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TWO NOTES ON THE ANALYSIS OF NP-MOVEMENT
IN THE MINIMALIST PROGRAM

Mamoru Saito
Nanzan Umversity

1. Introduction

The matn purpose of this workshop, as I understand it, is to explore possible
ways in which empirical research on languages can be related to the Minimalist
program. [ share the view of the other speakers and behieve that there is nothing
special about the Minimalist program in this regard. It is a research program in
lingwstics, which 1s an emptrical science, In this paper, 1 will try to substantiale
this point by presenting two notes on NP-movement and related 1ssucs. [t seems to
me {0 be appropriate to take up NP-movement in this context because the efforts to

cxplain 1ts propertics have played a [undamental role in the development of the
Minimalist theory.

In the follawing Sccuon, I will briefly discuss the developments in the

anal ysis of NP-movement in the last twenty years. In the 1980's, we had a nhumber
of condittons constraintng the operation with much redundancy. The efforts (o

eltminate the redundancy and to sharpen the explanation have led 1o the postulation
of two major conditions in the Minimalist program: the Last Resort Principle and
the Minimal Link Condition (MLC). Then, Chomsky (1995) has proposed to
eliminate these conditions by deriving their effects to alarge extent directly from the

definition of Attract/Move. This proposal not only has clear conceptual advantage
but desirable empirical consequences as well. | hope the discussion in this section

will be persuasive enough to convince the skeptics that the Minimalist program is

pursued in much the same way as the "earlier” theories it developed from, although
the 1ssues 1t raises are deeper and more general reflecting the development of the
field.

The second note 1s presented in Section 3. There, I will discuss the improper
movemenlt phenomenen, which has resisled a satisfactory account over the years. |
will first suggest a specific instantiation of the idea proposed in Chomsky 1998,
1999 that interpretation applies cyclically. (See also Epstcin, ¢t al. 1998 for much
relevant discussion on the denvational approach to interpretation.) Then, [ will
argue that the proposal makes it possible to provide a principled account for
improper movement, This is a case study 1n how independently motivated new
proposals may solve old outstanding probiems. Section 4 concludces the puper with
a brief discussion of Wh-movement.

2. The Analysis of Illicit NP-Movement

In this section, I will illustralc the developments in the analysis of NP-

movement in three stages: (1) the 1980's, when many conditions on the operation
werce entertained, (i) the early 1990's, when most of the core data were atinbuted

to the Last Resort Principle and the MLC, and (i) the proposal in Chomsky 1995
to eliminate these two conditions. With the final proposal, there are no independent
conditions on NP-movement, and the illicit cases are explained in terms of
derivational economy and the definition of Attract/Move. This history, 1 believe, 1s
a clear example of advancement in empirical science.

2.1. The Overlapping Conditions on NP-Movement

In the LGB theory, Binding Condition {A) and the ECP are thc two major
constraints on NP-movement. (2a) and (2b) represent the NIC and the SSC
subcases of Condition (A) cffects respectively.

(1) a Mary; was praised t; by everyone
b. Mary; is believed [;p [; to be a genius]

(2) a. *Mary; is believed [p(that) [1p1; 15 & genius]]
b. *Maryi 15 believed [CF (that) [IJ:JD]'[[] SdW L]]

The ECP effects are often discussed with the paradigms in (3) and (4).

(3) a. John believes [[p Mary to be a genmius)
b. Mary; 15 believed [jp§; to be a genius]
c.*John believes [;p PRO to be a genius]

(4) a.*Mary decided [cp[jp John to 2o to college]]
b.*John; was decided [cp [ipt t0 go to college]]
c. Mary decided [cp [1p PRO to go to college]]

Mary receives Case from Delieve in (3a). in (3b), the trace 15 governed and hence
properly governed by the verb, satisfying the ECP. On the other hand, PRO 15
illicitly governed in (3¢} and the example 15 ruled out. Given that a CP/IP pair
constitutes a barrier for government and consequently for Case assignment, the
opposit pattern obtains in (4).

The ECP effects on NP traces are examined further in Lasnik and Sajto 1984
and Chomsky 1986a. Based on a reformulation of the definition of proper

government, Lasnik and Saito argue for an ECP account for the contrast in (5).

(5) a. Johm; [ypis [aplikely [ip 4 to win the race}]]
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b.*John; seems [cpthat [jpitis likely {;p 1 to win the race]]]

According to their analysis, neither trace in (5) is lexically governed and further,
anteccdent government 1s blocked by the intervening CP/IP pair in (5b). The
severe ungrammaticality of (5b) 1s thus attributed to the ECP. ! On the other hand,
Chomsky points out that the following example, oniginally due to Mark Baker, has
the same status as (3b):

{6) *John; seems [~pthat [;pil was told § [-p that Mary won the race]|]

As the trace 15 obviously lexically governed, he suggests that NP traces {and
possibly all trmcces) must be antecedent governed.

There are other examples of illicit NP-movement that received attention in the
mid-1980's. For example, Lasnik (1985) discusses cases like (7).

(7)  a.*John seems [ (that) {1p [npthe proof g1 to be guilty]] was given]]
b.*John; seems [cp (that) [1p [yp h1s; proof [|p § to be guilty]] was given]]

in these examples, the NP Jo/in moves {rom the position of the trace to the matrix
subject position across a CP/IP pair. But in (7b), since the NP fis can serve both
as a local binder and as an anlecedent governor, the trace violales neither Condition
(A) ner the ECP. Lasnik tnkes examples of this kind as evidence for the Locality
Condition on Chains, initially suggested in Chomsky 1981. Another important
example 1s (8), discussed in Chomsky 1986b.

(8) *John; seems to 1; [~p that Mary s a genius)

Like (7), the ungrammaticality of this example cannot be attributed to Condition (A)
or the ECP. Chomsky proposes the Last Resort Principle, which dictates that
movement 15 allowed only when it 15 necessary to satisty a morphological
requirement of the moved item. Applied to NP-movement, this roughly means that
an NP moves only for the purpose of receiving Case. One case that this principle
prohibits is NP-movement from a Case position as in (8).

As pointed out explicitly in Lasnik and Saito 1992, the four conditions
mentioned above have much overlap 1n their effects. For instance, the examples in
{2) are ruled cut by Condition (A}, the Last Resort Principle and the ECP. Clearly,
it is desirable to eliminate this kind of redundancy. Lasnik and Saito first note that
astde from (8), all cascs of illicit NP-movement involve movement across a barner,

! The example violates Condition (A) as well. Baut this does not explain its status
since an intervening expletive subject only induces a weak Condition {A) violation.
Sce Chomsky 1981 for discussion on this point.

or more specifically a CP/IP pair.2 Then, building on a suggestion in Chomsky
1686a that the ECP should be construed as a condition on chains, they propose the
following constraint:

(%) Suppose that o bears a §-role assigned by . Then, if y is a barrier for 3, y
dominates o.

This constraint in effect prohibits NP-movement across a barner. It hence rules out
(2a-b), (4b), (5b), (6} and (7a-b}, and consequently vields Condition {A) and the
ECP redundant as conditions on NP-{races.

According to this theory, NP-movement 1s constrained by (9) and the Last
Resort Principle.3 This 1s a clear case of an effort to eliminate the redundancy
among the conditions on NP-movement, and to have a unified analysis for a larger
domain of facts. However, (9) has a stipulative flavor and could not play the
unifying role in this endeaver. What plaved this role instead was the MLC, to
which I will turn 1n the following subsection.

2.2. The Initial Developments in the Minimalist Theory

The MLC develcped out of Relativized Minimality, which Rizzi (1990)
preposed as a condition on anlecedent government. In the initial formulation of the
MLC, Chomsky and Lasnik (1993) adapt the 1dea as a condition on movement,
which states roughly that movement must proceed through every possible landing

site. The condition, then, prohibits Wh-movement across a CP Spec and NP-
movement across an [P Spec.

In addition 1o 1ts conceptual attractiveness, the condition has {ar reaching
empirical effects. 1t, like Relativized Minimality, accounts for the "super-raising”
example 1n (5b), and also for the other cases of NP-movement across a subject in
(2b), (6) and (7b). Further, it covers the Wh-island effect on Wh-movement, and
thus, makes the following simple formulation of the CED/Subjacency possible:

2 This coipcides with Aoun's {198]1) eobservation that "an ' breaks an A-chain.®

3 Note that this raises doubts on the existence of NP traces. Unlike Condition (A)
and the ECP, neither (9) nor the Last Resort Principle requires them. IHowever,
Laspnik and Saito defended them, arguing that the examples in (1) are to be excluded
by the Proper Binding Condition.

(1)  a*[How likely ; 10 be a riot]; is there; Y

b.*[How likely t; to be taken of John]; is advantage; t;

See Kuno 2001 and Saito 2001 for Turther discussion on this 1ssue.



(1) A maximal projection 1s a barrier for movement if it is not a complement.

Note that the Wh-island effect had been the major problem in the Bounding theory.
Huang's (1982) formulation of the CED (like those of its predecessors in Cattell
(1976) and Kayne (1981)) was simifar to (10}, but he had to retain the classical
Subjacency based on bounding nodes as well in order to account for the Wh-island
effect. Chomsky (1936a), pointing out the inconsistencies between the CED and
the classical Subjacency, made extensive efforts to incorporate the Wh-island effect
into the CED. This attempt deepened our understanding in many respects, bul
overall resulted 1n much complication 1n the theory. Now that the MLC covers the
Wh-island effect, 1t becomes possible o retum to the simple formulation in (10).4

Along with the MLC, the Last Resort Principte played a major role in the
development of the analysis of NP-movement. [is interaction with the theory of

PRO 1s particularly important in the present contexi. Recall first that Chomsky

(1986h) discusses twa probiematic cases for the explanation of the Case Filter
cffects by Aoun's (1979) Visibility Condition in (11).

(11) An NP is assigned a 8-role only if it has Case,
One has to do with expletives and the other concems PRO.

(12) a.*Itis likely [;p there to be a man in the roem)
b. John tried [ [;p PRO to win the race]]

(12a) appears to indicate that there needs to be assigned Case despite the fact that it
does not receive a O-role. Given the LGB account for the distribution of PRQ,
(12b} ts prablematic because PRO is ungoverned and hence lacks Case, but is still

assigned a ©-role. Chomsky (1986b) propaoses a solution for the first problem with
his expletive replacement analysis. According to this analysis, the indefinite NP a
man in (13} raises covertly to the matnx subjcct position in order to recetve Case.5

(13) There 1s 2 man in the room

4 (10) nself 1s a generalization rather than a principle and requires an explapation.
See Takahashi 1994 for relevant discussion.

5 This implies that the Case hilter (or the Visibility Condition) applics only at LF,
Since it was the main principle that supporled S-structure as a icvel of representation,
this marks the first major step toward the elimination of S-stiucture. Note also that
the notion 'government' was inttially proposed based on the S-structure application of
Case theory. Thus, the shift of Case theory from S-structure to LF undermines the
basic motivation for the notion, and inihates the research project to eliminate 1t from
the theory of syntax. See, for example, Saito 1996 for a discussion on this project,

The expletive is replaced with this operation, and as the result, the example satisfies
Full Interpretation. According to this analysis, there 1tsell need nol be assigned

Case. Butit must be in a Case position so that it can successfully be replacedwith
covert movement. 1f it 1s not in a Case position, the Last Resort Principle prohibits
any NP from moving to its position and hence it remains at LF in violation of Fuil
Interpretation.

Chomsky (1986b), however, left the problem of PRO unselved, and
tentatively assumed the following formulation of the Visibility Condition:

{14) An NP isassigned a 0-role only if it has Case or 1s PRO.

At this point, the proposal that PRO is assigned Case 1s almost there. And the
proposal is actually made in Chomsky and Lasnik 1993 based on examples such as
(15).

(153) John tned [op[;p PRO; to be elected §]]

In this example, PRO clearly moves 1o the embedded subject position. Since the
Last Resort Principle allows NP 1o move only to recelve Case, 1t umphies that PRO
1s assigned Case at the landing site in (15). Chomsky and Lasnik, then, conclude
that PRO needs to be assigned null Case by a non-finite INFL.. The null Case
hypothesis 1s developed fusther in Martin 1992, where he argues that only the non-
finitc INFL with unrecalized future tense {in the sense of Stowell 1982) is capable of

assigning this Case. This explains the distribution of PRO in place of the PRO
theorcm, and accounts, for exampile, {or the contrast between (15) and (16).

{16) *John believes [;p PRO 10 be smart]

Onc important implication of the null Case hypothesis is noted 1n Boskovic
1995, What initially motivated the application of the ECP to NP traces were
examples such as (4b). The paradigm 1n (4} is repeated below as (17).

(177 a.*Mary decided {-p[jp John to go to college]]
b.*John; was decided [cp |1p§ to go to college]]
¢. Mary decided [cplip PRO 1o go to college]]

But given the null Casc hypothesis, (17b) fatls under the 1.ast Resort Principle.
The Case must be available in the initial position of John, because PRO 15 allowed
in this position as shown in (17¢). This means that the movement in (17b)

ornginates in a Casc position. The example, then, 1s a clear case of a Last Resort
violation.

At this point, most cases of illicit NP-movement fall under the MLC and the



Last Resort Principle. As noted above, the MLC covers cases of movement across
a subject: (2b), (5b), (6) and (7b). The Last Resort accounts for (Za-b), (4b)=
(17b) and (8). The only case that is Ieft unexplained is (7a).

2.3. The Elimination of the Last Resort Principle and the MLC

Despite the empirical success of the Last Resort Principle and the MLC,
Chomsky (1995) takes up the project to eliminate them from the theory of syntax.
The most important motivation for this move is conceptual: although these

conditions were eniertained as "principtes of economy,” they actally have no place
in the theory of derivational economy.

As Chomsky has repeatedly pointed out, derivational economy must be stated
in relative terms in the sense that it should allow nccessary operations, Qtherwise,
no operation and hence no derivation wouid be possible. Thus, the NP-movement

in (la), repecated as (18), can take place because it makes the necessary feature-
checking possible and allows the derivation to converge.,

(18) Mary; was praised & by everyone
But then, the NP-movement in {19) should be allowed far the same reason.

(19) a.*John; seems [ (that) {j 1s intclligent]
b.*Iohn; seems [ (that) itislikely [t to win the race]]

In these cases, the derivation would certainly fail to converge without the
movement. This indicales (hat the Last Resort Principle and the MLC arc imposed

on syntactic derivations independently of derivational economy. One goal of the
Minimalist program is cxactly to eliminate such condilions.

Chomsky first proposcs an alternative account for the typical Last Resort

violahons by making the theory of formal features more precise. He divides the
instances of the following four types of features into interpretable ones and
uninterpretable ones.

(20) a. categorial features
b. ¢-features
c. Case features
d. strong F, where F is cateporial ( = the EPP leature)

Categorial features are interpretable as they enter into interpretation, but Case
features and the EPP feature are not. ¢-features are interpretable on NPs but not on

Is. Chomsky, then, proposes that uninterpretable features need io be chacked and
deleted, and further, that Move applies for this purpose.

— TR —

Given this refinement, the ungrammaticality of (19a) is straightforward. (21)
illustrates the feature-checking relation between the NP Jo/in and the embedded [.

(21} John [ be intelligent
D-fealure ERR
¢-features -feattrss
ke ot

Note that the Case feature of the NP is checked and deleted at this point. Hence,

when the NP raises to the matrix subject position, it no longer has a Case fcature.
This means that the Case feature of the matrix 1 cannot be checked and deleted. The

derivation, thus, crashes because an uninterpretable feature remains.

Most examples of Last Resort violations receive a similar analysis, but a
notabie exceptian is (22b).

{22} a. There, islikely [ L to be a man in the room])
b.*There is likely [ a man; to be t; in the room]

The example is a Last Resort violation because the NP aan has no need to move
to the embedded subject position. Yet, the analysis for (19a} 1s inapplicable in this

case: the NP is not checked for Case at the initial position, and fuyrther, the
embedded I does not have an uninterpretable Case featurc to begin with. Chomsky

notes that when the denivation reaches the embedded subject position, there s a

choice between the insertion of there and the movement of aman. The former
option is legitimate as the grammatical (22a) shows, but the latter 1s not. Based on

this observation, he proposes (23), which is assumed to follow ultimately from
dentvational economy.

(23) Merge 1s prefered over Move.

Note that although it is no longer necessury to stipulate that movement applies
only when it is required by the moved item, the {act remains that movement 1S not
totally free but applies for the purpose of fcature-checking.¢ Thus, Chomsky
retains the Last Resort Principle in the weaker form 1n (24) at this point,

(24) Last Resort: Move F raises F to target K only if F enlers into a checking
relation with a sublabel of K.

I will return to (24) directly.

€ A qualification is necessary here if Japunese/IKorean scrambling 1s not feature-
driven. For relevant discussion, see Saito and Fukui 1998 and the references cited
there. I will briefly consider examples of scrambling in the following section.



Chomsky's {1995) elimination of the MIL.C is more involved. Asitis clearly
a condition on movement, the only way to climinate it as an independent condition
seems Lo be to incorporale it nto the definition of Move. With this reasoning, he
[1rst restates 1t 1n a form that can be added to the delinition of Movc as in (25).7

(25) a can raisc to target K only if there is no legitimate operation Move B
targeting K, where § 15 closer to K.

The basic idea 1s that in (19b), repeated below as (26}, John cannot raise to the

matrix subject position because the movement of the closer NP if js legitimate in the
sense that 1t satisfies (24).

(26) *John; seems { (that) itss likely [ to wan the race]]

Next, he notes that the larget of movement always contains an uninterpretable
leature, e.g., the EPP feature in the case of NP-movement and the strong [+wh]
[eature 1n the case of Wh-mavement. Finally, based on this observation and (25),
he proposes, following a suggestion by John Frampton, that movement is not
triggered by a featurc of the moved item seeking to enter inlo a checking relation,
but by an uninterpretablc feature of the target that looks for and "pulls up" a leature
that can check and delete it. This is the reformulation of Move as Attract with the
following defining property:

(27} AttractF: K anracts F il F is the closest Jeature that can enter into a checking
relation with a sublabel of K.

(27) subsumes both (24) and (25). (24) [ollows beeause a target can aftracl a
feature only if the feature can enter into a checking relation with a feature of the
target. The MLC effects also [ollow from (27). For the matrix I in (26), the D-
feature of John 1s not the closest feature that can ¢heck its EPP feature becausc of
the presence ol if. The matrix I, then, can attract the D-feature of # but not that of
John.

7 The MLC and (25) may make different predictions {or examples such as (i).

(i) John; strikes Mary [, as bemg a fool]

The MLC may allow it (depending on the structure), but (25) scems to exclude it.
This may not be a problem for (25) because it is not clear that examples of this kind
tnvolve raising as standardly assumed. For example, an expletive cannot appear in

the matrix suhject position as {11) shows.

(1)  *There, strikes Mary [t; as being a man 1n the room}

(27) seems Lo have an empirical advantage as well over the Last Resort
Principle and the MLC. Recall that these conditions left (7a) unexplained. The
example is repeated below in (28).

(28) *John; seems [p(that) [;p[yp the proof [jp§ t© be guilty]] was given]]

When the derivation reaches the matrix I, the D-featurc of the NP the proof John 1o
be guilty 18 plausibly closer {o it than the D-feature of the NP Jolin. It so, the
matrix [ can only attract the D-feature of the larger NP. Then, (27) extcnds to this
example as well .8

As 1llustrated above, the analysis of NP-movement has shown remarkable
progress over the past twenty years. Firsl, the overlapping constraints were
reduced to two major canditions, the Last Resort Principle and the MLC. Then,
these two conditions were eliminated 1n favor of {(27). The motives behind this
progress were often conceptual. Atlempts were made to elimimate the redundancy
among the conditions, and to eliminate conditions on movement that do not fall
under derivational economy.? But the purpose of these attempts was to achieve a
morc abstract, more principled explanation for the core data. In fact, many other
phenomena played imporlant roles in this process, e.g., ebject shift, the so called
A-scrambling, apd the interaction of hcad-movement and NP-movement. Although
1 did not discuss thcm nere, | hope the empirical nature of thce project was
demonstrated to a sulficient degree by the brief history of the analysis of the
classical cases of illicit NP-movement given above.

3. Cyclic Interpretation of Chains and Improper Movement

In this section, I will discuss a case in which the theoretical developments in
the Minimalist program may provide a solution to an old, outstanding problem.
The phenomenon that I copsider 1s improper movement, which is to my knowledge

vel to receive a satisfactory account. Some specific examples are shown in (29)-
(305,

29) a.*John; seems [cp ' [ipitis likely [1p 4 10 win the race]])
b.*[John; to scem [ep ' [ip L ts intclligent]]] would be surprising

e

& As Naoki Fukui points out, a minor adjustment in the definition of 'closencss’ may
be necessary to accommodate (28) under (27), since Chomsky (1995) defines it in
terms of 'c-command’. The required adjustment should be straightforward.

9 Note that the effects of other "independent economy conditions," such as 'the
fewest steps’, also follow from (27). Another condition of a similar kind,
‘procrastinate’, 1s elimimated 1n Chomsky 1998 with the proposal of "Agree!



(30) *John;1s known [ how hkely [ f; to win the race]]; it1s §;

(2%9a) 1s an example of super-raising, except that the movement takes place through
the embedded CP Spec. (29b), which is adapied from Chomsky 1998, is a similar
example but in this case the raised NP is checked for Case prior to the movement.
(30) from Sakai 1994 involves raising out of a Wh-phrasc in the embedded CP

Spec. I will suggest an account for these cases based on Chomsky's (1998) theory
of phase and cyclic interpretation.

In the following subsection, I will briefly go over the basic motivations for
derivational phase as discussed in Chomsky 1998. Then, in Section 3.2, 1 will
suggest a specific mechanmsm for the cyclic interpretation of chains. Independent
evidence for this mechanism is introduced and discussed in Section 3.3. Finally, |
will apply the mechanism to cases of improper movement and discuss the
consequences of the analysis in Section 3.4.

3.1. Chomsky's (1998) Derivational Phase

Let us first consider again the contrast in (22), repeated befow in (31).

(31) a. There; 1slikely [ 4 to be a man in the room]
b.*There 1s likely [ a man; to be § in the room]

As noted abave, Chomsky (1995) proposes to explain (31b) by applying (32) at the
point the denvation reaches the embedded subject position.

(32) Merge 1s prefered over Move.
But {32) faces a problem with examples such as those in (33).

(33) a. There 15 a possibility [ that a proof; will be discovered ]
b. It's fun { PRG,; to [ § discover a proof]]

There can be merged at the embedded subject position in (33a), and given (32), this

should block the movement of a proof. (33b), which is attnbuted to Alec Marantz,
18 problematic in the same way. Hence, it is necessary to make (32) inapplicable to
cases like (33).

Chomsky (1998) first notes that there is one crucial diffcrence between (31)
and (33): the embedded clause ts an 1P i1n the former but it is a CP in the latter.

Then, he proposes that derivation proceeds phase by phase, where CP but not [P
consfitutes a phase. If cach phase has ils own numeration, (33a), for example, is

correctly allowed. There does not belong to the numeration of the embedded CP
phase, and hence, is not available when the embedded subject position is filled.

— 89 —

The only way to check the EPP feature of the embedded |, then, 1s 1o raise the NP a
proof. The situation is different in the case of (31b). Since there 1s no embedded
CP phase, there is available to fill the embedded subject position. Thus, the raising
of aman 15 still blocked by (32).

If derivation indeed proceeds phase by phase, each phase 18 a complete untt
and anything within a lower phase is not accessible to 1tems in 4 higher phase. But
Chomsky notes that an exception must be granted. A verb has a selectional relation
with the head of its complement CP. Hence, the head of the CP phase must be
"visible" to the verb. Chomsky, then, weakens the condition, and proposes that 1t
is the domain of the head of a phase that is inaccessible to items outside the phase.
He states this as in (34).

(34) In phase « with head H, the domain of H is not accessible to operations
outside ¢, but only H and its edge.

This opens up a way to recaplure successive-cyclic Wh-movement, which
had been left unaccounted for. Given the formulation of the CED=8ubjacency in

(10) and the reformulation of Move as Attract, it is unclear why Wh-movement
must proceed through intervening CP Specs as 1n {35).

(35) [cpwho; [c do [rpyou think {ce ' [rpJohn saw &]]]1]

But (34) makes it clear why 1t is necessary. [f the Wh-phrase 15 in the imual

position, its features are invisible to and hence cannot be attracted by the matrix C.
It must first move to the edge of the embedded CP phase to undergo movement to

the matrix CP Spec. Given the conclusion in Chomsky 1986a that successive-
cyclic Wh-movement proceeds through VP-adjunction and substitution into CP
Spec, he suggests that not only C but also v define denvational phases. 10

10 Examples such as (i) constitute clear evidence for successive-cyclic movement
through CP Spec.

{1) Which picture of himself; does John; think Mary liked

Barss (1986) argues that VP-adjunction must be assumed for exampies like (i1).

{(i1)  ?Which picture of himself; does John; wonder why Mary liked

Here, the Wh-phrase must move to an intermediate position to make the local binding
al himself by John possible. Since the embedded CF Spec is unavailable, the position
adjoined to the matrix VP seems to be the most plausible option. In the present

context, this argument is still suggestive but it does not seem decisive. For example,
the vnexpected weakness of the Wh-island effect on argument Wh-phrases may be



Here, a technical question stll remains with respect to the trigger of
successive-cyclic Wh-movement. In particular, there must be an uninterpretable
feature on the embedded C in (35) that attracts a feature of the Wh-phrase.
Chomsky then proposes (36).

(36) The head H of Phase PH may be assigned an EPP- or P-feature.

These features "pull up" Wh-phrases to intermediate positions, and make
successive-cyclic movement possible. The EPP featurc, when assigned to v, is
responsible also {or abject shift.!1

An important 1dea that Chomsky entertains with the proposal of derivational
phase is cyclic spell-out and cyclic interpretation. As noted above, phases arc more
or less complete units in the derivation, and the domain of a phase head cannot be
affected by operations in higher phases. Hence, il is possible to send information
to the interprelive components upon the completion of cach phase. For the C-I
interface, this results in derivational interpretation, which is similar in many
respects to what is proposed in Epstein, et al. 1998. [ will outline a specific
instantiation of this 1dea for the interpretatioin of chains in the following subsection.

3.2. A Mechanism for the Cyclic Interpretation of Chains

In Saito 2001, I suggested a mechanism based on Chomsky's (1993) COpY
and deletion analysis of movement for the cyclic interpretation of chains, The
purpose there was to provide 2 uniform analysis for the main properties of
Japanese/Korean scrambling, e.g., its radical reconstruction property, its A/A'
properties, and the fact that its trace is strictly constrained by the Proper Binding
Condition. In this subsection and the next, I will briefly summarize the proposal.

because multiple CF Specs are marginally allowed.

L1 It seems to be assumed here that the P-feature and the EPP feature are assigned to
C and v respectively. But [ am not sure if the EPP feature should play any role in the
case of Wh-movement. For example, consider the movement of what to the matrix
vP Spec 1n the following cases;

(1) a. What; did you persuade John [¢pPRO to buy t]
b.7*What; did you persuade who [cpPRO to buy t]

In both examples, a P-feature on the embedded C can raise whas 1o the embedded CP
Spec. The fact that (ib) is a superionty violation suggests that the matrix chject
posttion is closer to the matrix v than the embedded CP Spec. Then, if it is the EPP
teature that "pulls up” what to the matrix vP Spec in (ia), the intervening NP John
should block the movement See Section 3.4 below for a related discussion.

Chomsky's copy and deletion analysis of movement provides an elegant way
1o interpret Wh-chains. According to this analysis, (37) is interpreted as illustrated

n (38).
(37) Whaose; did John sce |

(38) a. [cpWho [ did [;pJohn see who]l}
I |
b. [CP Who [c_* did [IFJDhﬂ S8€C X ]]]

The movement nitially copies the Wh-phrase at the landing site as in (38a). Then,
deletion applies at all positions of the chatn. The operator part of the Wh-phrase is
rctaincd at the CP Spec, and the other parts are deleted at this position. This
deletion 1s vacuous in the case of (38a). The Wh-phrasc who in CP Spec is
eventually interpreted as '[for which x: x a person]'. At the initial site, the part that
corresponds to the operator 18 turned into a vanable.

This interpretive procedure can be readily stated in terms of features. I will
adopt a somewhat simplified picture for the sake of exposition, and assumec that the
Wh-phrase who consists of three relevant sets of features, the phonetic features (-
features), the operator feature (O-featurc), and the categorial D-feature. The D-
feature of an NP, I will assume, enters into binding/corcference relations and
makes 1t possible for the NP to have a reference. Then, the copying in (38a) is
more precisely as in (39),

(39 [cpWho [ did [jpJohn sce whol]]
{n,0,D} {n,0,D}

Now, suppose that deletion applies to the features so that they are retained in only
one position. The w-featurcs must be deleted at the initial site and retained at the
landing site. I will simply assume this as given because it is almost the definition

of avert movement. For the other features, it is clear that the O-feature must be
retained at the landing site. The D-feature, on the other hand, should be at the .

initial site 1f 1t 15 responsible for the interpretation of the copy in this position as a
variable. The desired result, then, is as in (40).

(40) [cpWho [ did [ipJohn see who]]]
{7.0} 1D}

And this result is obtained if the O-feature and the D-feature can anly be
retained al positions where they arc sclected (1n a broad sense to be specified
bclow). The D-feature 15 selected by the verb at the initial site, but not by the C at

CP Spec. Hence, it must be retained at the object position. The O-feature is clearl y
not sclected at the imtial site. But 1t ts at the Janding site 1f we interpret 'selectional



relations' in a broad sense so as to include checking relations. Thus, the selection
requirement guarantees that deletion applies properly to the features. 2

Construed this way, Chomsky's copy and deletion analysis can be applied
denvatjonally. ! willillustrate this with the example in (41), paying attention to CP
phases.

(41) Who do you think John saw

Since the embedded CP 1s a phase, the Wh-phrase who must move to its edge as in
(42a) so that 1t can eventually move out of the CP.

(42} a. [cpwho  [jpJohn saw who]]
{m,0,D} {w,0,D}

b. {cpwho [;pJohn saw wha]]

{7, 0} 1D}

c. [cpwho [;pJohn saw x1]
{r, 0}

At this point, deletion applies exactly as in the case of (40), as shown in (42b).
The n-{eatures are retained at CP Spec. The O-feature is also retained there because
it enters into a checking rclation with the P-feature on C that triggers the
movement.13 The D-feature, on the other hand, is delcted at this posifion since it is
selected only at the object position. Note that the Wh-phrase in CP Spec is not
ready (or interpretation because it 15 subject to further operations. But the TP
complement of C is. The copy of who with the sole feature D is interpreted as a
variable, and the TP is construed as an open sentence 'John saw x'.

The Wh-phrase in (42¢) undergoes further movement in the matrix CP as in
(43a).

(43} a. [cpwWho [ do[pyou think [cpwho [1pJohn saw x]]]}]
{m,O} {n,C}

}2 This requirement is a variant of Lee's (1994) u]ea that only feature-checking
positions are retained in chains at LF.

13 I assume, following Chomsky 1998, that the P-feature is uninterpretable and
hence must be deleted after it is checked. The deletion must apply prior to the point
when information on the C is sent to the interpretive component.

b. [cpwho [ do [jpyou think [cpwho [jpJohn saw x]]]}]

17,0} 1

C. [cpwho [ do [jpyou think [cp [tp John saw x]]]]}
{=, 0}

The x-features are retained at the landing site as before, and the O-feature can be as
well because 1t enters into a checking relation with a feature of the matrix C. The
result is (43b), where the copy of who in the embedded CP Spec disappears as

there are no features Ieft in this position. The information on the matrix CP phasc
can be sent to the interpretive components at this point. In particular, who 1s

spelled-out at the matnix CP Spec because its n-features are there, and 1ts O-feature
vields its interpretation at this position as "ffor which x: x a person]'.

3.3. A Piece of Evidence for the Mechanism

Among the desirable consequences of the chain interpretation mechanism
outlined above 1s that 1t allows us to provide a uniform analysis for the so called A
and A' scramblings.

As noted by Mahajan (1990), a phrase preposed by clause-internal
scrambling can serve as the antecedent of a Jexical apaphor, but long-distance
scrambling lacks this property. The following examples illustrate this

generalization:

(44) a.?7*jp{Otagar  -no  sensei}-ga  karcra-0  hihansita] (koto)
each other-GEN teacher-NOM they -ACC criticized  fact

'[Each other’s teachers] criticized them!'

b. ?|;p Karera-o; [[otagai -no sensei]-ga G hihansita]] (koto)
thcy -ACC cach other-GEN tcacher-NOM  criticized  fact

"Them;, [cach other's teachers] criticized ;'

(45) a *[jp[Otagat -no  scnsel] -ga [cp [P Tanaka-ga  karera-o
each other-GEN teacher-NOM -NOM they -ACC

hihansita] to] itta] (koto)
criicized that said fact

'(Each other's teachers] said that Tanaka criticized them'



b. *[1p Karera-o; [[otagar  -no sensei]-ga  [cp[ip Tanmaka-ga &
thev -ACC each other-gen teacher-NOM -NOM

hihansila] to] itta]] (koto)
criticized that said fact

Themy;, [each other's teachers] said that Tanaka criticized '

The contrast between (44b) and (45b) suggests that there are two distinct types of

scrambling. Mahajan (1990) indeed proposes that there are A- and A'-scramblin £s
with different Janding sites, and that the former is basically clause-bound.

However, 1f chains are tnterpreted derivationally as suggested above, this
bifurcation of scrambling seems unnecessary at least for Japanese and Korean. Let
us first consider the movement in {(44b) il{ustrated in (46),

(46) a. [jp karera-o [ ... otagai-no ... karera-g ... J]
{m.D} {=,D}

b. [ip karera-o [ ... otagai-no ... karera-o ... ]]
{m} {D}

The scrambled NP is copied at the sentence-initial position in (46a).14 With
deletion, the xt-features are retained only at the landing site as in the cases of other

overt movements. Now, suppose that Japanese/Korean scrambling is not feature-
driven as I argued elsewhere.15 Then, the D-feature is not selccted at the landing
site and must be deleted there. This vields (46by).

The structure in (46b) appears to be inconsistent with the grammaticality of
{44b) miven that it 1s the D-featurce of an NP that enters into binding relations.
However, the problem is only apparent if Condition (A) is an anywhere condition
(i.e., it applics derivationally) as argued on independen! grounds by Belletti and
Rizzi (1988), Lebeaux (1988) and Epstein, et al. (1998), among others. The D-
feature of the scrambled NP is in a position c-commanding the lexical anaphor at

14 It vP 15 also a phase, the object NP must first move to its edge. | assume that this
1s a case of "VP-inlernal scrambling," which 1s known to have propertics similar to
object shift unlike the other cases of scrambling. See Tada 1990 and Nemoto 1993
for detatled discussion on Lhis type of local scrambling, and Saito 2001 for a possible
analysis that 15 consistent with the discussion in the text,

15> See Saito and Fukui 1998, Saito 2000, and the references cited there. This
impiies that there is no head that attracts a feature of the scrambled phrase, and that
scrambling results from an operation similar to pure Merge.

one point of the derivation, as shown in (46a). Thus, the lexical anaphor is
successfully licensed and interpreted.

(45b) 1s derived 1n a similar way, bul in this case, the scrambled NP must
first move to the edge of the embedded CP because it is a phase. This initial
movement Is tllustrated in (47a).

{(47) a. [cp karera-o{ ... karera-o ... ]}
{m,D} {x,D}

b. [cp Karera-o [ ... karera-o ... ]]

{n} 1D}

At this point, deletion yields (47b) in the same way that it created (46b). Then, the

head of the chain in (47b) undergoes {urther movement into the matrix clause as in
(48a).

(48) a. [jp karera-o [ ... otagai-no ... [cp karera-o [ ... karcra-o ... 1}]]

{n} {a} {D}

b. fip karera-o [ ... otagai-no ... [cp karera-o [ ... karera-o ... ]]]]

{n} i {D}

c. [ip karera-o [ ... otagai-no ... [cp[ ... karera-o ... 111]

{x} {D}

As before, the m-features arc retained only at the landing site. The copy in the

embedded CP Spec, then, disappears since all if its features are deleted, yielding
(4&c).

Although the resulting structure in {48c) is virtually identical to the case of
clausc-internal scrambling shown in (46b}, there is one crucial difference between
the denivations in (46) and (48). In the case of (48), the D-feature of the scrambled
NP ¢-commands the lexical anaphor at no point of the derivation. Thus, the
ungrammaticality of (45b) follows. According to this analysis, scrambling 18
strictly uniform whether it is clause-internal or Jong-disctance. It involves copying
and only the n-features of the moved phrase are retained at the landing site. The
hypothesis that all features except the n-fealures are deleted at the landing site is in
accord with the proposal in Saito 1989 that scrambling can be "undone” in LF. It
also captures the insight of the hypothesis often entertained since Chomsky and
Lasnik 1977 that scrambling is PF movement. Itis not, but it is indistinguishable
from PF movement in terms of the structures it creales, as can be obscrved in (46b)
and (48c¢).

_Bg_



3.4. An Account for the Improper Movement Phenomenon

Lct us now apply the chain interpretation mechanism (o the cases of improper

movement mentioned at the outset of this section. The most straightforward
example is Sakai's {1994) (30), repeated below as (49).

(49) *John; is known [ how likely | i to win theracef]; 1t1s §

Here, the Wh-phrase how likely Joln 10 win the race 1s first copied at the
embedded CF Spec as in {50a).

(50) a. [cp[how likely [John to...]] [ipit1s [how likely John to ...]]]
{m,0,A} {r,O,A}

b. [cp[how likely [Jobn to...]] [ipit 1s [how likely John to ...]]]
{n,0} | {A)

¢. [cp[how likely [John to...]] [jpitis [X much likely John to ... ]}]
{n,0} {D-Case}

The O-feature and the x-features of the Wh-phrase are retained at the CP Spec. On

the other hand, the categorial fealure A of the phrasc is "reconstructed” to the imtial
site, along with those of the terms it dominates. 18 We thus obtain (50b).

At this point, information on the IP complement is sent (o the inlerpretive
component as in (50c). But there is an obvious problem. Supposc, as 11 seems
reasonable, that the Case feature and the ¢-[ealures of an NP are associated with
and pattern along with its D-feature. Then, the Case feature of John is on the copy
within the I[P complement, and is sent for interpretation without being checked and
deleted. The interpretation should fail receiving an uninlerprelable [eature.
Further, an additional problem anses even if the derivation is atlowed to proceed.
Since the categonal [eatures are deleted at the fanding site, JoAn within the CP Spec
does nol have a D-feature that can be attracted by the matnix [. Thus, (49) fails to
be gencraled in any event.

The example in (292}, repeated 1n (51), can be analyzed 1n basically the same
way.

{(51) *John; scems {cpy' [pitislikely {ipl; to win the race]]]

16 Since the moved phrase is complex, I assume that the internal structure of the
phrase is preserved at both positions of the chain. At the landing site, each lexical
item contains its n-features. Al the initial site, we have a phrase of categornal {eatures
without the O-feature and the n-features,

Suppose that a P-featlure triggers the initial movement to CP Spec. Then, the
movement is not possible for John because the NP lacks an O-feature. But this

problem can be easily circumvented by substituting a Wh-phrase for the NP as in
(52), which 1s stil] ungrammaticat.

(52} *Who, secems [¢pl' [jpitislikely [1p L to win the racel]]
In this case, the 1nitial movement creates the structurc 1n (53a).

(53) a. {cp who [1pitis likely [;p who o win the race]]]
{m,O,D} {n,0,D}

b. [CP who [”.: it 1s lll\ﬂl}' [lP who to win the I'EI.CE]]]

{m, 0} 1D}

¢. lep who |jpitis likely [[p X to win the race]]]
{n, 0} {D-Casc}

Then, the D-feature 1s delcted at CP Spec, and the m-features and the O-feature are
deleted at the tail of the chain, as in the case of regular successive-cyclic Wh-

movement illustrated in (42). Thus, we obtain (53b). The 1P complement of C 1s
sent for interpretation at this point, but the copy of wio at the initial site cannot be
interpreted as a variable because of the unchecked Case feature. Further, the Wh-
phrase in CP Spec cannot move on to the matrix IP Spec as in (54), since 1t does
not contain a D-feature that can be atiracted by the matnix 1.

(54) [1pwho seems {cp who [pitislikcly [jp X to win the race]]]
{n, O} {n,0} {D-Casc}

Hence, the uninterpretable features of the matnx I rem:aun unchecked.

The final case (29b), adapted from Chomsky 1§98, 15 repeated below 1n (55).
(55) *[John; toseem |-p ;' [;p4 15 intelligent}}} would be surprising
This example has intercsting additional consequences. Suppose again thatits a P-
feature assigned on the C-hcad that triggers the movement of the NP to the CP

Spec. Then, in this case also, the example has to be changed slightly as in (56) to
make this movement possible.

(56) *Who said that [who; to seem [cpt' [jpY 18 intelligent]]] would be surprising

The initial movement in this example is illustrated in (57).



(57) a. [cpwho fip who is intelligent]]
{x,0,D} {x,0,D}

b. [cpwho [1pwhois intclligent]]

{n,0} {D}

¢. |cpwho [;pxisintelligent]]

(7.0} {D}

The structure is derived and interpreted exactly as in the case of (53), but there is
one crucial difference. Since who at the tail of the chain in (57b) is checked for
Case, it can successfully be interpreted as a variable. Hence, unlike in the cases of
(49) and (52), the only place where the derivation fails in (56) is the second step of
the movement. Here, the EPP fcature of the non-linite I cannot trigger the
movement of the Wh-phrase 1o the IP Spec as in {58) because the D-feature of the
Wh-phrase is alreadyv deleted.

(58) [pwhotoseem [cp who [jpxisintelligent]]
{70} {=, 0} {D}

This suggests that although the failure of the second step of the movement s
redundant in the accounts for (49} and (52), 1t is nevertheless a real phenomenon.

Another implication of the proposed account for (55)/(56) is that a C-head can

be assigned a P-feature but not an EPP feature, as [ have been assuming. Whether
an EPP [cature can be assigned to a C-head to trigger successive-cyclic movement

ts immaterial in cases like (51)/(52). In (51), for example, even il an EPP feature is
assigned to the embedded C, it fails to attract the D-feature of the NP John because
of the intervening cxpletive i2. But it matters in (55)/(56). Suppose, for example,
that an EPP fcalure 1s assigned to C and makes it attract the D-feature of John in
(55). Then, by hypothests, the D-feature can be retained at the CP Spec because it

enters into a feature-checking relation there. In the next phase up, the non-finite |
should be able to atiract this [caturc, and there should be nothing wrong with the

example. Hence, the assignment of an EPP feature o C should be banned
altogether.17

i7 As noted in FFootnote 11, it 1s not clear that the EPP feature plays any role in
successive-cyclic Wh-movement. If the specuiation there is correct, and phases are
defined by v and C as Chomsky proposes, then it is the P-feature assigned to v and C
that makes successive-cyclic Wh-movement possible. Further, there seem 10 be no
cases where an EPP feature assigned to v (or v* 1n the sense of Chomsky 1999) plays
a role in successive-cyclic NP-movement. If v {or v*) jmplies the presence of an
external argument, NP-movement out of a vP (or v*P) phase 1s ruled out on
independent grounds. Then, object shift seems to be the only phenomenon where

The final implication has to do with the "activation condition’ proposed in
Chomsky 1998. Considering examples such as (55), he suggesis that "an
uninterpretable feature activates the goal." This means in the present context that
only NPs with uninterpretable features are subject to movement. Thus, Jofin in
{55) cannot move since its uninterpretable Case feature 15 checked and deleted at the
initial sitc.18 But given the account for (55)/(56) proposed above, the motivation
for the activation condition is wecakened. The theory of phase implies that the
movement in these examples must proceed through the edge of the CP phase. And
once this happens, we have the casc of improper movement discussed above.
Hence, if the analysis above is on the right track, the activation condition is
redundant for examples of this kind.

The other place where Chomsky (1998) appeals to the aclivation condition 18
tn his account for the illicit partial Wh-movement as in (59).

(59) *Who thinks [cp what; [jp John bought ;1)

Given the activation condition, a Wh-phrase must have an uninicrpretable feature to
undergo movement to CP Spec in general. This feature is checked by a {+wh] C
and deleted at the CP Spec where the Wh-phrase takes scopc. But a P-feature
assigned to an intermediate C should not check and delete this feature: if 1t docs, the
activation condition prevents the second slep of the successive-cyclic movement in
(60), for example.

(60) What; does Mary think [cpt' [;p John boughl §]]

Then, in (59), what has the uninterprctable feature because it moves o the
embedded CP Spec. But this feature cannot be checked there, and hence, remains
unchecked. The ungrammaticality of (59) thus follows.

Although this account for (59) 1s elegant, the application of the activation
condition to Wh-movement seems to have an unwanted consequence: it implies thal
there are two kinds of Wh-phrases, onc with and the other without the
uninterprelable fcature. This is so because in examples of multiple-Wh questions
like (61), the moved Wh-phrase must have the featurc but the Wh-phrase in situ
cannot have it.

the EPDP feature on v 15 needed.

18 The activation condition can readily be stated as part of the definition of
Attract/Move (or Agree in the thcory of Chomsky 1998, 1999), and hence, does nol
have the conceptual problem that the classical Last Resort Principle did. But 1t surely
looks like a residue of this principle.



(61) What; did John give [; to whom

This is quite different from the case of NP-movement, wherc every NP (DP) is
assumed to cater the denvalion with an uninterpretable Case feature,

Here, Tsai's (1994) analysis of Wh-in-situ suggests an allcrnative account for
(59). He proposes that only Wh-phrascs with D-[eature can be interpreted through
unselective binding {or absorption tn Lhe sense of Chomsky 1993). This proposal
takes care of Huang's (1982) classical example in (62).

(62) *Who,  left early why

Now, 1f unselective binding applies 1o the head of a chain, the ungrammaticality of
(59) follows strajghtforwardly from Tsai's proposal. Alter deletion, the Wh-chain
in this example will be as in (63).

(63} [cpwhat [[pJohn bought what]]
17,0} D}

Unselecttve binding {ails here because the head of the chain lacks a D-feature. This
[orces the 1interpretation of the chain as an operator-variable chain, but this should

also fail because the O-feature cannot be interpreted at the CP Spec position of a
Proposiiton.

Another, probably more principled, alternative pessibility 18 to rule (63} out
by appealing to Full 1nterpretation of positions, which can be formulated as in (64).

(64) Every position (term) must contribute t¢ interpretation.

Suppose, as seems reasonable, that information on every position that contains
formal or semantic features is eventually sent to the C-I interface. This applies to

the CP Spec tn (63), because it contains the O-feature. But none of its formal or
sermantic features is interpreted in that position. Hence, the position is redundant at

the C-I interface 1n viclation of (64).19 If thesc allernalive accounts for {(59) are
tenabie, then 1t may be possibie to eliminale the activation condition altogether.

4. Summary and Further Issues

In this paper, I first reviewed the developments in the analysis of illicit NP-

159 Note that (64) may subsume Chomsky's (1999) proposal in (1),

(1)  v* is asstgned an EPP-feature only 1f that has an effect on the outcome.
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movement. The purpose of this discussion was 1o show that the Mintmalist
program is a direct descendant of the "earlier theories,"” and 1s pursued in much the
same way. In the second part, 1 suggested a mechamism of cyclic chain
interpretation based on the theory of phase, and argued that it solves an old
outstanding problem concerning improper movement. 1f the proposed analysis can
be maintained, it shows that the theoretical proposals 1 the Minimalist program has
a further empirical conscquence. If not, the discussion 1fjustrates an empirical
domain in which further research in the Minimalist program is called {or. Therc arc
in fact many more empirical problems to be resolved as we can see in the vast
Minimalist literature. [ will briefly discuss one of them before 1 conclude this

paper.

It is probably fair to say that the Barriers theory (Chomsky 1986a) was
developed on the basis of detailed examination of Wh-movement. [tachieved much
success in this domain, but left many problems unsolved for NP-movement. On
the other hand, as noted at the outset of this paper, the analysis of NP-movement
played a central role in the development of the Mintmahst thecory. This means that
much further research is required on Wh-maovement.

Let us consider the superiority phenomenon, which has reccived some
attention in the Minimalist program. (See, for example, Boskovic 1997 and the
references cited there.)) It may seem that the {ollowing contrast follows directly
from the definition of Attract/Move:

(65) a. Who; §; bought what
b.*What,; did who buy §

The elimination of the activation condition sugpested above may in fact be helpful
here. If only Wh-phrascs with an uninterpretable feature can move, and if a Wh-
phrase can but nced not have this feature, (65b) cannot be straightforwardly ruled

out. More concretely, if what has this ferature and who does not, 1L 18 not clear that

the movement of what should be blocked by the closer Wh-phrase whe. But once
the activation condition 1s eliminated, there 1s no need to assume that those Wh-

phrases that move to CP Spec enter the derivation with uninterpretable features. Jt
can be assumed instead that every Wh-phrase has an O-[cature, and the C head
altracts this feature. Then, the C 1n {65) must atlract Lhc C-fcaturc of who since 1118
clearly closer than thal of what.

However, there are problematic examples, 1acluding (66), discussed 1n
Lasnik and Saito 1992,

(66) 7Who; § knows what; whoy bought

This example is a superiority violation under the interpretation where whog takes



embedded scope. Butitis not under the reading where the Wh-phrase takes malrix
scope. This indicates that superiority 18 relative to the scope position. If whay
takes cmbedded scope, then it competes with what for the embedded CP Spec.

Since whog s closer, the movement of what 1s excluded. On the other hand, if

who, takes matrix scope, this Wh-phrase and the matrix who,; competc for the
malrix CP Spce, Since the closer who; 15 actually moved, the example 1s fine under
this 1nterpretation.

The relevance of interpretation to movement observed in (66) is not easy to
capture under the definition of Attract/Move in (27). Il every Wh-phrase carries the
(O-feature, and the embedded C in (66) allracts this feature, then the example should
be a superiority violation under any interpretation. What seems to be needed here 15
some sort of binding relation between € and Wh-phrases that is established prior to
movement. For example, let us say that the cmbedded C binds (he O-features of all
and only those Wh-phrases that take embedded scope, and only those O-features
bound by the C can be attracted by it. This will give us the desired resull in (66)
because the O-feature of whar will be the only possible altractee for the embedded C
when whoy takes matrix scope. But examples like (67) pose further complication.

(67) 7!Who; § knows what; John thinks that whoy bought ¢

As Roger Martin (personal communicauon) reports, this example is worse than
(66) but has a similar inlerpretive property. The matrix interpretation is marginal
and the embedded interpretation is cut for who,. The contrast in this case implies
that the most deeply embedded C with thar is allowed to attract the O-feature of
what when whoy takes matrix scope. Then, il the binding mechanism suggested
above 15 extended to this case, a [-wh] C with a P-feature must be allowed 1o bind
an O-featurc of a Wh-phrase even though it has nothing to do with its scope. At
this point, the proper analysis of the supertority phenomenon 1s far from clcar.

This short discussion on superiority indicates that therc are many empincal
1ssucs on Wh-movement that need to be addressed and resolved in the Minimalist
program. The development of generative grammar has ailowed us to gain insights
into a wide range of [acts 1n various languages. On the other hand, as Chomsky
repeatedly points out, the task to explain these facts becomes more difficult and
chalienging with a restrictive theory. It is not surprising that there are more
empincal issues now than ever belore.
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