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Derivations without the Activity Condition”

Andrew Nevins
Massachusetts Institute of Technology

The EPP cannot be reduced to the Inverse Case Filter (contra Boskovic
2002) and remains for the moment axiomatic in phrase-marker
construction. Feature-splitting, Agree, and the EPP allow for a range of
derivational options that have been constrained by the Activity Condition
(Chomsky 2001 et preq). The phenomenon of non-nominative subjects
(inchuding A-movement of structurally-Case marked elements) runs afoul
of the activity condition. This paper explores the hypothesis that all
derivational options ruled out by the activity condition can be ruled out
by independent principles of locality and a constraint against multiple
Case valuation.

1. Movement in a Post-Agree Landscape

The major conclusion of this paper will be the proposal that the Activity
Condition is not necessary nor desirable constraint on derivations. Prior to the
discussion of the Activity Condition however, a few fundamental questions
about the nature of displacement in syntax will be addressed and discussed at
length. Why do DPs move from their theta position to a functional head F°? Two
relatively uncontroversial answers used to be to check agreement features on F',
or to be assigned Case (which F° can do)!. However, with the introduction of
Agree, a feature-valuation operation “at a distance™ (i.e. under closest c-
command), there is no need for actual movement (i.e. re-merger: creation of a
new sisterhood relation) to accomplish feature valuation. Schematically,
valuation of agreement features on Tense occur purely under Agree with the
postverbal DP in (1):

() There seem to be two fish in that tank (seem >2, 72> seem)

The associate, two fish, can’t be “moving at Logical Form” since its scope with
respect to the intensional verb would have to be obligatorily wide in that case,

* The conclusions reached in this paper can be chronologically traced as the result of conversations
in chronological order: Milan Rezac, Karlos Armregi, Pranav Anand, Shigeru Miyagawa, John Bailyn,
Howard Lasnik, Usama Soltan, Noam Chomsky, Brent DeChene, Julie Legate, Klaus Abcls, Norbert
Homstein, and Cilene Rodrigucs. In addition, audiences at the MIT Phase Workshop (Jan 2003) and
at Kanda University (Oct 2003) and Tsukuba University (Oct 2003) were very encouraging and
thought-provoking. I doubt that any of the aforementioned partics are in full agreement with the
conclusions I have drawn.

1 As the locution “It is the case that...” or “Itis not the case that” is highly prevalent in this paper, |
will capitalize all instances of Case when referring to the technical term.
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counter to fact. Similar arguments (due to H. Lasnik, among others) against
remerger of the DP at any conferred-upon level of representation can be
mustered from the inability of the postverbal DP to bind an anaphor (2) or
license a negative polarity item (3).

2) *There seem to each other to be some biolinguists making progress.
3) *There seem to any of the biolinguists to be no philologists making
progress.

The evidence that features can be valued at a distance (whether ultimately
modeled with 4gree or another operation) demonstrates that feature-valuation
cannot be what drives movement of a DP to FP as Agree should always be an
option. There are two less-conferred upon answers as to why DPs move (to A-
positions). The Inverse Case Filter answers that F® needs to assign Case to
something (in a spec-head relation, no less). The EPP answers that there is a
structural requirement that the immediate projection of F° is in a sisterhood
relation with a DP. As the Inverse Case Filter is stated in terms of the
requirement for an overt specifier-head configuration, the only divergent
predictions from the EPP pivot upon whether or not the moved DP is actually
assigned Case in the specifier of F°. A range of evidence to be discussed below
demonstrates that the re-merged DP is not assigned Case by F°. The EPP in its
pure form remains as the best answer to our opening question. Whether or not
this is a sad conclusion for the hypothesis that movement is only driven by
uninterpretable feature-checking is an evaluation left for the reader. We turn to
the arguments that Movement can occur without Case, Agreement, or Inverse
Case valuation.

2. The Inverse Case Filter does not Subsume EPP Effects

The Inverse Case Filter (ICF henceforth) is “the requirement that traditional
Case assigners assign their Case features” (Boskovic 2002: p- 170; see also
Martin 1999 for an earlier formulation) in an overt spec-head relationship. Thus,
(4) is modeled as illicit because finite matrix T has not assigned nominative
Case to anything.

) *Is likely that Agboh helped Mbaya.

The failure of matrix T to assign nominative Case in (4) poses no legibility
problems for the LF interface, as the Visibility requirement (Chomsky 1981) --
that all arguments of all predicates bear Case -- is met (even by the CP, though
not morphologically visible). It could be that the unmet [exical requirement on T
to assign Case renders it ineligible for phonological spellout at PF, but I prefer
to view the ICF as a syntax-internal constraint within models that posit it.

(5) *was told Njoroge that Assefa left.
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(6) *Qasba believes to have been told Sasha that Yves left.

After all, (5) shows that nominative Case assignment‘ to the DP object isn’t
enough: Nominative must be assigned in a conﬁggrauon resulting from overt
movement?. (6) shows the same for accusative: it cannot be assigned at a
distance in order to satisfy the ICF, but requires displacement. Why should PF
be unable to spellout a predicate that has discharged its Case featu’re, but not in a
spec-head configuration? The answer remains obscure; hence, let’s consider the
ICF purely syntax-internal. Note that it still do?s not subsume 'all EPP effec}tf.
Though (4)-(6) are ruled out by the EPP, there is a class of denvat.lons that the
EPP can rule out that the ICF can’t: those without sut':ce'sswe-cyc.:hc movement
through intermediate specifiers of TP. Evidence for this mtgrmedmte movement
is easy to find: in (7), neither the surface nor the theta-p.osmqn3are sufficient to
bind the anaphor, but the intermediate specifier of nonfinite T is*:

) Thelonious seems to Mrs. Monk to appear to himself to be a genius

Thus, above and beyond the ICF, a representational principle ensuring
successive-cyclic movement is required in models that attempt to model
derivations without the EPP. Suppose we make this move, 'terr!poranly. Wpat
about (8), an Icelandic sentence in which there is no nominative Case being

assigned?

2 The ICF may also be employed to rule out instances of there—c.xistcmial.s without an assocn:t:’:. :[go
*There seems that Kate knows everything. However, sentences like these independently crash du
lack of a DP to value the phi-features of matrix T. An ICF-based cxplanati'o'n in terms of Overt Caﬂs‘e
assignment adds nothing to this independent syntactic requirement. In addition, blocklng effcf:ts (the
availability of an it-expletive variant) and perhaps semantic requirements on rhere-cXistentials are
additional sources of explanation. . o
3 Grohmann, Drury, and Castillo (2000) attempt to provide an alt.cmanve expla'mauon for l( rz‘clnl:
which there is no intermediate A-movement, but rather, that himself is a logophf)r in the comple

of appear, citing the following sentence as evidence (with the judgement that it is grammatical):

() John kissed Mary because it appeared to himself that the earth was flat

I find the status of this sentence egregious, as do all of the people that 1 Ifavc askc.d. In any cvlen::i
more nuanced arguments for successive-cyclic movement can be found with quantifiers. Sauerlan
(2003) uscs data such as the following to argue for successive-cyclic movement through vP:

) Every student mustn’t get an A. (must > neg > every)
[...Atmost a third of them can get one.}
(i) Every child; doesn’t scem to his; father to be smart. ( neg > every)

(i) ruies out the possibility that when negation scopes over a universally-quantified sul?!‘:clt,l itis :‘ut:
to neg-raising, rather than reconstruction, as negation cannot scope above lhc moc%al. ('u) shows y :
the universally-quantified subject can reconstruct below negation, to a position still high cno:gld .o
bind the experiencer pronoun. (It also cannot be the case that the lowest copy ?f e|.rery ‘-:r ': Ll;
Quantifier-Raising to bind the pronoun, as that would constitute a weak-crossover v:olat.non). e
position, then, must be an intermediate projection, which Saucrland argues to be specifier of the v
above seem, with movement triggered by an EPP feature.
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(8) a. Okkur var hjelpad
We-dat was helped
‘We were helped’

b. Pbad logadi a kertinu
There flamed-3.sg at the.candle
‘There flamed at the candle’

To maintain the ICF as operative in (8a), we must analyze it as follows: “Quirky
subjects have a structural nominative, not morphologically realized, on top of
the inherent Case” (Boskovic 2002, p. 171). (8b) represents a class of
unaccusatives which have no argument capable of bearing Case (Sigurdsson
1989/1992: chapter VI), not even a quirky one. Perhaps a similar claim could be
made, that there bears nominative Case in these constructions. Suppose we
make these moves, temporarily, to keep the ICF afloat, and assume, contra
morphological evidence, that datives and expletives actually bear an invisible
nominative Case. Consider now structures in which the only DP in the clause is
postverbal:

) Into the room rolled the basketball

Let’s not enter into the debate about the ultimate surface position (A or A’) of
the locative; it’s irrelevant for the present discussion. But recall that nominative
Case must be assigned overtly (i.e. in a Spec-Head configuration) on the ICF
account. For (9) to converge, the matrix T must assign nominative Case overtly.
Hence it would have to be to into the room for the ICF to remain empirically
correct. The conclusion is thus forced that the preverbal PP bears nominative
Case, the lone instance of a preposition bearing nominative Case in the
literature. It cannot be the case that the basketball has checked nominative Case
overtly in Spec, T (say, with subsequent verb-ratsing even higher). Coopmans
(1989) demonstrates that it is not structurally high enough to control into an
adjunct (10), while canonical preverbal subjects are (11):

(10) *Near the oasis lay two sheiks [without PRO talking]
an Two sheiks lays near the oasis [without PRO talking]

The postverbal DP cannot be receiving nominative Case on the ICF account, as
it never targets a high enough position for a spec-head configuration with T.
Hence, the next question is, what Case is assigned to the basketball in (9)?
Notice that the ICF, as stated, requires overt movement for accusative case as
well (cf. (6) above). But it can’t be the case that the postverbal subject in (9) is
moving overtly to, say, AgrO or v, as that would license pseudogapping (if we
follow Lasnik’s account).

12) *Into John’s office rolled a basketball, and into Mary’s did a
volleyball
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Pseudogapping (12) is extremely degraded. The explanation without overt
movement is simple: the postverbal subject cannot move to AgrO, hence can’t
escape the ellipsis site. With the ICF, something extra must be stated. Let’s
conclude, then, that the basketball isn’t being assigned accusative Case. The
standard account, of course (see Collins 1997, Soltan 2003) is that the postverbal
subject has nominative case, assigned at a distance: incompatible with the ICF.

Suppose then that locative inversion structures don’t contain a
nominative-assigning Tense, and that the postverbal subject is being assigned
‘partitive’ case (though definite NPs in this position sound quite acceptable, so
the semantic determination of partitive Case would have to be abandoned) under
sisterhood with the verb. Lasnik (1992), based on Belletti (1988) suggests that
some instances of postverbal subjects (e.g., in expletive constructions) are
assigned partitive Case. If this were to occur in (9), it would not constitute a
violation of the ICF, as partitive case isn’t structural, and all structural case
assigners (trivially satisfied here, as there would be none, by stipulation) have
assigned their Cases. But then why is (13) completely ungrammatical:

(13) *rolled the basketball into the room

The ICF cannot rule out (13) on the partitive account for the postverbal DP,
cannot rule in (9) on the overtly-assigned nominative account, and cannot rule
out (12) on the overtly-assigned accusative account. Suppose we amend the ICF
account of (13): partitive Case can be assigned to the postverbal DP, and
nominative Case must then be assigned to the PP in an overt spec-head relation.
Baroque or not, this captures the facts considered so far. The reader is no doubt
weary of the number of theoretical options we have considered and discarded in
order to preserve the ICF account of word order. In the next section, however,
we turn to evidence from quantifier scope that even this last emendation cannot
be maintained.

2. Moving without Structural Case & Structural Case without Moving

Kuno (1971) noticed a scope contrast between locative inversion structures and
postverbal locative structures, demonstrated here:

(14) Some actress stood on every stage (3> V, ¥V > 3)
(15) On some stage stood every actress (3 >V, *V > 3)

The contrast can be explained by a version of the generalization from Nevins &
Anand (2003) in (16)

(16) Non-nominative subjects cannot take narrower scope than their
surface position

Obviously, the assumption needed by the ICF for theory-internal reasons that the

PP has nominative case in (15) leads to the inapplicability of (16) in explaining
the quantification contrasts with (14). In short, the ICF assumption that
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nominative case is always overtly assigned (even to PPs and morphologically
dative subjects) not only complicates PF, it obscures contrasts at LF.

The alternative is the EPP. XPs move without doing so in order to
value structural case. The locative in (15) moves and does not receive structural
Case. The postverbal subject in (15) does not move (at least, not enough to
license pseudogapping or adjunct control) and yet does receive structural Case.
We have what biolinguists call “a double dissociation”. The EPP as a purely
formal principle of structure-building enables us to model this. The contrasts in
(14)-(15) extend to many kinds of non-nominative subjects (ergatives in Hindi,
datives in Greek). We return to Russian accusative subjects below.

For the moment, though, consider another domain in which movement
seems to occur completely independently of structural Case assignment. Though
it is obligatory that at least one left-peripheral head (usually T(ense)) bears the
EPP property in English, it is often optional for lower functional heads to bear
an EPP property. Concretely, we will assume that there is a head H distinct from
(but quite cartographically close to ECM v)? which may optionally bear EPP,
inducing a movement of the ECM subject completely independent of Case
assigment.

Recall that the ICF requires overt movement for structural Case
assignment. However, the order of the ECM subject and a particle of the matrix
verb may vary, as Lasnik has shown with the ECM verb make out’-

(17) I made Cuijian out to be a fool
(18) 1 made out Cuijian to be a fool
The optionality of word order in (17) & (18) looks like good evidence for a head
H with an optional EPP, whose specifier is linearly after the verb and before the

particle. In fact, as (16) can more strongly be formulated as (19), there is a
prediction for quantifier scope, attested in (20) and (21), from Lasnik (2001)

(19) Movement of a QP only for the EPP does not reconstruct for scope
(20) I made out every Mersenne number not to be prime (neg >V, V>
neg)

4 1n the current model, perhaps rather empirically naively, it is assumed that V-to-v raising is overt
in English. '

5 Make out, for the unfamiliar, has two relevant meanings in the ECM construction: one is roughly
convince, ¢.g.

(1) I made out my missing homework to have been caten by the dog

The other is roughly discover, ¢.g.

(it) I finally made out close tabs to have been kept on me all along by the CIA
A third meaning, used later in this paper, is roughly steal, as in

(iii) I made out like a bandit

The fourth, meaning roughly reciprocally kiss and embrace, is probably more common than any of
these. but unhelpful in this paper (though the imaginative reader can substitute it in (22)).
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21) I made every Mersenne number out not to be prime (*neg > V.V
> neg)

To be clarify the readings: (20) can mean either that 1 qiscove:re_d/let on
that all Mersenne numbers aren’t prime (i.e., they’re all composite): this is the ¥V
> neg reading. It can also mean that [ discovered/let on that it’s not the case that
they’re all prime: the 237™ one isn’t. This is the neg >V reading, wh}ch 20
lacks. Recall, now, that the ICF does not allow structural Case assignment
without movement. Hence Boskovic maintains that object shift is alwaxs overt
in all of (17),(18),(20),(21), and hypothesizes that the_ partic_le has two dlffere?t
positions, one before and one after the position of object-shift for the ICF; let’s
call them both OutP for clarity’s sake. How then, to capture the scope contrasts
in (20)-(21)? Boskovic suggests that the ambiguity is not due to ’reconstru%tlon
of the DP, but to neg-raising, “a sort of QR...bounded by QutP’ (p- 206)_ .In
other words, in (20), negation can neg-raise over the gmversal quantlﬂgr,
leading to the non-surface reading. However in (21), negation cannot neg-raise
past OutP, hence it cannot move to a position c-commandmg (and outscoping)
the universal quantifier. This captures all of the facts in (2.0)-(21); after all, by
themselves they underdetermine a unique analysis. The c!alm that. OutP pounds
QR, however, is false. (22) can clearly describe a scenario in which a different
guest absconds with each dessert.

(22) Some guest (or other) made out with every dessert (1> V, V > 3)

Suppose then, that the account is revised, and tha} outP only. blocks QR
negation, but not universal quantifiers. Then it is predicted that while (22) may
allow the inverse scope reading, (21) cannot. Again, the fac’ts under.determme an
analysis, and this aspect of the revised ICF model is consistent with (21)-(22).
1t’s wrong for the contrast in (23)-(24).

(23) I made out some guest to have eaten every dessert (3> V, V > 3)
24) I made some guest out to have eaten every dessert (3> ¥, *V >3)

Putative movement of outP should be irrelevant for QR of the ur.uversal
quantifier if it is only neg-raising that is affected. However, the contrast in (23)-
(24) receives an explanation if the different structures are due to movement‘ qf
the DP. The contrast is straightforwardly predicted by (19) and the explicit
axiom that structural Case can be checked without movement. )

It has been demonstrated that Case valuation can occur without
movement (leading to vP internal nominative subjects and IIf-lntemal.ECM
subjects) and that movement can occur without Case valuat}on (lcadmg to
frozen scope). The ICF predicts neither, and hence misses emplr!cal
generalizations about the interaction between Case, word order, and logical

6 Further doubt can be cast on neg-raising due to its unavailability to provide ncgation wifh scope
over modals and quantificational adverbs: You must not leave has only the must >. not reading. ) No
proponent of neg-raising (when invoked as a countercxplanation to DP-reconstruction) has provided
a principled set of constraints on its application.
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form. The best answer we have at present for why a DP moves to the specifier of
a functional head F° is the EPP. Non-nominative subjects in A-positions (as
diagnosed by lack of weak crossover, ability to bind subject-oriented anaphors,
and ability to control into adjuncts; cf. Ura 2000) are precisely that: non-
nominative.

3. Non-nominative Subjects and the Activity Condition

We have seen that while inherently-case marked (i.e. dative, ergative)
and prepositional-phrase subjects can be argued to have a (morphologically
invisible) nominative case, such a theory-internal stipulation complicates Case
theory. On the empirical side, there is a more difficult problem: the lack of a
distinction between agreeing and non-agreeing subjects eliminates the
representational vocabulary to describe scope contrasts between nominative and
non-nominative subjects; only the former display narrow scope with respect to a
lower DP (Nevins & Anand 2003). Even if a characterization of subject
properties were to include the stipulation that inherently-case marked elements
have obligatorily wide scope, the adversity impersonal construction in Russian
(Lavine & Freidin 2002, Bailyn 2003) presents a more serious challenge to
proposals that inherent-case bears a hidden nominative, as the accusative subject
is structurally case-marked:

(25) Soldat ranilo puljami
Soldiers-acc wounded-past.nonagr bullets-instr

The accusative subject is in an A-position: it can bind the Spec-T -
oriented anaphor svoj and it does not induce weak-crossover violations (Bailyn
2003). Moreover, it is an instance of structural case: it undergoes the genitive of
negation, which inherent accusative does not (Lavine & Freidin 2001). The verb
is in default form and shows no agreement with the subject. Finally, the
accusative subject shows obligatorily wide scope with respect to the
instrumental (Nevins & Anand 2003). This latter fact, that the accusative-initial
order has semantic effects (namely, freezing scope at LF), effectively rules out a
“Stylistic Fronting” analysis (e.g., Holmberg 2000) for these constructions, in
which non-nominative subjects are displaced only at PF. All three of the above
papers thus agree that the most fruitful analysis of the conmstruction has the
following properties:

(26) Subject Position is Spec-T: The accusative subject is in Spec-T, an
A-position, allowing anaphor binding and obviating WCO.

@7 EPP-Only Movement Exists: Movement of the accusative subject
to Spec-T is triggered by the EPP, a requirement that a functional
head have a DP specifier. Movement of the accusative does not
involve instances of Agree or uninterpretable feature valuation.

The analysis of adversity impersonals in Russian, whereby movement
of a non-nominative subject can occur “only for the EPP”, finds parallels in
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analyses of ergative and dative subjects crosslinguistically; however, it is the
clearest instance of an already structurally case marked DP satisfying the EPP.
Movement of this type, however, involves an operation between T(ense) and a
phrase that has already valued all of its uninterpretable features. In the
framework of Chomsky (2001 et. preq), however, an element that has already
eliminated its uninterpretable features (28) cannot enter into further operations
29

28) Inactivity of an XP: An XP that eliminates its uninterpretable
features (case, wh-) is rendered inactive.

29) The Activity Condition: Inactive elements are not accessible for
further operations.

The models in (26)-(27) and in (28)-(29) are directly incompatible.
Hence 1 will argue that the latter (specifically (29), as (28) may remain
terminologically useful) must be abandoned, and that its role in constraining
derivations must find other sources. I argue that the Single Case Constraint, the
locality of A-movement (in its formulations under Relativized Minimality or the
Minimal Link Condition) and the Phase Impenetrability Condition (itself a
locality condition) are sufficient to rule out derivations that (29) does, rendering
(29) unnecessary.

4. The Role of the Activity Condition in Phased Derivations

Once (27) becomes an active part of the model, the question arises as to what
rules out movement of case-marked elements to satisfy the EPP. Specifically,
consider a configuration in which a nominative DP in a finite clause is c-
commanded by an athematic-subject verb, which in turn will be c-commanded
by a T(ense) with an EPP requirement and uninterpretable phi-features.
Consider (30)-(31), where unbracketed left-to-right linear order denotes c-
command, lower occurrences of moved phrases are shown as copies, and some
functional structure is omitted:

(30) Tepe, up is likely Rhodayon is intelligent
31) Rhodanempem T is likely Rhodanomnem is intelligent

Agreement of matrix T with the embedded subject is an illict derivational move.
This derivational step could be ruled out by (29), as Agreement and Movement
occurs for an inactive XP. However, consider another detail. As nominative case
assignment will accompany ¢-valuation, the DP in (31) is assigned nominative
case twice. A universal generalization about derivations is that DPs cannot be
valued with more than one case feature:

(32) The Single Case Constraint: A DP that is valued with more than
one case feature is illegible to PF.
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The generalization in (32) has been upheld by Schiitze (2001), who
demonstrates that an apparent counterexample, the appearance of “case.
stacking™ in Korean is not an instance of multiple case markers, but rather that
the second morpheme is a focus marker and simply cannot be analyzed as case-
related. 1 propose that the implementation of (32) occurs in the morphological
component’. '

Incidentally, some readers might wonder, if (32) is all that is active in
constraining movements, why is *4 book read John ungrammatical. Satisfaction
of the EPP by the object in fact presents no problem, but in order to move above
the subject, a book must undergo topicalization. The ban on improper movement
(from an A’ to an A position), discussed below, will thus rule out this sort of
example. :
As the subject position in (30) is athematic, the only derivational option
is to merge an expletive, which will yield a convergent derivation. A variant of
(30), however, that will not run afoul of (32), is a configuration with a non-finite
T(ense), (spelled out as to), with no uninterpretable ¢-features. Consider (33)-
(34), where unbracketed left-to-right linear order denotes c-command, lower
occurrences of moved phrases are shown as copies, and some functional
Structure is omitted (italics intentional this time):

(33) togpp be likely Rhodayg,, is intelligent
(34) Rhoday,m, to be likely Rhoday,mnom is intelligent

The derivational step in (34) is illicit (as can be verified by the fact that
a continuation of the derivation with an expletive, e.g. *It is certain Rhoda to be
likely is intelligent is ungrammatical). If movement of the DP is only to satisfy
EPP on nonfinite T, however, what rules out this step? Suppose we put aside
derivations in which an expletive is available in (33). If an expletive is not
available at the point of (33), then the finite TP that eventually dominates (33)
will not have access to an expletive either. Hence movement of the DP in (34)
will always result in movement to specifier of a finite TP, yielding an eventual
violation of (32). Note that this explanation, however, though correct due to the
fact that finite TPs are at every root, provides no account for the illicit local step
in (34).

In ruling out the local derivational step in (34), we note that (29) clearly
bans movement of inactive elements, yielding an apparent argument for the
activity condition. Closer examination of the structure of (33), however, reveals
that there is an independent factor that prevents this movement.

An active hypothesis in models of the relationship between functional
structure and case assignment is that nominative case valuation by T(ense)
requires the “participation” of a c-commanding C(omplementizer). Specifically,

7ina lexicalist morphology, (32) would be implemented as a ban over precompiled DPs with more
than one formal case feature. In a realizational morphology, (32) can be implemented through the
ordering of rewrite rules (Anderson 1992, Noyer 1992) or through Vocabulary Insertion (Halle &
Marantz 1993) that requires a one-1o-one pairing between the Vocabulary Item inserted and the
feature realized under a single terminal node.
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latridou (1993) demonstrated that nominat-ive_: case asmgnmen:1 )1r: "(l}rﬁzl;t:;“;ag
implicates the presence of CP structure. Rizzi (_1982, C}}aptlgr i I:esearch e
Nominative relationship, Aygen (2002) continues this l;xe o tdequacy
Turkish nominative case, and Chomsky’s Beyond ?xp t;:;onr;);l aped
formalizes within the Agree framework that the C-T re

nominative case.

35 C’-Nominative Valuation: Nom. case is valued by T immediately
within a CP.

The empirical data in Greek & Turkish, in addi.tion to Engllsh,tlfov;e ;o;;:li;r ;rl:s
optional nonpronunciation of that in t_he finite complelmeln o s G to
seems, demand (35). Further conﬁrmat;on comes from Ice aqth s o ed
Halldor Sigurdsson), in which a matrix verb may agree e:‘regardless e
subject (36), just as long as the embedded clause is not tensed,

presence of a complementizer (37)

é virdast margar baekur vera
¢ x:fDAT seems-pl many books-nom-PL be-INF
skemmtilegar
interesting .
‘To me seem many books to be interesting
*Mé i margar baekur eru/séu )
¢ m:fDAT ‘sl:e-:?zztpl mangy books-nom-PL are-pl-ind/subj
skemmtilegar
interesting .
‘*To me seem many books are interesting
é virdist ad margar baekur séu
e x:fDAT seems-sg that many-books-nom-PL are
skemmtilegar
interesting

. s,
‘To me, seems that many books are interesting

A closely related Germanic language thus reveals that finite Tt“iln gzz 1\mN[i>tl}|lc(a3t§§
the presence of a strong phase boundary, preventing ?grqergeq ationai tep. The
in mind, we return to the structure of (2?4) a_nd the lnlC'lt. er:)\(ri o e rmal
light verb v above be likely, athematic in this case as it introdu

argument, is included as well.
39 togpp v be likely [cp C Rhodaen is intelligent ]
(40) Rhodayem, to v be likely [cp C Rhodayerm is intelligent ]

The derivational step in (40) is illicit because it is A-r;lo;'::rsnir;:a (:)\;itsct"i ;
CP. Research from van Riemsdijk (1978) to Chomsky (200(:2’ o rase o
that no syntactic operations can relate a phrase outside a

commanded by the head of that CP:
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“n Phase Impenetrability of CP: No phrases in the complement of C°
may Move to or Agree with phrases higher than CP.

Since (40) involves Movement from the complement of an embedded
C° to the specifier of a T which dominates the embedded C, (41) rules out (40).
In the implementation of Phase Impenetrability in Chomsky (2001), in which the
complement of CP becomes inaccessible only upon the introduction a
dominating v, nonfinite T will not be able to induce EPP movement of the
embedded subject. No appeal to the Activity Condition is necessary.

Recall that all of the non-nominative subjects whose existence
motivates the impossibility of (29) originate within the vP. A likely possibility is
that vP in these configurations is simply not a strong phases.

To summarize, (41), an independently motivated locality condition on
syntactic operations, rules out EPP satisfaction by DPs that are embedded too far
from the attracting T. The case valuation of the attractee is irrelevant.

Before concluding, we should however consider what Bob Franks has
called the implicit Phase Penetrability Condition within (41): that movement to
the specifier of CP allows further movement out of CP. This derivational option
should be considered for (12), traditionally ruled out under the rubric of
improper movement.

42) Rhodanom t0 V be likely [cp Rhodanom Cepp.Top Rhodanom i
intelligent }

The first question that arises with respect to (42) is what features the
embedded C° bears. Clearly an EPP feature is present, to enable movement to
the specifier position. All intermediate specifier,CP landing sites of successive-
cyclic A’ movement bear an EPP feature. And the DP in question is not a wh-
phrase, so the embedded CP cannot be interrogative. Suppose that it is
topicalization-driven. Then movement to specifier of the higher nonfinite T will
still be banned, as that would constitute improper movement.

The ban on improper movement should be considered in tandem with
another effect of A’ movement: it renders the moved argument invisible as an

8 When considering the role of the Phase Impenetrability Condition, however, it is important o
recall that vPs (including unaccusatives and passives, according to the successive-cyclic movement
and nuclear stress diagnostics advanced in Legate 2003b) may constitute a strong phase, at least in
English. If (41) is to be invoked in blocking derivational steps in which T attracts or agrees with a
DP inside a strong phase, it looks like the same constraint will block T from Agrecing with the vP-
intemal DP in an unaccusative expletive construction:

) There T seem to have v arrived three ships.

Although the v in (i) does not introduce an cxternal argument, it still constinutes a strong
phase. Legate (2003a) proposes that the apparent agreement of T and the postverbal DP is actually
mediated by v. The unaccusative v Agrees with its internal object, valuing its case as nominative.
Recall that the complement of v is inaccessible. However, T(ense), requiring ¢-valuation, can enter
into an Agree relationship with v, resulting in plural agreement. The difference between C- and v-

headed phases, then, with respect to apparent accessibility of the complement, is duc to the fact that
a higher Probe can ¢-Agree with v, but not with C.
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intervener for ¢-Agree. Consider negative quantifier movement in lcelandic,

which displaces an object DP above the base position of thg subject, licenses
parasitic gaps, and induces weak crossover violations (Svenonius 2000):

“a3) Strakarnir; hofou {engu grjoti] t; [hent t; ibilana}
The.boys had no rock thrown at.the.cars

If the Activity Condition were correct, (43) should indu_ce a defective
intervention constraint, similar to superraising, as the moved object intervencs
between T and the in-situ position of the subject. Why should a casg-yalqed DP
that intervenes between 2 Probe and Goal while occupying an A position incur a
Minimality violation, while a case-valued DP intervening between Pr?be anccll
Goal while occupying an A’ position does not? it appears as though A’-move
elements become invisible for ¢-Agree once they have targeted their final
landing site (see €.8., Rezac 2003):

(44) A’-agreement renders a DP’s categorial and ¢-features invisible

The solution pursued here does not assume that .A’-operatlo.ns render
A-operations invisible, but simply that they occur ngcessanly later. This rests _c;n
changing a few assumptions about the way in which phrase markers are bfml ll.
Bottom-up application of Merge requires that embedded clauses are fu y
constructed before matrix clauses. Suppose that trees are not t.mnl.t in this way,
but rather, that embedded clauses and matrix clauses are built in parallel, ;\n
separate workspaces. The embedded vP and matrix ‘vP are constructed at the
same derivational step, and the embedded 1P and matrix 1P are construct‘e(! in the
same derivational step. Finally, the embedded CP and matrix C;P are ).omc.ad a:
the same cycle of phrase-marker construction. !n essence, this is a derivationa
rendering of the model in Williams (2003), and is schematized in (45)

45) Workspace 1 Workspace 2
John Tpaq v say ¢ Mary T [,pwho v saw <who>]

At this point, C is merged in each of the subtrees and the wh- phrase moves t0
Spec, C:

(46) Workspace | Workspace 2
[c did John Tvsay ¢l lce who C Mary T [,pwho v saw <who>}]

At this point, the syntactic object ¢ is merged with the CP, and the wh- phrase
may move on to matrix CP

47 Workspace |
“n {cp Who did John T v say ¢ [cp <who> C Mary T [pwho v saw

<who>1]}

[ will address technical questions that have no doubt arisen. W}\at is the
status of ¢? In this model, it serves essentially as 2 .‘placemarker for th;
embedded CP. One theoretical option is that it literally is a place marker, an
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that fusion of two subtrees always involves variable-substitution: the sister of
say is literally replaced with the CP, reminiscent of a generalized
transformation. No de-merge of ¢ would be necessary; it would be replaced by
the CP. Though the number of operations in the model has increased, it is not
immediately obvious that any empirical problems of overgeneration necessarily
arise from substitution of this sort?, given constraints on where variables can be
inserted and what types of phrases may substitute for them.

However, 1 will pursue another theoretical option, needed for
independent reasons. The representation in (47) does not commit to intermediate
movement through the matrix vP. However, there is a some evidence that A
movement is successive-cyclic through every vP, which is theoretically enforced
by making vP a strong phase. Strong phases, however, necessarily contain no
uninterpretable features. The placemarker ¢ is clearly uninterpretable at the
interfaces. Hence the matrix vP in (47) is not a strong phase until substitution of
the CP occurs. When substitution occurs, the vP is eligible for spellout, and
requires movement of the wk- phrase to its edge.

(48) Workspace 1

{ce -..T [w» who v say [cp <who> C Mary T [,, <who> v saw
<who>1]]]

Thus, three new aspects of phrase-marker construction have been introduced.
First, trees are not built strictly bottom-up, but rather respect Parallel Cyclicity.
Second, interarboreal fusion occurs as a substitution operation. Third, a phrase
becomes a Strong Phase only once it is interpretable at the interfaces. That is,
transfer of a strong phase to the interfaces can take place after, say, the vP has
been merged with higher material.

The reader may find these three new aspects of syntactic computation
wholly unmotivated. Let us see how, in the spirit of Williams (2003) (though his
model is, as its name implies, thoroughly representational), improper movement
is ruled out by these very principles of tree construction.

- Improper movement is A-to-A’-to-A movement. However, as subtrees
are built in paraliel, the highest A position will necessarily be filled by the time
the embedded A* movement occurs. Consider the point in the derivation in
which a T has been merged in both subtrees:

49) Workspace I Workspace 2
[Tvseems¢] [TI[,pwho [Mary[vsaw <who>1]]}

EPP satisfaction of both T(ense)s must occur immediately. In
Workspace 2, this is accomplished by movement of the agent, Mary. In
Workspace 1, the EPP property of T must be satisfied somehow. Workspaces 1
and 2 have not been fused yet, and will not be until a C is merged. Hence no

% of course, it may be possible to view ¢ as more than a placemarker: suppose that the visibility
criterion for arguments is correct in every detail, but that the formal implementation is that every
A,

arg is domi d by a Kase head that that must be valued. CP arguments will need Case. ¢
could be a Kase head that say values the Case of, in tumn merging with the embedded CP.
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tvati 1 1 tive
existing XP in the derivation can satisfy the EPP of matrix T, and an expleti
must be merged.

50 Workspace 1 Workspace 2
0 [p1t Tvseems ¢] [p Mary T [,p who [<Mary> {v saw <who>11}]

The CP layer is built, and the embedded wh- moves to specifier t}(:f t:e
embedded C. It’s clearly foo late for improper movement to occur, as the A-
position in the matrix clause is already filled.

(&38) Workspace 1 Workspace 2
{cpdoes[itT vseem¢ ) [cp whoCMary T ...}

(52) The Generalized Ban on Improper Movement (Williams 20(.)3).t ::
movement operation cannot move an element from X,,, in A
embedded clause to X, in the matrix clause (vyhere X,.» denotes C: Ce
selection sequence of functional projections, i.e. from embedde
to matrix T, from embedded T to matrix v, etc.)

(52) is implemented here in a derivational m(_)del' by a Relativized _E;:lten;vzt(t]l:
Condition that forces extension within each d'erlvatlonal workspace, w1tl dou {ihe
possibility of delaying EPP satisfaction until ~after CP-level _merg:r‘.h e;sent
remarks apply in banning the derivational step in (42) that motlva;e i‘ﬁm vent
discussion. (42) and the class of movements from an embedded A-positi o8
matrix A-position are thus prevented by (41), w_hxch rules out movert:lft:‘r:e from
within (i.e. the non-edge of) a strong phase, while rpovement throug 52 ﬁo
will occur after the matrix A-position has necessarily been ﬁllec}, by ( 2 éase
appeal to the Activity Condition is needed to rule out movement from on
position to another.

5. A note on Hyperraising

Though the focus of the current paper is to dispense with the ictc;vll)tg
Condition, as it wrongly rules out A-movement of a structurally case xtﬁar eose !
to satisfy EPP, it is worth briefly considering. other conﬁguratxor}sl ::t pa 2
problem for the Activity Condition about which I have only a lm? o t: g'ed-
present. In the last section, I have shown that A_mov.qnent out. of a ttlh &
clause in English is ruled out by the Phase-lmpenetrgb.nhty. Cond‘:tlonr,nzvr:on o
appeal to the Activity Condition necessary. Hyperraising 1s a pbegg penen .
which there is apparent movement of a DP frorq a tensed embe eth ause
(often with a complementizer) to matrix Case position, often of an ;u etrir(lms "
subject verb. Ura (1994) presents a comprehensive study of §uch cggs iy :d 0 u;:s
will report facts here from Brazilian Portuguese (BP; Ferreira 2000, g

2003):

(53) O Jodo parece que esta dognt(? ) )
The John seems-sing. that is-sing. sick-sing.
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(54) Ninguém parece que esta doente
Nobody seems-sing that is-sing. sick-sing.

A few remarks on (53) are in order. Skeptics that this is hyperraising would have
to reckon with the fact that if O Jodo were base-generated in the higher clause, it
could not receive a theta-role. Hence it seems reasonable to assume that O Jodo
entered the derivation in the embedded clause. Another objection to waylay is
that O Jodo might be topicalized (A’-moved) from the embedded clause, with a
null expletive in the matrix Spec, TP. But Ferreira (2000) shows that negative
quantifiers, which make lousy topics, can undergo hyperraising (54).

What could be the difference between languages that allow
hyperraising, such as BP, and languages that do not, such as English? If the
account provided here for English is correct, there must be two properties of BP
that differentiate it from English. The first is that the surface subject is not
receiving Case in either the matrix or embedded position. Ura in fact suggests
that the embedded position does not assign Case hyperraising configurations. He
points out a striking one-way correlation: if a language has hyperraising, it will
have pro. One reason that Brazilian Portuguese is particularly interesting is
because it seems to have lost pro due to morphological change (Rodrigues
2003). Hence, 1 will not pursue the pro-related analysis, and instead adopt
another possibility here, based on the phenomenon of copy-raising (also
discussed by Ura). Consider the English example below:

(55) John seems like he is often in trouble
(56) John seems like he just told everyone that he will resign
X)) * John seems like it was told him that he must resign

In (55), John must receive a theta-role. The only place to get it is in the
embedded clause. 1 will adopt the proposal of Fujii (2003), in which (55)
involves movement of John from the embedded clause, with evidence from the
impossibility of superraising (57). How does the DP come to bear two Cases, in
apparent contravention of the single case constraint? It doesn’t; I suggest that
what is going on here is peeling (a term due to M. Starke): moving a DP out of a
larger KaseP, and re-merging the DP in the matrix clause under another KaseP
(see also Boeckx 2003 for a very similar approach to A’-resumption). The
remnant KaseP in the embedded clause is spelled out as he, as it only bears
nominative Case features, and agreement features (valued through concord with
the DP):

(58) [k Kasenom [pp <John>]] seems like [x Kasenom {pr <John>]] is
often...

(59) PF: John seems like he is often...

(60) *__.John to seem that (he) left
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Contrast the current proposal, which rules out (60) due to the Strong-Phasehood
of the CP, with the Activity condition, which rules it out due to freezing of DPs
in a Case position. Both proposals must assume something like a Kase-peeling
analysis for (56)-(60). Why is Kase-Peeling not applicable in (60)? In fact, I will
suggest that it is, but that the movement still runs afoul of the Phase
Impenetrability Condition.

The Activity Condition, for its proponents, must be bolstered with a
statement that Kase-peeling is not available with that, but it is available with
like, with no connection between the environment where it is available and the
mechanism itself. In other words, the Activity Condition could be relaxed
specifically for as-if constructions.

In the current proposal, where there is no Activity Condition, Kase-
peeling is always available!9, but the movement is bounded by phases, and as-if
does not head a strong Phase!!. Potsdam & Runner (2001), who pursue a non-
movement analysis in which an A-chain is “generated” between the matrix
subject and the embedded pronoun, pursue a similar intuition: like and as are
prepositions, not complementizers (see also Heycock 1984)12.

Returning to hyperraising: the suggestion would be that hyperraising
always constitutes an instance of Kase-peeling!3. Languages that allow Kase-
peeling spell out the remnant as an empty category, recoverable through
morphological agreement or other means. English allows Kase-peeling, but must
spell-out the remnant as a pronoun'.

10 The reader may wonder if Kase-pecling is allowed, say, from object position to subject position.
This would be finc, but then, of course, the DP would get two theta-roles, which is illicit. Of course,
from the perspective of Hornstein (2001), this could be precisely what is happening: there is
movement 1o a second theta position, and the spellout of a remnant accusative KaseP is himself.

1 Prepositional as and like heading an IP scem to select for a ‘defective’ IP, as the EPP of the
tensed verb does not even seem to need to be satisfied (Postal 2002):

() Lasers can, as is{-EPP] obvious, cut through walls

(i) Lasers can, as was{-EPP] proved by Mike, cut through walls

My hope is that the non-phaschood of as-headed IPs and the lack of an EPP on the T head can be
related in further rescarch.

12 Further cvidence comes from the fact that like can co-occur with that (Shimada 2004):

(i) Their idea was something like that the government was airport security to be tough

13 Una (1994) has one arg! t (p. 133) against hypcmaising as an instance of copy-raising:
replacing the empty position in a hyperaising structure with a full pronoun blocks the idiomatic
interpretation with idiom chunks. Note that this does not occur in English: The cat seems like it's out
of the bag. My gucss is that the emphatic nature of full pronouns in pro-drop languages is
incompatible with an idiomatic interpretation. Stressing the pronoun in English copy-raising with
idioms yiclds a fairly bizarre result: The car seems like IT is out of the bag, while not with non-
idioms:John seems like HE is the one to do the job.

14 s tempting to refate the necessity of speiling out a remnant in English to the necessity of overt
possessors. Consider ger-passives, such as John got his wallet stolen. My analysis of these
constructions is that John receives a theta-role as possessor, and moves to the higher position for
Case, where it receives no theta-role. The obligatory “affectedness™ and “possessor” requirements of
get-passives (Ochrle and Nishio 1981) arc automatically derived. If John is in fact A-moving from
Spec, DP — a left branch extraction, it must leave a resumptive his. The corresponding get-passives
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Brazilian Portuguese is not out of the woods, yet, however. Recall that,
remnant spell-out notwithstanding, the difference between licit and illicit finite-
clause-to-finite-clause raising has been reduced to the Phase Impenetrability
Condition. How do configurations like (53) skirt this derivational locality
requirement?

An uninteresting solution is to suggest that the C heading the embedded
clauses in these cases does not head a Strong Phase. While this seems like an
unmotivated stipulation, hyperraising often out of subjunctive and irrealis/future
embedded clauses, known to be more permeable that indicative tensed clauses
(and hence, perhaps not Strong Phases). As the repertoire of functional heads
includes a Vaer (passives) and a Ty (infinitives), the existence of a Coer
(subjunctive/irrealis) might be expected. However, 1 will pursue another
possibility here, based on an interpretation of the Phase Impenetrability
Condition offered in Lightfoot & Rodrigues (2003), in their analysis of clitic-
climbing in Romance.

The formulation of the Phase Impenetrability Condition in (41) was
sufficient for our discussion at that point, and indeed, could even be understood
as a representational constraint on well-formed A-chains, if one wanted such
things in one’s theory. However, let us consider the derivational formulation of
the PIC offered by Chomsky (2001).

(60) When a strong phase is completed, the next phase down (i.e. the
specifier, the phase head, and the complement of the phase head)
becomes inaccessible to further operations.

Suppose that there is a projection FP in between CP and TP in
Brazilian Portuguese (Uriagereka 1997). Suppose, furthermore, that the
embedded subject raises to Spec, FP after raising to Spec, TP!5, On the view of
the PIC in (60), when CP is completed, the next phase down will be spelled-out.
The next phase down is the entire TP projection. Hence, when an English
embedded CP is completed, the entire TP projection is inaccessible, including

in Japanese, on the other hand, have no overt possessor, yet all the same require obligatory
affected and po ion between the matrix subject and the subject of the passive participle.

15 Some preliminary evid for BP subject-raising to a position higher than Spec, TP comes from
quantifier float above TP-oriented adverbs. While quantifier-float is known to be a dubious
diagnostic for A-traces (see Bobaljik 2003), the following BP sentence (C. Rodrigues, personal
communication, January 2004) may indicate that the subject occupicd embedded FP:

(i) ? As vitimas me  parecem que todas inesperadamente resolveram  testemunhar
the victims Cl-1Sg seem-pl  that all-pl unexpectedly  decided- 3pl witness-inf
a favor dos policiais.

in favor of the-pl policemen
“The victims seem to me to have unexpectedly all decided to witness in favor of the
policemen.” ~

On the hypothesis that inesperadamente is a TP-level} adverb, and that there is V-to-T raising in BP,
the presence of 1odas on the left of the adverb may diagnose movement through embedded Spec, FP.
Further research is clearly needed.
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i i i In

bedded subject in Spec, TP, as we saw in the dnscuss_|on around (34).
glrea:irl?an Portuguése. on tl?e other hand, the embedded sybjgct moves to 2[;;2
FP. When the CP phase is completed, though _the _TP projection is inacces 'sino,
FP is still accessible. Hence the embedded subject is available fot ft'lrt'hcr ratlron.;
to the matrix spec, TP (possibly through the edge of spec, vP, if it is a strong

hen introducing parece). )
phase Hyperraising,bthen, is only allowed in languages that manage to avoid
the embedded subject being trapped by the PIC. On the account .dcvelopcq hetl:,
it has nothing to do with the (un)availability of Case-assignment in the

i ivi ition.
embedded clause, nor with the Activity Condi ) )
To conclude this section: I have shown that the existence of accusative

subjects in Russian contravenes the Activity Condition. Tt_le Activity C(;nd(::)dn
does not seem to be operative with extract'ion.from certain types of vPs em,
perhaps, certain types of CPs). The generahzatl(?n that there is no A-move;n .
from a Case-position is wrong, but most of its effect's can be cahpturei) hasz
independent principles (the Single Case Constraint, and the
Impenetrability Condition).

6. Obligatory Pied-Piping for Internal Experiencers

This section concludes with a few more puzzles. There is one more genv:r::::’r:
that, at first blush, looks like an instance in which case-valued D Shcmatic
undergo EPP movement. Consider the experiencer ar_g!xment of('i an z::, zatisfy
subject verb, and the illict derivational step of preposition-stranding

the EPP:

(61) togpp seem [to [Eddieop. ]] [cpthat California is in political trouble]
(62) *Eddieop, to seem [to [Eddiegp.}] [cpthat CA. is in political t-rouble]

The formulation of the EPP in (27) should allow for satisfaction by a
non-nominative subject. Prepositions can be stranded under A-movement, as 1s

known from pseudopassives:

(63) Eddiegpp nom WaS Vpass Spoken to tgygic on the train by a maniacal
lawyer.

There is no violation of The Single Case Constraint in (_62), and no aip?‘l,ito
strong-phase locality can block the derivational step in (62). The <‘:) 11. ltl)e(
Condition can rule out (62), however, as the experiencer already bears obliq
16
Case™ However, Brent DeChene (personal communication, Oc.:tober 20023)tl}1last
pointed out that there are two structurally analogous configurations to (62) tha

i ing Icelandic
16 The Activity Condition would have trouble, of cour;e. Wl.th ) the oorrestmdm.g c:‘:-aising
examples, in which the experiencer is dative and not contained within a prc.p.osmon. s‘;n s
them is arc perfectly grammatical. This reinforces that suggestion that preposition stranding
is problematic in English.
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should allow perfectly licit EPP movement of the experiencer, without
contravention of the Activity Condition. Both involve passivized verbs.
Compare (63) with (64), and (65) with (66):

(64) * Eddienom Was said [to fEddie}] [cpthat California is in trouble.]
(65) *This charitynom has been given [to [fehariy]] 2 book about adverbs!”.
(66) This charitynom has been donated [to [tehariy]] by nearly everyone.

There is no constraint against A-movement with p-stranding of the
experiencer/goal in a passivized verb when a non-argument jollows. However,
when an argument follows, A-movement with p-stranding is impossible. The
relevant configuration seems to involve an “internal gap”. Kuno’s (1973)
formulation of the Clause Nonfinal Incomplete Constituent Constraint roughly
captures this set of facts, though nonfinal must be appropriately delimited to
refine the generalization, and its source remains puzzling.

To demonstrate that (non)finality is relevant, consider a contrast in A’-
movement of the experience with p-stranding, which obtains between internal
and external (i.e, extraposed) gaps:

67) *Who does Luisa seem [to [ty 1] to be a genius?
(68) Who does Luisa seem to be a genius to tuno?

Though an explanation is lacking for the “internal-gap™ restriction on
experiencer preposition-stranding (possibilities involving remnant movement
suggest themselves), it should be clear that the impossibility of (62) does not
constitute an argument for the Activity Condition, as it is related to a much
broader class of phenomena unrelated to case-valuation.

One potential problem arises with the verb surprise, which disallows
A-movement of the experiencer (69)-(71) but allows A’-movement (72):

(69) Togpp surprise Mary that John won

(70) It is certain t; to surprise Mary that John won
an *Mary to SUrprise tyary that John won

72) Who did it surprise tyy, that John won?

There is a possibility, however, that the experiencer is assigned case by
a null preposition, similar to McGinnis’ (1998) analysis of strike in John struck
Mary as a complete fool. The obligatory pied-piping of internal experiencers
developed in this section would ban (71), a case of preposition stranding. A

17 There is no Case probl in this example; pied-piping is what's relevant. Consider To that

charity had been donated a book about metathesis, and 1o this charity has been given a book about
adverbs.

302

Andrew Nevins

pied-piping derivation is disallowed because PP-experiencers cannot satisfy the
EPP:

(73) *[To Eddie] seemed t that Zak would survive

Aside from its postulation of null prepositions (also argued 'for_ by
Hornstein 2003 for the object of promise in subject control uses), the restrictions
on movement of the experiencer of surprise can be understood. A’ movement in
(72) arguably involves pied-piping. '

A final question arises concerning the difference between strike and
surprise with respect to A-movement across the experiencer. Contrast 4)-(75)
and (76):

4 John struck Mary [xp tionn as a fool]
(5 John seemed to Mary [ip tjom to be a fool]
(76) * John surprised Mary that tjon, Was 50 foolish

The Phase Impenetrability Condition will rule out (76)18,_ as the sub_ject
has A-moved from out of a CP. Returning to our main conclusion, there is a
generalized ban on preposition-stranding of internal experiencers that requires

investigation, but in no way supports the Activity Condition.

7. Concluding Remarks

[ will summarize the argumentation of the entire paper. DPs move because there
is an EPP, independent of Case-valuation!®. The Inverse Case F }lter does not
subsume EPP effects, and can be abandoned with no loss of empirical coverage;
on the contrary, EPP-only movement affords the theoretical voc?bulary to
describe many contrasts in quantifier scope. EPP-only movement m Russian
shows that a structurally-Case marked DP may move only to satisfy the EPP.
The putative generalization that A-movement of structqrally-Case-marked DPs
is impossible falls under the Activity Condition, suggesting that the latter should
be abandoned. A number of configurations that the Activity Condition rules out
can be ruled out instead by a morphological constraint (only one C:¢1§e—valuanon
is possible), and two syntax-internal constraints (Phase Impenetrability, taken as
an axiom, and the Ban on Improper Movement, derived as a consequence of
parallel cyclicity in subtree construction). Hyperraising is assimilated to Copy-

18 14 is worth considering why the complement of surprise should contain more strucln‘lre than strike.
Howard Lasnik (personal communication, November 2003) suggests that it the additional structure
of the complement may come from factivity:

(O] It surprises me that it’s raining, #but it’s actually not raining

(i) It strikes me that it’s raining, but it’s lly not raining

19 Though 1 have assumed the EPP is axiomatic within phra.se»r'narkcr construction, for an
cxplanation involving the need for an intervening XP in the Iincanuuon‘ of the head C and phase
below, under an interpretation of the Linear Comrespondence Axiom, see Richards (2002).
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Raising, and argued to be the result of Kase-peeling: moving a DP out of its
Kase-phrase. A few remaining puzzles conceming the impossibility of moving
DPs from within PPs are shown to be equally problematic for the Activity

Condition and the model developed here, hence providing no argument for the
former.
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Phase edge and extraction: a Tagalog case study*

Andrea Rackowski and Norvin Richards
MIT

In this paper, we examine evidence for the phase theory of movement
(Chomsky 2000, 2001), in the context of Tagalog, arguing in particular
that Tagalog has overt morphology that signals movement of arguments
to check EPP on the head of the vP phase. We show that this morphology
interacts with extraction in ways which Chomsky’s theory leads us to
expect, and develop a theory of the Tagalog facts which also accounts for
the effects of Huang’s (1982) CED.

1. Introduction

According to the phase-based theory of syntax (Chomsky 2000, 2001), in order
for some element to be extracted out of a phase, it must be located at the edge of
that phase, either by merging into that position or moving there. Movement to
the edge of the phase is accomplished by an EPP feature that forces some
argument within the domain of the phase head to move to check it. In this
paper, we examine evidence for this theory in the context of Tagalog.

In particular, we argue that Tagalog has a process of ‘object” shift for
specific arguments. We argue that, just as in Germanic languages, specific
arguments are forced to move to the edge of the vP phase in order to receive the
correct semantic interpretation. In Tagalog, this movement is signaled by
morphology on the verb which agrees with the shifted argument (in Case, we
will claim; see Rackowski 2002 for arguments), and also by the marker ang (or
si for proper names) on the shifted argument. The shifted argument is
underlined in the following examples, and the agreement morphology on the
verb is in bold (Maclachlan 1992):

(1) Agent, -um-
a. B-um-ili ang bata ngtela sa palengke parasa nanay
Nom.asp-buy ANG child CScloth DTmarket P DTmother
“The child bought cloth at the market for mother.’

Theme, -in

b. B-in-ili-® ng bata ang tela sa palengke parasa nanay
asp-buy-Acc CS child ANGcloth DT market P DTmother
“The child bought the cloth at the market for mother.’

* The authors would like to thank Genara Banzon for her help with the facts of Tagalog; thanks, too,
to Alec Marantz, Martha McGinnis, David Pesetsky, and the audience at the Workshop on EPP and
Phases for helpful comments. Responsibility for any remaining errors is entirely ours.
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