
LA:JIJGUAGE-PARTICULAR PROCESSES AND THE EARLINESS PRINCIPLE 

1 Earl s vs. Economy 

In a recent paper, Chomsky ed two les which 

se among tompeting transformational derivations. He calls them 

pr es of "Economy of ion", e are Least Ef 

princ.iple the Last Resort princ e, seen in (la-b). 

nomenclature is partial my own: Chomsky uses the term "Principle of 

Least Ef " for ( la-b) together. ) 

(1) Prine 

a. derivations from a given 
, and one contains 

more transformational steps than the other, only the shorter 

b. 

is 

principles are applied wherever 
icular rules used only to "s.'.lve" a 

no output." 

This paper proposes an alternat to e principles. 

Chomsky's arguments for his approach involve a reanalysis of Pollock's 

recent paper on movement INFL. I will begin by ief 

summarizing how Chomsky's system works. 

Chomsky uses a filter due to Lasnik as a mover the 

various formations and insert found id the English and 

al auxiliary system. Lasnik's filter ires 

signated as aff to be supported by lexical material at PF. It 

is informally stat in ( 2 ) : 

(2) Lasnik's Filter: An affix must be supported PF. 
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Now consider problem of satisfying Lasnik 1 s filter 

inflectional affixes. UG and English grammar provide three 

poss ili ties: V··to-I Raising, I-to-·V Lowerj.ng, and 9.0-support. 

ter requires that one of these possibilities chosen, 

ain a that exists among these 

possibilities. Thus, Chomsky notes that v-to-I ing is required 

whenever it is possible, as is in the French f te clauses seen in 

( 3 ) : 

,i frarn;;:ais. 
:i. frani;;:ais . 

On other hand, we know that Lowering of I-to-v does t, 

but only where v-to··I is impossible / as is with the Engli main 

verbs in (4): 

a.. not French. 
b. *Bill speaks~ often e~ French. 

c. INPL e~] speak-s~ French. 
d. Bill often l:r:NFL ] speak-si French. 

Why does V-to-I Raising t precedence over I-to-V Lowering? 

of derivation is the crucial difference. 

Given the ECP, it is somewhat surprising that Aff I,owering should 

lowed a.t 1. Chomsky's idea is that the ECP is satisfi 

trace of finite affix Lowering because at LF the trace is actually 

filled. in by s V back to INFI,. cruci ly, this sort of 11 

tr II rivation involves two s , Lowering sing, while a 



ion that simply raises V to INFL involves only one, sing. 

"Least Ef iple requires that shorter ion be 

pi : hence t by Lowering is picked only when 

the one-way trip involving s-structure is unavailable. 

The round trip derivation found with r-to-V Lowering is 

ly supported by the Movement Cons f ts 

by negat Chomsky follows Pollock.in treating ne as a 

of a NegP. 1 If the Movement Cons from the ECP, 

then an :int ion should not 

Lowering round tr , but db LF R.ais 

port , it is exactly in n ive clauses simple r~to-v 

:Lowering 

(S)a. 
b. 

imposs e. Ins 

INFL -- Do 

not 
not 

::1. French. 
French. 

1 an lee is 

But this poss il raises a new question. Insert of do 

in INFL involves only one s , and should e ri vati.ons no 

longer than e involv Rais Why isn't ert 

method of choice for satisfying Lasnik' s filter when.~ Rais is 

blocked? If ertion could y in se cases, it would ld 

ungrammatical examples 1 (6), with do non-contrastive: 

(6) "'Bill does French. 

To ain the fact that do is erted only when neither V-

to-I nor I-to-V is possible, Chomsky invokes an additional condition, 

over and above the Least Ef princip : an lute ban on use 

of language-particular ertion rules like do-support when is 



an ternat legal derivation involving UG movement it 

Raising or Lowering. This is the Last Resort Prine e, seen (lb) . 

summarizing, Chomsky proposes (i) an absolute preference 

UG pr tples over p icular rules and (ii) a "Least 

Effort'' principle that favors the shortest derivation from a given D-

structure. 

us assume that the ert that are 

assumed on Chomsky's analysis are correct, including round trip 

for cases of fin I-to-v Lowering. Let us, 

simpli his is so as to our rather complicated discussion 

manage le. Two questions se with respect to is 

that are quite important, but avoidable To save time -- s e 

will only arise in your m if ink too -- I 

them on handout in (7)-(B), but will not scuss them here. 

(7) (see handout) 

(8) (see handout) 

Assum facts of Chomsky's is, I will e 

an ternat characterization of reasons for various steps. 

I would li a filter 

at . The intuitive content of J"i'el)notion 

"satisfaction" is as follows: a filter is satisfied at the leJe1 at 

which its act s have en met of all 

elements affect . A more precise 
~~---~--~---·~·~---~--~·-··---·~'·~-

been made le 
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) 
not "sat:Ls:faction 11 is given parochially for Lasnik's case 

(~, and more generally in ( 10), which I won 1 t read to you. 

(9) Lasnik's Filter is satisfied at level Lj for Affix a iff 
( 1) a is c-mpportE'd at , 
(2) no members of the chain ex at Lj violate any 

grammatical ip.les at L:i or any later level. 

(10) SD involves elements A=(ai., ... , au) is 
itf for any a1. in A, no chaifi"·mate of 

a:i. ct;. violates grammatical 
(including those of F itself) at 

Now let us a new quest how e 

is Lasnik's filter satisf 1n of the cases descr by 

Chomsky. are cases to cons The first two are seen 

( 1 ) . 

When the pref 

lter is sat f :ied at s-structure. This is (11a). 

When next most f e ion, Lower <;;• 

"" place, 

the filter is sat:i.sfi at LF - leVE~l at wh of 

a cont a INFL satisfies ECP. This is ( 1 

When do insertion has ied, however, something more 

to said. Suppose 1 as a arti ar SS, 

is not mere a speci e of rule, but is a rule that ies at a 

special level of representation set aside for Language-Particular 

ert es. Let us c 1 this level J ... P_:st:_~-_uctm:~e and position the 

level after s-structure, perh in the position of Chomsky's "PF". 

Then, when do ins ion has appl 

I..asn 's Fil is satisfied is LP-structure. This is (11c). 
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(11) At what is 's Filter satisfied? 

a. V·-to-I. 

b. ) T-to-V I.owering 
+ V-to-I 

c. 

Now rec 1 that the preferences satisfaction of Lasnik's 

filter are as in (12): 

(12) V·-to-I > I-to-V > do 

Putting (11) (12) together, it is clear that combined 

effects of Chomsky's Least Ef and Last Resort principles can be 

c 

(13) 

Crucially, the 

as 
(DS >) SS >U'' >I,P. 

requ 

low: 

as possible on the 

by E SS Pr 

involves a line zation of the T-model, so that LF precedes LP. I 

have no light to on why this icular 1 arizat :Ls chosen 

by the theory, as opposed to a line at.ion that would place LF last. 

I do some speculations, which I will not have time to go 

here."" 

The E ss Prine e dif :in s respects from 

Chomsky's propos s. 

t, it does not require examination of ivat as a 

whole, but only the struc ~f chains af cted by the structural 

Des er of Filters. This ff erence may some computat 
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rest, but since I have not attempted to examine e questions, I 

will leave them for now. 

Second, E .iness is a condition 1 unl the two 

distinct condit of Economy given in (1). In the next part of this 

paper 1 I will try to establish that a "homogeneous" Earliness 

Principle is feasible in one crucial respect. The Earliness Principle 

relies upon the idea that Language-Particular ert es 1 

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

evel of representation set as rules of this sort. 

This idea must I will attempt to do just this, 

1opin<;J two arguments that d2-support not feed Move a. 

s will involve ion constructions and adverb placement. 

'rhird, E iness Prine e is both s 

than Economy, ways that I will argue are 

SS is weaker: 

since E iness does not ep track of derivation length, E 

but not.Economy, should allow "spontaneous" movement -- movement that 

takes place no reason at all. In Part Three of this paper, I will 

argue t the Economy approach by showing that aneous 

movement over an adverb can be found in the English verbal and 

amd .. liary systems. l! 

Second, way in wh 

Economy: consider two derivations of equal length, where one satisfies 

a filter e ier than E s ts that only 

tion that satisfies filter earl r should permitted, 



Economy predicts for the two derivationsA In the 

section, I shall provide a case of this sort, where Earl 

supported over Economy. 

s seems to 

us now begin with the argument for LP-structure. 

2 the Earliness Principle: The s 

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

..--·--··-- LF 
(14) 

.__ __ LP 

This grammar predicts that LP ertion rules should not f 

any s-s ture processes. suppose MOV§'._<! is part of mapping from 

D-structure to s-structure and LF, but not part of the mapping from 

S-structure to LP-structure. We ct that inse do should not 

undergo the sort of head-movement that other verbs underg·o. I will 

provide two arguments that this is c The first 

involves the inability of do to undergo I-to-c Raising. The sE~cond 

argument involves inability of do to raise over adverbs. 

2.1 Argument #1 

Inversion {CI) 

the of do: Conditional 

English, 1 a number of Germanic Romance languages, 

shows a type of subject-verb inversion in conditionals. The 

complementary distribution of Conditional Invers (CI) l c 
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.::!:.!'..' seen .in ( 15), suggests, as noted by den Besten and Holmberg, that 

the Conditional Inversion crucially involves COMP. Let us fore 

assume, 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. 
c. >'<If h.ad cTohn read the book, he would have known the answer. 
d. 1<Had if John read the hook, he would have known the answer. 

We will show do_ does not undergo this rule, and use 

fRct to argue for LP-structure. To accord any significance to this 

fact, however, it is first n8cessary to look at what elements of the 

1 systems m~y undergo this e. 

In English, Conditional Inversion applies only to 

counterfactuals. Thus is always a presupposit 

as is f se (or unlikely). I will use ili.ty to t an 

is with the modal would as a sign that a conditional is 

counterfactual, which seems correct. 

2.1.1 Non-

Be asking what elements can occur in count ac s w:1 

.~l~-~_ersis:_!!, we must ask what elements can occur in the INFL of the 

is of counterfactuals without inversion. A fully) complete 

listing can be found in ( 16) / where ( 16a-g} contain aux:iliar s and 

medals that do occur in non-inverted counterfactuals, and (1 o) 

contains those medals that do not occur in count actuals. 
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(16 If .John· had solved the problem, he would have shown up. 
If Mary should meet him, she would certainly come and 
tell us. [ ] 

c. If .John , we would be happy. 
d. If Mary were dying, she would look worse. 
e. If Mary could speak French, she would have shown up. 
f. ?If we were to take out the every day, they would 

have left us a note. 
(on the "if we were to" ~"If we were to") 
If .John would drive a little faster, he would get there a 
little sooner. [ woul~"] 

*If Mary can speak French, she would have translated for us. 
1<If Bill may leave, we would have been told. 
'~If Bill might leave, Sue would have informed us. 
>'<If Sue must take out the each , she would have 
asked for higher wages. [cf. (205f)] 

l. *If: Bill ought to take out the each morning, Sue would 
have informed us. 

m. 1<If Mary shall French, she would have started 
n. '"If Bill should take out the garbage, we would have known about it. 

["obligational should"] 
o. ''•If Sue will. speakfrench, she would have told us. 

(17) shows that paraphrases of many of s in ( 16) 

are ace le. We can't look to their meaning a simple 

answer: 

(17)a. If Bill were permitted to leave, Sue would informed us. 
b. If Bill were supposed to take out the garbage each morning, 

Sue would have informed us. 

Now let us to sense out of the a in ( 16) . 

2 .1. 2 Past Tense 

rst, we need to spend a minute on "non-obli ional should 11 

seen in (16b). Exe for an ting usage in £actives, non-

obligational should is not found outside protasis of a 

conditlonal. 

a 

sug~rest that 
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should simply a form of would that occurs in the asis of a 

counterfactual, as seen in (19): 

(19) 

If there shou~i be a riot, it would be bad for the cause. 
*If there would be a riot, :it would be bad for the cause. 

[cf. (16h) with would] 
c. 1<If there should be a riot, -IEshould be bad for the cause. 
d. *If there would be a riot, it should be bad for the cause. 

I protasis of a counterfactual 

With shbuld treated in this fashion, the 

or modal o; is 

The evance of the scussion of should is that 

at1on in 

st a past tense usage of ( 2 ). The letters on the 

examples of (21} correspond to the letters in (16): 

(21) a. Bill had finished the book the previous Friday. 
{iO=)M~tr?' wo1~ld of~en. repe~t y~u~- remarks during those years. 
'c. Bill was to die .m th<~ Great War. 
d. They were dying by the thousands. 
e~ T11at's strari.[se """- St1e cot1lcl speal{ Frerich. yesterclay! 
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. 
j. ~<Bill might leave yesterday. 
k. ·:-sue must take out the each morning in those days. 
1. •'<Bill ought (not (to)) take out the each morning 

in those days. 
m. •'<Mary shall speak French yesterday. 
n. *Bill should take out the yesterday. 
o. -~sue will speak French yesterday. 
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2.1.3 Do in cond.itionals 

Now let us cons the of support. Do behaves as 

cted It is acceptable as a t-tense form, as seen in 

( 2 2) : 

and thus is ace e in 

counterf ac , as seen in (23): 

a. If it didn't rain, we wouldn't crops. 
b. If it rain in Spain, it would fall mainly on the plain, :V\.AA~ 

2 .1. 4 

Finally, we return to inversion. We are not surpris to see 

(24h-o) medals that do not partic in simple 

actuals s.o do not partic f ac 

on the r hand, the examples (24a-g) -~surprising: every 

modals and liary (21a-g) occurs in simple counte actu s, but 

were-to occur in 

counterfactuals. ~9:, obligational ~er~_:~, and agentive wou~~ all 

fail to occur the invert forms. Some illustrative data is in 

(24), and a chart is given in (25): 
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occur in counterfactuals with 

Had John solved the problem, he 
Should Mary meet him, she would 

would have shown up. 

Were John to solve the problem, we would 
Were Mary , she would look worse. 

come and tell 
be happy. 

"'Could Mary speak French, she would have shown up. 

us. 

,vwere we to take out the garbage every day, they would have left 
us a note. 
(on the reading "were we to" ::::" we were to ... ") 

"'Would John drive a little faster, he would get there a little 
sooner. 

occur in cmmterfactuals with 

h. '>'<Can Mary 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 each , she would have asked for 

higher wages. [cf. (205f)J 
1. *Ought Bill to take out the garbage each morning, Sue would have 

informed us. 
m. '''Shall Mary speak French, she would 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. 

(25) 

a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 

e. 
f. 
g. 

h. 
L 
j. 
k. 
1. 
m. 
n. 
o. 

1~~u!~er- ~~u:s 
factual Past 
prot:asis tense 

-----------·-=j !===-· 
had 
should/would 
were-t.o(NON-OBL) 
were 

+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 

+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 

undergoes 
I-to-C 

+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 

_._.._,..,.,,.., ....... __ . --·-·---+-----+·-·--·--+-·----
could 
were-to(OBL) 
would(AGENT) 
-·-----------
can 
may 
might 
must 
ought 
shall(AGENT) 
should(OBI,IG) 
will 

+ 
? 
+ 

+ 
+ 
+ 
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What accounts for (25a-d) vs. (25e-g)? The data immediately 

remind us of lock's description of verb movement to INFL in Engli 

and E'nmch finitives. lock suggested that certain 

tances INFL are designated 11 [+8-opaque]" l 

simply "opaque"). cannot 

assign its e- t~rough its trVce; 
c X !u1 V "• ~- - .- l . . l 

de ce mounts for the 

a 0-·C 

viol at of this li 

a-assignment and movement when we erve same 

ization governing I-to-c. r-to-c affects a r range of 

elements than are f V-·to-I, so 

f ects element in INFL, e.g. the modals. 

1.I' v ' • 

I thus COMP is 8-opaque just like 

Engli that the cut (25 ) .is simp 

cut tween e-ass and non-e-ass 

se to 

T and ion 

with if 

pj_nally a we have ac which of the 

ve occur in occur inve 

s. We have not ac for the res of I to c 

to counterf acfuals in the first pl I suggest tha the rest ction 

of I-to-c to ac s is also e of l 's 

Description. Ass that the availabil of a past tens form for a 

modal really means il ility of an tense f to wh 

erpretat can be assigned env s' 

rel at tense clause is :Ln s 
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analogous to relation of a e-ass to its s. 

The sibility of mew to c a form with 

can se analogiz the impossibil moving a e- signer 

to a category. Thi d prevent all verbs an 

unmarked .form from Engl condit 

is in effect stricts counterfactuals. 

2 .1. 5 Non- do 

Le av these lat as , now cons do. w~= saw 

(22)-(23) do partic in count actuals. This is 

sing, since it a t-tense form in accordance with (20) . 7 

let us consider do's cted behavior with respect to 

Do is a non-e-assigner par excellence. This 

can easily demonstrated by (26): 

(26) 
any need for this example. 

In this light, it is very sing that~ does 

I-to-C, as you can see in (27): 

( it rained, the game would be cancelled. 
it rain, the game would be cancelled. 

it d:idnt')t rain, we wouldn't have crops. 
it not rain, we wouldn't have crops. 

Let us c 1 the inability of do to move 

__ , undergo 

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

a coherent z ion of the verbs that 

undergo Conditional Inversion. By all rights, d~ should undergo this 

process. It is in this light that do- s er s out an 

explanation, which I will now provide. 
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I begin by specifying that do is inserted under (INFL, 

IP) , as (28): 8 

(28) $ --> do I (INFL, IP) 

tfl, 11) ~') J'{\p, 
(28)~LP-structure do-inertness: if rule (28) 

applies at LP-structure, it apples after ~ove ~· The fai of do to 

undergo I-to-c (in the light of our understanding of what other 

elements undergo the rule) is directly explained by the assumption 

that LP-structure exists and is a level past s-structure a. 

In turn, LP-structure is a necessary part of the Earl s account of 

i French liar:ies. 

2.1.6 A Neces As Question Inversion 

A ef as is in : If a are expla 

using 11 deep 11 considerations like El-assignment of 

components, then we t all I- c movement to 

might therE~fore t tion Inver ion ( to 

distinguish among a-assigning modals, non-assigning medals, and do. 

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

What can Bill accomplish? 
What did Bill accomplish? 

Th lem has an answer, not one that I can go into 

restrictions on medals and do in these constructions by showing that 

they are not instances of I-to-C; fact, they are not tances of 

I-to-anywhere. Instead, in keeping with an old suggestion of 
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McCawley's, made in ''English as a vso Language", let us assume that 

the "inversion" seen in questions involves~not INFI. raising to 

incomplete subject raising within IP. 

\>v ~· 
agreement .... w;i:t;h--·m+xctcrec::;ent~1"1E:i...:t;.k-·by Ki tag aw a, Kuroda, 

but 

Sportiche/.Koo~1.na11 and Fukthi/S.pea9,. among others, I assume that 
\/ p I V\ \.;<A If\ t'.{J S 1rA1' {I_ !// /VJ~".. (,,'" vJh)t, 

[SPEC, IP] is a non-~ pdsitibn ln simple sentences. Main verb subjects 

rece their e-roles within VP, and typically raise to [SPEC,IP] to 

receive nominat Case by (SPEC, Head) But the 

leaves open another possibility, that the subject may se only 

, and INFL may assign nominat Case via ECM to the SPEC of 

s complement. 

Let us assume INFI, may assign case "down", ter 

fashion of ECM verbs. (This advanced by tagawa for 

I ian ion, by Diesing for Yiddish, and 

r the Celtic languages.) I suggest that this is exactly what 

ish st Inversion constructions, and reason 

subject does not move 1 way to (SPEC,IP) is the 

(SPEC,IP) is the landing site for matrix WH-movement --

an A-bar position. This analys is sketched in (30): 

This analysis follows if matrix clauses are IP, rather than 

CP. If, turn, embedded clauses are all CP, rather than IP (as I 

have argued els ) 1 the sence of embedded question 

inversion follows as well. 9 
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The :idea that [SPEC, IP] can be an A-bar position temsj\from 

, ··~ by Rognvaldsson & Thrainsson on 

Icelandic and Yiddish dif r from English in allowing 

[SPEC,IP] to function as an A-bar posit not only for question words 

and negatives, but also for topics-- yielding the well-known 

phenomenon of 11 embedded V2 11 in these languages: the V'~rb moves to 

INFL, and the topic moves to [SPEC,IP] The extension to English 

questions was first propos in a March 1988 paper 

who gives evidence almost identic to that presented ,.Be'3:ow 

(attributed to Imanishi (1986a,b)). The proposal for English is 

summari (31): 

(3l)a. Matrix WH moves to SPEC,IP 
INFL Case-marks the subject of VP by ECM 

b. Embedded WH moves to SPEC,CP 
INFL Gase-marks its SPEC by SPEC-Head 

This analysis is supported by data from topic ization 

from the distribution of do support in questions, but I can only 

present the former argument here. 

WH-movement lands in 

(SPEC,IP), but embedded WR-movement lands in (S~EC,CP), as I have 

suggested. Consider the consequences of Baltin's observation that 

English topics are IP-adjoined. Topics should land to the left of a 

moved WH-phrase in a matrix question, to right of moved 

WH-phrase in an embedded question. While all topic ization in a 

question is somewhat odd, these predictions si:?.em correct, as a 

in (32)-(37) show. 10 
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32)a. ? [ book like this, [ r"' why should I buy'?]] 
b . 1' [ rp Why f"' a book like this [ ,, should I bu.y? ] 11 

(33)a. ?This book, to whom should we give'? (Watanabe (1988)) 
b. '?These , what can anyone do about'? 

(Langendoen (1979), via Watanabe) 
cl ?To Bill, wh.at will Y<Ju give for Cltristmas'? 
d. ?And a book like this, to whom would you '? 
e. '?And to Cynthia, what do you think you will send'? 

(Delahunty ( 1983) , via Watanabe) 
f. ?With Bill, what did you discuss'? 

(3L1 )a. '''To whom this book should Bill give? 
b. ,;,.,To whom should this book Bill 

Embedded 

35 *I wonder [ cpA book like this, [ca? why I should buy]]? 
b. '?I wonder [ c.w why A book like this, I should buy] ] . 

(36)a. ?I wonder to whom this book we should give? 
b. '?Tell me what to you re going to give for Christmas'? 
c . '?Ask him what book to John he would 
d. ?I need to know what with Bill he's going to discuss. 

(37)a. "'l wonder this book to whom we should 
b. "''I need to know to John what he would 
c ''<Tell me this book to whom you will 

There thus a plaus le account of Question Invers 

not interfere with our account of Conditional Inversion, 

brings with it certain advantages of s own. The cruci is 

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

Recall in turn that our whole discuss:Lon of do-inertness is an 

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

Earliness hypothesis. 11
•

12 

2.2 Argument #2 for the : Adverbs 

I assume that adverbs are generated as right or left sisters 

of XP or X', depending on the nature of the adverb. Emends 



that V-movement can move a verb leftward to INFL over an adverb, 

as in ( 3 8) : 

(38) Pierre parle:t i t:t l'italien. JI 
Pollock added the important observation that movement over an 

adverb does not necessarily diagnose v-to-I, but could agnos':a V 

movement to a position between v and INFI, which he c led "A.GR", I 

shall c 1 this position, not AGR, but E· I will be argu later that 

""~ not an 

Ev for the 

French inf t 

element at all, but is, in fact, contentless. 

stence of the µ{alias AG,positio~comes from 

French infinitives do not allow e-assigners to 

move all way to INE'L, do low them to move 11 half-way 11 to 11 

over an ial, as seen in (39a-b): 

(39)a. [::r:P PRO I L .. parler:i.J [n· a peine [vF' t~. 1 1 italienJ J].,, 
b. >t PRO [:i: (ne) parler:i.] (N.,,&1;:£' pas [vP t:t l'italienJ]J ... 

Now let us add a new observation: leftward movement over an 

adverb in English is possible for almost every element in IP -

not merely for the main verb: 

side of modals in INFL. 

{l.O)a. Bill absolutely must be shovelling his walkway by 6:00. 
b. Bill must absolutely he shovelling his walkway by 6:00. 
c. >'<Bill must be absolutE:ly shovelling his walkway by 6: 00. 

(lil)a. John soon will have won the Nobel prize. 
b. John will soon have won the Nobel prize. 
c. 1<John will have soon won the Nobel 

Either side of in INFL. 

( 1,2) a. Mary lately has read War and Peace. [cf. above l 
b. Mary has lately read ----·--c. Mary has lately been 
d. ??Mary has been lately reading ---------· e. ? '?Mary was lately reading _W_a __ r __ .,...,..------
f. ??Mary lately said that the 
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Eithec side of not in INFL. 

) a. '?Mary will lately have :read War Peace. [cf. above] 
b. Mary will have lately read War Peace. 
c. Mary will have lately been War and Peace. 
d. '?'?Mary will have been lately reading.~-·-·--·---­
e, '?'?Mary wi.11 be lately reading ·~--------·-

>
( lfl+ )a, 

b. 
c. 

) 
d. 
e. 

Mary soon will recently have won the Nobel prize. 
Mary soon will have recently won the Nobel prize. 
Mary will soon recently have won the Nobel 
Mary will soon have won the Nobel 

will have soon recently won the Nobel 

se data suggest µ is not limited to 

immedi ly above main verb. Each member of 

luding INFL itself, may a 11-posit 

area 

auxiliary 

(45 

trates such a position {45b) demonstrates such a 

position for medals in INFL. Note that I am suggesting µ 

ects a maidmal e conta ing a specifi into which Bill moves 

in ( 45b) . 

have1 .. [P~>r:Eect.P long t:1. [vP said that ... J]]] 

b. l1~P Bill;j will:1. LL., soon t :i [VP • • • ) ] ] 

But now note something important: once again, do is 

exceptional. Since every other element in the auxiliary system 

its own 11P it, into which it moves, we might expect the 

same poss ili ties for auxiliary _d~,. Yet the facts are otherwise: 

does not move toµ. Relevant data are seen in (46)-(47). 

The movement over an adverb 
(L16)a. Sue not open present. 

b. 1<Sue did cleverly not open her 

(47)a. Mary certainly did not understand the question. 
b. *Mary did not the 



-22-

se 

movement to µ. Such movement, 1 the I-to·-C r ts 

s le for· I S e do is r (INFL,IP) too late 

Move a this is exactly J.S ct if 

t s ace at LP-structure. 

ly, to pick up ma once more: if ert 

i.s not mere a "Last Resort", a speci 1 

of grammar, E SS al f eas 

this empiric corrE~ct: if ert 

INFL of IP after Move a i.ts last a.nee to y, we can a 

rtnes We can now proce to t of 

E 

3 •roo p. or .AGR? 

Recall my ervat earll.er Economy, not E 

i.ts " aneous movement" any filtEn- s a.s 

Lasn ECP. I now turn to an 

rE! tr:Lction Economy j too s i 

to a. cas re a longer even 

er r:Lvat: is ava:Ll l 

s concern movemen over an to p .t 

ome o:f ts we have just been SCllS context. 

I will arguE~ f t , contrary t Pol E'.'S 1 }1 

:Ls not an AGR is not r of content l af f 



.Assume at movement to µ is by L 

og al filter, is µ? We can ee 

though it :ts logic null, it i not familiar "zero 

e it is semantic ly 1 as well: it s no 

le contr to mean Thus ei r µ is not an af f 

e cannot trigger Lasn 's filter, or it has some 

role to play s e. This is just what Pol 

cla claim µ is some sort of element. 

ma ev for i µ wi J.\GH is the cla movement to 

µ filters movement to INFL: if you can't move to µ, you can't to 

INFL, Thi.s cted He Movement Constra if it 

i ory of IP e is an li f-way on 

j to INFL. 

I 11 ar~JlH~ 1 was wrong- s SC f t 

c:an move to iL c move to ~l cannot move to INFL, 

can :mov~:>: to INFL cannot move to JL f HEl Movement 

Constra still valid, we can y cone at 11 is not an 

li of'. IP" Th can move to INFI. not moV!3 to 

µ f t cause µ is not a pres .in 

restrict on movement 1 not case 

assii;rnment. on 0 one restriction on movement to 

INFL 11 , not Case ass 

I cone from this if }J is an aff of some sort, it is 

not merely 1 l ic 1y 1, is 

actic ly null as well: it licenses no ing no 

con tr to its struc f is ts a s ac .ic f 



1 no r f s1:?-en, for call an 

af f would sire expl ffiOVE:>mEm t to µ terms of 

Las:n 's filter es of Economy 1 cost fore, I 

cone that Lasnik's filter s not force movement to µ, cau ~~ p. 

r> not an f 

I 1 suggest f ECP res f 111 

of µ I my explanation 

ts of t From l s I will cone movEnnent to p 

is as unnecessary as µ self. is movement occur 

(as we've just seen), we an aneous movement. 

3.1 Movement to µ 

3. L 1 to to \1 

I to argue that es in (48a~c) an 

ana ma movement to 11: 

(L.8)a, Bill INF'L J (v"' t:i.. on 
b. Sue looked carefully at him. 
c. Harry relies on it. 
d. 1<Bill pushed recently the door. 
e. ~~sue the 
f. 

pp jects in (48a-c) is, of course, 

s.ible NP objects seen (4 -f). In fact, contrasts of 

this sort are s of of Case ac 

I 11 suggest at this reflects a of to p 

( 4 9) : 

in p may not asc;ign CaF;e their trace. 
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course[ we ne to be care to stingui putative 

le ve movement over a left-per from r 

nwv<:~men of a avy PP over a ri adverb -~ as ( 5 0) f 

i would eld the same 1 ar str 

(50) Bill INFL fvv [on it],_ 

I return to this st 

:l.5 J' 16 

3 .1. 2 movement to 'IJ. 

Th<:i best e that (48a-c) may involve lef ma 

movement comes from cons t with s of 

argument goes as llows: assume sist irement 

on re ct ject is 

in multiple constructions 

(51) /\ 
I \ 

verb \ 
I\ 

I \ 
advl \ 

I \ 
I I\ 

adv2 
obj. 

late. Now suppose we f 

the seen ( .51) : 

11 argue in favor of movement from a 

position rect object. llowing s<0ct 

e of this sort. 



(1983) when are stackE~d on left 

or per ry of VP, rel at scope of 

if structures are "art ulat 11 r 

(52)-·(53) 

( 52 )a. John r [ on the door] intentionally] twice] . 
b. ('?)John [twice [intentionally on the door]]} . 

door .I twice l ] . (53)a. 
b. [twice (knocked on the door]]]. 

In (52a), ce iguously 

s e can re to two E1vents of 

( .5 i same way: it too can 

s of es in (53) 

opposite scope at re was one 

k twicE~. 

Scope j s is sort u a 

is as 

"flat", as 

ref er to two 

y 

was to 

cons ti. of cases i adve s tween a 

its ject. If we construct examples i two com~c; 

tweEm a ma ve its ect es of: 

PP, PP is we observe scope is 

iguous, as in (54a) or (55a). 

I sug9est that is ambigui : ( 54a) (55a) 

etther st 011 le of VP lef 

movement, yie1 hierarchy (56a), or el e 

stac on ght of VP PP movement, l the 

hi ( 5 ) ' heavii:::r pp gt:.:ts r more 

1 tat 



(5L1 )a. ,John knocked 
b. knocked 

(55)a. Bill ~ 
b. Bill re1.iefJ s 

about. 

(56)a. p' 
I\ 

I \ 
lt VP 

I I\ 
I \ 

advl \ 
l \ 

I \ 
adv2 I \ 

t:i. d.o. 

, if we 

··2 7-

twice on the door. 
twice on the oak door. 

twice on 
twice on the person you told me 

b. VP 

I\ 
I \ 

VP d.0.5 
I\ 

I \ 
I\ adv2 

I \ 
I\ advl 

I \ 
verb t.;j 

ter es ways 

out a r Heavy Shift ysis of'. (56b), 

to e 

rel at scope of 

two s c (56a) 1 as you 

can see in ( 5 7) , 

(57) 
on her. 

b. Mary's the one who 
[unambiguously 

relied twice on 
(focl1s) 

( 
(twice .. , ) ) ] 

similar argument can constructed 

hJ.e ic restrictions on st of 

from of Jae ff and others 1 are severe res 

on the occurrence of of complet For E: I 

c can y att to X' ey modify, as can 

ex amp 

/ 

t 

s of 

seen 



(58)a. 
b. 

28-

finished his meal. 
has finished his mea]. 

c. '''Completely, Bill must have finished his meal. 

(59)a. Bil]. utter would n.ot leave tli.e car. 
b. ·l'lJt , Bill would not leave the cfn:. 

ject-ori no restr t 

seen in ( 6 0) : 

(60) . 
b. 
c. 

res tr 

le 

61 
b. 
c. 
cl . 

(62)a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 

(63)a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 

(64)a. 
b. 
C~ 

d. 

is 

of 

finished his meal. 
has finished his meal. 

, Bill ha;; finished his meal. 

ffe:n,:nce at 

ject-

on ir cooccurence. 

VP I ject-oriEmt 

tween 

1 to 

occur 

must 

of complet , as seen (61 ) . cruci l.y, 

restr ti.on shows up when two are 

1.ts re ct ject, as seen (61c ) . 

more data of the same 

Stie has been very in bed. 
«lrStl.e has been comp le in bed. 
Sue ha.s been in bed. 
·kSu.e has been :in bed. 

has the 
has pa.rtially w:itb the problem. 

'?Mary has dealt with the 
has dealt part with the problem. 

c• ,.)ue with my comments. 
'"Sue with my comments. 
?Sue completely with my comments. 
'f:St1e completely recently with my comments. 

The French have at last completely given Dutch. 
"''The French have completely at last on Dutch. 
?'l'he French have up at last on Dutch. 
'''The French have up completely at last on the Dutch. 

as cEu1 be 

of 

le 

on 

e (62)-(64) 
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We cone contra Pollock Emends -- that ma 

move l~.:;f over adverbs in English, to the position at 

we a.re c 1 posit t Poll c 1 AGR··S, 

Chomsky AGR·-0. 

3.2 to i1 

If my s correct, then lock was wroni;r 

of i p. p 1 (who if i 

AGR-S)' cla Engl:i. p is e- If I am , En j_ JJ 
-----······~·-~·----

:t:::: not e-opaque f is "Case- "Case- 11 nH.:;ans that 

a 

(65) 

ev 

F:r{~nch 

p: 

J.l cannot as 

L1:::t us now ask 

] unl 

Case via 

i 

i1 and unl 

:ts is what it a 

raise past nec;Jat to INFL or 

i INFL is [ 

a.nSWf3r ( answer 

e 

Case ve to IN:FL 

SCllSS a recent manuscr 

Lasn 's paper argues 

en ti Case to it 

I,asn note tent.:L 

s trace, J. 9 

finite INFI,. i INFL must 

finite INFL. The 

i ma may not 

in quest 

[+Case-opaque]? I 

11} must "no". 

in whi it can at a 

i es are 

L 

version of 1 tt 1 s i" a 

ect. In of i cla 

:ls not ma tens 
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cannot separa its ect an 

stenti main tens 

(66) is; ( 7 ) (68} prE~sent 

INFL: 

( 66) Existential be moves to INPI. 
D.. T11ere. a.re r1e"ve:r :1n.y cops wl1en you. 11eed t11em i 

Exist:it~ntial be moves to 11 

On 

, it can s 
-~ 

s lar a 

b. whole . there have been never any cops when I've 
needed them. 
Non-existential be moves to i1 

c. whole life' cops have bec~n 
them. 

( 6 7) Have u1oves to INFI. 
a·~-·"?John has never time to do 

Have moves to J-.t 
b. has had never time to 

Movement to p, over never is 
c. John relies never '()ii- ariyone important, 

(68)a. John has 
b. >'<John must 
c. .John knocks 

mind. 
on his mind. 
mi:3take. 

a to INFL can assign Case 

via its trace, while a vEn-b moved to p cannot. Thus, 

E lS [ +Case-opaque], i INFL is [+9-opaque, -case-

]. This is summariz in (69). 20 

But is result is of great ance: Poll 

Chomsky assume tacitly p is to i:E i wi some 

syntactic content posj,t Thus, Poll 

an 
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ky, AGR-0. Neither any re se 

if at just, presumably, a background as a 

pos ion must some name must fill some t r 

merely act as a 1 site. a summar ( 6 

E~ aga t is h as If the Head Movement 

constraint (or the ECP) hol of movement, 

neces ari movE:ment to 

can move 

Movement to 11 d f i movement to INFL, 

HMC. 

Yet we just this of "s s a. 

that do not assign a e-role ass case - exi tenti 

move to INFL but may not move µ. 

simplest explanat of this goes as lows: 

moves to INFL, it not have pass 

In , I 

am cla:i..ming p. is not a actical content af f of any k 

at 1 -~- nei AGR-S nor AGR-0 nor scirt of f 

s ce it is also not a 1 ly or semant ly content 

af f would an l none we 1 ve seE:ln, mot 

to save Economy pr iples. I conclude that µ is not an aff 

t'::! not ject to Lasn •s filte But 

argument :is weak one respect: if you are willing to stigatE~ an 

af f i.x 1 none we've seen to save Ee pr es 1 l,S 

poss ili is, of course, open. 
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Let us now step back and cons r how the argument 

progress is present ( 70) . 

(70)i. A p. position may exist above each auxiliary and main verb. 

ii. This position is not it 
no crucial role in the sentence. 

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

iv. Yet verbs move to p .. 

s derivation may be chosen when a shorter is available? 

We t we need to cone that a 

en is available that is, an 

t Economy. 

is one pi ce SS from 

It may case p .i.s str ly an e not 

AGR- still cla µ is e 

d by ECP. s 

cla p no must or 

1 fill a not unreas lE~ claim. It 1 l is 

cl f se ll, a 1 t of 

s 1 limitat on this version of the 

present papr:ff. 21 

D ct ev e 1 of empty µ come from 

mult ifier floating. In a recent article, wh:Lch I 11 

assunH::> is conv in9, i that "quanti:E r 

f ating 11 seen (71) actu II if ic~r st II 

ject pos rn to VP: 

d 
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must have been [ [vP [all t:i] to 
( (1988)) 

If a is correct, oat us 

for ject posit In a of this 

paper, I f j_rst II fl 

s j ect·- even are also tances of gene float 

even :Lt first necessary to dist its loa 

usE~ from s use 11 associat w:L 11 cons 

sense of and ). Now let us ask: if f 

are ac s ect posit ect posj.t 

releva.nt mult e oat construct 1 (72) (s ilar to some 

(72)a. 
b. 
c. 

of 

f 

es Dow tie 

The kids have al I each 
The kids must have all 
The KIDS must have even 

It can 

~if iers e 

e our 

E:~lemt:m.ts are oc 

e (1984))? 

been awarded a 
themSELVES each been awarded a 

a.11 themSELVES each been a1.11arded 

on o r restrict among 

(72c) s 

pursue mattt:~r re. po 

es is to asJ< what posit m 

Even if one blames of 

le t floater on lef V-movernent, we mus still assume 

at least two es with subj (-£:Ct s Sitt 

, whose are S-structure. This is demonstrat in 

( 7 3) : 

(73) 
even e:t. L""' a11 e L.n' themSELVES e [ vP each been awarded ... 



I conclude that empty-he µ projections do not to 

l cally fill Hence movement ll re ly i.s movement, 

an argument aga t Economy princ 

3 . .3 summary 

We saw in our discuss of SS E s 

ternat re is good evidence do·-insert 

s at its own Level of sentation. We have just seen a 

somewhat more complic wh , if correct, militates 

t Economy of D~~r Part Four, we will look 

at an militates E s. E~ly 

is quite s e. 

4 Too D-1 WH-·movem.en t 

In e ier work of my own (Pese (1987)), I 

is mot li 1 anguagE~s 1 Poli 

two s r2 condi t 

first i a condit on COMP (or INFL} 

whi res one e move to its SPEC by s-structure: 

every t an 11 

cont a at least oni?. tance of WH-movement to SPEC,CP (or (SPEC,IP), 

as SCllSS ) ) . 



The sec is the familiar c t on WH-phrases elves 

wh n~qu:ires certa of to move to an appropriate 

position LF. 

Why e two app e cone 

a t tion between what I c 1 "D( course)-1 11 non-D 

1 es ll Disco1.11:se-l es, ly spe 

ask quest range of possible answers is lim to some 

set pr scourse or "in a II 

are i.c D-1 rases 

a e may a D-linked usage. 

Cruci none of 

actic indicat of LF WH-movement. They are, e, 

from ty ECP effects, as can 

the c t ( 7 4) 

(7 

c. 
d. 

asked 
asked 

did you 
did you 

(D···linked WH--phrases) 

what: 

Mary asked mani e:r. read 
Mary asked which book.:1 which man:!. 

r- which mani did you 
d. which did you 

what 

read ej 
read which book 
man to read ej 

sec:-n by compar 

E::f f ects ( 7 4) to agnose LF WH-movement, I 

suggest that D-1 es LF WH-movement to 

t scope, are asst scope co 

at I.F. 
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Th:Ls left open the question of why D-linked 

rgo S-structure WH-rnovement in 

(76)a, I wonder which book you read, 
b. ~''l wonder you read which book. 

My answer was WH-movement 

examples 

(76a) is 

es must 

( 7 6) : 

not 

of WR-phrase, but by of: Q morpheme COMP. I 

thus propos not is (7 ) a poss le mot 

movement, but (77a) is as well: 

( 77 )a. 

b. 

Filter: Q must be 

Pilter: All 
by (LF) 

(ii) for D-linked 

by a 

must be 
movement., or 

in its SPEC. 

scope: 

coindexation with Q. 

favor of is 

WH-

favor of .is of (71±) vs. (77} terms of LF movement vs. 

co , was :L i relevant were re 

presEmt by wachowicz (1974), have consistently i 

most nat spe rs I have as As is well- 1 Poli 1 

Slavic languages, lows mult e WH-movement in t e quest 

( 78) s an e: 

(78) Zastanawiam sie [kt.a co 
I ""Wonder who what 
'I wonder who will br what' 

As o en not Sl c languages is respt~ct 

sec:~m to "wear i. LF on ir sleeve~ 11
• In my e ier paper, I 

t as an L:>xc:Lt fact 11 ext to 

stinct tween D-1 d and non··D·-1 CZ held 

re not that re wen=. cert.a c:Lrcum tances r i WH-

es could s ay situ at s-structure i. same facts 

1 
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appear true cze , Russian 

to precise wh1~n 

consi es 1 ( 7 9 ) r 

(79) W koncu, kto robi co? 
who does what 

( 80) 

"[Such] 
questions. 

are var 
p 

, but no f 
[(79)] i.s 

plan." ( 

I thus 

are s 
can c 

E;xact 

Romani.an) , e 

es were D-1 

ervat 

I ( 

a 

se es whi my 

is of: could assigned s without LF movement, were 

from s-struc movement mult e front languages l 

Po i :r :f one morE~ carefully the matter, r it 

om es contrast 

poss ilities of (78) (79) was not . 'I'o be sure, 

contrast (78) (79) sugges tween D-link 

movement y rec ls ( 7 4) a ( 7 5) , 

but cz's 1 ervat ly no sat1sf ac 

anat 

If co in (79) to be D~·l rec 

co ion, we know why ne not move why it cannot move 

at s-structure or LF. But suppose co is not interpret as D-·l 

Why isn't LF movement available to non-D linked situ co? 
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In my e ier paper, I sugges that as a matter of 

ic variation, Poli i differ in two ways:, as seen 

:in ( 81) 

(81) 1987 Pol 
a. S-stru£ture 

WH-movement + 

b. LF WH-·movement + 

No connection was made tween these two Engl ish 

dif rences. Thus, the facts (78)-(79) did not ly follow from 

D··l is one, but f with a 

stipulation about LF. In rence at LF j <' ,..:> 

to be as a f S" ,, 

g~rinbotham EffS. 

Cl E SS Pr e lows us to 

spense wi LF parameter: it is a fact about ish 

lows scope lter (77a) to satisf at s-structure, s 

i. has mult e s-structure this fact, the 

E s Pr e requires the Filter satJ.sf at s-

structun".:i, sence of LF WH-rnovement follows as an immediate 

consequence. i contrast, l mult e s-structure 

movement, fore cannot satisfy l ter for non··D-

1 es until LF. Hence, i is lowed to wa unti .. l LF. 

Thus, facts in (78)-(79) now re ly can low from 

D-linking is: only WE-phrases unmoved at s 

structure are those that never ne to move (the D-1 es) . 

l move to satts Scope F:Llter ( 
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non-·D-1 phrases) can move at s-structure in Polish, 

move at s-struc Hence (79) can have D-1 

at ion co. This sed pie is exemplified 

(82) 
S-structure 

WH-movement 

Not e now 

Pol 
+ Earliness 

+ 

Economy is too weak to this re 

must 

( 8 2) : 

t: it 

cannot preference s-structure WH-movement over LF WH-

movem(:'.ln t , In :icular / a lv S-st:i:ucture WH-

movement e :is exact l of the 

:Lvat lv LF WH-movement 2
• An Economy 

would to f 1 bad<. on LF ter in (81b), 

have a case SS Pr e can 

not Economy - a case of with ident s of 

s re less one "f i s fLrst 11 is pre 

over Th.i.s is exactly sort of phenomenon we expect if 

re is some sort of E iness Pr e, prov 

:i.t. 



Nc">tes 

1, or, more y, Assert 11 1 

2. For our es, we can ignore Chomsky's actual answer to 

this que.st It , in any case, a t ic i. our 

::::hortcut avo Namely, question of why "round tr 11 cannot 

compl s-structure, ef t all s 

s ture v-to-INFL movement in English. various solutions are 

1 e, which I not so 

3. The phenomenon of LF l c tion of functional 

to st i complementizer in 

of my own. oms 's answer to (8a) has to do with sta 

of traces, gamma 0 ies i I 11 so 

4·. One poss il:i. t 1 ari.zation mi ff er, 

on whether a c filter 1 is s 

or f 11 more clos rel to LF. poss i.li i that 

D··s ture, s-s and LF form a unit as 1 s ~Jt1ose 

content .i.s UG' whilE: LP st Much more I 

have would be to ore ilities. 

5. OnE.~ po should re, mi cause con ion, 

same 8-assi modals cannot move to c may, of course, 

occur INFL. Why is this? An answf:!r an be g :i.f e:f ct of 

l9··opac is cruc:i. ly t:l to movement (whe specif ally 
---"·-~--·~~~~-~~~ 



l 's , I leave open). There is ev e, 

iliar since that Engli mod.als are e-· INFL. 

Note facts in infinitives, where cH>pectual havE~ and be merely fail 

to raise, s cannot occur at 1: 

(i) 
(ii) 
(iii) 
(iv) 

y 

believe to not have read the ass 
I consider someone to not be work when 
'"I consider someone to not be a.b1e to French when 
'"I cons someone to not can French whf:n 

6. to of obli is an 

If we assumE\ (i.a.) is 

e 

be-·to is 

ace e a rfactual, fact were cannot raise 

to c ( ( ib) ) sts that it is a a-assigner. But we are 

supr:1s to f it even INFI,, That :1.t is INFL can 

its th respect to ion ( (ic) ) The answer lies 

sugge t of is cons tion i a 1 , 

INFI.. Its incompat 111 intt s, si,~en in 

this: 

i) a. ?If we were to take out the 
instructions to that effect. 

, we would have been 

b. ·11were we to take out , we would have been 
instructions to that effect. 

c. Our instructions were that we weren't to go near the television. 

(ii)a. We are to take out the ga daily. 
b. *For an aristocrat to be to take out the would 
be a serious insult to his 
c:. We are to take out the 
d. For an aristocrat to be to take out the gi'.1 

would be a serious insult to his 

i) , 

seen 

7. Thus, tern1s of ot11~ s1;>ect1lation,, wl1erE~ past ·te11se iE.~ 

i ar erpretat of , it a 

tenseless 
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8. If INFL is "split" as in Poll , we may assume 

erted in T and that AGR moves to provide do with its 

morphology. The restriction of do insertion to T makes sense, since do 

on occurs finite rms. I will not be making crucial reference 

to I! it INFL" r. 

9, Thi.s can on grounds. argument goes 

as follows cons r familiar ervat ma tr clauses 

not conta a vis le COMP ((i)), re is no 

governor to license an COMP. 

can seen f liar t (ii) (iii). WE~ 

a way out if we claim IPs, as (:i) . 

LE~t US so propose (ii) -- the converse of (i) is true. 

This is cl clauses, as seen aga ( i 1) . In 

work, I f second assumption f it s as WE:1ll 

( ) 
(ii) 
(iii) 

quest 

IPs or s ar 

( ) 
*[[c e] Mary left] comes as a 
I (that) Mary left. 

cons r some consequences of 

, the feature Q tri 

e matr clauses are IPs), 

clauses, contrast, Q must 

hi cat.es. mat 

let 

se a.s . Fi.rst, 

WH-movement cannot 

must INFI,. In 

c to accE.~ s le to s 

quest , WH~movement 1::: 

movE~mE:~n t to cifier of a non-existent CP, but must be 

to IP or substitut [SPEC,IP]. Assume [SPEC, IP] 

c 

target matrix WH-movement, can function as an A-bar posit 



43~ 

As a consequence, in matr questions, unless subject itself 

:i.s a er :it does not move to [SPEC, IP], rem a in next 

hi st SPEC, as seen a ) it s case from 

INFL ECM. Ev e for :l.S i"' ' ;:;, prov ac1~mcy f feet 

seen ) : 

(1 v) a . [ :n? What r :r. [VP Bill do ti.] J 
b. I wonder whatc1. Bill can now do t . 
c. '''What can now Bill do ti.? 

10. As an as note Conditional Invers st rue 

whi 1 CP structure - acts as predic 1i 

ques wi respect to c izat 

>'•This book f up were [ :x:p you to buy J ] , you would discover ... 

11. 

presence of .s!Sl non- ject matrix quest vs. its 

encE~ in ect matr quest quest so 

facts seEm (i)-(ii), are clear enough. Note it 

is not to 1:-2 out do a ect is quest , as 

ECP account of Koopman (1984) it is 

elsewhere nor to require do by a general tion on a 

c, as ky (1989) -- given its ence with subject 

quest 

Our suggest 1.S to presence of rE~qu:i by 

to cas ect. Do is ert only ere necessary to 

at:Ls is requirEnnent ep with s Last Ri:rnort ter 

mot els rE.: in system. 



Let us cons relevant cases. e a non- ject i C' L) 

a ma tr clause. rE1 t we want i c• 
-~ li 

ertion of do. Assume structure is CtS ( i) The em l.S 

to assJ.gn case to ect John. If INFL cont a hav<:::: or 

f it will assign Case ECM. suppose INFL lowers to v due to 

encE~ of a M, have, or be: it will not e to assign Case. 

ECM. re are two poss e reasons i.s: next XP down ic• 
'" not 

d by the trace of INFL, or se we might st.ipul E' that trace 

of INFL cannot ass st rue Case. INFL cannot lower to 

V. To a case-filter v lation, 

( i)a. "'he What Lr. e] [ vcP John accomplished]]? 
b. [ u What [ 1 did] [ v.P John ] ] ? 
c. [xv [ :c card [ vP John ] .l '? 

E! now at is WH-moved, as in (ii) Here 

we have an resting s ion: (SPEC,IP) is an A-bar posit 

(i.), YEit is fill ect, ar~ if ·were an it 

Nom Cas<::~ is t.e strai f assignable by INFL to 

(SPEC, IP) SPEC relation. The in cont 

receives case; hence no do s 

ter of ensures 

(ii)a. L:r Who [xc e] [vP t:1. left]]? 
b. 1<[:rP Who [>:did] [v.P t:t leave]]? 

F , in embedded quest 

Raise to (SPEC,IP), so 

assi in normal fa 

Ac tu ly, some 

r 

l' IC• ,::; 

applies 

are CPs, subject can 

is no problem th nominat case 

do is not 

to said, given that we are 

ter of Insert from 



F.: SS Pr le. Doesn't E SS require INFL Lower 

!98 1 (:U.)b, Do Insertion lowing no 

grammatic output? The answt::;r is yes, so we must revise no ti.on 

of "satisfies" (9)·~(10) so 's Filter snot satisfi 

until ect whi is to INFL is so legal 

to 1 grammatic pr es 8 I 11 not spell out 

rev is it will involve a generaliz ion of notion of 

11 chain 11 

1. 2. I d note one s :f a.vor of st ti on 

betwer:rn two sion processes discuss involv 

contract Assume that AUX-NEG contraction ies at LP-structure, 

clit iz NEG INFL. Then it cannot I-to-C. We ct 

contract not CI, correct 

(i) a. Why should they not leave'? 
b. Why shouldn 1 t leave? 

(ii)a. Should 
b. 't 

13. 

es arE! 

ri 

( )a. 
for 

b. 
? '?War 

not leave, we will them out. 
leave, we will them out. 

re are a of ways to make 

(ia) 11 

ly focus , hence inc 

(lb) familiar ff i 

f e. 

ec 

1., C' 
~.J stinction. Two are 

ri if 

le with ing old 

ty in extract :Erom a 



construct of es as es or extraction 

structurally samb ate these constructions from e 

lving rightward tft. 

.As a st tration extract test is on 

t , we can exam involve r V Adv 

ob ect, (i) the s some INFL-element a 

, Tense), (ii) cannot mov•:. a. se 

circumstances, v Adv ect can only dU('.; to 

movenH::nt of ject, and , extraction is b 

cases. An in (ii)-(iii)f lving the present 

pe ect, te as t ti grammars ( cf, Mc e.y 

(1988) as a present tense sentence wi a past tense liary. A 

prli?.S£~nt tense 1 now construct could on 

t to pres1:mt tense c move 

to much lest to left of -- is present tense 

contrast 1 a past tense 1 rec in pres(:mt perfect 

d modi ic E~ v all 

ic e to p. 

(ii)a. Bill has looked now at this book. 
b. Bill has at this book. 

(i:L:i)a. This is what Bill has now looked at 
b, ''.:Tl1is is wltc:tt Bill 1ook,(~d 

c This is what BLU has 
d. This is what Bill has 

14. We must also exc the poss ility 

movement of 

ect sequence modif s 
_,--,--,-~----
Adv Direct Object directly: l 

nominalizations is relevant j_ s ( .51 ) ' 

wtll not scuss the issue 

ect 

in a V 

at 

I 



(i)a. Bill relies 
( amb 

on luck 
(51b)) 

b. Bill's reliance merely on luck 
c. Bill relies heavily on luck 
(not , given (Sld)) 
d. "'Bill's rel l.ance heavily on luck 

47-

15. Examples (i)-(iii) make similar po s: 

i) a. Bill a bit in the 
b. 1<Bill' s in the 

(i:L)a. Sue assisted with the 
b. ·kSue's assista11ce partially \vith the 

( i)a. Bill about the 
b. about the problem 

16. A em my scussion is fact 

scarcel class, :i Emends and Zagona not 

i not very fel itous low 

sort we 

of 

are strictly VP-

movement of 

fference, 

construct 

if bears f oc stress rb is unstressed. Note 

tic no es ar·e 

necess However, it is a em my im:Llar ve 

alizat is not necessary r correspondi.ng es in French 

1 thosr:?- ( i V) I I no anat is at present: 



(i) a. As for the dictionary, Sue relied on it. 
b. '?As .for the , Sue on it. 
c. 1"As for the dictionary, Sue relied on it barely. 
d. *Sue's reliance on it surprised u.s. 

[). 

c >V,John 
d. 

at the students. 
the students. 

r~tudents 

the students t1S. 

(ii:i)a. It was easy to get their attenti.on. .John simply shouted 
to them, and they came. 
b. ?It was easy to their attention. John simply 
to , and they came. 
c. It was ea.sy to their attention. John to them 

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

(iv)a. 1' :i talien 
un manque de don pour les 
b. Oublier presque son nom (;;a n' arrive pas 
(Pollock 1988) 

17. se occas ly rece 

a.HS d I etnde denote 

one or two quest 

literature (for example, from (1983)), but I have not 

any ection to them among informants. 

18. it is non-maximal X-bar and not XP can seen 

( 5 9) I the idiomatic usage of modal would not 

( 'refuse' ) lows s of completion only between the ject 

If is INFL sr?.!ntence, if 

s of letion could attach to XP, we might expect an 

to occur IP-initially, which is s e: 

19. This observation puts one in mind of Chomsky's i if icat 

of p with ject (AGR-0), and hiss st AGR.-0 :Ls 

implicat jective Case assignment, but I do not see how 
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to connect two facts, and any case the discussion low c• 
r:) 

st i p wi a of this sort. 

20. Inter alia, this shows that res ct ions on movElment to 

i INFL cannot to restrict on to µ, as 

claimed by Poll 

21. One rough- re i argument aga t an ECP 

mot ion movement to µ comes if we allow or require semant ly 

s to be le at LF 1 tiS ky 1 s is of 

amdli system. DE,letion of p at LF should elim ate any ECP 

v at movement to 11 unnecess 

22. r can be cons on is of subject-

ori tat.ion. Assume an subject-ori 

t hi st it ion clause whi. i.t 

at fact, a 

VP- ect posit , as h :i. as (1986)). 

cons r sequence in (i)-(iii) inwashed 

en 

!! l e l y [ pl? t [ 1.1 e ] [ vp pol e]]1' 

I!,. 
.VP l e t ] • ] n po __ .J...ce we can 

a ambiguity. But note position of total shows 

bra has not moved to µ. 

( i.) Sue been deliber,9 brainwashed t;;. 
the police, 

(:Li) [I"P t: [,_, e] [v., totally brainwashed t 
by the police]] 

(iii) [v:p comple t by the 
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2 ,~ .,} . 

Al 

A. ies 12:x:press opaci atures on 

position d wi se f of 

chain. ete }1-trace :i.ts f 

B. : µ accompl:i 
.~ .. ----~'"---~··--·~---···-·---·--------·~·----·-~-·--·~-~ 

Ob ection 1 to account as st 

as a filter on movement to I. µ may be always present 

tree, may an 1 l s e 

Sl.l(!Cei3S head·· movemEmt, but s not account 

any restr t on movement to I. So let a means 

of sav pre concept µ i.s contentful, 

not 

Count€.~r to 1 s version: p·· 

letion plays a crucial role s in system. 

1) Chomsky's general system: 

a) Raise v-to-I whenever possible; not poss le 

not of have or class. 

b) Where not possible to Raise, I··to~v. 

Exe case T may 

requires sequent LF Rais to T. 

c) Ha is at LF lS bl do may 

I in the syntax. 

d) What can b s LF: a Ne a:f :Ll1 

[v V AGR-·S ~[']? 

2) utili of p·- let ion: 



a) 

b) 

c) 

d) 

e) 

D. 

Why can or move to I? Because e 

verbsare allowed to move opaque I. 

can move over 

( I I µ, V). 

JJ trace v. 

JJ letes ECP 

e in [SPEC, CP] .Lasnik s to 

system; why there :Ls no -t effect r 

clauses) 

that is no 

utility to µ-deletion: 

1) Rec 1 e AUX may a µ: Bill m:i. 

en ust le:~ (humorous but contentful) 

2) The HMC (<ECP) does not merely movement over 

also ensures the hi st of li 

an.d n1ai11 ver-bs is y possible I-Verb. 

3) If µ may an ate 1 po 

OVE)r negation, by the r-mark lete gambit, it 

may an ate landing po :for movement of 

one auxiliary over another: 'kB.tl l , .. ,, have re 

2I?..~-1~1 _____ ~1_u_s~_..:l~t!:. Poss ly l-l to-i1 movement ar:; well, 

on what ies are attributed to AGR-0: 

e.g. 1 must been have 

2. 

2: lete p Case-opac is relevant, but 

eliminate poss i.bili ty of be letion sat:i.s 
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ECP. Poss e, but E::l the ev e let ion 

s 

3 . 

is relevant for of 

movement through µ is possible, th µ not act 

as any sort of filter on movement to I. This is poss e, but 

move the effect of 1 ly eliminat any ev e 

for movement through µ belief in the HMC itself. 

24. ' if si:: who subjacency fails to 

ld at LF are correct, an LF might invo fewer s 

than s-structure ivat 
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