and cheating), and hence
two dauses. The cheating clauseis that you are cheating on her, and the think dause is She may think that
you are cheating on her, so that the cheating dause is one of the constituents of the think clause. More
specifically, the cheating clause is the complement of the think clause, and so is said to function as a
complement clausein this type of sentence. Clauses whose predicateis not averb (i.e. verbless clauses)
are known as small clauses: hence, in *John considers [Mary intdligent]’, the bracketed expression is
sometimes referred to as asmall clause.

Cleft sentence: A structure such as ‘It was syntax that that he hated most’, where syntax is said to occupy
focus position within the cleft sentence.

Clitic(isation): Theterm clitic denotes an item which is (generally) a reduced form of another word, and
which has the property that (in its reduced form) it must cliticise (i.e attach itself to) an gppropriate kind
of host (i.e. to another word or phrase). For example, we could say that the contracted negative particlen’t
isaclitic form of the negative particle not which attaches itself to a finite auxiliary verb, so giving riseto
formslikeisn't, shouldn’t, mightn’t, etc. Likewise, we could say that 'veisadlitic form of have which
attaches itself to a pronoun ending in avowel, so giving rise to forms like we' ve, you' ve, they' ve, etc.
When a clitic attaches to the end of another word, it is said to be an enclitic (and hence to encliticise) onto
the relevant word. Clitics differ from affixes in a number of ways. For example, acliticis generaly a
reduced form of a full word, and has a corresponding full form (so that 'l isthe clitic form of will, for
example), whereas an affix (like noun plurd —sin cats) has no full-word counterpart. Moreover, clitics can
attach to phrases (e.g. s can attach to the president in The president’ s lying), whereas an affix typically
attaches to aword stem (e.g. the past tense -ed affix attaches to the verb stem snow in snowed).

Close/Closer/Closest: In structures in which a head X attracts a particular kind of constituent Y to move
to the edge of XP, X is said to attract the closest constituent of type Y, in accordance with the Attract
Closest Principle. On one view of doseness, if X c-commandsY and Z, X isdosertoY thanto Zif Y
c-commands Z. Seealso L ocal.

Cognition/Cognitive: (Rdating to) the study of human knowledge.
Common Noun: SeeNoun.
COM P: See Complementiser.

Compar ative: The comparative form of an adjective or adverb is the form (typically ending in —er) used
when comparing two individuals or properties: cf. ‘Johnistaller than Mary', wheretaller isthe
comparative form of the adjectivetall.

Competence: A term used to represent native speakers’ knowledge of the grammar of their native
language(s).

Complement: Thisis aterm used to denote a specific grammatical function (in the same way that the term
subject denotes a specific grammatical function). A complement is an expression which is directly

mer ged with (and henceisthe sister of) a head word, thereby projecting the head into alarger structure of
essentially the same kind. In * Close the door’, the door is the complement of the verb close; in *After
dinner’, dinner is the complement of the preposition after; in ‘good at physics’, at physicsisthe

compl ement of the adjective good; in ‘loss of face', of face is the complement of the noun loss. As these
examplesillustrate, complements typicaly follow their heads in English. The choice of complement (and
the morphological form of the complement) is determined by properties of the head: for example, an
auxiliary such aswill requires as its complement an expression headed by a verb in theinfinitive form (cf.
‘“He will go/*going/*gone’). Moreover, complements bear a close semantic relation to their heads (e.g. in
‘Kill him’, himis the complement of the verb kill and plays the semantic role of THEME argument of the
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verb kill). Thus, a complement has a close morphol ogi cal, syntactic and semantic relation to its head. A
complement clauseis a clause which is used as the complement of some other word (typicaly as the
compl ement of averb, adjective or noun). Thus, in a sentence such as ‘He never expected that she would
come’, the clause that she would come serves as the complement of the verb expected, and soisa

compl ement clause. On complement selection, see Selection.

Complementiser: Thistermis used in two ways. On the one hand, it denotes a parti cular category of
clause-introducing word such as that/if/for, as used in sentences such as ‘| think that you should
apologize, ‘| doubt if sherealises, ‘' They’ re keen for you to show up’. On the other hand, it is used to
denote the pre-subject position in clauses (‘the complementiser position’) which istypicaly occupied by a
compl ementiser like that/if/for, but which can also be occupied by an inverted auxiliary in sentences such
as ‘' Can you help?, where can is said to occupy the complementiser position in the clause. A
complementiser phrase (CP) is a phrase/clause/expression headed by a complementiser (or by an
auxiliary or verb occupying the complementiser position).

Complex sentence: One which contains more than one clause.

Component: A grammar is said to have three main components. a syntactic/computational component
which generates syntactic structures, a semantic component which assigns each such syntactic structure
an appropriate semantic inter pretation, and a PF component whi ch assigns each syntactic structure
generated by the computational component an appropri ate phonetic form. See 8§1.2.

Compound word: aword which is built up out of two (or more) other words - e.g. man-eater.
Computational component: See Component.

Concord: A traditional term to describe an operation whereby a noun and any adjectives or determiners
modifying it are assigned the same val ues for features such as number, gender and case

Conditional: A term used to represent atype of clause (typically introduced by if or unless) which lays
down conditions - e.g. ‘If you don't behave, I'll bar you', or ‘ Unless you behave, I'll bar you'. In these
examples, the dauses If you don’t behave and Unless you behave are conditional clauses.

Condition on Extraction Domains: A constraint to the effect that only complements alow constituents to
be extracted out of them, not specifiers or adjuncts. See §7.5.

Configurational: Positional - i.e. relating to the position occupied by one or more constituentsin atree
diagram. For example, a configurational definition of a structural subject (for English) would be ‘an
argument which occupi es the specifier position in TP'. This definition is configurational in the sense that
it tells you what position within TP the subject occupies.

CONJ: See Conjunction.

Conjoin: To join together two or more expressions by a coor dinating conjunction such as and/or/but.
For example, in * Naughty but nice', naughty has been conjoi ned with nice (and conversdy nice has been
conjoined with naughty).

Conjunct: One of a set of expressions which have been conjoined. For example, in ‘Rather tired but
otherwise alright’, the two conjuncts (i.e. expressi ons which have been conjoined) are rather tired and
otherwise alright.

Conjunction/CONJ: A word which is used to join two or more expressions together. For example, in a
sentence such as * John was tired but happy’, the word but serves the function of being a coordinating
conjunction becauseit coordinates (i.e. joins together) the adjectives tired and happy. In ‘John fet angry
and Mary felt bitter’, the conjunction and is used to coordinate the two clauses John felt angry and Mary
felt bitter. In traditional grammar, complementiser s like that/for/if are categorised as (one parti cular type
of) subordinating conjunction.

Congtituent: A term denoting a structural unit - i.e. an expression which is one of the components out of
which a phrase or sentenceis built up. For example, the various constituents of a prepositional phrase

(= PP) such as ‘ Straight into touch’ (e.g. asareply to ‘Where did the ball go?) might be the preposition
into, the noun touch, the adverb straight, and the inter mediate projection (P-bar) into touch. To say that
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X isanimmediate constituent of Y isto say that Y immediately contains X (see Contain), or
equivalently that Y isthe mother of X: see §3.6.

Congtituent Structure: The constituent structure (or phrase structure, or syntactic structure) of an
expression is (a representation of) the set of constituents which the expression contains. Syntactic structure
is usualy represented in terms of alabeled bracketting or atree diagram.

Consrained: see Restrictive.

Condtraint: A structural restriction which blocks the application of some process to a particular type of
structure. The term tends to be used with the rather more specific meaning of * A grammaticd principle
which prevents certain types of grammatical operation from applying to certain types of structure.’

Contain: To say that one constituent X contains another constituent Y isto say that Y is one of the
congtituents out of which X isformed by a merger operation of some kind. In terms of tree diagrams, we
can say that X contains Y if X occurs higher upinthetreethan Y, and X is connectedto Y by a
continuous (unbroken) set of downward branches (the branches being represented by the solid lines
connecting pairs of nodes in atree diagram). If wethink of atree diagram as a network of train stations,
we can say that X contains Y if it is possibleto get from X to Y by travelling one or more stations south.
To say that one constituent X immediately contains another constituent Y isto say that Y occurs
immediately below X inatreeand is connected to X viaabranch (or, that X contains Y and thereisno
interveni ng constituent Z which contains Y and which is contained by X). See 8§3.6.

Content: Thistermis generally used to refer to the semantic content (i.e. meaning) of an expression
(typically, of aword). However, it can aso be used is amore generd way to refer to the linguistic
properties of an expression: e.g. the expression phonetic content is sometimes used to refer to the
phonetic form of (e.g.) aword: hence, we might say that PRO is a pronoun which has no phonetic content
(meaning that itisa‘silent’ pronoun with no audible form).

Contentives/content wor ds: Words which haveintrinsi c descriptive content (as opposed to functors, i.e.
words which serve essentidly to mark particular grammatical functions). Nouns, verbs, adjectives and
(most) prepaositions are traditionally classified as contentives, while pronouns, auxiliaries, determiners,
compl ementisers, and particles of various kinds (e.g. infinitival to, genitive of) are classified as functors.
See §2.4.

Contraction: A process by which two different words are combined into a single word, with either or both
words beng reduced in form. For example, by contraction, want to can be reduced to wanna, going to to
gonna, heisto he's, they have to they' ve, did not to didn’t, etc. See also Cliticisation.

Contrastive: In asentencelike * Syntax, | hate but phonology | enjoy’, the expressions syntax and
phonology are contrasted, and each is said to be contrastive in use.

Control(ler)/Control predicate: In non-finite dauses with a PRO subject which has an antecedent, the
antecedent is said to be the controller of PRO (or to control PRO), and conversedy PRO is said to be
controlled by its antecedent; and the relevant kind of structureis called acontral structure. So, ina
structure like * John decided PRO to quit’, John is the controller of PRO, and conversely PRO is controlled
by John. The term control predicate denotes aword like try which takes an infinitive complement with a
(controlled) PRO subject. See §4.2.

Converge(nce): A derivation converges (and hence results in awell-formed sentence) if the resulting
PF-representation contai ns only phoneti ¢ features, and the associated semantic representation contains
only (semantically) interpretable features. The Conver gence PrincipleisaUG principle requiring that
when a probe attracts agod carrying some feature [F], it triggers movement of the smallest constituent
containing [F] which will lead to a convergent (hence well-formed) derivation. See 86.6.

Coordinate/Coordination: A coordinate structure isa structure containing two or more expressions
joined together by a coordinating conjunction such as and/but/or/nor (e.g. ‘John and Mary’ isa
coordinate structure.). Coordination is an operation by which two or more expressions are joined together
by a coordinating conjunction.

Copula/Copular Verb: A ‘linking verb’, used to link a subject with a nonverbd predicate. The main
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copular verb in English is be (though verbs like become, remain, stay etc. have much the same linking
function). In sentences such as‘They arelazy’, ‘They arefools' and ‘ They are outside’, theverb areis
said tobeacopulain that it links the subject they to the adjectival predicate lazy, or the nominal predicate
fools, or the prepositional predicate outside.

Copy/Copying: The Copy Theory of Movement is atheory deve oped by Chomsky which maintains that
amoved constituent |eaves behind a (trace) copy of itsdf when it moves, with the copy generally having
its phonetic features deleted and so being null: see 85.3, 86.3 and 8§7.2. Feature Copying is an operation
by which the value of a feature on one constituent is copied onto another (e.g. the values of the
person/number features of a subject are copied onto an auxiliary): see §8.3.

Coreferential: Two expressions are coreferential if they refer to the same entity. For example, in *John
cut himse f while shaving’, himself and John are cofererentid in the sense that they refer to the same
individual.

Count/Countability: A count(able) noun is anoun which can be counted. Hence, a noun such as chair is
acount noun since we can say ‘ One chair, two chairs, three chairs, etc.’; but a noun such asfurnitureisa
non-count/uncountable/mass noun since we cannot say ‘*one furniture, *two furnitures, ec.’ The
countability properties of a noun determine whether the relevant item is a count noun or not.

Counterexample: An example which falsifies a particular hypothesis. For example, an auxiliary like
ought would be a counterexampl e to any claim that auxiliaries in English never take an infinitive
compl ement introduced by to (cf. ‘Y ou ought to tell them’).

CP: Complementiser phrase (See Complementiser).

Crash: A derivationis said to crash if one or more features carried by one or more constituentsis
illegible at either or both of the inter face levels (the phonetics interface and the semantics interface). For
example, if the person or number features of HAVE remain unvalued in a sentence such as ‘He HAVE I €t
the resulting sentence will crash at the phonetics interface, since the PF component will be unable to
determine whether HAVE should be spdlled out as have or has.

Cross-categorial properties: Properties which extend across categories, i.e. which are associated with
more than one different category. See 82.11.

Cycle/Cyclic: Syntactic operations (like agreement and movement) are said to apply in a cyclic fashion,
such that each time a head H is merged with one or more other constituents, a new cycle of operations
begins (in the sense that any operation affecting H and one or more other constituents which it
c-commands applies at this point). See 85.7.

D: see Determiner.
Dat: An abbreviation for dative case. See Case.

Daughter: A node X isthe daughter of another node Y if Y isthe next highest node up in the tree from X,
and the two are connected by abranch (solid lin€).

Declarative: A term used as a dassification of the for ce (i.e. semantic type) of a clause whichis used to
make a statement (as oppaosed to an interrogative, exclamative or imper ative clause).

Default: A default value or property is one which abtainsif al dsefails (i.e. if other conditions are not
satisfied). For example, if we say that —g isthe default verbal inflection for regular verbs in English, we
mean that regular verbs carry the inflection —s if third person singular present tense forms, -d if past,
perfect or passive forms, -ing if progressive or gerund forms, and -g otherwise (by default).

Defective: A defectiveitemis one which lacks certain properties. For example, if we supposethat T
congtituents generaly carry person and number features, then infinitival to in all infinitive structures
except control infinitives is a defective T constituent in that (under Chomsky’s analysis) it carries person
but not number. Any clause containing a defective T constituent is a defective clause.

Definite: Expressions containing determiners like the, this, that etc. are said to have definitereferencein
that they refer to an entity which is assumed to be known to the addresseg(s): e.g. in asentence such as ‘I
hated the course', the DP the courserefers to a specific (e.g. Minimalist Syntax) course whose identity is
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assumed to be known to the hearer/reader. In much the same way, personal pronouns like he/she/it/they
efc. are said to have definite reference. By contrast, expressions contai ning a determiner likea are
indefinite, in that (e.g.) if you say ‘I’ m taking a course’, you don’t assume that the hearer/reader knows
which course you are taking.

DEG: A degree word like so/too/how.

Demonstrative: Thisisaterm used to refer to words like this/that, these/those and here/there which
indicate alocation rdative y nearer to or further from the speaker (e.g. thisbook means ‘the book
relaivey closeto me, and that book means ‘the book somewhat further away from me’).

Derivation: The derivation of a phrase or clauseis the set of syntactic (e.g. merger and movement)
operaions used to form the reevant structure. The derivation of aword is the set of morphol ogical
operations used to form the word.

Derivational mor phology/suffix: Derivational morphology is the component of a grammar which deals
with the ways in which one type of word can be formed from another: for exampl e, by adding the suffix
-ness to the adjective sad we can form the noun sadness, so that -nessis aderivational suffix. See 82.2.

Derivative: To say that the noun happiness is a derivative of the adjective happy is to say that happiness
is formed from happy by the addition of an appropriate derivational morpheme (in this case, the suffix
-ness).

Derive: Toderive astructureit to say how it is formed (i.e specify the operations by which it is formed).

Derived structure: A structure which is produced by the application of one or more syntactic (merger,
movement or agreement) operations.

Descriptive adequacy: A grammar of a particular language attains descriptive adequacy if it correctly
specifies which strings of words do (and don't) form grammatical phrases and sentences in the language,
and correctly describes the structure and interpretation of the relevant phrases and sentences. See 81.2.

DET/Determiner: A word like the/this/that which is typically used to modify a noun, but which has no
descriptive content of its own. Most determiners can be used either prenomindly (i.e. in front of a noun
that they modify) or pronominaly (i.e. used on their own without afollowing noun) — cf. ‘1 don't like that
idea/l don't likethat’). See 82.5.

Determiner Phrase: A phrase like the king (of Utopia) which comprises a determiner the, and a noun
complement like king or a noun phrase complement like king of Utopia. In work before the mid 1980s, a
structure like the king of Utopia would have been anal ysed as a noun phrase (= NP), comprising the head
noun king, its complement of Utopia and its specifier the. Since Abney (1987), such expressions have
been taken to have the status of DP/determiner phrase.

Direct Object: See Object.

Discontinuous spellout: A phenomenon whereby part of a moved phraseis spelled out in the position in
which it originates, and the remai nder in the position in which it ends up — asin ‘How much do you
bdieve of what he tellsyou?’, where the wh-phrase how much of what he tells you moves to the front of
the sentence, with how much being spelled out in the position it moves to, and of what he tells you being
spelled out in the position inwhich it originates. See 86.3.

Discour se: Discourse factors are factors rel ating to the extrasentential setting in which an expression
occurs (where extrasentential means ‘ outsi de the immediate sentence containing the re evant expression’).
For example, to say that the reference of PRO is discourse-determined in a sentence such as ‘It would be
wise PRO to prepare yourself for the worst” means that PRO has no antecedent within the sentence
immediately containing it, but rather refers to some individual (s) outside the sentence (in this case, the
person being spoken to).

Distribution/Distributional: The distribution of an expression is the set of positions which it can occupy
within an appropriate kind of phrase or sentence. Hence, a distributional property isaword-order

property.
Domain: Thedomain (or, more fully, c-:command domain) of ahead H is the set of constituents
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c-commanded by H — namely its sister and all the constituents contained within its sister. For example, the
domain of C includes its TP complement and any constituent of the relevant TP.

Do-Support: Thisrefers to the use of the ‘dummy’ (i.e. meaningless) auxiliary do to form questions,
negatives or tags in sentences which would otherwise contain no auxiliary. Hence, because a nonauxiliary
verb like want requires do-support in questions/negati ves/tags, we have sentences such as ‘ Does he want
some? , ‘Hedoesn’t want any’, and ‘ He wants some, does he? See §5.8.

Double-object construction: See Object
DP: See Determiner Phrase.

DP Hypothesis: The hypothesis that all nominal arguments have the status of DPs - not just nominals like
the president which contain an overt determiner, but also ‘bare’ nominal arguments like politicians and
promises (in sentences like ‘ Politicians break promises’).

D-pronoun: A pronoun likethat in ‘I don't like that” which seemsto be a pronomina determiner.

Earliness Principle: A prindiple which says that lingui stic operations must apply as early in a derivation
aspossible

Early Modern English: Thetype of English found in the early seventeenth century (i.e. at around the
time Shakespeare wrote most of his plays, between 1590 and 1620).

Echo question: A type of sentence used to question something which someone e se has just said (oftenin
an air of incredulity), repeating all or most of what they have just said. For example, if | say ‘I’ve just met
Nim Chimpsky’ and you don't believe me (or don’'t know who I’ m talking about), you could reply with an
echo question such as ‘Y ou' ve just met who?

Edge The edge of agiven projection HP isthat part of HP which excludes the complement of H (hence,
that part of the structure which includes the head H and any specifier/s or adjunct/s which it has).

ECM: See Exceptional Case Marking.

Economy Principle: A principlewhich requires that (all other things being equal) syntactic
representati ons should contain as few congtituents and syntactic derivations involve as few grammatical
operaions as possible.

Elizabethan English: Thetype of English found in the early seventeenth century, during the reign of
Queen Elizabeth | (i.e. at around the time Shakespeare wrote most of his plays, between 1590 and 1620).

EllipsigElliptical: Ellipsis is an operation by which an expression is omitted (in the sense that its
phonetic features are deleted and so unpronounced), e.g. in order to avoid repetition. For example, in a
sentence such as ‘1 will doitif you will doit’, we can elipse (i.e. omit) the second occurrence of do it to
avoid repetition, and hence say ‘I will doiit if you will’. An €eliptical structure is one contai ning an
‘understood’ constituent which has undergone ellipsis (i.e. been omitted).

Embedded clause: A clause which is positioned internal ly within another constituent. For example, in a
sentence such as * He may suspect that | hid thenv', the hid-clause (= that | hid them) is embedded within
(and is the complement of) the verb phrase headed by the verb suspect. Likewise, in ‘ The fact that he
didn’t apologiseis significant’, the that-clause (that he didn’t apologise) is an embedded clausein the
sensethat it is embedded within a noun phrase headed by the noun fact. A clause which is not embedded
within any other expressionis aroot clause (see Root) or main clause.

EME: SeeEarly Modern English.

Empirical evidence: Evidence based on observed linguistic phenomena. In syntax, the term ‘ empirical
evidence' usualy means ‘ evidence based on grammati cality judgments by native speakers.” For example,
the fact that sentences like **Himself likes you' are judged ungrammaticd by native speakers of Standard
English provides us with empirical evidence that anaphors like himself can’t be used without an
appropriate antecedent (i.e. an expressi on which they refer back to).

Empty: A constituent is empty/null if it is‘silent’ and hence has no overt phonetic form. Empty categories
include null subject pronouns like PRO and pro, null relative pronouns (like the null counterpart of who in



229

someone whe | know well), null determiners (like that in ‘@ John istired’), and null trace copies of moved
congtituents. See ch.4.

Enclitic/Encliticise: See Clitic.

Entry: A lexical entry is an entry for a particular word in adictionary (and hence by extension refersto
the set of information about the word given in the relevant dictionary entry).

EPP: Thiswas originaly an abbreviation for the Extended Projection Principle, which posited that
every T constituent must be extended into a TP projection which has a specifier. In more recent work, the
requirement for aT constituent likewill to have a specifier is said to be a consequence of T carrying an
[EPP] feature requiring it to project a specifier. The EPP Gener alisation specifies the conditions under
which the EPP feature carried by a head is dd eted via use of an expletive or movement: see 88.6.

Ergative Thisterm originally applied to languages like Basque in which the complement of atransitive
verb and the subject of an intransitive verb are assigned the same morphol ogical case. However, by
extension, it has come to be used to denote verbs like break which occur both in structures like * Someone
broke the window’ and in structures like * The window broke’, where the window seems to play the same
semantic/thematic role in both types of sentences, in spite of being the compl ement of broke in one
sentence and the subject of broke in the other. See §9.4.

Exceptional Case M arking/ECM : Accusative subjects of infinitive clauses (eg. himin ‘I believe himto
beinnocent’) are said to carry exceptional accusative case (in that the case of the accusative subject is
assigned by the main-clause verb believe, and it is exceptional for the case of the subject of one clauseto
be assigned by the verb in ahigher clause). Verbs (like believe) which take an infinitive complement with
an accusative subject are said to be ECM verbs. See §4.8 and §4.9.

Exclamative: A type of structure used to exclaim surprise, ddight, annoyance, etc. In English syntax, the
termisrestricted largdy to clauses beginning with wh-exclamative words like What! or How! - eg. ‘What
afool | wasl’ or “How blind | was!" See §6.9 and §9.2.

Existential: An existential sentence is one which is about the existence of some entity. For example, a
sentence such as ‘Is there any coffee left? questions the existence of coffee. Consequently, the word any
here is sometimes said to be an existential quantifier (asissomein asentencelike‘Thereis some coffee
inthe pot’).

Experience: Children’s experienceis the speech input which they receive (or, more generaly, the speech
activity which they observe) in the course of acquiring their native language.

EXPERIENCER: A term used in the and ysis of semantic/thematic roles to denote the entity which
experi ences some emotional or cognitive state - eg. John in * John felt unhappy’, or * John thought about
his predicament’. See §7.4.

Explanatory Adequacy: A linguistic theory meets the criterion of explanatory adequacy if it explains
why grammars have the properties that they do, and how children come to acquire grammars in such a
short period of time. See 81.2.

Expletive: A ‘dummy’ constituent with no inherent semantic content, such as the pronoun therein
existential sentenceslike‘ Thereis no truth in the rumour’, or the pronoun it in sentences such as It is
unclear why he resigned. See 8§8.5 and §8.6.

Expression: Thisword is used in the text as an informal term meaning a string (i.e. continuous sequence)
of one or more words which form a constituent.

Extended Pragjection Principle: See EPP.
External Argument. See Argument.

Extract/Extraction: Extract(ion) is another term for move(ment), and so denotes an operation by which
one constituent is moved out of another. E.g. in a structure such as ‘Who do you think [he saw ---]’ the
pronoun who has been extracted out of the bracketed dause (i.e. it is been moved out of the position
marked ---), and moved to the front of the overall sentence. The extraction site for a moved constituent is
the position which it occupied before undergoing movement.



230

F: This symbal is used as a convenient notational device to denote an abstract functional head (or an
abstract feature) of some kind.

Feature: A device used to describe a particular grammatical property. For example, the distinction
between count and noncount nouns might be described in terms of a feature such as [xtCOUNT]. On
Feature Copying, see Copying. Feature Deletion is an operation by which uninterpretable features are
deleted: see 88.4. The Feature Visibility Convention specifies that del eted features areinvisiblein the
semantic component but remain visible in the syntactic and PF components: see §8.4.

Feminine Thistermis used in discussion of grammatical gender to denote pronouns like she/her/hers
which refer to female entities.

FHC: See Functional Head Constraint.

Filled: To say that a given position in a structure must befilled is to say that it cannot remain empty but
rather must be occupied (usudly by an overt constituent of an appropriate kind).

Fin/Finite/FinP: Theterm finite verb/finite clause denotes (a clause containing) an auxiliary or
nonauxiliary verb which can have a nominative subject like I/we/he/she/they. For example, compare the
two bracketed clausesin:

(i) What if [peopleannoy her]? (ii) Don't let [peopleannoy her]

The bracketed clause and the verb annoy in (i) are finite because in place of the subject people we can
have a hominative pronoun like they; by contrast, the bracketed clause and the verb annoy are nonfinitein
(ii) because people cannot be replaced by a nominative pronoun like they (only by an accusative pronoun
like them): cf.

(iii)  What if [they annoy her]? (iv) Don'tlet [them/*they annoy her]

By contrast, a verb or clause which has a subject with accusative or null casein English is nonfinite
hence the bracketed clauses and italicised verbs are nonfinite in the examples bel ow:

(v) Don'tlet [them annoy her] (vi) Youshouldtry [PROto help]

Nonfinite formsinclude infinitive forms like be, and participle forms like being/been. In work by L uigi
Rizzi on split CP projections (discussed in §9.3), infinitival complementisers like Italian di ‘of’ and
English for are said to occupy the head Fin (‘ Finiteness') position within a FinP (‘ Finiteness Phrase')
projection.

First Person: See Person.

Floating Quantifier: A quantifier which is separated from the expression which it quantifies. For
example, in a sentence such as ‘ The students have all passed their exams', all quantifies (but is not
positioned next to) the students, so that all is a floating quantifier here

Foc/Focus/Focusing/FocP: Focus position in a sentence is a position occupied by a constituent which is
emphasised in some way (usudly in order to mark it as containing ‘new’ or ‘unfamiliar’ information). For
example, in acleft sentence such as ‘It’s syntax that they hate most’ or a pseudo-cleft sentence such as
‘What they hate most is syntax’, the expression syntax is said to occupy focus position within the rel evant
sentence. Focusing denotes a movement operation by which a constituent is moved into a focus position
at the beginning of a clause in order to highlight it (e.g. to mark it as introducing new information). Thus,
in asentence like *Nothing could they do to save her’, the expression nothing has been focused by being
moved to the front of the overall sentence from its underlying pasition as the complement of the verb do.
In work on split CP projections by Luigi Rizzi (discussedin 89.2), preposed focused expressions are said
to occupy the specifier position within a FocP ( ‘ Focus Phrase’) projection which is headed by an abstract
Foc (‘Focus') head.

Foot: The foot of a (movement) chain is the constituent which occupies the lowest position in the chain.
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For ce: The complementisers that/if in a sentence such as | didn’t know [that/if hewas lying] aresaid to
indicate that the bracketed clauses are ded arative/interrogative in force (in the sense that they have the
force of a question/a statement). In work on split CP projections by Luigi Rizzi (discussed in §9.2-89.3),
compl ementisers are said to constitute a For ce head which can project into a For ce Phrase.

Formal: In an expression such as formal speech style, the word formal denotes avery careful and
stylised form of speech (as opposed to the kind of informal colloquia speech style used in a casual
conversation in abar): in an expression such as formal features, the word forma means ‘ grammatica’
(i.e. features which play arole in morphol ogy/syntax).

Fragment: An utterance which is not a compl ete sentence (in the sense that it does not constitute a
clause). So, aphrase such as*A new dress' used in reply to a question such as ‘What did you buy? would
be a sentence-fragment (By contrast, a sentence such as ‘| bought a new dress' would not be a sentence-
fragment, sinceit contains a compl ete clause.)

Front/Fronting: Fronting is an informal term to denote a movement operation by which agiven
expression is fronted —i.e. moved to the front of some phrase or sentence.

Function: Expressions such as subject, specifier, complement, object, head, and adjunct are said to
denote the grammaticd function which a particular expression fulfilsin a particular structure (whichin
turn relates to the position which it occupies and certain of its grammatical properties - e.g. case and
agreement properti es).

Functional Category/Functional Head Constraint/Function Word/Functor: A word which has no
descriptive content and which serves an essentially grammatica function is said to be afunction word or
functor (By contrast, aword which has descriptive content is acontent word or contentive). A
functional category is a category whose members are function words: hence, categories such as

compl ementiser, auxiliary, infinitive partid e, case particle, or determiner are all functional categories—as
wdl as the expressions they head (e.g. C-bar/CP, T-bar/TP, D-bar/DP etc.). See 82.4. The Functional
Head Constraint is agrammatical principlewhich specifies that the complement of a certain type of
functional head (including C and D) cannot be preposed on its own without also moving the functional
head: see 83.5.

Gapping: aform of elipsisin which the head word is omitted from one (or more) of the conjunctsin a
coordinate structurein order to avoid repetition. For example, the italicised second occurrence of bought
can be gapped (i.e omitted) in a sentence such as ‘ John bought an apple and Mary bought a pear’, giving
“ John bought an apple, and Mary a pear’.

Gen: In one use, an abbreviation for genitive case; in another, an abbreviation for gender.

Gender: A grammatica property whereby words are divided into different grammatica classes which
play arolein agreement/concord relationships. In French, for example, nouns are intrinsicaly masculine
or femininein gender (e.g. pommier ‘appletree is masculine, but pomme ‘apple’ isfeminine), and
determinersinflect for gender (as well as number), so that un ‘@ is the masculine form of the indefinite
article, and une isits feminine form. Determiners in French have to agreein gender (and number) with the
nouns they modify, hence we say un pommier ‘an apple tree’, but une pomme ‘an appl€. In English,
nouns no longer have inherent gender properti es, and adjectives/determiners don't inflect for gender
either. Only personal pronouns like he/she/it carry gender properties in modern English, and these are
traditionally said to carry masculine/feminine/neuter gender respectivey (though theterminanimateis
sometimes used in place of neuter).

Generate/Gener ative: The syntactic component of agrammar is said to gener ate (i.e. specify how to
form) a set of syntactic structures. A grammar which does so is said to be a gener ative grammar.

Generic: To say that an expression like eggs in asentence such as ‘ Eggs are fattening’ has a generic
interpretation isto say that it isinterpreted as meaning ‘eggs in genera’.

Genitive See Case.

Gerund: When used in conjunction with the progressive aspect auxiliary be, verb forms ending in -ing are
progressive participles; in other uses they generally function as gerunds. In particular, -ing verb forms
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are gerunds when they can be used as subjects, or as complements of verbs or prepositions, and when (in
literary styles) they can have a genitive subject like my. Thus writing isagerund (verb form) in a sentence
such as  She was annoyed at [my writing to her mother]’, since the bracketed gerund structureis used as
the complement of the preposition at, and has a genitive subject my.

GOAL/Goal: Theterm GOAL isused in theanalysis of semantic/thematic roles to denote the entity
towards which something moves — e.g. Mary in ‘John sent Mary aletter’: see §7.4. In adifferent sense, the
term goal represents a constituent which agrees with a higher head which serves as a probe: see §8.2.

Gradable/ungradable: Words are gradable if they denote a concept or property which can exist in
varying degrees. For example, tall is gradable since we can say (e.g.) fairly/very/extremely tall; by
contrast, dead is ungradable, sinceit denotes an absolute property (henceit’s odd to say *very dead).

Grammar: In traditional terms, the word grammar relates to the study of morphology and syntax. In a
broader Chomskyan sense, grammar includes the study of phonology and semantics: i.e. agrammar of a
language is a computationa system which derives the Phonetic Form and Semantic Representation of
expressions.

Grammatical: An expression isgrammatical if it contains no morphological or syntactic error, and
ungrammatical if it contains one or more morphological or syntactic errors. Grammatical features are
(e.g. person, number, gender, case etc.) features which play arolein grammatical operations (e.g. in
determining case or agreement properties).

Have-cliticisation: An operation by which have (in the guise of its contracted clitic variant /v/) attaches to
an immediatel y precedi ng word ending in avowel or diphthong, resulting in forms such as|’ve, we' ve,
they' ve, etc.

Head: This term has two main uses. The head (constituent) of a phrase is the key word which determines
the properti es of the phrase. So, in a phrase such as fond of fast food, the head of the phraseis the adjective
fond, and consequently the phrase is an adjectival phrase (and hence can occupy typical positions
associated with adjectival expressions - e.g. as the complement of isin ‘Heis fond of fast food'). In many
cases, the term head is more or less equivd ent to theterm word (e.g. in sentences such as ‘An accusative
pronoun can be used as the complement of atransitive head'). In a different use of the same word, the
head of a movement chain is the highest constituent in the chain.

Headed/Headedness Principle: An expression is headed if it has ahead. The Headedness Principle
specifies that every congtituent must be headed (i.e must have a head). So, for example, an expression like
fond of fast food is headed by the adjective fond and so is an adjectival phrase. See Head.

Head-first/-last: A head-first structure is one in which the head of an expression is positioned before its
compl ement(s); a head-last structure is one in which the head of an expression is positioned after its
compl ement(s). See 81.5.

Head movement: Movement of aword from one head position to another (e.g. movement of an auxiliary
fromT to C, or of averb from V to T, or of anoun from N to D). See ch.5.

Head M ovement Constraint/HM C: A prindple of Universal grammar which specifies that movement
between one head position and another is only possible between the head of a given structure and the head
of its complement. See 85.5.

Head Pasition Parameter: The parameter which determines whether a language positions heads before or
after their complements. See §1.5.

Head Strength Parameter: A parameter whose setting determines whether a given kind of head is strong
and can trigger movement of alower head to attach to it, or weak and so cannot attract alower head to
moveto attach to it. See 85.5.

HM C: See Head M ovement Constraint.

Homaophonous. Two different expressions are homophonous if they have the same phonetic form (e.g.
we' ve and weave).
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Host: An expression to which aclitic or affix attaches. For example, if n’t cliticises onto could in
expressions like couldn’t, we can say that could is the host onto which n't diticises.

I: SeeINFL.

I dentify: In the relevant technical sense, we can say that in areative clauselike that italicised in ‘I’'m
looking for someonewhern | can trust’ the relative pronoun whom can be dd eted becauseit can be
identified by its antecedent someone (in the sense that the grammatical features carried by the pronoun
will match those of its antecedent). See 86.10.

Idiom: A string of words which has an idiosyncratic meaning (e.g. hit the roof in the sense of ‘get angry’).

I-language: I-languageis a linguistic system internalised (i.e. internally represented) within the brain. See
8l.2.

Illegible: SeeLegible.
Immediate constituent: See Constituent.
Immediately contain: See Contain.

Imp: A symbol used to designate an (affixal) imperative morpheme which occupies the head C position of
CPinimperatives: seeex. X.

Impenetrable: Inaccessible. See Phase | mpenetrability Condition.

Imperative: A term employed to classify atype of sentence used to issue an order (e.g. ‘Bequiet!’,
‘Don’t say anything!"), and dso to classify the type of verb-form used in an imperative sentence (e.g. beis
an imperative verb-formin ‘Be quiet!’).

Inanimate: See Animate.

Inclusiveness Condition: A grammatica principle proposed by Chomsky (1999, p.2) which *bars
introduction of new e ements (features) in the course of a derivation'’.

I ndefinite: See Definite.

Indicative: Indicative (auxiliary and main) verb forms are finite forms which are used (inter aia) in
declarative and interrogati ve clauses (i.e. statements and questions). Thus, theitalicised items aresaid to
beindicativein mood in the following sentences: ‘Heisteasing you', ‘ Can he speak French?, ‘He had
been smoking’, ‘Heloves chocolate’, ‘He hated syntax’. Anindicative clauseis a clause which contains
an indicative (auxiliary or nonauxiliary) verb. See M ood.

Infinitive: Theinfinitive form of averb is the (uninflected) form which is used (inter alia) when the verb
is the complement of a modal auxiliary like can, or of the infinitive particle to. Accordingly, theitalicised
verbs areinfinitive formsin sentences like * He can speak French’, and ‘He' s trying to learn French.” An
infinitive clause is a clause which contains a verb in the infinitive form. Hence, the bracketed clauses are
infinitive dausesin: ‘Heistrying [to help her]’, and *Why not let [him help her]?' (In both examples, help
isan infinitive verb form, and to when used with an infinitive complement is said to be an infinitive
particle) Since clauses are analysed as phrases within the framework used here, the term infinitive
phrase can be used interchangeably with infinitive clause, to denote a TP projection headed by the
infinitive particeto (or by anull counterpart of the infinitive partid e to).

INFL: A category devised by Chomsky (1981) whose members include finite auxiliaries (which are
INFLected for tense/agreement), and the INFinitival particleto. In more recent work, T is used in place of
INFL. See 82.8.

I nflection/I nflectional: An inflection is an affix which marks grammatical properties such as number,
person, tense, case. For example, a plural noun such as dogs in English comprises the stem form dog and
the plural number inflection —s. Inflectional mor phology is the grammar of inflections.

Inherent case: See Case.

Initial grammar: The earliest grammar of their native language devel oped by infants.
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I nnateness hypothesis: The hypothesis that children have a biologicaly endowed innate language faculty.
See 81.3.

In situ: A constituent issaid toremainin situ (i.e. ‘in place’) if it doesn’t undergo a given kind of
movement operation.

Interface levels: Levels at which the grammar interfaces (i.e. connects) with speech and thought systems
which lie outside the domain of grammar. Phonetic Form istheleve at which the grammar interfaces
with articulatory-perceptua (speech) systems, and Semantic Representation istheleve at which it
interfaces with conceptua -intentional (thought) systems.

Intermediate projection: See Project(ion).
Internal argument: See Argument.
Internalised grammar: A grammar which in internally represented within the mind/brain.

Interpretable: A featureis (semantically) interpretableif it has semantic content: so, for example, a
feature such as [Plural-Number] on a pronoun like they is interpretable, but a phonol ogical feature like
[+nasal] is uninterpretable, and so too are many grammatical /forma features (e.g. case features). See §88.4.

Interpretation: To say that an expression has a particular (semantic) interpretation isto say that it
expresses a particular meaning. So, for example, we might say that a sentence such as * He loves you more
than Sam’ has two different interpretations - one on which Sam has a subject interpretation and is
implicitly understood as the subject of loves you, and a second on which Sam has an object interpretation
and isimplicitly understood as the abject of he loves. The first interpretation can be pargphrased as ‘He
loves you more than Sam loves you', and the second as ‘He loves you more than he loves Sam.’

Intermediate projection: A projection which islarger than aword, but smaller than a phrase. See Bar .
Internal argument: Complement. See Argument.

Interrogative: An interrogative dause or sentence is one which asks a question. See Questions.
Intransitive: see Transitive.

I ntuitions: Judgments given by native speakers about the grammaticdity, interpretation and structure of
expressions in their language.

Inversion/Inverted: A term used to denote a movement process by which the relative order of two
expressionsis reversed. It is most frequently used in relation to the more specific operation by which an
auxiliary (and, in earlier stages of English, nonauxiliary) verb comes to be positioned before its subject,
e.g. in questions such as ‘ Can you speak Swahili?, where can is positioned in front of its subject you. See
ch.5. Aninverted auxiliary/verb isonewhichis positioned in front of its subject (e.g. will in *WII | pass
the syntax exam? ).

Irrealis: An infinitive complement like that italicised in ‘ They would prefer (for) you to abstain’ is said to
denoteanirrealis (aLatin word meaning ‘unreal’) event in the sense that the act of abstentionisa
hypothetical event which has not yet happened and may never happen.

Island: A structure out of which no subpart can be extracted. For example, co-ordinate structures like
William and Harry areislandsin this sense. Hence, in asentence like ‘| admire William and Harry’, we
can topi calise the whol e co-ordinate structure William and Harry by moving it to the front of the overall
sentence (asin ‘“William and Harry, | admire’), but we cannot topi calise Harry alone (as we see from the
ungrammaticality of **Harry | admire William and’).

K. Case particle. See Case.

L abe: A notationa device used to represent linguistic (particularly categorid) properties of constituents.
For example, if we say that the word man bd ongs to the category N of noun, weareusing N as alabd to
indicate the categorial properties of the word man (i.e to tell us what grammatical category man bel ongs
to).

L abelled bracketing: See Bracketing.
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L anding site: The landing-site for a moved constituent is the position it ends up in after it has been moved
(e.g. The specifier position within CP isthe landing-site for a moved wh-expression).

L anguage Faculty: Chomsky argues that humans beings have an innate L anguage Faculty which provides
them with an algorithm (i.e. set of procedures or programme) for acquiring a grammar of their native
language(s). See 81.3.

L BC: See L &ft Branch Condition.

L earnability: A criterion of adequacy for linguistic theory. An adequate theory must explain how children
come to learn the grammar of their native languages in such a short period of time, and hence must
provide for grammars of languages which are easily learnable by children. See 81.2.

L eft Branch Condition: A constraint which specifies that in languages like English, the leftmost
congtituent of anominal, adjectival or adverbial expression cannot be moved out of the expression
containing it.

L egible: To say that syntactic structures must be legible at the semantics and phonetics interfacesis to say
that the structures inputted to the semantic component of the grammar must contain only features which
contribute to semantic interpretation, and that the structures inputted to the PF component must contain
only features which contribute to determining the phonetic form of an expression. Any structure which is
not legible at a given interface is said to beillegible to the relevant interface.

L evel: Inthe sensein which this term is used in this book, constituentslike T, T-bar and TP represent
different projection levels—i.e. successivey larger types of category (T being aminimal projection,
T-bar anintermediate projection, and TP amaximal projection). See Projection.

L exical/L exicon: The word lexical isused in a number of different ways. Sincealexicon isadictionary
(i.e. alist of dl thewords in alanguage and their idiosyncratic linguistic properties), the expression lexical
item in effect means ‘word', the expression lexical entry means ‘the entry in the dictionary for a
particular word’, theterm lexical property means ‘property of someindividua word’, theterm lexical
learning means ‘learning words and their idiosyncratic properties’, and theterm lexical array means ‘the
set of words out of which a given expression is formed’. However, theword lexicd isaso usedin a
second sense, in which it is contrasted with functional (and hence means ‘ non-functional’). In this second
sense, alexical category is a category whose members are contentives (i.e. items with idiosyncratic
descriptive content): hence, categories such as noun, verb, adjective or preposition are lexical categoriesin
this sense. So, for example, thetermlexical verb means ‘main verb’ (i.e. anonauxilary verb like go, find,
hate, want etc.).

L F(-representation): (A representation of the) Logical Form (of an expression). See Representation.
The L F-component of agrammar is the (semantic) component which converts the syntactic structures
produced by merger and movement operations into L F-representati ons.

Light verb: Thistermis traditionally used to denote verbs (e.g. like take/make in expressions like make
fun of and take heed of) with relatively little semantic content. However, in recent work on VP shells
discussed in §9.4-89.9, thistermis extended to denote an abstract affixal verb (often with a causative
sense like that of make) to which anoun, adjective or verb adjoins. For example, it might be claimed that
the suffix -en in averb like sadden is an affixal light verb which combines with adjectives like black,
white and sad to form the causative verb sadden (which has a meaning loosely paraphraseable as ‘ make
sad’, or ‘causeto become sad'). This type of analysis can be extended to verbs likeroll asthey are used in
sentences like ‘He rolled the ball down the hill’, if we assumethat roll hereis used causatively (and so has
ameaning paraphraseable as ‘makeroll’, or ‘ causeto roll”), and hence invol ves adjunction of the verb roll
to an abstract light-verb (which can be thought of as anull verba counterpart of -en).

Link: A constituent (or position) which is part of a movement chain.

L ocal: One constituent X can agree with another constituent Y only if Y isin thelocal c-command
domain of X —i.e onlyif Y is c-commanded by X and if Y issufficiently closeto X. In recent work,
Chomsky has defined closeness (for syntactic operations like agreement) in terms of the Phase

I mpenetrability Condition.
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L OCATIVE: Thisis aterm which denotes the semantic/themati ¢ function of a constituent. A locative
expression is one which denotes place. So, for exampl e, there/wher e are | ocative pronouns in sentences
such as ‘Are you going there? or ‘Where are you going? See §7.4.

L ocus: To say that T isthelocus of tenseis to say that the tense property of atensed dause or tensed
auxiliary or main verb originates as atense feature (or tense affix) carried by thehead T constituent of TP.

L ong-distance movement: A long-distance movement operation is one which moves a constituent out of
one clause (TP/CP) into another.

Main clause: see Root clause.
Main verb: A non-auxiliary verb. See Auxiliary.

Masc(uling): Thisterm is used in discussions of grammatical gender to denote pronouns like he/hinvhis
which refer to male entities.

M ass noun: See Count noun.

M atch: Two constituents match in respect of some feature [F] either if oneis valued for [F] and the other
unvalued for [F], or if both carry the same value for [F]. Seech.8.

Matrix: Inasentence such as'l think helied’, the (italicised) lied clause is an embedded/complement
clause (by virtue of being embedded as the complement of the verb think), and the think clauseis the
matrix clause, in the sensethat it isthe clause immediately containing the lied clause.

Maximal Projection: See Projection.

Merge(r): An operation by which two constituents are combined together to form a single larger
congtituent. See ch.3.

MFCF: See M ultiply Filled COMP Filter.

Minimalism/Minimalist program: A theory of grammar deve oped by Chomsky whose core assumption
isthat grammars are minimally complex, perfect systems of optimal design. See §1.2.

Minimal projection: See Projection.

MIT: The Massachusetts Institute of Technology (located in Cambridge Massachusetts), where Chomsky
has worked for the past five decades.

M odal/M odality: A modal auxiliary is an auxiliary which expresses modality (i.e. notions such as
possibility, futurity or necessity). The set of modal auxiliaries found in Englishis usudly assumed to
i nclude will /woul d/can/coul d/shall/shoul d/may/might/must/ought, and need/dare when followed by a
‘bare’ (to-less) infinitive complement.

M odifier/M odify: In an expression such astall men, itistraditionally said that the adjective tall modifies
(i.e. attributes some property to) or isamodifier of the noun men. Likewise, in a sentence such as‘Eat
slowly!’, the adverb slowly is said to modify the verb eat (in the sense that it describes the manner in
which the speaker is being told to est).

Module: Anindividual component of alarger system. For exampl e, a grammar might be said to contain a
case module - i.e. acomponent which accounts for the case properties of relevant constituents.

Mood: Thisisaterm describing inflectiona properties of finite verbs. (Auxiliary and nonauxiliary) verbs
in English can be in the indicative mood, subjunctive mood, or imper ative mood. Exampl es of each
type of mood are given by theitalicised verb formsin the following: ‘He hates [= indi cative] spaghetti’;
‘The court ordered that he be [= subjunctive] detained indefinitely’; ‘Keep [= imperative] quiet!” The
mood of the verb determines aspects of the interpretation of the relevant clause, so that e.g. subjunctive
verbs occur inirrealis clauses.

M orpheme The smallest unit of grammatica structure. Thus, a plural noun such as cats comprises two
morphemes, namely the stem cat and the plural suffix -s.

M or phology/mor phol ogical: Morphol ogy studies how mor phemes are combined together to form
words. M or phological properties are properties relating to the form of words (i.e. reating to the
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infl ections or affixes they carry). For example, it is amorphologica property of regular count nouns that
they haveaplural formendingin-s.

M or phosyntactic: A morphosyntactic property isa‘grammatical’ property, i.e. a property which affects
(or is affected by) relevant aspects of morphol ogy and syntax. For instance, case is a morphosyntactic
property in that (e.g.) pronouns have different morphological forms and occupy different syntactic
positions according to their case: eg. the nominative form of the first person plural pronoun is we and its
accusative formis us; the two occupy different syntacti ¢ positions in that the nominative form occurs as
the subject of afinite verb, whereas the accusative form occurs as the complement of atransitive verb or
preposition: cf. ‘We disagree’, ‘Join us'.

Mother: A constituent X isthe mother of another constituent Y if X isthe next highest node up in the tree
from Y, and the two are connected by a branch (solid line). See 8§3.6.

M ultiple agreement: Agreement between a probe and more than one goal. See §8.9.
M ultiple wh-questions: Questions containing more than one wh-word. See §6.5.

M ultiple specifiers: In his (1995) book and subsequent work, Chomsky suggests that certain types of
head may allow more than one specifier (e.g. alight verb with an external argument/subject asitsinner
specifier may attract a wh-expression to become its outer specifier: see §10.5).

Multiply Filled COMP Filter: A constraint which specifies that (in present-day English) no overt
compl ementiser (like that/if/for) can have an overt specifier.

N: See Noun.

Natural language: A language acquired in a natural setting by human beings (hence, excluding e.g.
computer languages, animal communication systems, etc.).

NEG: The head constituent of a NEGP (i.e. of a Negation Phrase constituent which contains not as its
specifier). See 85.7.

Negation: A process or construction in which some proposition is said to be false. Negation involves the
use of some negative item such as not, n’t, nobody, nothing, never, etc. - though most discussions of
negation in English tend to be about the negative adverbs not/n’t. See 85.7.

Negative evidence: In the context of discussions about the nature of the evidence which chil dren make
use of in acquiring their native language(s), this term relaes to evidence based on the nonoccurrence of
certain structures in the child's speech input, or on correction of children by others (e.g. adults). See 81.7.

Negative Particle Thisterm typically denotes the negative adverbs not/n’t.
NEGP: See NEG.
Neuter: See Gender.

Neutralise/Neutralisation: When a grammatical contrast (e.g. that between a singular noun like cat and a
plural noun like cats) is hot marked in some expression (e.g. the singular/plural noun form sheep), the
contrast is said to have been neutralised or syncretised (in the rd evant expression).

N-movement: Movement of a noun to a higher position within a nomina expression. See §5.9.

Node: A term used to denote each point in atree diagram which carries a category label. Each node
represents a separate constituent in the relevant structure.

Nom: An abbreviation for nominative. See Case.

Nominal: Thisis the adjective associated with the word noun, so that in principle anominal (expression)
IS an express on contai ning a noun. However, the term is sometimes extended to mean ‘ expression
containing a noun or pronoun’.

Nominalisation/Nominalising: Nominalisation is a process by which some other type of expression is
converted into anomina (i.e. noun expression). For example, -nessis anominalising (i.e. noun-forming)
suffix in that if we suffix -ness to an adjective like sad, we form the noun sadness.
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Nominative: See Case
Nonargument: See Argument

Nonauxiliary Verb: A ‘lexical verb’ or ‘“main verb’ (like want, try, hate, smell, buy etc.) which requires
do-support to form questions, negatives and tags.

Nonconstituent: A nonconstituent string is a sequence of words which do not together form a constituent.
Noncount noun: See Count noun.

No-negative-evidence hypothesis: The hypothesis that children acquire their native language(s) on the
basis of positive evidence alone, and do not make use of negative evidence. See 81.7.

Nonfinite: See Finite.
Nonterminal: See Terminal.

Noun: A category of word (whose members include items such as boy/friend/thought/sadness/computer)
which typically denotes an entity of some kind. See §2.2 and §2.3. In traditional grammar, adistinctionis
drawn between common nouns and proper nouns. Proper nouns are names of individua people (e.g.
Chomsky), places (e.g. Colchester, Essex, England), dates (e.g. Tuesday, February, Easter), magazines
(e.g. Cosmopoalitan) etc., whereas common nouns (e.g. boy, table, syntax etc.) are nouns denoting generd
(non-individual) entities. Proper nouns have the semantic property of having unique reference, and the
syntactic property that (unless themse ves modified) they generally can't be modified by a determiner (cf.
*the London).

Noun Phrase/NP: A phrase whose head is a houn. In work prior to the mid 1980s, a structure such as the
king of Utopia was taken to be a noun phrase/NP comprising the head noun king, its complement of
Utopia and its specifier the. In more recent work, such expressions are taken to be Deter miner
Phrases/DPs comprising the head determiner the and a noun phrase/NP compl ement king of Utopia, with
the NP in turn comprising the head noun king and its complement of Utopia. See §83.3 and §4.10.

NP: See Noun Phrase.

N-pronoun: A pronoun like onein ‘Mary bought a green on€’ which has the morphological and
distributional properties of a (count) noun.

Null: A null constituent is onewhichis‘silent’ or ‘unpronounced and so has no overt phonetic form. See
ch.4.

Null case: The case carried by PRO (See Case).

Null subject: A subject which has grammatical and semantic properties but no overt phonetic form. There
areavariety of different types of null subject, including the null pro subject which can be used in any
finite clause in alanguage like Itdian, the null counterpart of you found in English imperative clauses like
“Shut the door!”, the null PRO subject found in non-finite control clauses like that bracketed in ‘ The
prisoners tried [PRO to escape]’, and the null truncated subject found in sentences like *Can't find my pen.
Must be on my desk at home'. See §4.2.

Null subject language: Thistermis used to denote a language whi ch allows any finite clause of any kind
to have a null pro subject. For example, Italianis anull subject language and so alows us to say ‘ Sei
simpatica (literally ‘Arenice’, meaning ‘ You are nice ); by contrast, English isanon-null subject
language in the sense that it doesn’t allow the subject to be omitted in this type of structure (Hence
**Arenice isungrammatical in English).

Null subject parameter: A parameter whose setting determines whether alanguage is anull subject
language or not. See §1.5.

Num: An abbreviation for the feature Number. In adifferent (but related) use, a category labe denoting a
particular head which is claimed by some to be thelocus of number properties in noun expressions. It may
correspond to the position which anoun likeinvasione ‘invasion’ movesto in an Italian nominal such as
la grandeinvasioneitaliana dell’ Albania (literally ‘ The great invasion Italian of .the Albania’, and more
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idiomatically ‘the great Italian invasion of Albania). A Phrase headed by a Num congtituent is labeled
NumP *‘Number Phrase’. See 85.9.

Number: A term used to denote the contrast between singular and plura forms. In English, we find
number contrasts in nouns (cf. ‘onedog’, ‘two dogs ), in some determiners (cf. ‘this book’, ‘these books'),
in pronouns (cf. it/they), and in finite (auxiliary or main) verbs (cf. ‘It smells', ‘ They smell’).

Object: The complement of atransitiveitem (e.g. in ‘Help me’, meis the object of the transitive verb
help; and in ‘for me’, me isthe abject of the transitive preposition for). The term object is generally
restricted to complements which carry accusative case - i.e. to nomina or pronominal compl ements:
hence, nothing would be the object (and complement) of said in ‘He said nothing’, but the that-clause
would be the complement (but not the object) of said in ‘He said [that he wasttired]’ - though some
traditional grammars extend the term aobject to cover clausal complements as well as (pro)nominal
compl ements. In sentences such as ‘ She gave him them’, the verb giveis traditionally said to have two
objects, namely him and them: the first object (representing the recipient) is termed the indirect object,
and the second abject (representing the gift) istermed the direct object; the relevant constructionis
known as the double object construction. Where a verb has a single object (e.g. nothing in ‘He said
nothing’), thisisthe direct object of the relevant verb.

Objective: Another term for accusative. See Case.

One-place predicate: A predicate which has only one argument. See Argument.

Operator: Thisterm is used in syntax to denote (e.g.) interrogative and negative expressions which have
the syntactic properties that they trigger auxiliary inversion (cf. ‘What have you done?, ‘Nothing have |
done') and allow a palarity item like partitive/existential any to occur in their scope (cf. ‘What can anyone
do? ‘Nothing can anyone do').

Orphaned: See Stranded.

Overt: Anexpression is overt if it has anon-null phonetic form, but null if it has no phonetic content.
Thus, himis an overt pronoun, but PRO isanull pronoun. Theterm overt structureis used in this book
(though not more generdly) as an informal expository term to refer to a simplified representation of the
structure of a given expression which shows only the overt constituents which it contains (and hence
excludes trace copies and other null constituents).

P: See Preposition.

Paraphrase: A paraphraseis an expression which has roughly the same meaning as the expression which
itis being used to paraphrase, but which brings out the relevant meaning more dearly. For example, we
can bring out the ambiguity of a sentence like He loves you more than me by saying that it has two
different inter pretations, one of which can be paraphrased as ‘He loves you more than he loves me’, and
the other of which can be paraphrased as ‘He loves you more than | love you'.

Parameters: Dimensions of grammatical variation between different languages or different language
varieties (e.g. the Null Subject Parameter, Head Position Parameter, Wh-Parameter). See 81.5.

Parameter-setting: The process by which children determine which setting of a parameter is appropriate
for the native language they are acquiring. See 81.6.

Partial: A labelled bracketing ispartial if it shows only part of the structure of a given sentence or
expression (other parts being omitted to simplify exposition).

Participle: A non-finite verb form which encodes aspect or voice. In European languages, participles
have no person properties but (in languages like Latin or | celandi ¢ which have a richer morphol ogy than
English) have number/gender/case properties. English has three types of participle: progressive
participles (ending in -ing) used in conjunction with the progressive aspect auxiliary be in sentences like
‘Itisraining’; perfect participles (generally ending in —d or —n) used in conjunction with the perfect
aspect auxiliary have in sentences like ‘He has gone home'; and passive participles (also generally
ending in —d or —) used in conjunction with the passive voice auxiliary be in sentences like ‘He was
arrested by Percy Plodd'.
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Particle: Thisis aninformal term used to describe arange of (typically monosyllabic) items which are
invariablein form, and which don’t fit easily into traditional systems of grammatical categories. For
example, infinitival to (cf. ‘Try to be nice') is said to be an infinitive particle; of as used in expressions
like ‘loss of face is sometimes said to be agenitive case particle; not and n’t are said to be negative
particles. The termis sometimes extended to include prepositions used without a complement (e.g. down
in‘Hefdl down’).

Partitive: A partitive quantifier is aword like some/any which quantifies over part of the members of a
given set (asin ‘ Some students enjoy syntax’).

Part of speech: See Category.
Passive: see Active; see also Passivisation.
Passive participle: See Active, Participle.

Passivisation: A movement operation whereby an expression which is the thematic complement of averb
becomes the subject of the same clause (asin ‘ The jewels were stolen’) or the subject of another clause (as
in ‘The minister was said to have lied to Parliament’). See 87.6-87.7.

Past tense: See Tense.

PATIENT: A particular type of theta role, denoting an entity which suffers the consequences of some
action. For example, in a sentence such as ‘John killed Harry’, Harry isthe patient argument of the verb
kill. The more recent term THEME is often used in place of thetraditional term PATIENT. See 8§7.5.

PERF: Perfect aspect auxiliary (e.g. havein ‘He may have left’). See Aspect.

Perfect: In one sense of the word, in a sentence like ‘He has gone home', hasis an auxiliary marking
perfect aspect, and goneis aperfect participle see Aspect, Participle. In adifferent sense, by claiming
that languageis a perfect system, Chomsky means that grammars produce structures which are ‘ perfect’ in
the sense that they are precisely of the form required to interface with speech and thought systems.

Performance: A term which denotes observed language behaviour — e.g. the kind of things people
actually say when they speak alanguage, and what meanings they assign to sentences produced by
themselves or other people. Performance can beimpaired by factors such as tiredness or drunkenness,
giving riseto performance errors. Performance is contrasted with competence (which denotes fluent
native speakers knowledge of the grammar of their native language). See 81.2.

PERFP: Phrase headed by a perfect aspect auxiliary like have.

Periphery: The periphery of a clause isthat part of the clause structure which is positioned above TP —in
other words the edge of CP (or its counterpart in asplit CP system like that discussed in §89.2-89.3).

Pers: An abbreviation of Person.

Person: In traditiond grammar, English is said to have three grammatical persons. A first person
expression (e.g. I/we) is one whose reference includes the speaker(s); a second person expression (e.g.
you) is one which exd udes the speaker(s) but ind udes the addressee(s) (i.e. the person or people being
spoken to); athird person expression (e.g. he/she/it/they) is one whaose reference excludes both the
speaker(s) and the addressee(s) - i.e. an expression which refers to someone or something other than the
speaker(s) or addressee(s).

Personal pronouns: These are pronouns which carry inherent person properties - i.e. first pronouns such
as |/we, second person pronouns such as you, and third person pronouns such as he/she/it/they. See
person.

PF(-representation): (A representation of the) Phonetic Form (of an expression). See Representation.
The PF-component of agrammar is the component which converts the syntacti c structures generated by
the computational component of the grammar into PF-representations, via a series of morphological and
phonological operations. A PF-clitic is a clitic which attaches to another item in the PF-component (not in
the syntax), so that the two form a single phonetic word, but are not a single word in the syntax.
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P-feature: A feature (e.g. atopic-, focus- or wh-feature) which attracts a constituent to moveto the
periphery of a clause

Phase: In work outlined in chapter 10, Chomsky argues that syntactic structures are build up in phases
(phases including compl ementiser phrases and transitive verb phrases), and that once a phase has been
produced, the domain/complement of the head of the phase undergoes transfer to the PF component and
the semantic component, and thereby becomes i mpenetrabl e to further operationsin the syntax.

Phase I mpenetrability Condition: A constraint on grammatical operations which specifies that the
domai n/compl ement of a phase head is impenetrabl e/inaccessible to an external probe (i.e. toa
c-commanding probe which lies outside relevant phase). See §8.5 and §10.2.

Phi-features/F-features. Person and number features (and, in languages which have grammatical gender,
gender features as wdll).

Phonetic representation: See Representation.

Phonological features: Features used to describe sound properties. For example, the difference between
nasal and oral sounds might be described in terms of the feature [tNASAL].

Phrase Theterm phrase is used to denote an expression larger than a word which is amaximal
praojection: see Projection. In traditional grammar, the term refers strictly to non-clausal expressions
(Hence, ‘reading abook’ is aphrase, but ‘Heis reading abook’ is a clause, not a phrase). However, in
more recent work, clauses are anal ysed as types of phrases: eg. ‘Hewill resign’ is atense phrase (TP),
and ‘That he will resign’ is a complementiser phrase (CP). See §3.3 and §3.4.

Phrase-marker: A tree diagram used to represent the syntactic structure of a phrase or sentence. See
§3.6.

Phrase structure: See Constituent structure.
PIC: See Phase | mpenetrability Condition.

Pied-Piping: A process by which a moved constituent drags one or more other constituents along with it
when it moves. For example, if we compare a sentence like ‘Who were you talking to? with ‘ To whom
were you talking?', we can say that in both cases the pronoun who is moved to the front of the sentence,
but that in the second sentence the preposition to is pied-piped aong with the pronoun who. See 86.6. and
86.7.

PITMH: SeePredicate-Internal Theta-Marking Hypothesis. See §7.4.
PL: SeePlural.

Plural: A plura expression is one which denotes more than one entity (e.g. these carsis a plural
expression, wheress this car isasingular expression).

P-marker: See Phrase-marker.

Polarity expression: A word or phrase (e.g. aword like ever or aphraselikeat all or care a damn) which
has an inherent affective polarity, and henceis restricted to occurring within the scope of an affective (e.g.
negative, interrogative or conditiona) constituent. See affective.

Positive evidence: In discussions of child language acquisition, this expression denotes evidence based on
the actual occurrence of certain types of structure in the child's speech input. For exampl e, hearing an
adult say Open it gives a child positive evidence that verbs are canonically positioned before their
complementsin English See 81.7.

Possessive: A possessive structure is one which indicates possession: thetermis most commonly used in
relaion to expressions like * John’s book’ or ‘his book’ (where theitalicised expressions denate the person
who possesses the book). Theitalicised possessor in each structure is said to be genitivein case.

Postposition: A type of word which is the counterpart of a preposition in languages which position
prepositions after their complements. See Adposition.

Postulate: A postulate is a theoretical assumption or hypothesis; to postulateis to hypothesise.
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PP: See Prepositional Phrase.
PPT: SeePrinciples and Parameters Theory.

Pragmatics: The study of how nonlinguistic knowledge is integrated with linguistic knowledge in our use
of language.

Pr: An abbreviation for the feature [present-tense]. See Tense.

Precede(nce): To say that one constituent precedes another isto say that it is positioned to its left (on the
printed page) and that neither constituent contains the other. Precedence is left-to-right linear ordering.

Preclausal: A predlausal expression is one which is positioned in front of a clause.
Predicate: See Argument, Predicative.

Predicate-Internal Theta-M arking Hypothesis. The hypothesis that an argument is assigned a
theta-role viamerger with apredicate. See §7.4.

Predication: The process by which a predicate is combined with a subject in order to form a
propaosition. For example, in asentence such as ‘Boris likes vodka', the property of liking vodka is said to
be predicated of Boris.

Predicative: In structures such as *Johnisin Parigvery silly/a liar’, theitalicised expressions are said to
be predicative in that they predicate the property of being in Paris/being very silly/being aliar of John (i.e.
they attribute the rel evant property to John). A nominal like a liar when used predicatively is aso referred
to as apredicate nominal.

Prefix: See Affix.

Prenominal: A prenominal expression is one which is positioned in front of a noun express on. For
example, both a and red are prenomind in an expression such as ared car.

Preposing: Aninforma term to indicate a movement operation by which a constituent is moved further to
the | eft within a phrase or sentence.

Prepaosition: A preposition is aword generally used to express locati on, manner, €tc. - eg. at/in/on/under/
by/with/from/agai nst/down etc. In English, it is a characteristic property of prepositions that they are
invariabl e and that they can generdly be modified by straight/right. Where a preposition has a nominal or
pronominal complement, it issaid to betransitive; whereit has no complement, it is said to be
intransitive. Hence down is atransitive preposition in * He fell down the stairs, but an intransitive
prepositionin ‘He fel down’.

Prepaositional Phrase: A phrase whose head is a preposition - e.g. in town, on Sunday, to the market, for
someone €else, etc.

Prepasition stranding: See Stranding.
Pres/Present tense: See Tense.

Principles: Principles of Universal Grammar/UG principles describe potentialy universa properties of
natural language grammars: the terms condition and constraint are also used with much the same
meaning as the term principle. Potential principles of Universal Grammar include the Headedness
Principle, Binary Principle, Attract Closest Principle and Phase I mpenetrability Principle.

Principles-and-Parameters Theory: This theory, developed in Chomsky (1981) and much subsequent
work, claims that natural language grammars incorporate not only a set of innate universal principles
which account for those aspects of grammar which are common to all languages, but dso a set of
parameter s which account for those aspects of grammar which vary from one language to another. See
Principlesand Parameters.

PRN: An abbreviation for Pronoun.

PRO: A null-case pronoun (known informally as ‘big PRO’, because it is written in capital letters) which
represents the understood subject of an infinitive complement of a control predicate, e.g. in astructure
such as ‘ John decided PRO to leave’. See 84.2.
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pro: A null nominative-case pronoun (known informally as ‘little pro’, becauseit iswritten in lower-case
|etters) which represents the understood null subject of afinite clause in anull subject language. A
Shakespearean sentence such as ‘Wilt come? (= ‘Will you come?, Stephano, The Tempest, 111.ii) could
be argued to have a null pro subject, and hence to have the structure * Wilt pro come? , with pro having
essentially the same interpretation as the second person singular pronoun thou. See §4.2.

Probe: When ahead is merged with its complement, it serves as a pr obe which searches for a matching
goal within its complement (i.e. an expression which it can agree with). See 88.2.

Proform: A proform is an expression (typically aword) which has no specific content of its own, but
which derivesits content from an antecedent. For example, in a sentence such as ‘ Mary may have been
tired, but shedidn’'t seem so’, the antecedent of the word so is the adjectivetired: hence so (in the use
illustrated here) can be said to be an adjectival proform.

PROG: Progressive aspect auxiliary (e.g. bein ‘He may be waiting for you'). See Aspect.
Progressive: See Aspect.

PROGP: Progressive phrase - i.e. a phrase headed by a PROG/progressive auxiliary constituent — e.g. be
waiting for you in ‘He may be waiting for you’.

Project(ion): A projection is aconstituent contai ning a head word. For example, a noun phrase such as
students of Linguisticsis a projection of its head noun students (equivalently, we can say that the noun
students here pr gjects into the noun phrase students of linguistics). A minimal projection is a constituent
whichis not a projection of some other constituent: hence, heads (i.e. words) are minimal projections. An
intermediate projection is a constituent which is larger than aword, but smaller than aphrase (e.g. is
working in‘Heisworking'). A maximal projection isa constituent which is not contained within any
larger constituent with the same head. So, for example, in a sentence like ‘I’ ve heard several accounts of
what happened’, the italicised houn phrase expression accounts of what happened is amaximal projection,
sinceit isaprojection of the noun accounts but is not contained within any larger projection of the noun
accounts (if we assume that several accounts of what happened is aquantifier phrase headed by the
guantifier several). By contrast, in a sentence such as ‘I’ ve heard severa accounts’, theitalicised noun
accounts is both a minimal projection (by virtue of the fact that it is not a projection of some other head)
and a maximal projection (by virtue of the fact that it is not contained within any larger structure which
has the same head noun). The Projection PrincipleisaUG principle suggested in earlier work by
Chomsky (1981, p.29) which requires that the properties of lexical items should remain constant
throughout the derivation: arelated principleisthe Inclusiveness Condition.

Pronominal: A pronominal (expression) is anon-angphoric pronoun like himwhich obeys Principle B of
Binding Theory (and hence must not refer to any higher expression within the closest TP most
immediately containing it). See Exercise 3.2.

Pronoun: The word pronoun is composed of the two morphemes - namey pro (meaning ‘on behal f of’)
and noun: hence, a pronoun is traditionally said to be a word used in place of a noun expression. Pronouns
differ from nounsin that they have no intrinsic descriptive content, and so are functors. There are arange
of different types of pronoun found in English, including the pronomina noun one(s) used in sentences
like‘I'll takethered one(s)’, pronomind quantifierslikeanyin‘l couldn’t find any’, and pronominal
determinerslikethisin ‘ Thisis hard’. Theterm pronoun is most frequently used to indicate a class of
items (like he/hinvhis) traditionally referred to as per sonal pronouns (though analysed in much recent
work as pronominal determiners). See §2.6.

Proper noun: See Noun.

Propasition: Thisisaterm used to describe the semantic content (i.e meaning) of a sentence. For
example, we might say that the sentence * Does John smoke? questi ons the truth of the proposition that
“John smokes'.

Pseudocleft sentence: A sentence such as ‘What he hated most was syntax’, where syntax is said to
occupy focus position within the overall sentence.

Q: Inone use, an abbreviation for quantifier; in another use, an abbreviation for question particle.
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Quantifier: A quantifier is aspecia type of determiner used to denote quantity. Typical quantifiers
include the universal quantifiers all/both, the distributive quantifier s each/every, the existential/
partitive quantifiers some/any, etc.

Quantifier floating: See Floating quantifier.

QP/Quantifier Phrase: A phrase whose head is a quantifier - eg. an expression such as many people, or
few of the students.

Q-pronoun: A pronoun like many in ‘I don't eat many' which seems to be a pronominal quantifier.

Question: Thisrefersto atype of sentence which is used to ask whether something is true, or to ask about
the identity of some entity. See Y es-no question and Wh-question.

Question operator: The analysis of yes-no questions presented in 86.8 suggests that they contain a null
interrogative operator (i.e. anull counterpart of whether).

Quirky case: See Case.

Raising (predicate): Theterm raising is used in two senses. In its most general sense, it denotes any
movement operation which involves moving some constituent from a‘lower’ to a‘higher’ positionina
structure. However, it dso has a more specific sense, indicating a particular kind of A movement
operaion by which an expression is moved from being the subject of one clause to becoming the subject
of another. Theterm raising predicate denotes a word like seem whose subject is rai sed out of subject
position in a complement clause to become subject of the (TP constituent in the) seem clause. See §87.8 and
§7.9.

Reciprocal: See Anaphor.

Reduced: areduced form is aform of aword which haslost one or more of its segments (i.e.
vowsel/consonants), and/or which contains a vowel which loses its defining characteristics and is redlised
asaneutral vowd like schwa/q/. For example, the auxiliary have has the full (unreduced) form /haev/
when stressed, but has the various reduced forms /hyv/, /qv/ and /v/ when unstressed.

Refer ence/Referential/Referring: The reference of an expression is the entity (e.g. object, concept, state
of affairs) in the external world to which it refers. A referential/referring expression is one which refers
to such an entity; conversdy, anonreferential expression is onewhich does not refer to any such entity.
For exampl e the second there in a sentence such as ‘ There was nobody there' isreferentiad (it can be
paraphrased as ‘in that place’), whereas the first there is nonreferential and so cannot haveits reference
guestioned by where? (cf. ** Wher e was nobody there?).

Reflexive: See Anaphor.

Relative pronoun/relative clause: In a sentence such as ‘He's someone [who you can trust]’, the
bracketed clause is said to be arelative clause because it ‘rdates to’ (i.e modifies, or restricts the
reference of) the pronoun someone. The pronoun who which introduces the clauseis said to be aréative
pronoun, sinceit ‘rdatesto’ the expression someone (in the sense that someone is the antecedent of
who). See §6.10.

Representation: A syntactic representation (or structural representation) is a notation/device
(typically, atree diagram or labelled bracketing) used to represent the syntacti ¢ structure of an expression:
asemantic representation is arepresentation of linguistic aspects of the meaning of an expression; a
PF-representation is a representation of the phonetic form of an expression.

Restrictive: A restrictive theory is one which imposes strong constrai nts on the types of structures and
operaions found in natural language grammars. See 81.2.

Resultative: A verb such as paint in a sentence such as ‘ John painted his house pink’ is said to bea
resultative verb in that the result of the action of painting is that the house becomes pink. See §9.5.

R-expression: A referring expression comprising or containing a noun, like John or the man next door.
Seeex.VI.
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Root: Theroot of atree diagram is the topmost node in the tree. Hence, ar oot clause is a free-standing
clause, i.e. aclause which is not contained within any other expression. In traditional grammar, aroot
clauseistermed aprincipal clause, independent clause or main clause. By contrast, an embedded
clause isa clause which is contained within some larger expression; and acomplement clauseisan
(embedded) dause which is used as the complement of someitem. So, in a sentence such as ‘| think he
loves you', the think clause (i.e. the expression | think he loves you) is aroot clause, whereas the loves
clause (i.e. the expression he loves you) is an embedded clause. Moreover, the loves dauseis aso a
complement clause, since it serves as the complement of the verb think.

S/S'/S-bar: Category labd used in work in the 1960s and 1970s to designate a sentence or clause. See
§3.3 and §3.4.

Scope: The scope of an expression is the set of constituents which it modifies or which fall within (what
we might informally call) its ‘ sphere of influence' . For example, a sentence like He cannot be telling the
truth has a meaning paraphraseable as ‘It is not possible that he is teling the truth’, and in such a sentence
the negative not is said to have scope over the modal auxiliary can (and conversely can is said to fall
within the scope of not, or to have narr ow scope with respect to not). By contrast, a sentence such as You
mustn’t tell lies has a meaning paraphrasegble as ‘It is necessary that you not tell lies', and in such a
sentence, the auxiliary must is said to have scope over (or to have wide scope with respect to) the negative
particlen't.

SCP: See Strict Cyclicity Principle.
Second person: See Person.

Select(ion)/Selectional: When aword has a particular type of complement, it issaid to select (i.e ‘take
or ‘dlow’) therelevant type of complement (and the relevant phenomenon is referred to as complement-
selection). For example, we can say that the word expect has the selectional property that it can select an
infinitive complement (e.g. in structures like ‘ They expect to win’).

SemanticsySemantic component: Semanticsis the study of linguisti c aspects of meaning. The semantic
component of agrammar is the component which maps syntactic structures into semantic representations.
See Repr esentation.

Sentence: Thistermisusually used to denote aroot clause - i.e. afree-standing clause which is not
contai ned within some larger expression. See Root.

Sentence fragment: See Fragment.
SG: An abbreviation for singular.

Shakespear e: Shakespeare s plays were written between (around) 1590 and 1620, and are examples of
Early Modern English/Elizabethan English (though some have suggested that Shakespeare’ s Englishis
rather conservative, and hence is more representative of aslightly earlier stage of English).

Shell. Thistermis used in connection with the idea (discussed in §9.4-89.9) that verb phrases comprise
two different projections, an outer vP shell headed by alight verb, and an inner VP core headed by a
lexical verb.

Silent: See Null.
Simple sentence: One which contains asingle clause.

Singular: A singular expression is one which denotes a single entity (e g. thiscar isasingular
expression, wheresas these carsisaplural expression).

Sister: Two nodes are sistersif they have the same mother (i.e. if they are directly merged with each other
at some stage of derivation). See §3.6.

Small clause: See Clause.

SOURCE: A term used in the analysis of semantic/thematic roles to denote the entity from which
something moves - e.g. theitaicised expression in * John returned from Paris'. See §7.4.
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Spec: See Specifier. Terms like spec-CP/spec-T P/spec-VP (etc.) denote the specifier position within
CP/TP/VP (etc.).

Specification: The specification of anitemis the set of features which it carries.

Specifier: The grammatical function fulfilled by certain types of constituent which precede the head of
their containing phrase. For example, in a sentence such as *John is working’, John is superficially the
specifier (and subject) of isworking. In a sentence such as ‘What did John do? what is superficially the
specifier of the CP headed by a C constituent containing the inverted auxiliary did. In a phrase such as
‘graight through the window’, straight is the specifier of the PP headed by the preposition through.

Specifier-first: A specifier-first structureis one which has its specifier positioned in front of its head.

Spellout: The point in a derivation at which part of a syntactic structure is sent to the PF component to be
mapped into a PF-representation (i.e. representation of its phonetic form). To say that an item has a null
spellout isto say that it is‘silent’ and so has a null phonetic form.

Split CP/Split VP: Work by Luigi Rizz discussed in §9.2-89.3 has suggested that CP can be split into a
number of distinct projections, including a For ce Phrase, Focus Phrase, Topic Phrase and Finiteness
Phrase. Similarly, work by Larson, Hal e and Chomsky outlined in §89.4-89.9 has suggested that verb
phrases can be split into two different projections, an outer vP shdl headed by alight verb, and aninner
VP core headed by alexical verb. On split spelout, see Discontinuous spellout.

Stack (ing): To say (e.g.) that prenominal adjectives can be stacked in front of anoun isto say that we can
have an indefinitely large number of adjectives positioned in front of a noun (e.g. ‘abig, red, juicy, ripe
apple).

Star: An asterisk (*) used in front of an expression to indicate that the expression is ungrammatical.

Stem: The stem of aword is the form to which inflectiond affixes are added. So, averb form like going
comprises the stem go and the inflectional suffix -ing.

Strand/Stranded/Stranding: A stranded (or or phaned) preposition is one which has been separated from
its complement (by movement of the complement). For example, in an echo question like 'Y ou’re waiting
for who? , the prepasition for has not been stranded, sinceit isimmediate y followed by its complement
who. But in “Who are you waiting for?', the preposition for has been stranded or orphaned, inthat it has
been separated from its complement who: the relevant phenomenon is termed prepaosition stranding. The
Stranding Constraint specifies that in formal styles of English, a preposition cannot be separated from its
compl ement and thereby be stranded.

Strict Cyclicity Principle: A UG principle which specifies that a cyclic operation can only affect the
overdl head H of a structure and some other constituent within the structure headed by H. See 85.7.

String: A continuous sequence of words contai ned within the same phrase or sentence. For example, in
the sentence ‘ They hate syntax’, the sequences They hate, hate syntax and They hate syntax are all strings -
but They syntax is not. Note that a string need not be a constituent.

Strong: A strong head is one which can attract (i.e. trigger movement of) another head; aweak head is
one which cannot trigger movement. For example, C in aninterrogative main dauseis strong in present-
day English, and so attracts an auxiliary to move from T to C — e.g. in sentences like Can you speak
French? On an entirely different use of these terms in the expressions weak/str ong genitive pronoun, see
Case.

Structural: See Case, Representation.
Structure: See Constituent Structure.

Stylistic variation: Variation correlated with stylistic factors. For example, whom s used in formal styles
and who in other styles in sentences like ‘He is someone whom/who | admire greatly’.

Subject: The (superficia structura) subject of adauseisanoun or pronoun expression which is normally
positioned between a complementiser and an (auxiliary or nonauxiliary) verb. Syntactic characteristics of
subjects include the fact that they can trigger agreement with auxiliaries (asin ‘The president is lying’,
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wherethe auxiliary is agrees with the subject the president), and they can be inverted with auxiliariesin
main clause questions (asin ‘Is the president lying? , where the auxiliary is has been inverted with the
subject the president).

Subjunctive: Ina(formal style) sentence such as ‘ The judge ordered that he be detained indefinitely’, the
passive auxiliary verb beis traditionally said to be in the subjunctive mood, since athough it has exactly
the same form as the infinitive form be (e.g. in infinitive structures such as ‘ To be or not to be — that isthe
guestion’), it has a nominative subject he, and henceis afinite verb form. In present-day spoken English,
constructi ons contai ning subjunctive verbs are generally avoided, asthey are fdt to be archaic or
excessively formal in style by many speakers. See M ood.

Substantive: A substantive category is a category (like noun, verb, adjective, adverb, preposition) whose
members are contentives (i.e. items with idiosyncrati ¢ descriptive content). See §2.4.

Substitution: A technique used to determine the category which a given expression belongsto. An
expression bdongs to a given type of category if it can be substituted (i.e. replaced) in phrases or
sentences like that in which it occurs by another expression which clearly bel ongs to the category in
guestion. For example, we might say that clearer is an adverb in * John speaks clearer than you' because it
can bereplaced by the adverbial expression more clearly. See §2.3.

Successive-cyclic movement: Movement in a succession of short steps. On the claim that Head
Movement is successive-cyclic, see 85.5. On the claim that A-movement is successive-cyclic, see §8.9. On
the claim that wh-movement is successive cydlic, see ch. 10.

Suffix: See Affix.

Superlative: The superlativeis aform of an adjective/adverb (typically carrying the suffix -est) used to
mark the highest value for a particular property in comparison with others. For example, hardest isthe
superlative form of hard in ‘John is the hardest worker because he works hardest’.

Syncretise/Syncretism: In work on split CP projections discussed in §9.3, Rizzi has claimed that athough
For ce and Finiteness are projected on separate heads when some (topi calised or focused) constituent
intervenes between them, they are syncretised (i.e. collapsed/conflated) into a single head carrying both
Force and Finiteness features when no constituent intervenes between them.

Syntactic representation: See Representation.

Syntax: The component of a grammar which determi nes how words are combi ned together to form
phrases and sentences.

T: A tense-marking constituent containing either atensed auxiliary, or an abstract tense affix Tns, or a
non-finite tense particle likeinfinitival to. T-to-C movement is movement of an auxiliary or nonauxiliary
verb fromthe head T position of TP into the head C position of CP — aswith theitalicised inverted
auxiliary in‘Isit raining?

Taxonomy: A taxonomy is a classificatory system. A taxonomic theory of language is one which
classifies constituents into different types. See 81.2.

Tag: A string usually consisting of an auxiliary and a subject pronoun which is ‘tagged’ onto the end of a
sentence. Thus, theitalicised string is the tag in the following: * The president isn’'t underestimating his
opponents, ishe?, and the overall sentence is known as atag question/tag sentence.

Tense Finiteauxiliary and main verbs in English show abinary (two-way) tense contrast, traditionally
said to be between present tense forms and past tenseforms. Thus, in ‘ John hates syntax’, hatesisa
present tense verb form, whereas in ‘ John hated syntax’, hated is a past tense verb form (An aternative
classificati on which many linguists prefer isinto [+PAST] verb forms, so that hated is [+PAST], and hates
[-PAST]). This present/past tense distinction correlates (to some extent) with time-reference, so that (e.g.)
past tense verbs typically describe an event taking placein the past, whereas present-tense verbs typically
describe an event taking place in the present (or future). However, the correlation is an imperfect one,
since e.g. in asentence such as ‘| might go there tomorrow’, the auxiliary might carries the past tense
inflection -t (found on past tense main verbs like | eft) but does not denote past time.
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Tensed: A tensed (auxiliary or nonauxiliary) verb-form is one which carries (present/past) tense - eg. is,
will, could, hates, went, etc. By extension, atensed clauseis one containing atensed auxiliary or main
verb. See Tense.

Terminal node: A node at the bottom of atree.

Ternary: Three-way. For example, person properties might be described in terms of aternary (three-
valued) feature such as [1/2/3-Pers], with first person pronouns like we being [1-Pers], second person
pronouns like you be ng [2-Perg], and third person pronouns like they being [3-Pers]. A ternary-branching
congtituent is one which has three daughters.

Thematic: On Thematic role, see Theta-role. On the Thematic Hierar chy which specifies where an
argument carrying a given theta-role should be merged, see ex. XVIII.

THEME: The name of a specific theta-role (sometimes also termed PATIENT) representing the entity
undergoi ng the effect of some action (e.g. Harry in *William teased Harry').

Theory of grammar: A theory which specifies the types of categories, relaions, operations and principles
found in natural language grammars. See 81.2.

Theta mark/0-mark: To say that a predicate theta-marks its arguments is to say that it determines the
thetarole played by its arguments. See §87.4.

Theta-role/6-role: The semantic role played by an argument in relation to its predicate (e.g. AGENT,
THEME, GOAL, €c.). For example, in a sentence like William teased Harry, the verb tease assigns the
0-role AGENT to its subject William and the theta-role THEME to its complement Harry. See §7.4.

Theta criterion/0-criterion: A principle of Universal Grammar which specifies that each argument
should bear one and only one theta-role, and that each theta rol e assodi ated with a given predicate should
be assigned to one and only one argument. See §7.4.

Third Person: See Person.

Three-place predicate: A predicate (typically a verb) which takes three arguments - e.g. the verb givein
‘John gave Mary something’ (where the three arguments of give are John, Mary and something). See
Argument.

Tns: An abstract affix which carries tense and agreement properties. See §4.4.

Top/Topic/Topicalisation/TopP: In adialogue such as the foll owing:

SPEAKER A: |'ve been having problems with the Fantasy Syntax seminar
SPEAKER B: That kind of course, very few students seem to be able to get their heads round

theitalicised expression that kind of course can be said to be the topic of the sentence produced by
speaker B, in the sense that it refers back to the Fantasy Syntax seminar mentioned by the previous
speaker. An expression which represents ‘old’ or ‘familiar’ information in thisway is said to be atopic.
The movement operation by which theitalicised expression moves from being the complement of the
prepaosition round to the front of the overall sentenceis traditionally termed topicalisation. In work by
Luigi Rizzi on split CP projections discussed in §9.2, topic expressions which occur at the beginning of
clauses are said to be contained within a TopP ‘ Topic Phrase projection, headed by an abstract Top (=
‘Topic’) constituent.

TP: Tense projection/Tense phrase - i.e. phrase headed by atense-marked auxiliary or an abstract tense
morpheme Tns. See §3.2-83.3.

Trace (theory): A trace of amoved constituent is anull copy | eft behind (as a result of movement) in
each position out of which a constituent moves. Tracetheory is atheory which posits that moved
congtituents leave behind a trace copy in each position out of which they move. See 85.3, 86.3 and §7.2.

Transfer: See Phase.

Transitive: A word is traditionally said to be transitive (in agiven use) if it assigns accusative caseto a
noun or pronoun expression which it c-commands. So, likesin ‘John likes him’ is atransitive verb, since
it assigns accusative case to its complement him. Likewise, infinitival for is atransitive complementiser,
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since it assigns accusative case to the subject of its infinitive complement (cf. ‘I’ m keen [for himto
participate more actively]’). See 84.9.

Tree (diagram): A form of graph used to represent the syntactic structure of a phrase or sentence.

Truncate/Truncation: Truncation is an operation by which a sentence is shortened by omitting one or
more unstressed words a the beginning. For example, we can truncate a question like Are you going
anywhere nice on holiday? by omitting are to form You going anywhere nice on holiday? and can further
truncate the sentence by omitting you to give Going anywhere nice on holiday?

T-to-C movement: SeeT.

Two-place predicate: A predicate which has two arguments — e.g. tease in ‘William teased Harry’ where
the two arguments of the predicate tease are William and Harry. See Argument.

UG: seeUniversal Grammar.

Unaccusative: An unaccusative predicate is aword like come whose apparent ‘subject’ originates as its
compl ement. See §7.5.

Unary-branching. A unary-branching nodeis one which has a single daughter.

Unbound: A constituent is unbound if it has no appropriate antecedent in an appropriate position within a
given structure. For example, himself is unbound in a sentence such as ** She helped himself’, since sheis
not an appropriate antecedent for himself, and thereis no other appropriate antecedent for himsel f
anywhere within the sentence.

Unergative: An unergative predicateis averb like groan in a sentence such as * He was groaning’ which
has an AGENT subject but no overt object (though may have an incorporated object: see §9.5).

Ungradable: See Gradable.
Ungrammatical: See Grammatical.

Uniformity of Theta Assignment HypothesSUTAH: A hypothesis (devel oped by Baker 1988) which
mai ntains that each theta-role assigned by a particular kind of predicate is canonically assocdiated with a
specific syntacti ¢ position: e.g. spec-vP isthe canonical position associated with an AGENT argument.

Uninterpretable: SeeInterpretable.

Universal Grammar: Those aspects of grammar which are universal, and which are assumed by
Chomsky to be part of the innate knowledge which a child is born with.

Universality: A criterion of adequacy for atheory of grammar, requiring that the theory be applicableto
al natural languages. See 81.2.

Unreduced: See Reduced.

Unspecified: To say that a constituent is unspecified for a given featureis to say that it lacks the relevant
feature.

Unvalued: SeeValue.

UTAH: See Uniformity of Theta Assignment Hypothesis.
V: SeeVerb.

v: SeelLight verb.

Value: Inrdation to a feature such as [Singular-Number], number issaid to be an attribute (and
represents the property being described) and singular itsvalue. To value afeatureisto assign it avalue.
For example, afinite auxiliary enters the derivation with its person and number features unvalued (i.e. not
assigned any value), and these are then va ued via agreement with the subject in the course of the
derivation. See §8.3.

Variety: A particular (e.g. geographical or social) form of alanguage.
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Verb: A category of word which has the morphological property that it can carry a specific range of
inflections (e.g. the verb show can carry past tense -d, third person singular present tense -s, perfect -n and
progressive -ing, giving rise to shows/showed/shown/showing), and the syntactic property that it can head
the complement of infinitival to (cf. ‘Do you want to show me?') See §2.2 and §2.3. On Verb movement,
seeV-to-T movement.

Verb phrase: aphrase which is headed by averb - eg. theitalicised phrasein ‘ They will help you'. See
ch.3.

V-to-T movement: Movement of averb out of the head V position in VP into the head T positionin TP.
See §85.4.

Vocative: A vocative expression is one which is used to address one or more individuals, and which is set
off in aseparate tone-group at the beginning or end of the sentence (marked in the spelling by the use of a
comma). So, for example, Fred is avocative expressionin ‘ Fred, can you give me ahand? and similarly,
you two is avocative expression in ‘Come here, you two!’

Voice: See Active.

VP/VPISH: On VP, seeVerb Phrase. A VP-adverb is an adverb (like perfectly) which adjoinsto a
projection of alexical verb (V). The VP-Internal Subject Hypothesis/'VPI SH isthe hypothesis that
subjects originate internally within the verb phrase: see ch. 7.

vP: aphrase (maximal projection) headed by alight verb. A vP-adverb is an adverb which adjoinsto a
projection of alight verb (v).

Weak: See Strong.

Wh: Thisiswidey used as afeature carried by constituents which undergo wh-movement (hence e.g. the
relaive pronoun who in someone who | think is lying can be described as a wh-pronoun, as can the
interrogative pronoun who in Who are you waiting for? and the exclamative quantifier what in What fun
we had!

Wh-copying: A phenomenon whereby a moved wh-expression leaves behind an overt copy of itsef when
it moves — as with movement of who in a Child English question such as Who do you think who chased the
cat?

Wh-expression: an expression contai ning awh-word (i.e. containing aword carrying a [wH] feature).

Wh-island constraint: A constraint which specifies that wh-clauses (i.e. clauses beginning with a
wh-expression) areislands, so that no constituent can be moved out of a wh-clause. Seel sland.

Wh-movement: A type of movement operation whereby awh-expression is moved to the front of a
particular type of structure (e.g. to the front of the overall sentence in *Where has he gone?'). See ch.6.

Wh-parameter: A parameter whose setting determines whether wh-expressions are (or are not) moved to
the front of an appropriate type of clause (e.g. in wh-questions). See §1.5.

Wh-phrase: A phrase contai ning a wh-word.
Wh-question: A guestion which contains awh-word, e.g. ‘What are you doing?

Wh-word: A word which begins with wh (e.g. who/what/which/wher e/when/why), or which has a similar
syntax to wh-words (e.g. how).

Word order: Thelinear sequencing (left-to-right ordering) of words within a phrase or sentence.

Yes-no question: A question to which ‘Yes' or ‘“No’ would be an appropriate answer - e.g. ‘Isit raining?
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