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In a recent paper, Chomsky has proposed two principles which

choose among competing transformational derivations. He c¢alls them

principles of "Economy of Derivation®. These are the Leasgt Effort

principle and the Last Resort principle, seen in (la~b). (The

nomenclature is partially my own: Chomsky uses the term "Principle of
Least Effort" for (la~b) together.)

(1) Principles of Economy

a. Principle of Least Effort: Tf two derivations from a given
D-gtructure each yvield legitimate outputs, and one contains
more transformational steps than the other, only the shorter
derivation is grammatical,

b. Last Resort Principle: "UG principles are applied wherever
possible, with language-particular rules used only to "save" a
D~structure yvielding no output."

This paper proposes an alternative to these principles.
Chomsky's arguments for his appreoach involve a reanalysis of Pollock's
recent paper on verb movement and INFL. I will begin by briefly

summarizing how Chomsky's system works.

Chomsky uses a filter due to Lasnik ag a prime mover Ffor the
various transformations and insertions found in the English and French
verbal auxiliary system. Lasnik's filter requires morphemes
designated aé affixes to be supported by lexical material at PF. It

ig informally stated in (2):

(2) Lasnik's Pilter: An affix must be lexically supported at PF.




Now consider the problem of satisfying Lasnik's filter for
inflectional affixes. UG and Bnglish grammar provide three
posgibilities: V-to-I Raising, I-to-V Lowering, and do-support.
Lagnik'sg gi;ter requires that one of these pogsibilities be chosen,
but dme%;%xplaim a rigid pecking order that exists among these
possibilities. Thus, Chomsky notes that V-to=-I Raising is reguired
whenever it is possible, asg it is in the French finite clauses seen in
{3):

(3) Vv-to~I Raising

a. Marie ne parles pas e; francais.
b. Marie parle; souvent frapcais.

I-to-V Lowering
c. *Marie ne e; pas parl-e, francais.
d. #*Marie e. souvent parl-e; francais.

On the other hand, we know that Lowering of I-to-V does exist,
but only where V~to~I is impossible, asg it is with the English main
varbs in (4):

(4) V-to-T Raising

a. *Rill speaks; not e; French,
b. *Bill speaks, often e French,

I-to~V Lowering
c. Bill [ywer esl speak-s; French.
d. Bill often [cwex es] speak-s. French.

Wwhy does V-to-I Raising take precedence over I-to=-V Lowering?

Chomsky suggests that length of derivation is the crucial difference.

Given the ECP, it is somewhat surprising that Affix Lowering should be
allowed at all. Chomsky's idea is that the ECP iz satisfied for the
trace of finite affix Lowering because at LF the trace isg actually
filled in by Raising vV back to INFL. Crucially, this sort of "round

trip” derivation involves two steps, Lowering and Railsing, while a



darivation that simply raises V to INFL involves only one, Raising.
The "Least Effort” principle requires that the shorter derivation be
picked: hence the round trip induced by Lowering is picked only when

the one-way trip involving S-gtructure Raising is unavailable.

The round trip derivation found with I-to~V Lowering is
empirically supported by th@(ﬁead Movement Cmnatrain{}affectﬁ induced
by negation. Chomsky follows Pollock in treating negation as a head
of a Negp.?® Iﬁ the Head Movement Constraint derives from the ECP,
then an intervening negation should not affect the S-structure
Lowering portion of the round trip, but should block the LF Railsing
portion. Indeed, it is exactly in negative c¢lauses that simple I-to-V
Lowering is impossible. Instead, an inflected do is inserted above
Neg to support INFL -~ Do support:

(3)a. *Bill ey not speak-s; French,.
b, Bill does not speak French,

But this possibility raises a new question. Insertion of do
in INFL involves only one step, and should produce derivations no
longer than those involving Raising. Why isn't do-ingertion the
method of choice for satisfying Lasnik's filter where Raising is
blocked? If do insertion could apply in these cases, it would yield

ungrammatical examples like (6), with do non-contrastive:

(6) #*Bill does speak French.

To explain the fact that do is inserted only when neither v-
to=T nor I-to-V is possible, Chomsky invokes an additional condition,

over and above the Least Effort principle: an absolute ban on the use

of language-particular insertion rules like do-support when there is
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an alternative legal derivation involving UG movement -- be it

Raising or Lowering. This is the Last Resort Principle, seen in (1b).

Summarizing, Chomsky propmaéﬁ (i} an absolute preference for
UG principles over Language Particular rules, and (ii) a "Least
Effort" principle that favors the shortest derivation from a given D-

structure.

Lel us assume that the movements and insertions that are
assumed on Chomsky's analysis are correct, including the round trip
derivation for cases of finite-I~to-V Lowering. Let us, however,
gimplify his analvsis so as to keep our rather complicated discussion
manageable., 'fwo guestions arise with respect to Chomsky's analysis
that are guite important, but avoidable here. To save time -~ gince
they will oenly arise in vour mind if you think too hard -~ I have put
them on the handout in (7)-(8), but will not discuss them here.

{7) (see handout)

e

(8) (see handout)

-

Agssuming the basic facts of Chomsky's analysis, I will propose

an alternative characterization of the reasons for the various steps.

T would like to introduce the notion satisfaction of a filter

at a level of representation Ly. The intultive content of ﬁh@ notion

Y"satisfaction is as follows: a filter is satisfied at the level at

which its actual reqguirements have been met and the chains of all

elements affected by the filter have been made legal. A more precise
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notion of "gatisfaction” is given id, parochially for Lasnik's case iﬁ

™

(@Q, and more generally in (10), which I won't read to you.

{9) Lasnik's Pilter is satisfied at level L5 for Affix o 1iff
{2) no members of the chain containing a at Ls violate any
grammatical principles at Ly or any later level.

(10) A filter F whose 8D involves elements A=(d.,...,0n) is
satisfied at level Ly 1ff for any a.« in A, no chain-mate of

ay (including as itself) violates any grammatical principles
(including those of F itself) at ki, - -

Now let us ask a new question -- how early in the derivation
is Lasnik's Filter 5aﬁi$fie§)in each of the cages degcribed by

Chomsky. There are three cases to consider. The first two are seen

in (11h-b). .
65}3 i/&“‘“ {;\JJ/‘/’\/ m}

When the preferred option, Raising, can take place, Lasnik's

Filter is satisfied at S-structure. This is (1la).

wWhen the next most preferred option, Lowering, takes place,
the filter is sgatisfied at LF ~- the level at which the head of the

chain containing INFL satisfies the ECP. This iz (11b)

When do insertion has applied, however, something more needs
to be sald. Suppose do~insertion, as a Language-Particular process,
is not merely a special tyvpe of rule, but is a rule that applies at a
special level of represgsentation set aside for Language-Particular

ingertion rules. Let us call this level LP-gtructure and position the

level after S-gtructure, perhaps in the position of Chomsky's "PF".
Then, when do insertion has applied, the earliegt level at which

Lasnik's Fllter ils satisfied 1s LP-structure. This ds (11lc¢).



(11) At what level is Lasnik's Filter satisfied?

a. V-to~IL Raising S~structure.

b. (Finite) I-to-V Lowering LF
+ V-to-1 Raising

¢. Do-support Le-structure.

Now recall that the preferences for satisfaction of Lasnik's
filter are as in {(12):

(12) v-to-I » I-to-Y > ﬁﬂ

Putting {(11) and (12) together, it is clear that the combined
effects of Chomsky's Least Effort and Last Resort principles can be

captured by the Earliness Principle in {13) below:

{13) PFarliness Principle: Satisfy filters as early as possible on the
hievarchy of levels: (DS >) 85 »>LF >LP.

Crucially, the ordering reguired by the Farliness Principle
involves a linearization of the T-model, so that LF precedes LP. I
have no light to shed on why this particular linearization is chosen
hy the theory, ag opposed to a linearization that would place LF last.
I do have some speculations, which I will not have time to go into

here ., *

The Barliness Principle differs in three salient respects from

Chomsky's proposals.

First, it does not reguire examination of derivations as a
whole, but only the structure of chaing affected by the Structural

Description of Filters. This difference may have some computational



interest, but since I have not attempted to examine these guestions, T

will leave them for now.

Second, EBarliness is a homogeneous condition, unlike the two

distinct conditions of Economy given in (1). In the next part of this
paper, T will trv to establish that a "homogeneous" Earliness
Principle is feasible in one crucial respect. The Earliness Principle
relies upon the idea that Language~Particular insertion rules like

ngauppmrt are not merely marked as Language-Particular, but actually

apply at a 1@v&1 Of Leprpﬁantation set aside for rules of this sort.

\ Thlw ldea must bhe defendedﬂ T will attempt to do just this, by

ﬁov91op1nq #wo argum@ntg that do-support does not feed Move a. The

arguments will involve inversion constructions and adverb placement.

Third, the Earliness Principle is both stronger and wea 30

than Economy, in ways that I will argue are

e First the way in which -#£=%s- Earliness is correctly weaker:
w"“ﬂ ’
< since EBarliness does not keep track of derivation length, Earliness,
",
/) but not Economy, should allow "spontaneous” movement =-- movement that

-, takes place for no reason abt all. In Part Three of this paper, I will
/‘ argue against the Ecénomy approach by showing that spontaneous
Q movement over an adverb can be found in the English verbal and
Second, the way in which Earliness is correctly stronger than

auxiliary systems.

<
/) Economy: consider two derivations of equal length, where one satisfies
:; a filter earlier than the other, Earliness predicts that only the

derivation that satisfies the filter earlier should be permitted, but
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Economy predicts equal”ﬁﬁgtﬁg for the two d@rivaticngA In the last

gsection, I shall provide a case of this sort, where Earliness seemg to
i

be supported over Economy.
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2 The F&asﬁbility of the Earliness Principle: The Inertness of do

Y

The grammar we are arguing for has the articulations in (14):

e n 4

e 1

This grammar predicts that LP insertion rules should not feed
any S-structure processges. Suppose Move ¢ is part of the mapping from
D=gtructure to 8-gtructure and LF, but not part of the mapping from
S-structure to LP-structure. We predict that inserted do should not
underge the sort ¢f head-movement that other verbs undergo. I will
provide two arguments that this is correct. The first argument
involves the inability of do to undergo I-to~C Raising. The second

argument involves the inability of do to raise over adverbs.

2.1 Argument #1 for the Innertness of do: Conditional
Inversion {(CI)

EBnglish, like a number of Germanic and Romance languages,
shows a type of subiect-verb inversion in conditionals. The

complementary distribution of Conditional Inversion {(CI) and lexical



if, seen in (15), suggests, as noted by den Besten and Holmberg, that
the Conditional Inversion crucially involves COMP., Let us therefors
asagume, with these authors, that Conditional Inversion is a rule that
moves the contents of INFL to C.
(15) a. If John had read the book, he would have known the answer.

b. Had John read the book, he would have known the answer.

¢. *ILf had John read the book, he would have known the answer.

d. *Had if John read the book, he would have known the answer.

We will show that do does not underge this rule, and use this

fact to argue for LP~structure. To accord any significance to this

fact, however, it is firset necessary to look at what elements of the

verbal and auxiliary systems may undergo this rule.

In English, Conditional Inversion applies only to

counterfactuals, Thus there is always a presupposition that the

protasis is false (or unlikely). I will use the ability to take an
apodasis with the modal would as a sign that a conditional is

counterfactual, which seemg correct.

2.1.1 HNon-inverted Counterfactuals

Before asking what elements can occur in counterfactuals with
inversion, we must ask what elements can occur in the INFL of the
protasis of counterfactuals without inversion. A (hopefully) complete
listing can be found in (16), where (l16a-g) contain auxiliaries and
modals that do occur in non-inverted counterfactuals, and (16h-o0)

iy,

contains thoge modals that do not occur in counterfactuals.

Pt
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(}6)(;) If John had solved the problem, he would have shown up.
[W{)Iﬁ Mary should meet him, she would certainly come and
1 tell us. ["gon-obligational ghould"]
c. If John were to solve the probTem, we would be happy.
d., If Mary were dying, she would look worse.
e. If Mary could speak French, she would have shown up.
£. 71If we were to take out the garbage every day, they would
have left us a note.
_ (on the reading "if we were to" ="If we were expected to")
<jg. 1f John would drive a little faster, he would get there a
little sconer. ["agentive would"]

(ﬁ> *1f Mary can speak French, she would have translated for us.
. ®LF Bill may leave, we would have been told.
3{%} *LE Bill might leave, Sue would have informed us.
*Tf Sue must take out the garbage each morning, she would have
asked for higher wages. [cf. (205f)]
L. *If Bill ought to take out the garbage each morning, Sue would
have informed us.
m. *ILf Mary shall speak French, she would have started already.
n. *Lf Bill should take out the garbage, we would have known about it.
["obligational should"]
o. *If Sue will speak French, she would have told us.

o bk

(17) shows that paraphrases of many of the bad modals in (16)
are acceptable. We therefore can't look to their meaning for a simple
answer:

(17)a. If Bill were permitted to leave, Sue would have informed us.

b. If Bill were supposed to take out the garbage each morning,
Sue would have informed us.

Now let us try to make sense out of the data in (16).

2.1.2 Counterfactuals and Past Tense

First, we need to gpend a minute on "non-obligational sghould”
seen in (16b). Except for an interesting usage in factives, non-
obligational should is not found outside the protasis of a

conditional. (I amﬂigmorlﬂg rha)naxmatlve rule that uUbﬁﬁitUt@% should

f w q%ﬁx}n the &ht\\ag n ) ;;"
IJ&Z tﬁ(n&@ ii{é;ag% :z, %za: la "1" /5
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should is simply a form of would that occurs in the protasis of a

counterfactual, as seen in (19):

(185(é> If there should be 2 viot, it would be bad for the cause,

\\(jﬁy *1f there would be a riot, it would be bad for the cause.
=7 [ef. (16h) with agentive would]
¢. *¥If there should be a riot, it should be bad for the cause.
d, *If there would be a riot, it should be bad for the cause,.

(19) wouldnoneagencive~-—=>should [ protasis of a counterfactual

With should treated in this fashion, the generalization in

{20) appears to be true:

An auxiliary or modal g is acceptable in INFL of the protasis
of a counterfactual iff o is acceptable as a past-tense form.

The relevance of the discussion of should is that there does
exist a past tense ugage of would, seen in (21b). The letters on the
examples of (21) correspond to the letters in (16):

(21) a. Bill had finished the book the previous Friday.
Q?T}Mary would often repeat your remarks during those vears.
= Bill was to die in the Great War.
d. They were dying by the thousands.
e, That's strange -~ Sue could speak French yesterday!
f. Mary was to take out garbage every day, in return for which she
received a small salary. ‘
g. When we pulled into the service station, the mechanic
would not look at our car, on the grounds that it was Sunday.
h. *That's strange -- Sue can speak French yesterday.
i, ®*Bill may leave yesterday.
d. *Bill might leave vesterday.
k., *S5ue must take out the garbage each morning in those days.
1. *Bi1ll ought (not (to)) take out the garbage each morning
in those days.
m. *Mary shall speak French vesterday.
n. *Bill should take out the garbage vesterday.
o. *fue will speak French yesterday.
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2.1.3 Do in counterfactual conditionals

Now let us consider the do of do support. Do behaves as
predicted a™F&r. It is acceptable as a past-~tense form, as seen in

{(22):

”Mm532i22) Tt didn't rain vesterday.

-~ and thus is acceptable in the-protisis.of a

counterfactual, as seen in (23):

wwﬁfww(XZB) a. If it didn't rain, we wouldn't have crops,

Z b, If it did rain in Spain, it would fall mainly on the plain, k@é@ﬂ;ﬂ
P L (

2.1.4 Invergion

Finally, we reburn to inversion. We are not surprised to ges
in (24h=o0) that modals that do ?ngparticipat& in simple
counterfactuals also do not participate in inverted counterfactuals.
On the other hand, the examples in (24a-g) are sgurprising: every

modals and auxiliary in (2la-g) occurs in simple counterfactuals, but

only had, should, were and non-obligational were-to occur in inverted

counterfactuals. Could, obligational were~to, and agentive would all
fail to occur in the inverted forms. Some illustrative data is in

(24), and a chart is given in (25):
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(24) Auxiliaries that independently occur in counterfactuals with
'if' (surprising facts):

»

-

Lo Te

Had John solved the problem, he would have shown up.
Should Mary meet him, she would certainly come and tell us,
Were John to solve the problem, we would be happy.
Were Mary dying, she would look worse.
*Could Mary speak French, she would have shown up.
*Were we to take out the garbage every day, they would have left
us a note,
(on the reading "were we to" =" we were expected to.,.")

<'g::)*Wou1d John drive a little faster, he would get there a little

sooner .

Auxiliaries that do not independently occur in counterfactuals with
*if' (umsurprising facts):

h. *Can Mary speak French, she would have translated for us.
i. *May Bill leave, we would have been told.
J. *Might Bill leave, Sue would have informed us.
k. *Must Sue take out the garbage each morning, she would have asked for
higher wages. [cf. (205f)]
1. #0ught Bill to take out the garbage each morning, Sue would have
informed us.
m., *5hall Mary speak French, she would have started already.
n. *Should Bill take out the garbage, we would have known about it.
o. *Will Sue speak French, she would have told us.
5)
ok in ok as
counter—| true
factual {Past undergoes
protasis] tense I-to—C
had + + +
should/fwould + A + non-O-assigners
were-to(NON-OBL) + + +
were + + +
could + + -
were-to(OBL) ? + - O-assigners
would (AGENT) + + -
can - - -
may - - -
might - - -
must - - -
ought - - -
shall(AGENT) ~ - -
should (OBLIG) - - -
will - - -
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What accounts for {(25a-d) vs. (25e~g)? The data immediately
remind us of Pollock's description of verb movement to INFL in English
and in French infinitives. Rey@ll that~Pollock suggested that certain
instances of INFL are designated "[+0-opaquel” (Pw11%§% called them
gimply Yopague"). A O-assigner that moves tm«g%@hwaﬁl&NFL cannot

waxgn its @-role tgrmugh ite trace; thig creates a @~criterion
A e, S 1t e g o
violatibn. The ‘evidedce mounts for the QO%fectneqq of this linkage
between @-agsignment and movement when we observe the same
generalization governing I-to-~C. I-to-C affects a wider randge of

verbal elements than are affected by V-to-I, because I-to~C also

affeﬂts elementg_that are base-ge elateﬂ in INFL, e.g. the modals.

NN ke Jolols s &”Mm’ AM\A

T thus argue th&thLn;)ézbnal COMP is @~opaque just like
English INFL -- and that the cut between {(25a-d) and 25€>g is simply
the cut between O~assigners and non~-Q-assigners. (@ th@rfl to-C,in

these Cases 13 anmadJunwtlon, as 1g‘Faiiock’ anajy ?)\d; movemant to

ey

T and to AGLf is a«éﬁb t@Lut%én, au tnﬁ Qﬁmpiementary dlstribLtLﬁﬂ

ebtwix$wﬁzll “Teave open. ®- i)

with if st
‘«x.\

™,

Finallyv a spe&ulatimgs We have accounted\ for which of the
k‘\‘R ', vg"w
) Y S .
verbs that occur in counterfactuals can also occuriin inverted
‘\\‘\‘ ", ”\\}V
cmunterfacthals. We have not agcuunf@Q for the restriction of I-to-(

%,

to counterfacfﬂalv in the first p]ah@ I suggest thaﬁ\th@ restriction
of I-to~-C to waun?erfactuala is also an example of Pnljéwk‘v

Description. As .umc Lhat the avallablllty of a past t@nfe\fnrm for a

modal really means fha anllabillTY of an u@mark@d tense form to which

'\

a past-tensge ia?erpr@tatlﬁn can be assigned 1& certain env1ronment

Imagine that the relation bﬁrnm by tense to Ltﬁ&olauhw ig in bumﬁ\

X,
%,
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ﬁashf@g analogous to the relation of a @wasai@ner to its argumentﬁs

‘L

‘931b¢11ty of mQVLng to ¢ a form with full tensge 1nter9r@ta%1on

g

The img

can be 1Lk9w1 e analogized to the impossibility Of mDVLng a B a%a Lgne

‘x

to a O~ OpaQu@ category. ThJQ\WQuld prevent all bum verbs in anz‘

‘l‘%‘ ‘ k'f,

unmarked tens e\ﬁorm from MOVLDQ tm ¢ in English. Amdmg Gmndltxanﬁl

\“ ‘«
this in effect restricts movemenﬁ tn counterfactuals. \\
\% ‘

2.1.5 Non-inversion with do \

Leaving these speculations aside, now consider do. We saw in
(22)~(23) that do participates in counterfactuals. This is not

surprising, since it has a past-tense form in accordance with (20).7

Now let us consider do's expected behavior with respect to

s

Podlock! s-ebservations. Do is a non-@-assigner par. ehﬁ@lienee This

R,

g .

can be easily demonstrated by (26):

(26) Do is a non-O-assigner
There didn't seem to be any need for this example.

In this light, it is very surprising that(i@ does not undergo
I=-to-C, as yvou can see in (27):

(270a> If it rained, the game would be cancelled,

2 If it didndt rain, we wouldn't have crops, o
. #Did it not rain, we wouldn't have crops. \/

g \
Let us call the inability of do to move Ud@ anrtne 3% It is

important to be clear about why (27) is interesting: we have developed

meect characterization of the verbs that

a coherent an
undergo Conditional Inversion. By all rights, do should undergo this
process. It is in this light that do-inertness cries out for an

explanation, which I will now provide.
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I begin by specifying that do is inserted i? under (INFL,
IP}, as in {28):®

(28) ¢ --> do [ (INFL, 1IP)

\ AV 6! \m\”’ﬁ.

Given (28) A LP-structure explains do-inertness: if rule (28)
applies at LP-structure, it apples after Move a. The failure of do to
undergo I-to-C (in the light of our understanding of what other
glements undergo tﬁe rule) is directly explained by the agsumpiion
that LP~structure exists and is a level past S-structure and Move a.
In turn, LP-gtructure is a necessary part of the Earliness account of

the English and French auxiliaries.

2.1.6 A Necessary Aside: Question Inversion

A brief agide is in order: If the data above are explalned
using "deep" considerations like @-assignment and the order of
components, then we expect all I-to-C movement to behave alike. We

might therefore expect Question Inversion (ém/ﬁagégiwém}nyé%@;@@) to

distinguish among O-asgsigning modals, non-assigning modals, and do.

, of course, is false, as (29)~(30) show:

& What can Bill accomplish?
) What did Bill accomplish?

This problem has an answer, but not one that I can go into in

any detail here Jﬁh H‘ge ﬁnglléh) /6’e.lﬁf\\y16ajéhg /gﬁQ\
QOQH?Ald%h@HJ/gTﬁQ fceydnﬁ@ﬂ ,»ﬁuﬂxplaln the lack of
restrictions on modals and do in these constructions by showing that

they are not instances of I~to-~¢C; in fact, thevy are not instances of

I-to-anywhere. Instead, in keeping with an old suggestion of
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MeCawley's, made in "English as a V80 Language”, let us assume that
the "inversion' seen in qguestions involve%&not INFL raising to %& but
i

incomplete subiject raising within IP,

Iy ‘%\\\”

‘1nwagﬁ@em@mtmwiﬁhwmuchMr@@@ntwwaﬁkwby Kitagawa, Xuroda,
gportiche/RKoopman and Fukti/Speai,,ammng othersg, I assume that
i O Y ‘r’?/& Ve v““Q g 3/“/3\/(3 {ﬂ\ (/Z éL/A»\{ (,,‘f‘v) tadle .
[8PEC,IP] is & non-@ position 4n simple sentences. Main verb subijects
receive their ©O-roles within VP, and typically raise to [SPEC,IP] to
receive nominative Case by (SPEC, Head) agreement. But the theory
leaves open ancther possibility, that the subject may raise only

part-way, and INFL may assign nominative Casge via ECM to the SPEC of

its complement.

Let us assume that INFL may indeed assign case "down", after
the Fashion of ECM verbs. (This has been advanced by Kitagawa for
Italian inversion, by Diesing for vYiddish, and by Sportiche/Koopman
for the Celtic languages.) I suggest that this is exactly what happens
in Znglish Question Inversion constructions, and that the reason the
subiject does not move all the way to the (S8SPEC,IP) is that the
{SPEC,IP) iz the landing site for matrix WH-movement -~ in other words
an A-bar pogition. This analysis is sketched in (30):

(30) {4e Whats [+ canl [ve Bill do ti}]
Leasew>u.d

This analysis follows if matrix clauses are IP, rather than
Cp. If, in turn, embedded clausges are all CP, rather than IP (as I
have argued elsewhere), then the absence of embedded guestion

inversion follows ag well.®
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The idea that [SPEC,IP] can be an A-bar poaltlonﬁgtemﬁAflom
wﬂ“k oy Diesing on Yiddish, o8d by Rognvaldsson & Thrainsson on
\d&/ ”~
(EceIandTé/(WIcelandlc and viddish differ from English in allowing
[SPEC,IP] to function as an A-bar position not only for guestion words
and negatives, but also for topics-- vielding the well-known
phenomenon of "embedded V2" in these languages: the verb moves to
INFL, and the topic moves to [SPEC,IP] i} The extension to English
gquestions was first proposed in a March 1988 paper by _Akira Watanabe,
m%mmmwwr
who gives evidence almost identical to that presented below ,/Nﬂf
(attributed Lo Imanishi (1986a,b)). The proposal for English is

summarized in (31):

(31)a. Matrix clauses: WH moves Lo SPEC,IP
INFL Case-marks the subject of VP by ECM

b. Embedded clauses: WH moves to SPEC,CP
INFIL Case-marks its SPEC by SPEC-Head agreement
This analysis is supported by data from topicalization and
from the distribution of do support in questions, but I can only

present the former argument here.

Topicalization evidence: Suppose matrix WH-movement lands in

(SPEC,IP), but embedded WH-movement lands in (SPEC,CP), as I have
suggested. Consider the consequences of Baltin's observation that
English topics are IP-adijoined. Topics should land to the left of a
moved WH-phrase in a matrix gquestion, and to the right of the moved
WH-phrase in an embedded question. While all topicalization in a
gquestion is somewhat odd, these predictions seem correct, as the data

in (32)-(37) show.*®



———X32)a.

{33)a.
b.

(34)a.
b.
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Matriz gquestions

?l<»A book like this, [«p why should T buy?]l]
#[.p Why [» a book like this [. should I buy?1l]

?This book, to whom should we give? (Watanabe (1988))
?These prices, what can anyone do about?
(Langendoen (1979), via Watanabe)
?To Bill, what will you give for Christmas?
?And a book like this, to whom would you give?
2And to Cynthia, what do you think you will send?
(Delahunty (1983), via Watanabe)
2With Bill, what did you discuss?

*To whom this book should Bill give?
*%To whom should this book Bill give?

Embedded questions

M»ﬁ§x35)a.
‘“Wﬁﬁﬁ b.
(363}a.

b.

.

d.

(37)a.

b.

e,

%1 wonder [eeA book like this, [ar why T should buyll?
7T wonder [oe why [w» A book like this, I should buyll.

71 wonder to whom this book we should give?

?Tell me what to Bill you're going to give for Christmas?
248k him what book to John he would give.

T need to know what with Bill he's going to discuss.

#T wonder this book to whom we should give?

*T need to know to John what he would give.
*#Tell me this book to whom yvou will give.

There is thus a plausible account of Question Inversion that

does not interfere with our account of Conditional Inversion, and

brings with it certain advantages of its own. The crucial point is

that 4if matrix Question Inversion is not an instance of I-to-C, then

the availability of do in questions is not a problem for do-inertness.

Recall in turn that our whole discussion of do-inertness ig an

argument for LP-gtructure, which in turn is a crucial part of our

Barliness hypothesig,**-*2

2.2 Argument #2 for the Innertness of do: Adverbs

I agsume that adverbs are generated as right or left sisters

of Xp or X', depending on the nature of the adverb. Emonds has argued



- )

that Ve-movement can nmove a verb leftward to INFL over an adverb,
yielding V_Adv NP order, as in (38):

. L&
(38) Pierre parley 3 s N T e R >
: Pierre parleg & peine ty 1'italien, f) )

Pollock added the important observation that movement over an

adverb does not necessarily diagnose V-to-I, but could diagnose V

bﬁff movement to a position between V and INFL which he called "AGR". I
Y

éfaf\ shall call this position, not AGR, but p. I will be arguing later that
H

//é }ﬁ& not an agreement element at all, but is, in fact, contentless.
L \D g

comes from

Evidence for the existence of the u(faliaﬁ AGR positim_ﬁ
French infinitives. French infiniti&ag do not allow ®-assigners to
move all the way to INFL, but do allow them to move "half-wav" to u
over an adverbial, as seen in (3%a-b):

(39)a. laze PRO I [, parlera] [ve a peine [ve ta 1'italienll}...
b, #{.p PRO [x (ne) parlers] [weer Pas [ve ti 1'italienl])...

Now let us add a new observation: leftward movement over an
adverb in English iz possible for almost every verbal element in IP -~
not merely for the main verb:

Bither side of wodals, base-generated in INFL.

T2 (40)a. Bill absolutely must be shovelling his walkway by 6:00.:z
%WM£§ b. Bill must absolutely be shovelling his walkway by 6:00,

c. *Bill mast be absolutely shovelling his walkway by 6:00,

{41%a, John soon will have won the Nobel prize. ™
b, John will soon have won the Nobel prize.
*John will have socon won the Nobel prize.

o

3

Either side of aspectuals in INFL.

(42)a. Mary lately has read War and Peace. l[cf. above]
b. Mary has lately read War and Peace.
c. Mary has lately been reading War and Peace.
d. ??Mary has been lately reading War and Peace.
e, 7?Mary was lately reading War and Peace.
£. ?™Mary lately said that the world is round.
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Either side of aspectuals not in INFL.

Mary will lately have read War and Peace. [cf. above] m}
Mary will have lately read War and Peace. .
Mary will have lately been reading War and Peace,

d. ??Mary will have been lately reading War and Peace,

e. ?7Mary will be lately reading War and Peace.

(44)a, Mary soon will recently have won the Nobel prize.
b. Mary soon will have recently won the Nobel prize.
c. Mary will soon recently have won the Nobel prize.
d. Mary will scon have recently won the Nobel prize.
e. *Mary will have scon recently won the Nobel prize.

These data suggest that u is not limited to the ares N
immediately above the main verb. PBach member of the auxiliary i
shststenm, including INFL itself, may have a w-position above 1it. (45a)
demonstrates such a position above have, and (45b) demonstrates such a
posgition for modals in INFL. Note that I am suggesting that u
projects a maximal phrase containing a specifier into which Bill moves
in (45b).

(4532, [xe Billy might: [ae t4 haves lrerfeces lOng te [ve said that...]11]

b. [u'x:a Bill;j wills ILE’ soon Ly tg [vx;* ' ~-})}

But now note something important: once again, do is
exceptional. 8Since every other element in the auxiliary system can
have its own uP above it, into which it moves, we might expect the
same possibilities for auxiliary do. Yet the facts are otherwise: §34V

|
does not move to p. Relevant data are seen in (46)-(47). :/

The inertness of 'do' for movement over an adverb
(46)a. Sue cleverly did not open her present.
b. *5ue did cleverly not open her present,

(47)a. Mary certainly did not understand the gquestion.
b. *Mary did certainly not understand the guestion.
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These data are expected if verhb Adv order deriyes from verb-

A

movement to p. Such movement, like the I-to~C saen“a/évg, 1
impossible for do, since do is inserted under (INFL,IP) too late for

Move ¢ to apply. And this iz exactly what is predicted if do Support

/
takes place at LP-gtructure. 47/

Finally, to pick up the main thread once more: if do-ingertion
ig not merely a "Last Resort", but applies in a special late component
of the grammar, then the Earliness proposal becomes feagible. We have
argued that this is empirically correct: if do is always inserted in
INFL of IP after Move a has its last chance to apply, we can explain

its inertness. We can now proceed to arguments dirvectly in support of

Earliness.

3 EBeoonomy is Too Strong: @ or AGR?

Recall my observation earlier that Economy, bub not Earliness,
prohibits "spontaneous movement" unmotivated by any filter such as
Lasnik's Filter or the ECP. I now turn to an argument that this
restriction imposed by Economy is too strong. My argument 1g designed
to show a casge where a longer derivation is taken even when the

shorter derivation is available.

My arguments concern movement over an adverb to p in English
- some 0f the facts we have Jjust been discussing in another context.
I will argue first that, conbtrary to Follock and Ghmmﬂkyjhnﬂlygasi I8!

is not an AGRE and is not any other type of contentful affix.



-

Assume that movement to u is motivated by Lasnik's
CHAAN g

morphological filter. wWhat kind of ma&ﬁﬁ%&xmriﬁ u? We can see that
though it is phonologically null, it ig not the familiar "zero
morpheme", since it is semantically null as well: it makes no
detectable contribution to meaning. Thug either 1 is not an affix,
and hence cannot trigger Lasnik's filter, or it has some syntactic
role to playv in the sentence., This ig just what Pollock and Chomsky
claim: they claim that n ig some sort of agreement element. Pollock's
main evidence for identifyving p with AGR is the claim that movement to
u filters movement o INFL: if vou can’'t move to u, you can't %ﬂéﬁ o
INFL. Thisg is predicted by the Head Movement Constraint 1f u %géan

ohligatory member of IP, and hence is an obligatorv half-way housgs on

the dourney to INFL.

T will argue that Pollock was wrong in his description of what
can move to u.  Things can move to u that cannot move to INFL, and
things can move fo INFL that canncot move to u. If the Head Movement
Constraint is still valid, we can only conclude that u is not an
obligatory member of IP. Things can move to INFL that do not move to
1 first because p is not alwayvs present in the tree. The one
restriction on movement to 3 will invelve, not ®-marking, bub Case
assignment. On the other hand, the one regtriction on movement to

INFL will dnvolve, not Case-assignment, but @-marking.

T conclude from this that if p is an affix of some sort, it is
not merely phonologically null and gemantically null, but is
gyntactically null as well: it licensesz nothing and makes no

contribution to its structure. ITf this is a syntactic affix, it is
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like no other affix we have seen. The only dgrounds for calling it an
affix would be the desire to explain verb movement to p in terms of
Lasnik's filter and principles of Fconomy at all costs. Therefore, I
conclude that Lasnik's filter doesg not force movement to p, because 1

i not an affix,

I will suggest finally that ?@3 aven the ECP reguires £illing
of 4 ~=~ though here I will have tqﬁ%ﬁt short my explanation in the
interests of time. From all this I will conclude that movement to u
is ag unnecessary as W itself. Given that this movement doeg ocour

{as we've Just seen), we have an argument for spontaneous movement.,

3.1 HMovement Lo 1

3.1.1 Prolegomana to main verb movement to p in English

T intend to argue that the examples in (48a-¢) have an

analysis in which they involve leftward main~verb movemsnt Lo .

(48)a,. Bill INFL [, knockeds] [vwe recently t, on it].
b, Sue looked carefully at him.

¢, Harry relies frequently on it.

d. *Bill pushed recently the door.

e. *Hue saw frequently the movie.

f. *Harry trusted frequently Mary.

it

The ordering seen with PP c¢bijects in {(48a~c) is, of course,
impossible with the NP obijects seen in (48d-f). In fact, contrasts of
this sort are the stock-in-trade of demonsbrations of Case adjacency.
I will suggest that this reflects a basic property of movement fto u
given in {49):

(49) Elements in g may not assign Case through their trace.



0f course, we need to be careful to distinguish putative
leftward verb movement over a left-peripheral adverb from rightward
movement of a heavy PP over a right-peripheral adverb -~ as in (50},
which would yvield the same linear string.
(50) Bill INFL lve knocked t, rvecentlyl] [on itl. .

I return to this question shortly.*® %4

A E L L

3.1.2 EBvidence for main verb movement to u in English

The best evidence that (48a-¢) may involve leftward main verb
movement comes from constructions with stacked adverbs.*” The form of
the argument goes as follows: assume that the sisterhcood reguirement
on verb and direct object iz inviolate. Now suppose we find svidence
in multiple adverh constructions for the hierarchy seen in (51):

(51) I\
I\
verh \
[\
advl \

adv2 |\

direct obj.

This evidence will argue in faveor of verb movement £rom a
position between adv2 and the direct object. The following sections

present evidence of this sort.

Scope argument:




Andrews (1983) noted that when adverbs are stacked on the left
or right periphery of the VP, the relative scope of the adverbs is as

predicted if the structures are "articulated® rather than "flat", as
indicated in (52)~(53):

{52%a. Joha [[[knocked on the door] intentionally] twice].
b, (?)John [twice [intentionally [knocked on the door}]].

(53)a. John [|lknocked on the door] twice] intenticnallyl].

b. (?2)John [intenticnally [twice [knocked on the door}]].
(Andrews (1983))

In (52a), twice unambiguously has scope over intentionally:

the sentence can only refer to two events of intentional knocoking.
{52b) is unambiguous in the game way: it too can only refer to two
events of intentional knocking. The examples in (53) have only the
opposite scope interpretation: there was one intention, which was to

knock twice.

Scope Judgments of this sort give us a probe into the
constituency of cases in which adverbs intervene between a main verb
and itz object. If we construct ezamples in which two adverbs comse

between a main verb and its object -~ examples of the form V Advl Adv?

PP, and the PP is modestly “heavy" ~- we observe that scope ig

suddenly ambiguous, as in {(54a) or (55a).

I suggest that thig ambiguity is structural: (54a) and (5%a)
either show adverbs stacked on the left of VP plus leftward verb
movement, yvielding the hierarchy in (5%56a), or else they show adverbs
stacked on the right of VP plus rightward PP movement, yvielding the
hierarchy in {56h). Indeed, the heavier the PP gets, the more the

latter interpretation jg available.

(b Y
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{54)a. John knocked intentionally twice on the door.
b. John kpocked intentionally twice on the heavy oak door.

(55)a. Bill relied stupidly twice on Mary.
b, Bill relied stupidly twice on the person you told me
about,

(56)a. 1! b. Ve
i\ 1\
!\ [

1 A\ vy d.o. 4
/ I\ /\
verb., [ ! A\
advl \ A adv2
/A I\
/ 4 A advl
adv? [\ !\
ta d.oo. verh 1y

Indeed, 1f we alter the examples in ways which tend to rule

out a rightward Heavy shift analysis of (56b), the relative scope of

i

the two adverbs becomes unambigucusly that predicted by (56a), as you

(57) Disambiguating for rightward Heawy Shift
a. As Tor Mary, Bill relied stupidly twice on her., (feocus)
b. Mary's the one who Bill relied stupidly twice on . {extraction)

nambiguously {(stupidly {(twice...))!

Stacking restriction argument:

A very similar argument can bhe constructed ba$§ﬁ on
hierarchical restrictions on the stacking of advarbﬂm/fAﬁ is known
Erom the work of Jackendeff and others, there are gevere restrictions
on the ocourrence of adverbhs of completion. For example, adverbs of

completion can only attach to the X' that they modify, as can be seen

!@ {ﬁf

from the examples in (58)-({59).:7%#®

%
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(58)a. Bill has completely finished his meal.
b, *Bi1l completely has finished his meal.
¢, *Completely, Bill must have finished his meal.

(59)a. Bill utterly would not leave the car.
b. *Utterly, Bill would not leave the car.

subject~oriented adverbs show no such restrictions, as can be

m

seen in (60
(60)a. Bill has cleverly finished his meal.
b. Bill cleverly has finished his meal.
¢. Cleverly, Bill has finished his meal,

This difference in attachment site between adverbs of
completion and subidject-oriented adverbs leads to predictable
restrictions on their cooccurence. When both occur together on the
left side of the VP, the subject-oriented adverb must precede the
adverb of completion, as seen in (6la=b}. Crucially, the same
ordering restricticn shows up when the two adverbs are niched between
the verb and its direct object, as seen in (6lc-d). Examples (62)-{64)
provide more data of the same type:

[Mmi6l)a. Sue has been very cleverly completely staying in bed,
) b. #*Sue has been completely very cleverly stayving in bed.

¢. Sue has been staying very cleverly completely in bed.
d. *Sue has been staying completely very cleverly in bed.

{(62)a. Mary has carelessly pavtially dealt with the problem,
b. *Mary has partially carelessly dealt with the problem.
¢. Mary has dealt carelessly partially with the problem.
d. *Mary has dealt partially carelessly with the problem.

{63)a. Sue recently completely agreed with my comments.
b. #5ue completely recently agreed with my comments.
. ?6ue agreed recently completely with my comments.
d. *5ue agreed completely recently with my comments,

(64)a. The French have at last completely given up on the Dutch.
b. *The French have completely at last given up on the Dutch.
¢. ?The French have given up at last completely on the Dutch.
d. *The Prench have given up completely at last on the Dutch.
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Wa thus conclude ~- contra Pollock and Emonds ~- that main
verbs do move leftward over adverbs in English, to the position that
we are calling u -~ the position that Pollock called AGR-5, and
Chomeky AGR-~O.

i

3.2 Conseguences of English Main verbh Movement to p

If wmy arguments have been corrvect, then Pollock was wrong
about the properties of English u. Pollock (who identified p with
AGR=8), claimed that English p is @-opaque. If I am right, English p
ig not O-opaque, but Ls "Case-opague-- where "Case-opague" means that
a verb in u cannot assign Case via ilts tr&céhig

(65) Faglish

French

p:  [=~0~opague, -Case~opaque]

Let us now ask about English finite INFL. English INFL must
he [+@-opague] -- unlike p and unlike French finite INFL. The
avidence for this is what it alwavs was: English wain verbs may not

raise past negation to INFL or invert in questions.

English INFL is [+@mopaque}§(££t is it [+Case-opagquel? I
think the answer {unlike the answer for u} must bhe "no'., The
] 4"1/‘&
relevant evidence comed{constructions in which it can be argued that a

Cagse~marking verb has moved Lo INFL in English. 8uch examples are

disgcussed in a recent manugcript by Lasnik.

Lasnik's paper argues for a version of Belletti’s 1dea that

s

existential be assigns Case to its object. In support of this claim,

kx

Lagnik notes that when existential be is not the main tensed verb, it
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cannot be separated from its obiject by an adverb., On the other hand,
when existential be dis the main tensed verb, it can be separated by an

adverb. (66) shows this; (67)-(68) present gimilar data for have in

INFL
(66) Existential be woves to INFL

a. There are never any cops when you need them.
Existential be wmoves to n
. *My whole life, there have been never any cops when I've

needed them. (f” ¢ H
Nop~existential be moves to p . (\}Q\ chf;’é’w\mw;)

¢. My whole life, cops have been never where T've geeded
them.

(67 Have moves to INFL
a. ?John has never time to do anything good.
Have moves to p
b, *#John has had never time to do anvthing good.
Movement to p over pever is possible
c. John relies never on anyone important.

(68Ya. John has alwayvs something on his mind.
b, ®John must have always something on his mind.
¢, John konocks always on my door by mistake,

Lasnik's data show that a verb moved to INFL can assign Case
via its trace, while a verb moved to u cannot. Thus, although English

# is [~8-opagque, +Case-opaque], English INFL is [+®-opaque, =-Case-

opague]. This is summarized in (69} .%°

(69) English

| =@-opaque, +Case-opague ]
INFL:  [4+8-opaque, ~Case-opaque]

/
~opague ]
won@qun]

o

But this result is of great importance: both Pollock and
Chomsky assume tacitly that p is to be identified with some

gyntactically contentful posgition. Thus, Pollock suggests AGR-S;
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Chomsky, AGR-0. Neither of them give any real argument for these
identificationg -~ just, presumably, a background assumption that a
head position must have some name and must fulfill some function other
than merely acting as a landing site. The data summarized in (£9)

argue againgt this background assunption. If the Head Movement

Constraint (or the ECP) holds of verb movement, then v-to-I should, 9
MfﬂA A
neceggarily involve movement to 1 as ap intermediate t@pije ghrowld
(e L s S
therefore be quite Surpxiswdwxﬁ 1garn&a%Wﬁ% V@r g tﬁﬁ@ can move mw@!wwa)
\s\ A frehe e gl <V o , ,
UTNFL bnt&nm% #weze Lo p.  Movement to u should filter movement to INPFL,

given the HMC.

Yat we have just examined this type of "surprising” data.
Verbs that do not assign a @-role but do assign Case ~- existential be

and have -~ may move to INFL but may not move to wu.

The simplest explanation of this phenomenon goes as Ffollows:
when a non-@-marking verb moves to INFL, it does not have to pass

through 1 because u does not have to be generated. In other words, I

am claiming that p is not a syntactically contentful affix of any kind
at all == neither AGRE~S nor AGR-0 nor any sort of contentful affix.
Since it is also not a phonologically or semantically contentful
affix, it would be an affix like none other we've sgeen, motivated only
to gave the Economy principles. I conclude that w 1ls not an affix,
and hence not subject teo Lasnik's filter. But remember thabt. the
argument is weak in one respect: if you are willing to investigate an
affix like none we've geen to save the Economy principles, this

possibility is, of course, open.
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Let us now step back and consider how the argument has
progressed.  The argument isg presented in (70).
{(70)1. A 1 position may exist above each auxiliary and main verb.

ii. This position is not always present. Therefore it plays
no crucial licensing role in the senternce.

iii. Tt is therefore not an affix that attracts movement to it,
nor does it provide something that V needs.

iv. Yet verbs move to .

ergo s longer derivation may be chosen when a shorter is available?

We almost have what we need to conclude that a longer

derivation may be chosen when a shorter is available ~- that dis, an

e
argument against Bconomy. Clwy/

There is one pilece missing from the argument above, howsver.
It may be the case that u is strictly an optional node, hence not
AGR-anvthing, but we might still claim that when 1 is by chance
ganerated in a tree, V movement to g ig forced by the ECP. This would
amount to ¢laiming that enpty p nodes must be head-governed or
leically £illed -- a not unreasonable claim. It looks like this
claim is false for u, however, though a full development of the
argument goeg bevond the length limitations on this version of the

present paper.®"

Direct evidence for the legality of empty w comes from
multiple gquantifier floating. In a recent article, which I will
agsume isg convincing, Sportiche has argued that the "guantifier
floating” seen in (71) actually shows "guantifier stranding" in

subiect position internal to VP:
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{71) The kids. must have bheen [cleverly [ve lall t:] pretending to
sleepl] (Sportiche (1988))

If this didea i correct, then Fleoating phenomena give us a
probe for intermediate subject posgitions. In a longer version of this
paper, I demonstrate first that "Ffloataed” emphatic reflexives and
subject-oriented even are also instances of the general Q-float
phenomenon (for even it is first necessary to distinguish its floated
use from its use in "association with focus" constructions in the
sanse of Jackendoff and Rooth). Now let us ask: 1if fleoated guantifiers
are actually stranded in subject pogitions, what subject positions arve
relevant in multiple floating constructions like (72) (similar to Some‘
examples From Dowhie and Brodie {(1984))7
(72)a. The kids have all each been awarded a prize,

b. The kids must have all themSELVES each been awarded a prize.
¢, The KIDS must have even all themSELVES each been awarded
a prize,

It can be shown, based on ordering restrictions among the
gquantifiers that each of the floated elements in (72c¢) has been
stranded separately, but I cannot pursue the matter here. The point
of these examples for our purposes is to ask what position the middle
floated elements are occupying. Even if one blames the order of the
leftmost floater and have on leftward V-movement, we nust still assume
been, whose heads are empty at S-structure. Thig is demonstrated in
{(73):

(73)
haves [ue oven e [pe all e [ne themSELVES e [ve ecach been awarded ...



I thus conclude that empty-~headed u proijections do not need to
be lexically filled. Hence movenent to p really is optional moV@m@ntf

and we have an argument against Economy principleg. ®#-23

3.3 Summary

We saw in our discussion of do-inertness that the Earliness
Alternative is feasible: there is good evidence that do-insertion
applies at its own Level of Represgentation. We have just seen a
somewhat more complicated argument which, if correct, militates
against the BEconomy of Derivation. Finally, in Part Four, we will look

at an argument that militatesg for Earlinesgs. Fortunately, this

argument is quite simple.

4 FBoonomy is Too Weak: D-linking and WH-movement

In earlier work of my own (Pesetsky (1987)), I argued that
WH-movemnent is motivated in English and in languages like Polish by
two separate wmnﬁitiomS:

The f£irst ig a condition on the Q-morpheme in COMP {or INFL)
whicﬁ reguires thalt one WH-phrase move to its 8PEC by S-structure:
thus every WH~guesghtion (particularly an embedded guestion) will
contain at least one instance of WH-movement to SPEC,CP (or (SPEC,IP)Y,

ag discussed above)).



The second is the familiar condition on WH-phrases themselves
which reguires certain of them to move to an appropriate A-bar

position by LF.

why these two overlapping conditions? The evidence amﬁc&rn@d
a distinction between what I called "D(iscourse)~linked" and "non-D-
linked” WH-~phrases. Discourse-linked WH-phrases, roughly speaking,
ask guestions where the range of possible answers is limited to some
set given in the prior discourse or "in the air". WH-phrases of the

form which person or which thing are prototyvpical D-linked phraseg ==

but almosgt any WH-phrase may have a D-linked usage.

Crucially, D-linked WH-phrases in English show none of the
syntactic indications of LF WH-movement. Thev are, for example,
immune from Superiority and ECP effects, as can be seen by comparing
the contrasting examples in (74)

(74). (Noon~D-linked WH-phrases)
a. Mary asked who, e, read what
-t *Mary asked what; who. read ey

¢. whoy did you persuade ey to read what
d. *whaty did vou persuade who to read ey

(75)m {(D~1linked WH-phrases)
a. Mary asked which man.: e. read which book
edi s Mary asked which book, which man, read ey
¢, which man. did you persuade e, to read which book
d. which book, did you persuade which man to read ey
Taking the effects in (74) to diagnose LF WH-movement, I
suggested that D~linked phrases need not undergo LF WHe-movement to

take scope, but are agsigned scope by coindexation with a Q-morpheme

at LF.
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This left open the question of why D-~linked phrases must
undergo S-structure WH-movement in the examples in (76):
(76)a. I wonder which book you read.
b, *T wonder vou read which book.
My apnswer was that WH-movement in (76a) is forced not by the
needs of the WH-phrase, but by the needs of the ¢ morpheme in COMP. I
thus proposed that not only is (77b) a possible mobtive for WH-
movement, but (77a) is as well:
(77)a. Q Filter: Q must be supported by a WH-phrase in its SPEC.
b. Scope Filter: All WH-phrases must he assigned scope:

(i) edither by (LF) movement, or
(ii) for D-linked phrases, by coindexation with Q.

Important ﬁuppﬁrting evidence in favor of this approach, and
in favor of the analveis of (74) vs. (77) in terms of LF movement vs.
coindexation, was supplied by Polish. The relevant data were already
prasented by Wachowicz (1974), and have been congistently confirmed by
most native gpeakers T have asked., As is well-known, Polish, like all
Slavic languages, allows multiple WHe-movement in multiple guestions.
{78) gives an example:

(78) Zastanawiam sie [kto co  przyniesiel.
T-wonder whe what will-bring
1 wonder who will bring what'

As has been often noted, the Slavic languages in this respect
geam to "wear their LF on their sleeve". In my earlier paper, I took
it as an exciting fact that thig "sleesve~wearing" extended to the
distinction between D-linked and non-D-~linked phrases. Wachowicz had
already noted that there were certain circumstances under which WH-

vhirases could stay in situ at S~structure in Polish {the same facts
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appear to be true for Czech, Russian and perhaps Romanian), and these
appeared to be precisely when the WH-phrases were D= llnkadﬁ @h@
considered examples like (79), and made the obs ervatimn n‘%}?

{(79) W koncu, kto robi co?
finally who does what - ZMM/ M) 7N j 1} e

Y | DU

"fouch]l guestions are somewhat different from echo
guestions. We can call them clarifyving questions. The
speaker ¢ would ask [{792)] in the following gituation. There
are various tasks, and several people to be assigned for
them. Proposals have been made how to palr up people and
tasgks, but no fixed plan has been set up yet. The speaker
of [{(79)] is confused by the proposals, and wants to have a
fixed plan." {(Wachowicz, 1974)

I thus noted that exactly those WH-phrases which, under my
analvels of English, could be assigned scope without LF movement, were
exempt from S-structure movement in multiple fronting languages like
Polish. If one thinks more carefully about the matter, however, it
becomes apparent that the contrast betwesn the interpretive
possibilities of (78) and (79) was not really esxplained. To be sure,
the contrast between (78) and (79) suggested a link betwa@n D=linking
and movement that strongly recalls the English data in (74} and (75),
but wWachowicz's fundamental observation actually had no satisfactory

explanation.

If co in (79) happens to be D-linked and thus receives scope
by coindexation, we know why it need not move and why it cannolt nmove
at S~structure or LF. But suppose co is not interpreted as D-linked?

Why dsn't LF movement available to non-D-linked in-situ co?



In my earlier paper, I suggested that as a matiter of

parametric variation, Polisgh and English differ in two ways:, asg seen

in (81):
(B1) Pesetsky (1987) PollFog
a, multiple S-structure
WH-movement + -
b, LF WH-movement - +

No connection was made between these two English-Polish
differences. Thus, the facts in (78)~{79) did not really follow from

the D-linking hypothesis alone, but from D-linking combined with a

e

stipulation about Polish LF. (In additioﬁ,

Wy

if ﬁh@ difference at LF is

. ) o . :‘)"‘ ‘.\\ 3 .
to be viewed as a parametyric difference, it runs afoul of arguments by

Higginbotham that there can in principle be no\@F paﬁgmetergu ;>
\% N
AN

Gl@&rly; however, the Barliness Principle allows us to
dispense with the LF parameter: 1t is a fact about pPolish that it
allows the Scope Filter in (77a) to be satisfied at S-structure, since
Polish has multiple S~structure WH-movement. Given this Ffact, the
Earliness Principle reguires that the Scope Filter be satisfied at 8-
structure, and the absence of LF WH-movement follows as an ilmmediate
conseguence. Engliah, by contrast, lacks multiple 8-structure
movement, and therefore cannot satisfy the Sc@@@ Filter for non~D-

linked phrases until LF. Hence, English is allowed to wait until LF.

Thus, the facts in (78)-(79) now really can follow from the
D=1linking hypothesis: the only WH-phrases that remain unmoved at &=
structure are those thaet never need to move (the D-linked vhrasesg).

ALl WH~phrases that need to move to satisfy the Scope Filter (the



move at S-structure. Hence (79) can only have the D~linked

interpretation for co. This revised picture is exemplified in (82):

(82) This paper Pol|Eng
multiple S-structure e ﬁ;lf%i&‘ij:
WH-movement . + -

Notice now that Economy is too weak to achieve this result: it
cannot derive the preference for S-structure WH-movement over LF WH-
movement. In particular, a derivation invelving S-structure WH-
movement for a non-D-linked phrase is exactly the length of the
comparable derivation involving LF WH-movement=®* An Economy story

would have to fall back on the LF parameter in {(&81b).

We thus have a casge that the Earliness Principle can explain,
but not Economy ~- & case of derivationsg with identical numbers of
steps, where nonethelegs the one that "finishes first" is preferred
over the other. This is exactly the sort of phenomenon we expect if
there 1s some sort of Barliness Principle, and provides evidence for

it.
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1. Or, more properly, AssertionP, following Pollock

2. For our‘purpOQ@g, we can ignore Chomsky's actual answer to
this quegtimn» It hag, in any case, a technical problem which our
shorteut aveoids. Namely, the question of why the "round trip" cannot
be completed before S~structure, thereby in effect allowing §-
ﬁtructure V=to~INFL movement in English. Various solutions are

available, which I have not explored so far.

3. The phenomenon of LF lexical insertimn of functimnai heads has
been argued to exist for the English complementizer for in other work
of my own. Chomekyv's actual answer to {8a) has to do with the status
of traces, gamma marking and other technicalities which T will also

hypass here.

4. One possibility isg that thé 1inﬁariz&%imn might differ,
depending on whether ahmgrph@logi&al~filﬁ@r like Lasnik's 1is at stake,
or & filt@r more clogely related to LF. Another possibility is that
D=structure, Swaﬁruature and LF form a unit ag the levels whose
content lg given by UG, while LP stands apart. Much more work than I

have done would be needed to explore these possibilities.

5. One point should be noted here, which might cause confusion.
The same G-assigning modals that cannot move to € may, of course,
occur in INFL. Why is this? An answer can be given 1f the effect of

@-opacity iz crucially tied to movement (whether gpecifically
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adiunction, as in Pollock's work, I leave open). There is evidence,

fFamiliar since Emonds, that English modals are base-generated in INFL.
to raise, but modals cannot occur at all:

(i) T believe Bill to not have read the assigoment.

(ii) I consider someone to not be doing the work when they...

(iii) *T consider somecne to not be able to speak French when they...
(iv) *T consider someone to not can speak French when they. ..

6. The be-to of obligation is an apparent counterexample, but
only apparent. If we assume that (la.} is good, and that be-to is
acceptable in a counterfactual, then the fact that were cannot raise
to ¢ ({ib}) suggests that it is a B-assigner. But then we are
suprised to find it even in INFL. That it is in INFL can be seen by
ite order with respect to negation ({ic)). The answer lies in the
suggestion that the be of this congstruction is a meodal, base-~generabed
in INFL. Its incompatibility with infinitives, seen in {(11), shows
this:

(i) a. ?If we were to take out the garbage daily, we would have been
given instructions to that effect,

b. *Were we to take out the garbage daily, we would have been

given instructions to that effect.

¢, Our dnstructions were that we weren't to go near the television.
(ii)a. We are to take out the garbage daily.

b, *Por an arvistocrat to be to take out the garbage daily would

be a serious insult to his dignity.

¢. We arve expected to take out the garbage daily.

d. For an aristocrat to be expected to take out the garbage
daily would be a serious insult to his dignity.

7. Thus, in the terms of our speculation, where pasht Ltense is
duet a particular interpretation of a tenseless form, it has a

tenseless form.
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8. If INFL is "split" as in Pollock, we may assume that do is

ingserted in T and that AGR moves to provide do with its agreement
morpheology. The regtriction of gg insertion to T makes sense, since gg
only occurs in finite forms. T will not be making crucial reference

to the "split INFL" hypothesis here, however.

9, This can be argued on independent grounds. The argument goes
as follows: consider the familiar observation that matrix clauses in
English do not contain a vigible COMP ((1}), vet there is no apparent
head-governor to license an empty COMP. The need for such a governor
can be seen in the familiar contrast between (1ii) and (iii). We have

a way out if we «laim that matrix clauses are bare IPs, as in (i),

Let us also proposgse that (ii) =« the converse of (i) is true.
This 1s clearly true for tensed clauses, as seen again by (ii). In
other work, I defend the second assumption for infinitives as well
{arguing against bare IPs or S~bar deletion).

(i) {(*That) Mary left.
(ii) #{{o el Mary left] comes as a surprise.
{iidi) I believe (that) Mary left.

Consider some conseguences of these assumptions. First, in matrix
guegtions, the feature Q that triggers WH-movement cannot be in ¢
{egince matrix clauses ar@‘fpa), but must be in INFL. In embeddesd
clauses, by contrast, ¢ must be in C to be accessgible to selection by
higher pxedimat@éa Next, in mabtrix questions, WH-movement cannot bhe
movement to the specifier of a non-existent CP, but must be adiunction
to IP or substitution for [8PEC,IP]. Assume Lhat [SPEC,IP] is the

target for matrix WH-movement, and can function ag an A~bar position.
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As a conseqguence, in matrix guestions, unless the subject itsgelf
18 a WH-phrase, it does not move to [3PEQiiP], but remains in the next
highest SPEC, as seen in (iva-b). There it does receives Case from
INFL by BEOM. Evidence for this is provided by the adjacency effect
saen in {ive):
(ivia. [+ Whaty [+ can] [ve Bill do t.]]

b. T wonder whaty Bill can now do t..
¢, *What can now Bill do t.?

10. As an aside, note that Conditional Inversion structureg =--
which inveolve full CP structure -- acts as predicited like embedded
guestions with respact to Topicalization:

#This book [ue were [xp vou to buyll, you would discover...

11. EBvidence from do support

The presence of do in non~subject matrix questions vs. its
abgence in subject matrix guestions and in embedded gquestions also
fFollows., The facts seen in (i)-(ii), are clear enough. Note that it
is not enough to rule cut do when a matrix subject is questioned, as
in the ECP account of Koopman (1%84) ~- given that it is obligatory
elsewhere --, nor to require do by a general condition on a Q-morpheme
in ¢, as in Chonsky {(1928%9) -~ given its absence with subject

guestions.

our suggestion is to make the presence of deo required by the need
to Case-mark the subject. Do ig inserted only where necessary to
satlefy this reguirement ~- in keeping with its Last Resort character

motivated elsewhers in the syatem.
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Let us consider the relevant cases. Suppose a non-~gubiect isg
WH-moved in a matrix clause. The result we want is the obligatory

insertion of do. Assume the structure ig as in (i). The problem is

be, it will assign Case by ECM. Suppose INFL lowers to V due to the

absence of a M, have, or be: it will not be able to assign Case by
ECM. There are two possible reasons for this: next XP down is not 1L-

marked by the trace of INFL, or else we might stipulate that the trace
of INFL canneot assgign structural Case. Therefore INFL cannot lower to

V. To prevent a Case-~filter violation, do is inserted:

(iYa.*[re What [+ e] [ve John accomplished]]}?

[ {re What [, did] levs John accomplishl]?
. lve What [y can] [ve John accomplish]i?

Suppose now that the subject ig WH-moved, as in (ii)a-b. Here
wWe hav& an interesting situation: (SPEC,IP) is an A~bar posgitlion as
in (i), vet it dis filled by the subiject, asg if it were an A-position.
Nominative Casge is guite stralightforwardly assignable by INFL to
{8PEC,IP) via the SPEC-Head relation. The A-bar chain containing who
receives Case; hence no do-support is needed. The Last Resort
character of do-support ensures that do-support applies only here.
(ii)a. [xe Who [+ el [wve ta left]l]?

b, #lye Who [& did] [ve £y leavell?
Finally, in embedded cguestions, which are CPs, the subiect can

Raise Lo (SPEC,IP), so that there i no problem with nominative Case

assignment in the normal fashion, and do is not needed.

actually, something more needs to be said, given that we are

deriving the "Last Resort" character of do Insertion from the
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Earlinesgs Principle. Doesn't BEarliness reguire INFL Lowering in
examples like (ii)b, thereby preventing Do Ingsertion and allowing no
Qrammatical output? The answer is yes, 80 we must revise the notion
of "gatisfieg” in (9)~{10) so that Lasnik's Filter is not satisfied
until the Subiject which is to be Case-marked by INFL iz also legsl
with respect to all grammatical principles. I will not spell out this
revision here, but it will dinvolve a generalization of the notion of

"ehain® presented there.

12, I should note one sgemi-argument in favor of the distinction
between the two inversion processes discussed sbove, involving AUX-NEG
contracticon. Assume that AUX-NEG contraction applies at LP-gstructure,
eliticizing NEG to INFL. Then it cannot feed I-to-C. We predict
contraction in QI but not in CI, correctly:

(i) n. Why should they not leave?
b, Why shouldn't they leave?

(ii)a. Should thev not leave, we will get them out.
b, *Shouldn't they leave, we will get them out,

13. There are a number of ways to make this distinction. Two are
geen in {i). (ia) shows, following Rochemont, that rightward-shifted
phrases are generally focused, hence incompatible with being old
information. (1b) shows the familiar difficulty in extracting from a
rightward-shifted phrase.

{i)a. disambiguate HNPS by controlliog the focus
fAs for War and Peace, T gave to Bill that book

b, disambiguate HNPS by extracting from the obiect
?%War and Peace, which T gave to RBill a copy of...
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Construction of examples involving as for phrases or extraction

help structurally disambiguate these constructions from those

invelving rightward shift.

As a modest demonstration that the extraction test ig on the
object, where (i) the adverb modifies some INFL-element a (for
example, Tensge), and (ii) the verb cannot move to a. Under these

circumstances, V Adv object order can only be due to rightward

movement of the obiject, and indeed, extraction is guite bad in such
cases. An example is found in {(ii)-~{iii), inveolving the present
perfect, interpreted as in traditional grammars (and of. McCawley

(19882) as a present tense sentence with a past tense auxiliary. A

3]

prasent tense adverb like now in such a construction could only be
taken to modify the present tense morpheme, and main verbs cannob move
to == much lest to the left of -- this present tense morpheme. By
contrast, a past tense adverb like recently in the present perfect
could modify the perfect participle, allowing movement of the perfect
participle leftward over recently to u.

{i)a. Bill has looked now at this book,
b, Bill has looked recently at this book.

{iii)a. This is what Bill has now looked at -~
b, *This is what Bill has looked now at --.

¢, This is what Bill has recently looked at -,
d. This is what Bill has looked recently at -—,

14. We must also exclude the possibility that the adverb in a V

Adv object sequence modifies the Direct Object directly: looking at

nominalizations is relevant here; the data is given in (51), and I

will not discuss the issue here.
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{i}a. Bill relies merely on luck
(potentially ambiguous, given (51b})
b. Bill's reliance merely on luck

c. Bill relies heavily on luck

(not ambiguous, given (51d))

d. *Bill's reliance heavily on luck

15, Examples (i)~(iii) make similar points:
(1) a. Bill participated a bit in the proceedings.
b, *Bill's participation a bit in the proceedings.
(ii)a. Sue assisted partially with the preparations.
b. *Sue's assistance pavrtially with the preparations

(iii)a. Bill thought carefully about the problem.
b, *Bill's thought carefully about the problem

16. A problem Ffor my discussion is the fact that adverbs of the
gcarcely clasg, which Emonds and Zagona have noted are strictly Vp-
initial, do not very felicitously allow leftward verb movement of the
aort we have been looking at. Intonastion does make a difference,
however: the adverbs iwmprove in leftward verb-mcoveent constructions
if the verb bears focal stregs and the adverb is unstressed. Note
that this does not make the adverb parenthetical, since no pauses are
necessary. However, it is a problem for my approach that similar verb
focalization is not necesgsary for corresponding examples in ¥French

like those in (div), and I have no explanation for this ab present:
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(i) a. As for the dictionary, Sue barely relied on it.
k., 7As for the dictionary, Sue relied harely on it,

¢. *As for the dictionary, Sue relied on it barely.

d. *8ue's reliance barely on it surprised us,

(ii)a. John scarcely glanced at the students,

b, tJohn glanced scarcely 4t the students.

c. *John glanced at the students scarcely.

d. *John's glance scarcely at the students surprised us.

(iii)a. It was easy to get their attention. John simply shodted
o them, and they came,

b. 1t was easy to get their attention. John sholted simply

to them, and they came.

c. Tt was easy to get their attention. John shoGted to them

simply, and they came.
d. *John's shout simply to them did the job.

(iv)a. Comprendre & peine 1'italien aprés cing ans d'étude dénote
un mangue de don pour les langues.

b, Oublier presque son nom ¢a n'arrvive pas [réquemment.

(Polleck 1988)

17. Thege occasgionally receive one or two guestion marks in the
literature (for example, from Andrews (1883)), but T have not found

any obijection to them among informants.

18. That it is the non-maximal X-bar and not XP can be seen in
(59), where the idiomatic usage of the negated modal would not
{'refuse') allows adverbhs of completion only between the subject and
the modal. If the modal is in INFL and heads the sentence, and if

adverbs of completion could attach to XP, we might expect such an

adverb to occur IP-initially, which is impossible:

19. This observation puts one in mind of Chomsky's identification
of u with object agreement {(AGR-~0), and his suggestion that AGR-0 is

somehow dmplicated in objective Case asgignment, but I do not see how
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to connect the two facts, and in any casge the discussion below argues

against identifving p with a morpheme of this sort.

20, Inter alia, this shows that the restrictions on movement to
English INFL cannot be reduced to restrictions on movement Lo u, as

claimed by Pollock.

21. One rough-and-ready potential argument against an ECP
motivation for movement to u comes 1f we allow or reguire gemantically
empty nodes to be deleted at LF, as in Chomsky's analysis of the
auxiliary svstem. Deletion of u at LF sghould eliminate any BECP

violation, making movemaent to p unnecessary.

22. Another argument can be constructed on the basgis of subjecte-
oriented adverb interpretation. Assume an subject~oriented adverb
takes ag an argument the highest A-position in the clause to which it
attaches, and assume that a by-phrase is an A-position (in fact, a
VP-~internal subiject pogition, as hinted at by Fukuil and Speas (1986)).

Congider the seqguence in (i)~(iii) {(deliberately totally brainwashed

ti by the police). If this is structurally ambiguous between

"deliberately [ue £ [o €] [ve botally brainwashed t by the policel]®
and "lep deliberately completely brainwashed t by the policel” we can
axplain the ambiguity. But note that the position of totally shows

that brainwashed has not moved to u.

\

(1) - Sue has bheen deliberately totally brainwashed tg
by the police.

(ii) deliberately-[,.» t [ el [ve totally brainwashed t
hy the policell

5,
i

(iii) deliberately [ve completely brainwashed t by the police]
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Alternatives to the argument that u ig not an affixal position.

Alternative #1

A,

{‘I

1)

b)

c)

The properties expressed by opacity features depend on the
position marked with these features being a member of the
chain. Delete u-trace before Cage-opacity hag its effect,

My Obidection #1 to account ag stands: p accomplishes nothing

ag a Filter on movement to I. p may be always present in
the tree, and may be an obligatorv landing site for
successive head-to-head movement, but deoes not account for
any restrictions on movement to I. 8o u~deleticn ig a means
of saving the preconception that u is contentful, but has
not other support.

Counter to objection #1 made by Chomsky's version: u-

deletion plavs a crucial role elsewhere in the system.
Chomsky's general system:

Raise V-to=-I whenever possible; not possible
forverbs not of the have or be class.
Wwhere not possible to Raise, lower I~to=-V,
Exceptin the casze where T may be deleted, this
reguires subsgequent LF Raising to T.
Where Railsing at LF is blocked, do may beinserted
in I in the syntax.
What can block Raising at LF: a NegP with afilled
head: [» &] Neg |+ V AGR-5 T]?

The utility of p~deletion:



a) Why can have or be move to I? Because these

verbzare allowed to move to opaque I.

b) Why can they move over Neg?

) chain (I, u, V).

d) u I'-marks the trace of V.

&) i deletes before ECP applies {akin to intermediate

trace in [8SPEC, CP] in the Lasnik and Saito
gystem; why there ig no that-t effect in higher
clauses)

D. Counterargument #2: An argument that there is no independent

utility to u~deletion:
1) Recall that above each AUX there may be a u: Bill might

have long been ijust leaving (humorous but contentful)

2) The HMC {<ECP)} does not merely prevent movement over
Meg, but also ensures that the highest of any auxiliary
and main verbs is the only possible I-Verb.

3) If n may be an intermediate landing point for movement
over negation, by the I'-mark and delete gambhit, then it

may be an intermediate landing point for movement of

one auxiliary over another: *Bill been~g have reading,

*B1ill has must left. Pogsibly p-toe-u movement as well,

depending on what properties are attributed to AGR-D;

e.g. Bill must [, been] have [, t->¢] t leaving.

2.

Alternative #2: delete u before Cage-opacity is relevant, but

aliminate the possibility of -marking before deletion satisfving
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the ECP., Poseible, but eliminates the evidence for the deletion
story.
3.

Alternative #3: Case-opacity is relevant only for the heads of

chains. Thug movement Tthrough v is possible, with u not acting
ag any sort of filter on movement to I. Thisg is possible, but
the move hag the effect of deliberately eliminating any evidence

for movement through p except belief in the HMC itgelf.

24 . Indeed, if those who have argusd that subjacency falls to
hold at LF are correct, an LF derivation might involve fewer steps

than the S-~gtructure derivation.
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