On the Locality of Move and Agree: Eliminating the Activation Condition,

Generalized EPP, Inverse Case Filter, and Phase-l mpenetrabili ty Condition”

Zeljko Bodkovié

University of Conredicut

0. Introduction

The goal of this paper isto investigate the locdity of Move and Agree Theinvestigationwill also
lead usto read important conclusionsregarding anumber of medanisms, including the Activation
Condtion,the Extended ProjedionPrinciple (EPP), the CaseFilt er, and the nature of Spell-Out and
successve cyclic movement. Focusing on the locdity of Move and Agreg | will argue, contra
Chomsky’s (1999, 2000, that the locdity of the two isradicdly different," Agreebeing freefrom
several medhanismsthat constrain movement, in particular, Phases/Phase-lmpenetrabilit y Condtion
and the Activation Condtion. However, the differencein the locdity of Move and Agreewill not
be stipulated—it will be shown to foll ow from independently motivated assumptions, i.e. it will be
deduced.

My paint of departureinthediscusson d thelocdity of Movewill be a @mparison between
ealy and current minimali st approades to successve ¢/clic movement. In ealy Minimalism (cf.
Takahashi 19949, successve o/clic movement was not driven by feaure dedking but by a
requirement that chain links be & $hort as possble. Furthermore, successve ¢/clic movement was
asaumed to start only after the final target of movement enters the structure.? This approad is

crucialy based onthe operation Form Chain, with syntadic condtions sich as Last Resort andthe

"I thank Steven Franks, Norbert Hornstein, Jairo Nunes, Arthur Stepanov, and the participants of my Fall
2004syntax seminar at the University of Connedicut for helpful commentsand suggestions, and SimonaHerdan and
Miguel RodriguezMondofedo for editorial asgstance

'See dso Boskovi¢ (1999 and Bobalji k and Wurmbrand (in press.

2Thus, in the structure X, Y t; t,, with X, t; t; a threemember chain and Y the target of movement, no
movement of X would take placeurtil Y entersthe structure.
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Extension Condition constraining the Form Chain operation, nd particular chain links, whose
creaionislicensed by the Minimize Chain Links requirement.

By contrast, later approadhes to successve ¢yclic movement (for example, Chomsky 1995,
1999,2000, 200} dispense with Form Chain, treding eat step of successve oy/clic movement as
a separate operation with its own feaure diedking motivation. Under these goproadies, each step
of successve oyclic movement must satisfy Last Resort and the Extension Condti on. Furthermore,
successvecyclic movement startsbeforeitsfinal landing site entersthe structure. (1 will refer tothis
view as ealy successve g/clic movement.) As discussed below, adopting ealy successve gyclic
movement hasled to alook-ahead problem: sometimeswhen dang successve ¢yclic movement on
cycle X, we neal to knav what will happen onahigher cycle Y.

Inthispaper | will propose anew acourt of successve gyclic movement that reconcil esthe
two existing approadhes to successve g/clic movement. We will seethat there is considerable
evidencethat successve g/clicmovement doesnot involvefeaure chedingwithintermediate heads
(see Boskovi¢ 20022 and Boedkx 2003. As a result, like the Minimize Chain Links Principle
(MCLP) analysis, and in contrast to the aurrent, fedure-cheding approach to successve gyclic
movement, the theory developed in this paper will not rely on feaure deding in intermediate
pasitions of succesgve gyclic movement. However, inlinewith the aurrent approach andin contrast
to the MCLP analysis, my analysis will not require adopting Form Chain. As aresult, we will not
have to wait for the final target of successve g/clic movement to enter the structure to start
successve g/clic movement, i.e., | will be alopting ealy successve gyclic movement. However,
it will be shown that thelook-ahead problem that the aloption o ealy successve ¢yclic movement
raisesfor the arrent, feaure-chedking analyses of succesgve gyclic movement doesnat ariseonthe
analysisto bepropaosedinthispaper. Chomsky’s (2000 Activation Condtion (AC), which requires
that an element undergoing Movement/Agreehave an uninterpretablefeaure, will playa aucial role
in the analysis. However, while Chomsky uses the AC to implement movement in general, | will
argue that the AC shoud be used ony to implement successve gyclic movement. This move will
enable meto adually dispense with the AC as an independent condtion d the grammar—its effeds
will be shown to follow as a matter of theorem. The AC effeds, which are involved in the

implementation of succesgve gyclic movement, will also enable me to eliminate the Generali zed



EPPmedanism, whichisin Chomsky’s (1999, 200Dsystem treded asaformal requirement onthe
target to have an (additional) Spedfier (thisisthestrength property of Chomsky’ s1993system). The
medhanismin questionwill be agued to be mmpletely dispensable. TheInverse CaseFilter, i.e. the
requirement that traditi onal Case asdgnersassgntheir case(cf. Boskovi¢ 1997, 2002, Epstein and
Sedy 1999, will also be shownto be diminable. The analysis of the driving force of A-movement
presented in this paper will crucially rely onthetraditional Case Filter, which under various guises
has been assumed throughou the GB andtheMinimali st frameworks (stated asa chedking/valuation
requirement in the latter).

Finally, | will argue foll owing Fox and Pesetsky (in press that phase asasyntadic locdity
domain and the Phase-Impenetrability Condtion (PIC) shoud be diminated, successve gsclic
movement being forced by phondogicd considerations. However, the adual implementation o the
ideawill be rather different from Fox and Pesetsky’s. An important consequence of the aurrent
anaysisisthat the operation d Agreeisphase/PIC freg a daim for which | will also offer empiricd
evidence The move is rather natural: if phases/PIC are phondogicd in nature, they shoud be
irrelevant to Agree which under the view of feaure chedking adopted below does nat affed
pronurtiation. The AC will also be tied to the nature of overt movement, i.e. pronurciation. Asa
result, the AC will also be agued na to affed Agree in contrast to Move.

As shoud be dea from the brief summary given above, the paper has a number of goals.
Attempting to resolve dl questions that could arise regarding the issues investigated in the paper
would be way too ambitious. As aresult, | will often confine myself to panting out what seam to
be promising diredionsfor reseach, leaving some obvious problems unresolved (i.e. putting them
aside for future reseach). The reader shoud bea thisin mind.

The paper is organized as follows. In sedion 11 discussthe two approadies to successve
cyclic movement briefly summarized above: theM CLP approach andthefeadure dhedking approacd.
Sedion 2 provides evidence gyainst feaure deding in intermediate paositi ons of successve gyclic
movement. In section 3 | develop a new theory of successve gy/clic movement, which, as noted
abowve, reconcilesthetwo existing approachesto successve gyclic movement, combining what seems
to meto be the best aspeds of the two approacdhes. This dion also argues for elimination d the
AC as an independent condtion. Sedion 4argues for elimination d phases as g/ntadic locdity



domainsandthe PIC, and sedion 5arguesfor elimination o the generalized EPPand the Inverse
Case Filter. In this dion | will also argue that Agreeis AC-free In sedion 61 will argue that
phases/PIC do nd constrain Agree éther. Sedion 8is the mnclusion. Finally, the gpendix

discusses ®vera remaining isaues regarding successve oyclic wh-movement.

1. On successve g/clic movement

In the ealy minimali st framework, the standard assumption was that successve ¢/clic movement,
for example movement of what to the Spedfier of that in (1), whichisastep in the formation o a
larger chain that involves cheding of the +wh-feaure of the matrix interrogative C, is not driven

by feaure deding.

(1) What do you think {, t; [ that Mary bought 1i?

Considerfor example, Takahashi’s (1994 system, the most comprehensive acourt of the locdity
of movement inealy Minimali sm, whichisbased onChomsky andLasnik’s(1993 MinimizeChain
Links Principle (MCLP).® For Takahashi, successve o/clic movement is not a result of feaure
checking.Rather, it is aresult of the requirement that all chain links be & $hort as possble. The
requirement forces element X undergoing movement of tyfmestop at every pasition d type' Y
ontheway to itsfinal landing site independently of feaure chedking. The MCLP thusforces what
in (1) to passthroughthe anbedded SpedCP (an A’ pasition) onitsway to the matrix SpedCP (also
anA’ position). Boskovi¢ (20023) observesthat the same holdsfor intermediate A-movement. Thus,
theMCLPforces thestudentsn (2) to passthroughthe enbedded Sped P onitsway to the matrix
SpeclP.

3Takahashi’ s approach is revived in Boskovié¢ (20023), Boedkx (2003 (see dso Ochi 1998and Stepanov
2001).

“In fad, | argue that the traditional EPPrequirement does not hald of raising (and ECM) infinitival Isin
English,which leaves the MCLP as the sole driving force for successve ¢yclic movement via raising infinitival
SpeclPs.



(2) The studentseem |[tto have tliked Frenchl].

Under the MCLP analysis, the intermediate SpedCP and SpedP in the @nstructions under
consideratiorare fill ed as a result of a property of the movements involved. We do nd neeal to
invokeaproperty of the enbedded C and| to drive the movement to these positions. Notice dso that
sincenofedure dhedingispaosited between awh-phrase and dedarative C, bah (3), wherenothing
movesto the Specof that, and (4), where awh-phrase moves to the Specof thatand remainsthere
in overt syntax, are eaily acountedfor. In particular, (4) violatesL ast Resort. Asnoted in Boskovié¢
(2002a) the Last Resort analysis of (4) can be extended to (5), if we aume that movement to the

Spec of raising infinitives (cf. (2) and footnote 4) is driven by the MCLP, not feature checking.

(3) You think [that Mary bought a car].
(4) *Who thinks what that Mary bought?

(5) *There seems a mawo be tin the garden.

TheMCLP anaysiscrucialy assumesthe Form Chain operation. Under thisapproach, Last Resort
isrelevant totheformation d a dhain, nd linksof a dhain. In ather words, formation d a dhain must
havea feaure-cheding motivation, nd formation d chain links. In fad, al relevant syntadic
conditionsfor examplethe Cycle, arestated with resped to the Form Chain operation, nd formation
of chain links. Thus, under Takahashi’s analysis, whatin (1) does not even start moving until the
final target of movement, theinterrogative C, which provides afeaure-cheding motivationfor the
movement, enters the structure. At this point, what starts moving. The MCLP forces formation o
intermediate chain links, such asthe one aeaed by the movement through theintermediate SpedCP
(I ignore here other intermediate landing sites). The Last Resort Condtion is stisfied since the
formation of the whde dhain, whose head islocaed in the matrix SpedCP, has afeaure-cheding
motivation. Sincethewhole dain extendsthetree(thefina landing siteisat thetop d thetreg), the
Extension Condtion (i.e. the Cycle) is aso met.

Chomsky (1995 dispenses with the operation Form Chain. One ansequence of this move
is that formation d ead chain link has to satisfy Last Resort and the Cycle. Regarding (1), this



meansthat movement of what to the intermediate SpedCP has to invalve fedure cheding,
otherwisethe Last Resort Condtionwould beviolated. It also hasto extend the treg which means
that the movement has to happen before higher structure is built. In ather words, in contrast to
Tahahashi'snaysis, whatnow movesto the Specof that before the matrix C enters the structure.
Chomsky(2000 preservesthe gist of thisanaysis. Chomsky’s (2000 analysisisbased on
thenation d phasewhichis smilar to the pre-minimali st notion d boundingnode. Thebasicidea
is that XPcan move out of aphase only if it first moves to the Specof the phase due to the Phase-
Impenetrability Condtion (PIC), which says that only the head and the Spec of a phase ae
accessibléor movement to aposition ouside of the phase. Thismovement isinstantiated bygiving
theheal of the phasethe EPPproperty, whichis satisfied byfilli ngthe Specpasition. The EPPthen
drivesmovement to the Specof the phase. After the movement, the dement locaed in the Specof
the phase is accesgble for movement outside of the phase. Regarding the complementizer that,
Chomskyasaumes that CPs are phases and that that may, bu does not have to, have the EPP
property.(3) instantiates the no EPPproperty option. Asfor (1), athoughin principle thatdoesnat
haveto have the EPP property, the no EPPoption for thatis ruled out by the PIC.> SinceCPisa
phaset is necessary to move whatin (1) to the enbedded SpecCP so that whatcan later be moved
outsideof the CP. Thisisacmmplished by gvingthatthe EPPoption. If thatis na given the EPP
option, what would nat move to the enbedded SpedCP, as a result of which it could nad move
outside of the enbedded CP due to the PIC. Note dso that Chomsky (1999, 200 asumes that
Agreeisa comporent of the operation Move driven bythe EPPfeaure. More predsely, movement
of X to SpecY Pisprecaled bythe establi shment of an Agree(i.e. feaure-cheding) relation between
Y and X. Thismeansthat in Chomsky’s (2000 system, al movement, including movement to the
Specof intermediate healslikethatin (1), hastoinvovefeaure chedking. (I will refer to Chomsky
1995 and Chomsky 2000 as the feature-checking analyses of successive cyclic movement.)
Example(4) raises a patentialy serious problem for the phase analysis, which, in contrast
to the MCLP analysis, ties successve cyclic movement to a property of intermediate heals,
considering ead step of successve oyclic movement a separate operation. (As noted abowe, the

MCLP analysisdivorces movement throughintermediate SpecCPsfrom C, i.e., it doesnot consider

°In what follows | ignore vP as a phase.



it to be aresult of a property of C, but the movement itself, and dces nat consider ead step of
successiveyclic movement a separate operation).Since the phase analysis ties siccessve gyclic
movement to a property of intermediate heads, it is difficult in this g/stem to rule out (4) in a
principledway given thederivation onwhich we have dhasen the EPPoptionfor that, which results
in movement of whatto the enbedded SpecCP, just asit doesin (1).° Recdl that (4) was easily
ruledout under the MCLP analysis, which dcesnat tie successve gyclic movement to aproperty of
intermediate heals. (4) can in fad be interpreted as providing evidence that movement through
intermediate Specifiers should not be tied to a property of intermediate’heads.
Thereisasuggestionin Chomsky (200Q2109), morefully worked out in Chomsky (199929),
which hasthe dfed of making movement to the Specof aphase head that doesnat obli gatorily have
the EPP property essentially independent in terms of the driving force from the phase head itself
evenin aphase-based locdity system. The suggestionisto makethe assgnment of an EPPproperty
to nontrue EPPheals (i.e. headsthat do nd alwaysrequire aSpec) condtioned onit beingrequired
to permit successve gyclic movement (seeChomsky 199929 for ancther passhility). The enbedded
clausehea in (1) can then be assgned the EPPproperty, sincethisisnecessary to all ow successve
cyclic movement. On the other hand, the eanbedded clause healsin (3) and (4) canna be assgned
theEPPproperty sincethe assgnment isnat necessary to permit successve gyclic movement. Under
this analysis, movement through the Spec of a nontrue EPP phase heal is redly a reflex of
successiveyclicmovement, just asintheMCLPanalysis. The phasehead isesentiall y abystander.
By itsdf, it canna induce movement to its Spec, hencethe ungammaticdity of (4). The obvious

problem for this analysis is look-ahead. Both (1) and (4) at one point have the structure in (6).
(6) [cp What [ that Mary bought i
To drive movement to SpecCP, thathasto be given the EPPfeaure & the point when the enbedded

clauseisbuilt. But at that point we do nd know whether the assgnment of the EPPfeaure will be

neededto make successve g/clic movement possble. We will know this only after further

®Noticethat we caana apped to the Doubly Fill ed Comp Filter, since nothing changes if that is replaced
by anull C, asin*Who thinks what Mary bough?

"But seeSaito (2000.



expansionof the structure. If the structure is expanded as in (4), it will not be needed, hence
disallowed, and if the structure is expanded as in (1), it will be needed, hence d owed. In ather
words, at the point that structure building has readed in (6) we need to knowv what is going to
happenin the matrix clause. The look-ahea raises a @wnceptua problem for the analysis. As
discussedbove, the problem does nat arise under the MCLP anaysis. However, it neals to be
pointedout that the very fad that the MCLP analysis requires adopting the operation Form Chain,
while the phase analysis aswell as Chomsky’s 1995analysis all ow elimination d the mecdhanism,
provides a conceptual argument in favor of the latter analyses.

Putting aside the look-aheal problem, recdl that an important distinction ketween the
Chamsky (1995/Chomsky (2000 analyses and Takahashi’s (1994 MCLP anaysis is that the
former, but not the latter, requires feaure dieding in intermediate positions. That is, uncer the
formeranalyses, but not uncer the latter analysis, the wh-phrase and the complementizer thatin (1)
haveto undergofedure cheding. Boskovic¢ (20023) and Boedkx (2003, who argue for areturn to
Takahashi’s MCLPanaysis, provide anumber of argumentsagainst feaure chedinginintermediate
positions Both Boskovi¢ and Boedkx provide evidenceto this effed regarding A’- movement, and
Boskovi¢ also provides such evidenceregarding A-movement. | refer the reader to these worksfor
more detailled discusson and additional arguments against feaure dedking in intermediate

positions; here | will briefly summarize only a couple of arguments frophd@®ac (2002a).

2. No feature checking in intermediate SpecCPs and SpeclPs

Oneargument for theladk of feaure cdhedinginintermediate SpedCPstargeted bysuccessve gyclic
wh-movement from Bikovi¢ (2002a) concerns licensing of ellip8is.

Lobeck(1990 and Saito and Murasugi (1990 notethat functional headscanlicense dli psis
of their complement only when they undergo SpecHeal agreanent (SHA), i.e. feaure-cheding.
Thus, (7) shows that tensed INFL, 's, and +wh-C, which ac®rding to Fukui and Speas (1986

undergaSHA, license dli psis, whereas the non-agreang functional caegoriestheandthatdo nd.

8 will statethe agument intermsof Chomsky’s (1995 system, which reli es on Spechead agreement, b,
as noted below, the agument also extends to Chomsky’s (2000 system.
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(7) a. John liked Mary andg [Peter[, did t-ike-Mary]] too.
b.John stalk abou the e@namy was interesting bu [, Bill [, ’ statk-abottthe-e®nemy]] was

boring.
C. *A single student came to the dassbecause [ [, thestuden]f] though that it wasimportant.
d. John met someone but | don't kngywhq [ C Johrmet]].
e. *John believes that Peter met someone but | don't thibkthatPetermetsoemesotie

Significantl, as nated in Boskovi¢ (1997a), intermediate C canna license dlipsis of its IP

complement.

(8) *John met someone but | don’t know wRetersaid [, t; [ C/thatdohn-met]].

Thiscan beredily acourted for if pasgngthroughan intermediate SpecCP doesnat imply feaure
checkingj.e. SHA, withthe C. Theungrammaticdity of (8) shoudthen betaken asevidence aainst
thefeaure-cheding view of successve gyclic movement, onwhich C/thatwould undergo SHA in
(8). Under thisview, (8) isincorredly expeded to pettern with (7)d rather than (7)e.*° Thisisnot the
caseunder the MCLP analysis, where who passes throughthe Specof C/that, but does not undergo
anyfedure chedkingwith C/that, the movement being diven bythe need to minimize dain links.

Noticethat in Chomsky’s (2000 system, the SHA requirement onélli psiswould berestated
asan EPPrequirement. Thedataunder considerationthusaso provide evidence ajainst Chomsky’s
(2000) system. In this g/stem, (8) is incorredly predicted to be accetable since the dedarative
complementizer @hat takes a Spec.

Notea so that thefeaure-chedingapproac to successve ¢/clic movement forceson wsthe
ratherperverse asumption that in constructions like Whatdo you think that Mary bougH, the wh-

phrase,a [+wh] eement, undergoes SHA with the dedarative cmplementizer that, which is

°A simil ar example, but with more parall eli sm between the mnjuncts, isgivenin (i).

(i) *I know who Mary said C/that Johnmet, but | don't know who Peter said C/that Jeha-met

19A ppeding to the mpy theory of movement will nat help here. Infad, therelevant Cin all the cmnstructions
under considerationwould undergo SHA withtheheal of thewh-phrase chain sincethe SHA would takeplacebefore
the root-clause structure is built .



specifiedas[-wh] (seeL asnik and Saito 1992.™ The sssumptionisnat necessary uncer Takahashi’s
approacho successve gyclic movement, wherethe movement to theintermediate SpedCPisforced
by the M CL P, not afeaure-chedingrequirement, thereforeno SHA betweenthewh-phrase andthat
hasto take placein the @nstruction in question. Boskovi¢ (20029) interprets this as ancther
argumentor thesuperiority of theM CLPapproach over thefeaure-chedkingapproadito successve
cyclic movement.

Returningto dlli psis, Boskovi¢ (20023) observesthat the dli psis argument discussed above
alsoextends to norrcontrol infinitival Is. As discussed in Martin (1996, 200) (see &so Boskovi¢
1997aandKoizumi 1995, VPdlli psisisaso pasgblein control i nfinitives, whichisexpeded under
theCase-theoretic goproaditothedistribution d PRO, onwhich PROin (9) ischeded for null Case

by the infinitival I,to, hence must undergo SHA witb.
(9) John was not sure he could leave, but he td&?HQ [, to tleavd].
Significantly,Martin (1996, 200} (see &so Boskovi¢ 1997 and Koizumi 1995 observesthat VP

ellipsisisnat possblein ECM infiniti ves, which have been argued bymany authorstoinvolve overt

object shift (see the references in footnote 41), an assumption that | also adopt here.

(10) *John kelieved Mary to knaw French but Peter believed [5,,pJang [ st [ to t-krowkreaeh]]] .
Underthe overt objed shift analysis, Janein (10) movesto the matrix SpecAgroP/Speo/P, passng
throughthe infinitival SpedP. In thisresped, nae the posshility of quantifier float in (11), which,
asdiscusedin Boskovic¢ (1997a), uncer Sportiche’ s(1988 analysisof quantifier float indicatesthat
theECM subjed indeed moves overtly to the matrix clause, passngthroughtheinfinitival SpedP.

(11) I believe the students all to know French.

Returningto (10), Epstein and Sedy (199981) interpret the ungrammaticdity of the cnstruction

1A similar problem also arisesin Chomsky’ s (2000 system, given that for Chomsky Agreeisa componrent
of the EPP-driven operation Move.
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asindicaingthat, in contrast to to in (9), to in (10) does not undergo SHA. Thisin turn provides
evidencehat Janedoes not undergo fedure dhedkingin the intermediate Sped P. As nated abowve,
Boskovi¢ (2002) argues that, li ke the movement of whatthroughthe intermediate SpecCP in (8),
movementof Janethroughthe infinitival SpedP in (10) is forced by the MCLP, na a feaure-
checkingrequirement (cf. footnote4). Asaresult, noSHA with to takesplacein (10) in spiteof Jane
passing through the embedded SpéeelIP.

Additionalevidence ajainst feaurechedkinginintermediate Sped Ps(aswell asthestandard
assumptiorthat the traditional EPP halds of the raising infinitival 1) is provided by existential

constructions. Consider the data in (12).

(12) a. There seems to be a man in the garden.

b. *There seems a maa be tin the garden.

If thereis afedaure-cheding requirement ontheintermediate infinitival | aquestionariseswhy the
requirementanna be dhedked bythe movement of theindefinite. Chomsky (1995 givesanacourt
of (12) that assumesthe EPPas afeaure-chedkingrequirement. The acourt isbased onthe Merge-
over-Move preferencé ccordingto Chomsky, at the point when the enbedded clause is built we
neeal to insert something into the infinitival SpedP in order to satisfy the EPP. We have two
possibilitiedor doingthisin (12). We caneither insert there whichispresent inthenumeration,into
SpeclPor we can move the indefinite to this position. Chomsky argues that lexicd insertionis a
simpler operationthan movement. Therefore, thepasshbilit y of expletiveinsertioninto the enbedded
SpeclPwhich for Chomsky takes placein (12)a, blocks the indefinite movement to the embedded
SpeclPwhich takes placein (12)b. Boskovi¢ (20023), Grohmann, Drury, and Castill 0 (2000, and

Epsteinand Sedy (1999, however, olserve severa problemswith the Merge-over-Move acourt.

12t isworth naing here that, foll owing Lasnik and Saito (1992, Martin (1996 2001) argues convincingly
that some traditional raising predicates have wntrol variants. As expected given the discusson d (9) above, the
control variants, whose infinitival complement’s SpedP isfill ed by PRO, alow VP €lli psis. The realer isreferred
toMartin (1996 20017) for convincing argumentsthat (i), whereVV Pelli psisisall owed, instantiatesthe control variant.
Where the mntrol optionisruled ou, asin (ii) (expletive there canna control PRO), VP elli psisis disall owed, as
expeded given the discussonin the text.

(i) Kim may not leave, but Sarahislikely to teave
(i) *It was annourced that there may be ariot, so everyone believes there islikely to be-ariot.

11



Consideffirst the foll owing construction from Grohmann, Drury, and Castill 0 (2000, attributed to
JuanRomeroandAlecMarantz (see &so Epstein and Sedy 1999 Framptonand Gutmann 1999and
Nunesand Uriagereka 2000, where the indefinite has apparently moved to SpedP althoughan

expletive was available for lexical insertion.

(13) There was a rumor that a mesas tin the room.

To ded with this type of construction Chomsky (2000 introduces the aoncept of subnumeration,
definedon pleses. More predsely, Chomsky propaoses that ead phese hasits own subnumeration.
Sincethe expletiveisnat present in the subnumerationcorrespondngto the enbedded clause (recdl
that CPs are phases), the option of expletive insertion is not available.

A serious problem for this analysis is raised by (14).

(14) a. There has been a bppit t on the table.

b. *There has been put a book on the table.

Lasnik (199) argues that the indefinite in (14)a moves overtly to satisfy the EPP*® Under
Chomsky’sdefinition d phase, the constructionsin (14) contain orly one phase (passve VPisnat
aphasefor Chomsky). Asaresult, the expletive shoud be avail ablefor lexicd insertionat the point
whenthe indefinite undergoes movement in (14)a. Given the Merge-over-Move preference the
possibility of expletiveinsertionshoud bock indefinite movement. Asaresult, (14)b shoud block
(14)a (i.e., (14)b should be grammatical and (14)a ungrammatical).

Consider now (15).

(15) Mary believes Johio t know French.

At the point when the embedded clause is built in (15) there aetwo paosshiliti es for satisfying the

EPP. we can either move Johnor merge Mary into the infinitival SpedP. Given the Merge-over-

13Under the partiti ve Case hypothesis and assuming overt objea shift (seefootnote 41), the indefinite may
be locaed in its Case-chedking pasition overtly.

12



Move preference, the latter should bldb&former. Asaresult, we caana derive (15). Chomsky
(1994) observes that the derivation onwhich Mary is introduced into the embedded SpedP
eventuallyviolatesthe 0-Criterion(seeNunes 2004for ancther problem). However, we need look-
aheado take advantage of thistoruleout thederivationin question. To avoid look-ahead, Chomsky
(2000) propases the @ndition that arguments can be merged oy in 0-positions.The @ndtion
blocksthe unwanted derivationfor (15) withou look-ahead. However, Epstein and Sedy (199948
50) pant out severa problems with this condtion. For one thing, the condtion is massvely
redundantFor example, the condtion unrecessarily rulesout (16), whichisplausibly aready ruled
out because it is uninterpretable (i.e. because the presence of Johninducesa Full Interpretation

violation).

(16) *John seems that Peter likes Mary.

Basedonthese problems, Boskovié¢ (20029), Epstein and Sedy (1999, and Grohmann, Drury, and
Castillo(2000 argue that the Merge-over Move preferenceshoud be @andored. If the preference
is abandoned a question arises how the data in (12), especially the ungrammeaitidedty, can
be acourted for. Notice however, that (12)b raises a problem only if there is an EPP, or more
generaly, a fedure-chedking requirement holding d the infinitival 1. If there isn't, the
ungrammaticalityof (12)b can be eaily acourted for: thereisnoreasonto move theindefinite to
theembedded Sped P, hencethe movement is blocked bythe Last Resort Condtion. Note that, as
indicatedby the possbility of quantifier float in the foll owing construction, movement to ahigher,

finite SpeclP still proceeds via intermediate infinitival SpecfPs:

1“See Boskovi¢ (20028) and references therein for additional evidence to this effed. Here, | briefly
summarizeone agument based on(ia-b), taken from Grohmann, Drury, and Castill o (2000, who attribute the data
to Danny Fox.

(i) a Mary seansto John[,, to appea to herself to bein the room].
b. *Mary seansto John[,, to appea to himself to be in the room].

Whilein (ia) the angaphar can take amatrix clause NP asitsantecedent, in (ib) thisisimpossble. Why isthe anaphar
in (ib) unable to take the experiencer as its antecadent? (Note that, as is well-known, the experiencer NP can c-
command/bindoutsideof the experiencer PP) Theungrammaticdity of (ib) immediately foll owsif thematrix subject
passes, in fad must pass through the enbedded clause Sped P onitsway to the matrix SpedP. (ib) then exhibitsa
Spedfied Subjed Condtioneffed. The experiencer isattempting to bindthe anaphar acrossa d oser binder, namely

13



(17) The students seerpdll to know French].

However as discussed abowe, this can be acompli shed withou afeaure-chedingrelationwith an
intermediateneal (seethe discusson d (2)). In ather words, we are deding here with successve
cyclic movement that does not involve feaure heding with the intermediate heal. Note that, as
discussedh Boskovi¢ (2002), uncer the dove analysisintermediatel saretreaed li keintermediate
Cs. This means that both intermediate SpedCPs and intermediate Sped Ps are fill ed oy when an
elementgenerated in alower position moves to a higher SpedCP/Specl P. Such an element must
moveviaintermediate SpedCPs/Sped Psasaresult of successve gyclic movement. Thisisthe cae
in (18) and (20). However, when this condtionis not met, intermediate SpedCPs/SpedPs are not
created.This is illustrated in (19) for intermediate C. Regarding intermediate |, as argued in
Boskovi¢ (2002), this is the cae with traditional expletive raising constructions (21), where

intermediate SpeclPs are not filled.

(18) Whatdo you think {, t that John boughf]?
(19) You think [, that John bought a house].

(20) Someoneas likely [, t to be tin the garden].

(21) There is likely | to be someone in the garden].

Underthis analysis, intermediate Cs/SpedCPs and intermediate 15/Sped Ps are treaed in the same
wayinall relevant respeds, (20) beingthe | P courterpart of (18), and(21) the | P courterpart of (19).
In Boskovi¢ (2002a) | give a number of empiricd arguments that the intermediate SpedP in
expletiveconstructions like (21) isindeed na creded, which means that the expletiveis generated
in its surfacepasition, withou undergoing raising from the infinitival Sped P. Under Boskovi¢'s

(2002a)analysis, thisis quite generally the cae in traditional expletive raising constructions. the

thetracein SpedP (iib). The problem does nat arisein (ia), where the anaphar isbound ly the dosest subjed (ii a).

(ii) a Mary, seamsto John[; t; to appea to herself; to be in the room].
b. *Mary; seamsto John [}, t;to appea to himself; to be in the room].
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expletivenever undergoes movement in such constructions, being generated straight in its surface
position.As shown in Boskovi¢ (20023), locdity violationswith A-movement areroutinely voided
in expletive raising constructions, which immediately follows if expletives do nd undergoraising
in such constructions: there is no locdity violation becaise there is no movement. One relevant
examplefrom Boskovi¢ (20029) concerns the experiencer blocking effed in French (seeBoskovic¢
2002 for a number of additional arguments).

As discussed in Chomsky (1995305 and McGinnis (199&,b), like many ather languages,

French disallows raising across an experiencer. This is illustrated in (22).

(22) a. *Deux soldats semblentau  général manquer (étre manquants) a la caserne.
two soldiers seem  to-the general to-miss to-be missing at the barracks
‘Two soldiers seem to the general to be missing from the barracks.’
b. *Deux soldats semblentau  général étre arrivés en ville.
two soldiers seem to-the general to-be arrived in town

‘Two soldiers seem to the general to have arrived in town.’

Accordingto Chomsky and McGinnis, what we ae dedingwith in (22) isaviolation d locdity
restrictionson movement, more predsely, Relativized Minimality. The constructions involve A-
movement (i.e. movement to an A-specifier) across an A-spegifier.

Significantly, the expletive counterparts of (22) are acceptable, as shown in (23).

(23)a. Il semble au généralyavoir deux soldats manquantsa la caserne.
there seems  to-the general to-have two soldiers missing at the barracks
‘There seem to the general to be two soldiers missing from the barracks.’

b.Il semble au général étre arrivé deux soldats en ville.
there seems to-the general to-be arrived two soldiers in town

‘There seem to the general to have arrived two soldiers in town.’

15Seethe abovereferencesandBoedkx (20008, Colli ns(2003), Stepanov (2002, and Torrego (1996, among
others, for discusson d why the English courterparts of (22) are accetable.
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Thereisan obvious, principled acoun of the cntrast between (22) and (23): in contrast to (22)a-b,
(23)a-bdo nad invave A-movement aaossan A-spedfier. In ather words, in contrast to the matrix
subject(22)a-b, the matrix subjed in (23)a-b, namely the expletive, does not moveinto the matrix
clausdrom insidetheinfiniti ve. Rather, the expletiveisgeneratedinits surfaceposition. Asaresullt,
it does not crossthe experiencer, hence its presence does not induce alocdity violation. (As
discussed in Bikovi¢ 2002a, Icelandic behaves like French with respect to (22) an&)(23).

Interestingly, the quasi-argument expletive displays the experiencer blocking effect.

(24) ?*Il semble au  général avoir plu.
there seems to-the general to-have rained

‘It seems to the general to have rained.’

Thisisnot surprising. Under the quasi-argument hypahesis, il isadually 6-markedby pluin (24).
As aresult, it must be generated within the infiniti ve, which means that it undergoes movement to
thematrix SpedP aaossthe experiencer, hencethe mntrast with (23). The @ntrast between (24)
and(23) thus provides confirmation d the quasi-argument hypahesis. It aso confirms that only
elementghat are 0-markedin a position lower than the experiencer are subjed to the experiencer
blockingeffed. Theladk of alocdity violationwith thetrue expletiveinturn providesevidencethat
expletivesindeal do na undergo A-raising from SpedP, which meansthat intermediate SpedPsin

traditi onal expletive raising constructions are not creaed.!’ This confirms the parall €li sm between

The reader is referred to Boskovié (2002a) for discusson d an interfering fador that arises in Spanish.
Note dso that regarding the question d whether the experiencer would block the agreement relation ketween the
indefinite and 1, the question dces naot arise in French, where | does not agree with the indefinite. For relevant
discussonof English, seeBoedx (1999, who showsthat in Engli sh the experiencer can interfere with establi shing
of an agreement relation between | and alower indefinite.

YThisalso hasto bethe caein Chomsky’ s (2000 system. Although Chomsky doesnat explicitly paint this
out, expletivesare atualy immobilein his g/stem, which meansthat this gystem isesentialy forced to accept the
conclusionthat expletivesdo nd undergo A-raising. Consider (i),which isthe structure of There seems (to John) to
be someonein the garden beforethe matrix clauseisbuilt. The expletiveisinserted into the enbedded clause Sped P
to satisfy the EPP, which Chomsky assumes holds of the raising infinitival I.

(i) there to be someone in the garden.

According to Chomsky, expletivethere, which hasan urinterpretable personfedure, worksasaprobe. The expletive
shoud work as aprobein (i), probing the material in the infinitival clause (in fad, this hasto happen before new
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intermediate IPs and intermediate CPs, ill ustrated in (18)/(19) and (20)/(21).*®

A question arises now how to hand e languages that have overt reflexes of agreament with
intermediate heads under wh-movement. Notefirst that whil e BoSkovi¢ (20023) arguesthat Engli sh
(and other languages considered) do nd have fedure dedking in intermediate pasiti ons, this does
not necessarily have to hdd for al languages. In ather words, whil e the feadure cheding analysis
requires fedure chedking in al i ntermediate paositions for all | anguages, a Takahashi-style analysis
in principle dlows for the existence of bath languages withou feaure dedking in intermediate
pasitions and languages with fedure checking in intermediate positions. Thus, a Takahashi-style
analysiscan easily all ow for feaure cdhedking inintermediate SpedCPsin, for example, Selayarese,
alanguagethat istraditionall y considered to have intermediate wh-agreement. However, we would
then exped the language to passthetestsfor intermediate C-agreement. For example, al else being
equal (andit may not be), wewould exped intermediate Csto license dli psisin Selayarese (see &so
foatnate 68). Along the same li nes, alanguage with a feaure-cheding requirement onthe raising
infinitival | shoud exhibit the experiencer blocking effed with expletives (provided that it hasthe
effed inthefirst place, and partial associateraisinginexpletive omnstructions. Recdl, however, that
while a Takahashi-style analysis allows for the paosshility of crosdinguistic variation regarding
intermediate feaure ceding (as well as variation within a particular language with resped to
particul ar intermediate heals), thefeaure-cheding analysisdoesnaot all ow for it; under thisanaysis
al languages are required to consistently display feaure deding with intermediate heads. This
means that a Takahashi-style analysis can in principle hande Selayarese, whil e the data regarding

the ladk of feaure cheding in intermediate paositions discussed above (and more generally in

elements of thelexicd subarray are accesed, seeChomsky 2000132). Asaresult of this, itsuninterpretable person
feaurewill bedeleted. Given the Activation Conditi on, acarding to which an element must have an urinterpretable
feaureto be aleto undergo movement (seethe next sedion), oncethere cheds its uninterpretable personfedure,
it is inaccessble for movement. There then canna move to the matrix clause. There is thus esentially rendered
immobilein Chomsky’s (2000 system.

181t isalso worth naing that Ormazéal (1995 arguesthat all raising and ECM infinitivals are CPs (certain
quantifier float datanoted in McCloskey 2000a dso pdnt to this conclusion). Under this analysis, the intermediate
landing sites of raising and ECM infiniti ves could acually be SpecCP rather than SpedP, in which case we would
have a complete parall elism between successve gyclic wh-movement and successve oy/clic NP-movement. (Notice
also that in the aurrent phase system, SpedCP would na always be treaed like an A’-positionwhen it isalanding
site of successve gyclic movement, just like Speo/P isnot alwaystreaed as an A-positionwhen it isalanding site
of such movement.)
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Boskovi¢ 20022 and Boedkx 2003 raise serious problems for the feaure-cheding anaysis.

It is, however, worth nding here that, as pointed out in Boed<x (2003, 200, it is adually
far from clea that there ae awy languages that have true intermediate wh-agreement, i.e. overt
reflexes of agreement between intermediate heals and wh-phrases. As noted by Boedx aswell as
Chung and Georgopouos (1988, Georgopouos (1991), and Chung (1998, in many languages that
are traditionally considered to have such agreement, wh-agreament is only indired. Thus, in a
number of languages wh-movement triggersamorphdogicd change onintermediate verbs and/or
intermediate complementizers. However, the change does nat refled any dired relation between a
wh-phrase and the verbs or the cmmplementizers. Rather, it refleds a distinct agreement relation
holding between the verbs and the intermediate ammplementizers. In ather words, instead of awh-
phrase diredly agreang with an intermediate head, what wefindisasituation where wh-movement
inducesspedal agreament between intermediateverbsandintermediate mmplementizers. Consider,
for example, thefoll owing datafrom Selayarese, taken from Finer (1997, whichwere dso d scussed
in this context by Boedkx (2003, 2004

(25)a La-7dlei doe?ifijo i Baso?
3take-3 money-the h Baso
‘Baso took the money.’
b.Ku-keo?-ko
icdl-2FAM
‘| cdled you!
(26) Ku-is=?-* (i) * (kuko) la-?alle-i doe?-ifijjo i Baso?
kknow-3 COMP 3-take-3 money-the h Baso
‘I know that Baso took the money.’
(27)Apa mu-ise? la7dle i Baso?
what 2FAM-know 3-take h Baso
‘What do you knaw that Baso took?

SelayaresesaVOSIlanguage. In (25), we seethat the verb dsplaysboth subjea (cf. the prefix) and
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object(cf. the suffix) agreement. (26) ill ustrates objed agreement between the verb and a dausal
object(note that the cmplementizer isobligatory). As shownin (27), obhed agreanent (aswell as
the complementizer) must be @sent in the cae of wh-movement.'® The ayreement with the wh-
phrasesthusonly indired: wh-movement hasthe dfea of disrupting agreement between the verb
andthe C. (In many languages that are traditionally assumed to have overt intermediate C-reflexes
of wh-movement, the paradigm in questioncanna berepeded initsentirety duetothelad of overt
verbalohjed agreement; however, it is certainly passble that such languages acually behave like
Selayaresen therelevant resped, the only diff erencebeingthat the verb doesnot show overt objea
agreemenilhereader isalsoreferredto Nooran 199%or areanalysisof traditional wh-C agreement
in Irish,which acmrdingto Nooran deesnat involve such agreement at all . Morepreasely, Noonan
argueghat what is traditionally considered to be aspedal wh-agreangCinlrishisnotaC at all.
SeeMcCloskey 2000b 201 for another perspedive on Irish.) | conclude therefore with Boedkx
(2003, 2009 that it is not clea at al that there ae any languages with true intermediate wh-
agreement’ | would aso like to adopt the following analysis for the Selayarese paradigm in (25)-
(27),roughy following Finer (1997): let us asume that overt objed agreement isadired reflex of
objectshift, i.e. overt movement to SpecAgroP/Specv/P. This means that both the agreeng dred
objectNPin (25) andthe agreeng dred objed clausein (26) move overtly to SpecAgroP/Speo/P.
Now, Takahashi (1994 (see &so Ormazaal, Uriagereka, and Uribe-Echevarria 1994 shows that
wh-movementout of heals of nontrivial chains (i.e. wh-movement out of moved elements) is

crosslinguisticallyimpossble.* The wh-phrase then canna move out of an olject-shifted clause.

According to Finer (1997, the ebsence of the complementizer and oljed agreement is obli gatory in this
case. (Inthe case of further embedding of thelowest clausein (27), al i ntermediate Vsand Cs pattern with the matrix
V/embedded Cin (27) inthisresped, which isacmurted for under the analysis suggested below.) Objed agreement
is also missngonthelower verbin (27) for independent reasons discussed in Boedkx (2003. Notethat | ignorethe
resumptive pronounconstruction, where a omplementizer appeas in the enbedded clause (but clausal objed
agreament is misgng, which Finer interprets as indicating that some movement is taking place &en in the mntext
of resumption).

2Boedkx (2004 adually givesKinande astheonly plausible candidatefor true (i.e. dired) intermediate wh-
agreament. However, he dso suggestsan analysisof Kinandethat doesnot apped to agreament between awh-phrase
and intermediate heals on the path of successve ¢yclic movement.

2IFor example, thisiswhat is resporsible for the Subjea Condtioneffed, i.e. the ban onmovement out of
subjeds in SpedP, which have moved to SpedP from a lower position. Takahashi also demonstrates that wh-
movement out of an element in SpedCP, which is gandardly assumed to be possble, adually leads to a locdity
violation.
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This means that wh-movement out of an agredng clausal objed isimpossble. This explains why
a clause from which a wh-phrase has been extraded canna agreewith the verb. | also make the
naturalassumption that the lack of overt obed agreament means the ladk of overt movement to
SpecAgroP/Spe®. The reason why wh-movement is possble only when the dause fail sto agree
with the verb is then straightforward: only in that case, the dause does not move overtly to
SpecAgroP/Spa®,all owingwh-movement to procead without alocdity violation 2 Wenow have
an account ofhe lad of agreement between the verb and the dause in (27), which contrasts with
(26) in this resped. What abou the dsence of the overt complementizer in (27), which again
contrastsvith (26) inthisresped? There aethreeposshiliti eshere: (i) We can assumethat the overt
complementizeohli gatoril y agrees with the higher verb,?* whil ethe null complementizer doesnat;

hencethe null complementizer must co-occur with wh-movement (recdl that the C canna agree
with the verb in the case of wh-extraction, sinceatreement requires movement of the CP); (i)
C must always agreewith the verb, which means that a CP must move to SpecAgroP/Speo/P; what
wearededingwithin (27) isan IP, which, in contrast to CP, does not move to SpecAgroP/Speo/P
anddoesnot agreewith theverb; (iii ) We aededing herewith something simil ar to the French que-
qui aternation, with ore modificaion: the null C isthe curterpart of qui, and the overt C isthe
counterpariof que with the modificdion that the extradion-problematic overt complementizer
createsa problem naot only for subjed extradion (like French qué, but for all extradion, just like
the indicaive complementizer in Russan daoes (the null C isthen used to rescue dl extradion). |

concludehereforethat the paradigm in (25)-(27) can be analyzed withou positi ngintermediate wh-
agreement.

To summarize, we have seen that there is no feaure dheding in intermediate positi ons of
successivecyclic movement (the reader is referred to Boskovi¢ 20022 and Boedkx 2003 for
additionalargumentsto thiseffed). Thismeansthat we canna accgpt Chomsky’ s current theory of
succesive g/clicmovement, whichreliesonintermediatefeaure chedking. The dternative avail able

in theliterature is Takahashi’ s approad, which dces not need intermediate feaure dhedcing, bu it

2Thismeansthat a dause can exceptionall y remainin situ to makewh-movement possble. | leavefor future
reseach explaining this gate of affairs. (Thiskind d exceptional placement has been naed with resped to ather
phenomena & well; see for example, the discusson d elli psis and affix hopgng in Boskovié¢ 2001, 2004c.)

BAsdiscussed by Finer (1997), there aeinfad certain oligatory changesinthe morphdogicd form of the
overt complementizer that depend onthe material in the higher clause.
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relies on the operation Form Chain, which is not needed under Chomsky’s approach. In the
following sedion| will propcse anew approad to successve g/clic movement which seemsto me
to combine the best of bath worlds: like Takahashi’s approad, it will not rely on intermediate
featurecheding, bu like Chomsky’ s approad, it will not rely onForm Chain. Asaresult, we will

not need to wait for the final target of movement to enter the structure before starting successve
cyclic movement (i.e., | will adopt ealy successve gy/clic movement), which will simplify the
working of the Cycle. Inthisresped, the theory to be proposed will resemble Chomsky’ sapproad,
departingrom Takahashi. However, thekind d look-ahead that Chomsky relies onto acourt for
constructiondi ke (4) (seethe aovediscusson) will not be needed in thetheory to bepropased. The

theory will also be shown to have important consequences for Agree.

3. The Activation Condition and successve g¢/clic movement: Deducing the Activation

Condition

Chomsky’s(2000 Activation Condtion (AC), which states that an element X has to have an
uninterpretablefeaure to be visible for movement, will play a aucial role in my analysis.®
Accordingto Chomsky, theroleof the ACistoimplement movement, i.e. the ACisneeded to make
movemenpossble. It isnot clear what Chomsky hasin mind by"implementation” here. Consider
thefollowing scenarios: (Y in (28) does nat have ay uninterpretable feaures. uK is cheded as a

reflex of the F-feature checking relation.)

(28)W Y
UF iF
EPP

ZNoticethat | assime that covert dependenciesinvolve Agree asin Chomsky (1999 2000, i.e., | do nd
adopt the Niseenbaum (2000/Chomsky (2001 proposal that both overt and covert dependenciesinvolve movement,
but differ in the timing of the transfer of its result to Spell-Out.

For Chomsky, the AC also hdds for Agree However, | will argue below that Agree shoud na be
constrained by the AC.
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(29 W Y
\F iF
EPP WK

The scenario in (29) conformswith the AC, andthe onein (28) does nat. It appeasthat in (28) we
have everythingweneed to have X andY undergofeaure dheckingandmoveY to SpecXP. The AC
in fad seemsto bring in an additional assumption, departing from conceptual necessty. In ather
words, it isnot clea why wewould need the AC to implement movement. The relevant movement
relationin (28) seems draightforwardly implementable withou the AC.

In spite of this, | would like to pusue Chomsky’ s ideathat the AC is needed to implement
movement, but with animportant modificaionwhich, aswewill seebelow, resolvesthe mnceptual
problem nated abowe. In particular, | would liketo propacsethat the AC isonly needed to implement
successve gyclic movement; in particular, movement that crosses phase boundries.?®

Consider the foll owing scenario, where XP is aphase, and Y neeals to undergo movement
whose final landing site W is outside of XP ((30)). In the scenario under consideration, Y nealsto
undergo successve gyclic movement to W, via SpecXP. In acordance with the AC, Y has an
uninterpretable feaure K, which makesit visible for movement. (31) represents the same scenario,
but before W entersthe structure. (I assumethat K iseither chedked asareflex of F-feaure dnecing

*There are several recent works which show that, asit is, Chomsky’ s phase system, where only CP and vP
arephases, isempiricdly inadequate dueto the paucity of intermediatelanding sites(recdl that in Chomsky’ s /stem,
phases are quciadly involved in successve ¢yclic movement). Thus, Legate (2003 shows that successve ¢/clic
movement targets the elge of passve and ergative VPs, which are not phases for Chomsky. Boskovié (2002) and
Boedkx (2003 argue that successve gyclic movement in fad targets every maximal projedion onitsway (Fox and
Lasnik 2003come dose to reading the same mnclusion), asin Takahashi’s (1994 approadc to successve gyclic
movement (but see Abels 2003. Adopting thisinto a phase-based system would lea to the cnclusion that every
phraseisaphase (see &so Epstein and Sedy 2002for a similar conclusion readed onindependent grounds, more
predsely, the nature of Spell-Out), which is probably the simplest hypaothesis, sincethen we do nd haveto look for
away of makingonly certain projedions gedal inthat they, but not other projedions, would betargetsof successve
cyclic movement (seeEpstein and Sedy 1999 Boskovi¢ 20028, and Boedkx and Grohmann 2004for problems for
Chomsky’ sway of making CP and vP spedal in this resped). The analysisto be proposed below does not depend
onwhether we will adopt Chomsky’s view of successve ¢/clic movement, where such movement targets only CP
andvP, or the Boskovié/Boedx/Takahashi view (see &so Manzini 1994, where successve g/clic movement would
target each maximal projedion onits way. For ease of expaosition | will continue using the term phase, with the
understanding that the notioncan be understoodeither asin Chomsky (1999 2000 (i.e. with orly CPsand vPs being
phases, see dso footnote 18), or the phase update of Boskovié/Boedix/Takahashi (with every phrase being aphase),
the choice between the two being immaterial for our current purposes.
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between W andY or that W hasaK feaurethat can ched theK feaureof Y. For ease of exposition,

| represent the latter option.)?”

(BO) W [p..X...Y]

U iF
k uK
EPP
(3D [xp .- X....Y]
iF
K

Why would Y need an uninterpretablefeaureto makeit visiblefor movement? SinceXPisaphase,
giventhe PIC, which statesthat only the eldge of aphase (Spec and heal) isaccesgble from outside
of the phase, if Y isto eventualy move outside of XP it first has to get to its Spec In Chomsky’s
analysisthisisimplemented by giving X the EPPproperty, which drivesmovement of Y to SpecXP,
with the further proviso that X can be given the EPP property only if this is neaded to make
successve cyclic movement possble, i.e. if Y doesnot remain in SpecXP (in ather words, at point

(31 we nedal to know that W will enter the structure later, asin (30)). As discussed abowve, such

ZIThelatter optionis smpler, sincethe former option hes abit of amiraaulousflavor: why would F-feaure
chedking have anythingto dowith uK? Nevertheless | will remain neutral with resped tothetwo passbiliti es. Notice
also that in Chomsky’s (1995 system, the uK of Y would be afully spedfied feaurein neal of cheding, whereas
in Chomsky’s(1999 2000 systemit would na befully spedfied—cheding would involve valuation o Y. Chomsky
tiesvaluationto uninterpretabilit y sothat uninterpretablefeauresare unvalued. Although appedingin somerespeds
the propasal aso has a number of problems. One obvious question is why valuation and interpretability shoud be
tied lexicdly (cf. aso Pesetsky and Torrego 2009. Ancther problem isthat becaise Chomsky’ s propasal disallows
the possbility of two uninterpretable feaures being chedked against one ancther it forces Chomsky quite generally
to tie dhedking of an urinterpretable feaure F of agoal to chedking of a diff erent uninterpretable feaure K of its
probe (notethat interpretablefeaurescanna serve aprobes), which makesfeaure chedkingrather cumbersome (see
the point made &ove) andlealsto a proliferation o feauresinvolved in cheding. Also, while the valuation (i.e.
underspedfication) approachingeneral may have some empiricd plausibilit y with resped to ¢-feaures(seePesetsky
and Torrego 2009, it isvery difficult to motivate it empiricaly with resped to aher feaures. Nevertheless much
of what | will say below will be neutral with resped to the two passhiliti es noted above (cheding vs. valuation). |
will adopt chedking primarily for ease of exposition. The qualificaion “for ease of expasition” may need to be
dropped in light of the problems noted above and Boskovi¢'s (20049 empirica evidencefor the superiority of the
cheding approach. Thereader shoud bea in mindthat the discusson below is gated in terms of feaure cheding,
not valuation.
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look-ahead is obviously problematic.

Consider now what we nead to acomplishin (31). We need to knaw that Y will eventually
need to move outside of XP, so that we move it to SpecXP in (31), bu we do nd want any look-
ahead invalved. Furthermore, as discussed above, Y shoud na be undergoing any feaure dheding
within XP (recdl that there is no feaure heding with intermediate heads). So the first thing we
need to know isthat Y will have to move outside of XP. Do we know that in (31)? In fad, we do.
The uK of Y, which canna be dhedked within XP, iswhat tellsusthat Y will need to move. If Y
does nat moveto SpecXP, itsuK feaurewill never be chedked. So, WK of Y iswhat tellsusthat Y
will have to move, andwe know that withou look-ahea (i.e., we know this at paint (31)).22 All of
thiswould be repeaed onany higher phase level.

Noticethat under thisanalysisthereisno reed to mark theintermediatehead (X in (30)) with
the EPPfedure to drive movement to its Spec since the movement is independently required. In
other words, we have just deduced intermediate EPP effeds (i.e. EPP effeds involved in
intermediate, successve gyclic movement) from theindependently required urinterpretablefeaure
onthemoving element. Wewill seein sedion 5that under the aurrent analysis, the generalized EPP
effed, which isin Chomsky's g/stem treaed as a formal requirement on the target to have an
(additional) Spedfier, isfully deducible, hencethe generalized EPPmedanism can be diminated
(pending sedion 5,1 will continuethe discusgonasauming the medanism, bu only for final targets
of movement).

Under the aurrent analysis, the AC is needed to implement successve oyclic movement.

However, it isnolonger aprinciple, but esentiall y atheorem, with an interesting twist that the AC

28At this point in the discusson, we can assume that Y movesin search for a cheder sinceits uK feaure
canna be dedked within XP, which meansthat leaving Y in situ will i nevitably lead to a aash. (A similar proposa
is made independently in Franks and Lavine 2004 who suggest that at the end o ead phase, any phrase with an
unchedked feaure moves to the periphery of its phase in order to be accesble to apotentia higher cheder.) The
situationwill besimplified uncer the propasals made below: | will arguethat the uK feaure simply indicaesthat Y
needs to move-more predsely, because of the presenceof uK, Y nealsto moveto SpecXPin order to avoid being
sent to Spell-Out (the relevant assumption being that complements of phase heals are sent to Spell-Out; seethe
discusgon in sedion 4for what goes wrong if Y is @nt to Spell-Out). This means that movement to SpecXPis
immediately “helping” Y.

| will also argue below that chedking of an urinterpretablefeaure K onY requiresY to functionasaprobe,
asaresult of which'Y neeadsto c-commandthe chedker. Thismeansthat Y in (30) hasto moveto SpecdWPto function
asaprobe. Asaresult, even when W does nat have the EPPfeaure Y canna remain in the Specof the phase heal
just below W, chedkingall therelevant feaures(in ather words, wewould bededi ng herewith Moverather than pure
Agreeregardlessof whether W has an EPPfeaure or not).
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must hdd orly for the caeswhere Y neeadsto move outside of aphaseto chedk afeaure.?® Therole
of theuninterpretablefeaureof Y istoidentify Y asan element that needsto move & the point when
no structure ébove XPis present (seehere footnote 28). However, as noted abowe, thereis no reed
to have the AC as an independent principle. Y in (30) can either have uK or not.*° If it does nat, Y
will never move outside of XP (sinceit won't move to SpecXP), as aresult of which the uF of W
will remain urcheded and its EPP property will not be satisfied. If Y has uK, it will move to
SpecXP, asdiscussed above. It will eventually move to SpedWVP, satisfying the EPPproperty of W
and cheding the F-feaure of W, with the uK of Y being cheded as a reflex of the F-fedure
chedking relation a by the correspondng K fedure in W. The movement of Y to SpecXP in (30)
isthus gredly, in the sensethat Y movesto SpecXPto help itself; if it does not moveitsK feaure
will remain urcheded (so, in a sense, the movement is feaure-cheding driven). Crucialy, Y
undergoes no feaure dhedking with the X head 3 In fad, the X head has redly nothing to dowith
the movement of Y toits Spec Recdl that under Chomsky’ s approad, movement of Y to SpecXP
is driven by an inadequacy of the intermediate head X. This is nat the cae under the airrent
approad, where the movement isdriven by aproperty of Y. Wethusdo nd need to pasit afeaure-
chedking relation between X and Y or an EPPfeaure on X. When it comes to movement of Y to
SpecXP, theintermediate head X isan innacent by-stander, it has nothing to dowithit. Recadl that,
as discussd in sedion 2,thisis exadly what we want. We have thus acaomplished ou goa of
implementing successve g/clic movement withou fegure dnedingwithintermediateheads. Crucial
to the analysis was the AC, which was used to implement successve ¢yclic movement. However,
| have agued that to the extent that it holds, the AC is now a theorem (see &so the discusson
below), which resolves the conceptual problem with the AC noted in the beginning of this sdion.

Thismeansthat in additi onto implementing successve g/clic movement withou feaure-cheding

2f thereisno phase boundary between X and Y, Y doesnat need UK to moveto SpecX P (seg however, the
discusson kelow, which will require uK onY evenin this case for reasonsindependent of our current concerns).

%Thereareseveral posshiliti eshere: the samelexicd item can optionally recaéve uK, or we aededingwith
two diff erent lexicd items, one having uK, and orenat. In ather words, there aetwo derivationsto consider: theone
where Y hasuK, andthe onewhere it doesnat haveit. (Somelexicd itemsawayshave uK, for example nours-this
isthe traditional Case Filter.)

3 Thiswould bethe cae evenif wefoll ow Chomsky in assumingthat EPP-driven movement involvesfeaure
chedking since movement to SpecXP isnot EPP-driven.
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relations with intermediate heads, we have now deduced the dfeds of the AC. In aher words,
successve cyclic movement now works as it shoud, and we have understoodthe role of the AC,
which is nolonger ablatant stipulation 3

Thereisoneinteresting consequenceof the goproach tothe AC argued for here. Asdiscussed
abowe, theroleof the ACistoimplement successve ¢/clic movement. SinceAgreedoesnat involve
movement at all, it followsthat the AC shoud na hold for Agree Thisisadeparture from Chomsky
(1999,2000, wherethe AC hddsfor bathMove and Agree bu asamatter of principle. | will return

in sedion 5to this consequence of the arrent analysis, puting it aside for the moment.

4. Phases and successve ¢yclic movement

Let usnow consider in more detail the relevance of phasesin the syntadic computation, und the
asuumptionthat multi ple Spell-Out halds (seeEpstein 1999%and Uriagereka1999. Chomsky (1999,
2000 proposesthat phases determine which chunks of syntadic structure ae shipped to Spell-Out,
an assumptionthat | also adopt here. Foll owing Chomsky (1999, | will also assume that oncewe
read a phase, everything but the edge of the phase, which means the cmmplement of the phase, is
shipped to Spell-Out. At that point we establish word order in the unit that is snt to Spell-Oui.
Foll owing Fox and Pesetsky (in press, | assumethat oncewe establi sh word arder within that unit,
the order of the relevant elementsis frozen—t can nolonger be dhanged. However, | would like to
make a stronger point than Fox and Pesetsky (in press do here. | propose that onceY is ordered
within a spell-out unit K, the phondogy canna receive aty higher unit with new information
concerning theword order of Y: informationregarding word arder of Y is hipped to the phondogy
only once In ather words, the foll owing canna happen: spell-out unit K sends information to the
phondogy that contains Y, therefore establi shing word order for Y. A higher spell-out unit K’ then

32Regarding Superiority, it can nolonger be stated asan Attraa Closest requirement. There ae several ways
of instantiating Superiority effedsin the aurrent system. One posshbility isthat a Superiority violation cccursat the
point when a wh-phrase moves over another wh-phrase dong the lines of a derivational update of the Cheng and
Demirdache (1990 analysis (seePark in preparation for an implementation o thisanalysisthat isfully compatible
with the arrent system). Ancther possbility istotrea Superiority asarepresentational constraint (see for example,
Lasnik and Saito 1992, or have it foll ow from semantic considerations, asin Hornstein (1995. | leave for future
research exploration d these options for proper treament of Superiority effeds, merely noting here that the first
optioniseasily extendable to ather cases of intervention effeds.
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sends informationto the phondogy that also contains Y, but not as part of K (Y would bein anew
pasitionasaresult of movement of Y from K to K’) . Thismeansthat nomorethan ore spell -out unit
cansendinformationtothephondogy regarding any element Y .33 Thisassumptionstraightforwardly
resolvesaseriousisauethat arisesunder most other approaches. If, dueto the goplicaion d multiple
Spell -Out, thephondogy canrecevemorethan oreinpu regarding Y, how canthe phondogy know
how to combinethe different inpusregarding Y, which arelikely to be conflicting (seeAusin 2001
for somerelevant discusson)? Under the aurrent approad, this stuationcanna arise since Spell -Out
canna apply more than orceto any element, even in the multi ple Spell -Out system.>* Since phases
determinewhat is snt to the phondogy, thisgivesusthefreezing eff ed of phases: if something will

ever move, then it canna be mntained in aunit that is shipped to Spell -Out.* This way we deduce
PIC effeds: Y has to move to SpecXP, XP aphase, in arder not to get caught in a spell-out unit,
whichwould freeze it for pronurciation pupases. The freezing eff ed of phases, with the PIC asan
escgpe hatch, follows. As in the Fox and Pesetsky (in pres9 analysis, it is established via
pronurtiation, i.e. it holds for PF, bu it has an effed on successve oyclic movement, more

predsdly, it forcesit to procea viathe Specof phase heals.*® Sincewe have drealy achieved the

33 am ignoring here lower spell-out units that are mntained within higher units-those durks of structure
have already been operated on(andlineaized) by the phondogy so that the phondogy examinesonly new structure
that higher spell -out units add.

3Notice dso that, in contrast to the Fox and Pesetsky analysis, under the aurrent analysisthereis no reed
to keep track of ordering statements, which violate the InclusivenessCondtion.

35For the moment, | ignore the mpy theory of movement, returning to it below.

3Thispoint isin the spirit of Fox and Pesetsky, but the a¢ual implementation o the paint israther diff erent
(seealso foatnote 34). Asaresult, in anumber of cases where successve ¢/clic movement would na be forced to
procedl viathe Specof aphase head under the Fox and Pesetsky analysis, it will still be forced to doso under the
current analysis. For example, it appeasthat under the Fox and Pesetsky analysis, subjed wh-movement in (i) would
not (have to) proceea viathe enbedded clause SpedCP, while onthe airrent analysisit would have to proceel via
the pasitionin question. (I leave for future research exploring in more detail empirica diff erences between the Fox
and Pesetsky analysis and the aurrent analysis.)

(i) Who doyouthink [ [ s t; likes Mary]] ?

Itisalso worth naing that Fox and Pesetsky doleaveroom for syntax to play arolein successve gyclic movement.
Although in their analysis siccesgve gyclic movement via elges of phasesis often crucial for pronurciation, they
seemto leaveit upto syntax to determine when such movement isall owed or prohibited (they infad hint at syntadic
fedure cheding in intermediate positions). On the other hand, under the aurrent analysis, this is not the cae:
movement to the Specof intermediate phase headsisindeal pronurciation-driven (see dso the discusson o Agree
below). Asaresult, it could be said that the aurrent analysis, which foll ows the Fox and Pesetsky insight regarding
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PIC effed viaPF, it would beredundant to dugi catethe phase/PIC eff e in the syntax, whichwould
happen if ontop d the proposals made éowve, we asume foll owing Chomsky (2000 that only the
edge of aphaseisvisiblefrom outside of the phasein the syntax (i.e. the PIC). | thereforefoll ow Fox
and Pesetsky (in presg in asauming that the PIC shoud be eliminated as a syntadic locdity
condition.In ather words, phasesandPIC haveno dred relevancefor thelocdity of syntax, theonly
thing that they determineiswhat is sipped to Spell-Out (i.e. untsof multi ple Spell-Out). However,
indiredly, they still end y forcing successve o/clic movement. But since phases have no dred
relevanceto syntax, they do nd represent syntadicdly opaque domains, which means that in the
syntax itself phases are accesble from the outside. And the PIC has no status whatsoever (PIC
effedsfor succesgve gyclic movement are deduced from Chomsky’ s1999claim that the phondogy
works onthe complement of the phase head).

Chomsky (2000 propased that phaseshold for anumber of diff erent domains, eadtimethis
being stated as a matter of principle, i.e. by stipulation. The line of reseach pusued here, in the
spirit of Fox and Pesetsky (in press, isto have a many appli caions of phasesto dfferent domains
follow as a matter of theorem, na principle. Thus, for Chomsky (2000, pheses are relevant to
multi ple Spell-Out and the locdity of syntax, ead time & a matter of principle.®” In the arrent
system, which in the relevant respea foll ows Fox and Pesetsky, phases hold for multi ple Spell -Out
asamatter of principle, bu their relevanceto thelocdity of syntax istheorematic, which meanswe
understandit.

Having outlined the analysis to be pursued, let us consider in more detail how the freezing
effed of PF onelementsthat are sent to Spell-Out isacdhieved. Suppase Y movesto SpecXP, XPa
phase, and then the complement of the X phase head, which contains a wpy of Y under the copy
theory of movement, is ent to Spell-Out. We still have asituation where the phondogy gets
information regarding where to pronource Y more than orce in the initial spell-out domain

(complement of X), andin at least one higher domain. Theissue can be handed straightforwardly

the role of pronurtiation in successve oy/clic movement, is adualy more in the spirit of the Fox and Pesetsky
analysisthan the ad¢ual implementation d the insight in Fox and Pesetsky’ s paper.

$"Chomsky (1999, onthe other hand, hints at the posshilit y of linking the two, but additional assumptions
are neaded to achieve that. Note dso that withou additional assumptions, which | will not be alopting here (apart
from the propcsals made aove), sending a churk of structure X to Spell-Out will not freezeX for syntadic
computation (seehere footnote 40).
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if we asumethat pronurciationisfixed orly for headsof trivial chains(more preasely, full chains),
not for lower elements in nontrivia chains; otherwise, a question will arise how lower copy
pronurciation motivated by PF considerations, which has ample empirical motivation (seeAbels
2001, Bohaljik 2002,Boskovi¢ 2001, 2002b, 20041Boskovi¢ and Nunes 2004, Franks 1998,
Hiramatsu 2000,Lambova 2002, 2004Landau 2003, Nunes 2004, Pesetsky 1997, 1998Reglero
2004 ,and Stjepanovi¢ 1999,2003, can ever be dl owed. Thismeansthat no problemswill arise(i.e.
PF will nat freeze Y for pronurciation) if at the point when Y isfirst sent to Spell-Out, Y isnot the
head of atrivial chain (i.e. it isnot afull chain). Accordingly, we can escgoe the freezing effed of
Spell-Out if Y moves to SpecXP, so that the first time Y is sent to Spell-Out, which is when the
complement of X is snt to Spell-Out, Y within the complement of X is nat the head o atrivia
chain (i.e.itisnot a mmplete chain). If instead of moving Y to SpecXP wewait andmoveY to the

Specof ahigher phase heal Z in the following configuration

(32) [ [xp X... Y]]

where bath ZP and XP are phases, there will be aproblem: when the cmmplement of the X phase
head is nt to Spell-Out, Y, whichiscontained withinit, isthehead of atrivial chain, which means
its pronurciationwill befixed. Thishasthe dfead of freezing Y for movement, since movement of
Y will result in sending additional informationto the phondogy regarding the pronurciation d Y,
which is disall owed, as discussed abowve.

The above analysiscan also beinstantiated asfoll ows under the @py theory of movement:®
what is sent to the phondogy is the whde phase XP, bu the phondogy works only on the
complement of the phase hea (i.e., the phondogy “sees’ the whde phase XP, but works only on
the complement of X). Thismeansthat if Y movesto SpecXP, the phondogy will “know” that Y
in the complement of X, the spell-out domain, isalower copy (i.e. it isnot a mmplete dhain) since
it sees another copy of Y. If Y does nat move to SpecX P, the phondogy will seeonly one cpy of
Y, whichmeans Y will be a omplete dhain for the phondogy. Consequently, the phondogy will

38Asnoted by Steven Franks (p.c.), thefoll owing assumptionis nat necessary under the remerger theory of
movement.
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determine the pronurtiation d Y, thus freezing it in placein the cmmplement of X, the spell-out
domain. Later movement of Y to SpecZPin (32) will then lead to aviolation, as discussed abowve.
If Y does move to SpecXP, then in acwmrdance with the assumption, argued for in the éove
references (see epedally Franks 1998and Boskovi¢ 2001, 2002 that the head of a nontrivial
chain is pronourced urlessthe pronurciation o the head would lead to a PF violation** Y in the
complement of X will be marked for deletion, povided that there is nothing wrong with the
phondogicd redization d thehigher copy of Y. The procedurewill berepeaed onany higher phase
level. Thisway the possbility of phondogicdly redizing Y will be pushed upthrough successve
phases, urtil the final target isreated.

Let usconsider theissue with resped to the astrad structurein (33), where A, B, andC are
phases, and X1-X4 members of the same nontrivial chain, with the pronurciation d X1 being
blocked by a PF requirement, and X2 and X3 locaed at phase alges (i.e. Specs of B and C).

(B3 [A XL [ X2 [ X3 X4]]] (X1 cannot be pronounced due to a PF violation)

Thefirst spell -out unit is determined bythe phase C, which contains two members of the X-chain.
(Recallthat the phondogy seesthe whale phase C, bu works only onthe complement of the phase
head.)Given that the pronurciation d X3 would nd result in aPFviolation, at the point when this
unitis sent to Spell-Out X4 will be marked for deletion (see(34)a). Then, in the syntax we buil d the
structurein B, which contains ancther copy d the X-chain, again sending structure to Spell-Out.
Given the preference for the PF redizaion d the highest copy, at this point X3 is marked for
deletion(see(34)b). Finaly, phase A is added in the syntax, and the whaole structure is again sent
to Spell-Out. Given that the pronurciation d X1 leals to a PFviolation, X1 is deleted, with X2

remaining as the sole survivor of the copy-deletion process (see (34)c).

(34) a. [ X3 X4]
b.[ X2 [.¥%3 4]

39SeeNunes (2004 for an explanation o why thereisapreferencefor the pronurciation o the highest copy,
andwhy thisisonly a preference, not an absolute requirement.
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C.EXE [ X2 [X%3 *4]]]

Sincemulti ple Spell -Out pushes up the surviving copy d anontrivia chain successvely through
higherspell-out units, this g/stem naturally leads to the cnclusion that the next highest copy is
pronouncedvhen the highest copy o anonttrival chain canna be pronourced duetoaPFviolation.
Thisis predsely what has been argued for on empiricd grounds in Franks (1998 and Boskovi¢
(2001, 2004b).

To summarize, given that we can oltain successve ¢yclic movement via PF, namely the
assumption that the complement of a phase hea is nt to Spell-Out, it would be redundant to
duplicatethe phase/PIC eff ed in the syntax by assumingthat only the edgeof aphaseisvisiblefrom
outsideof the phase in the syntaxThismeans that the PIC as a syntadic locdity condtion shoud
beeliminated. Moregenerally, pheseshaveno dred relevanceto thelocdity of syntax--they do nd
definesyntadicdly opaque domains. It then follows that phases/PIC are irrelevant to pue Agree
In other words, the PIC does not constrain Agree (the daim is also made in Stjepanovi¢ and
Takahashi 2001).

Thereduction d the dired effed of phases to the phondogy (more predsely, the syntax-
phonologyinterface, syntadic successve ¢yclic movement (implemented viathe AC) beingaside
effectof this, hasthus led usto pasit arather radicd distinction between Move and Agree While
Move is constrained by the PIC (albeit indirectly), Agree is*hot.

“Note also that if thereis such athing as LF feaure movement, or LF phrasal movement, these would na
be subjed to the PIC, sincethey do nd aff ed pronurtiation. Recdl also that, asnoted in foatnote 37, sending a unit
X to Spell-Out in itself does not freezeX for further syntadic computation, hence would na block application o
Agreeinto X. Consider, for example, the standard assumptions regarding Spell-Out in the pre-multi ple Spell -Out
model (cf. Chomsky 1995: thephondogy was sSmply assumed to strip off thephondogicd feaures(i.e. thefeaures
it needs), all other feaures remaining in the syntax, where they are accesble for syntadic computation and for
semantics. In a multi ple Spell-Out system, the only differenceis that the operation d Spell -Out appli es more than
once Under this smple cnception of Spell-Out, an applicaion d Spell-Out to X by itself would na freezeX for
Agree Notice dsothat | asuumethat phasesthemselvescannd full y definethe syntadic cycle. (Inthe arrent system,
phases in fad have no dred relevance to syntax.) Regarding the ¢scle, | am in fad adopting the standard
asauumptions, some of which would need to be given upif the g/cle were to be defined onphases alone. (Chomsky
2000also seansto assumethat the syntadic cycle shoud na be defined on plases alone, seehisp. 132(condtion
(53)) and pp 136-137for variousapproachesto the gycle.) Thus, | assumethefoll owing: (a) The o/cleisdefinedwith
resped to the target of movement/Agree (this means that in principle we can return to alower level to pick upa
moving element, or pick agoal, aslong as the target of movement, or the probe, isin the highest cycle; of course,
reading too cee into the structure for amoving element would often cause apronurciation problem, as discussed
above, but we do nd nedl the syntactic cycle to rule out such cases (seg for example, the discusson o the
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Recallalso that we have used the AC aboveto implement successve gyclic movement. Since
Agreedoes nat involve movement at all, | concluded above that the AC shoud na hold for Agree

either. This means that neither phases/PIC nor the AC constrain Agree.

5. Eliminating generalized EPP

Before exploring in more detail broader empiricd consequences of this conception o Agree
considerthe consequence of Agreenat being subjed to phases/PIC for (30)-(31). As discussd
above, Y moves to SpecXP, XP a phase, so that the uK feaure of Y can be eventually licensed.
Recdl, however, that phases/PIC are irrelevant to Agree This means that uK can be in principle
checkedevenif Y remains buried within aphase. But then thereisno need to move Y to ched Uk,
hencepy Last Resort, it shoud na be possbleto moveit (i.e. the need to ched it could na drive
movement)Now, Y (with uK) will eventuall y haveto movefor feaure-cheding puposes(becaise
of W, which has an EPPfeaure), which meansthat thereis aneed to moveit to SpecXP. However,
we do nd know thisat the paint that structure building hesreaded in (31), wewill know thisonly
onceW entersthe structure, asin (30). In ather words, we need look-ahead: at the point when (31)
hasbeen bult we need to know that W will eventually enter the structure. As noted abowve, such
look-ahead is anyway needed in Chomsky’s g/stem. We wuld simply (regrettably) accept this as
a fact of life. Let us, however, try to do better than this. The probliéi(30) isthat the diaaitic
indicatingthat Y will have to move to Spec\WP is placed onW, given that we need to know that Y
will be moving kefore W enters the structure. As noted abowve, the problem is quite general in
Chomsky’s(1999, 200Dsystem. For example, in this g/stem, in order to ded de whether whatwill

be moving to the Spec of thatin (35) we neal to know at the point that structure building hes
reachedn (35) whether the structure éove (35) will be expanded asin (36) or (37). (I am ignaing

herevP as a phase.)

(35) that John bought what

configurationin (32) above)); (b) al syntadic operations, except perhaps adjunction, are strictly cyclic (thiswould
not be the cae in astrictly phase-based cycle system, where, for example, we could first do movement to the CP
projedion, and then domovement to a projedionwithin the (split) 1P).
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(36) Who thinks that John bought what
(37) Mary thinks that John bought what

Theproblem hereisthe same onewe have faceal abovewith resped to (31). The EPPfe&ure, which
indicateswhether element Y will move overtly or nat, is placed onan element (W) other than the
onethat isundergoing the movement in question, and sometimes we need to know whether Y will
bemoving owertly to SpecWP before W enters the structure. The cnclusionto be drawn from this
stateof affairsisobvious: we have been wrongin plaangthe diaaiti c indicaing the neal for overt
movementon the target (W)-the diaaitic shoud be placed on the moving element (Y). One
straightforwardwvay of achievingthiswould beto interpret the EPPproperty to mean ‘I need to be
aSpec, instead o ‘I need to have aSpec (the latter is what Chomsky does), and then placeit on
Y instead of W. Let us, howvever, try to do letter than that. In fad, let ustry to eliminate the EPP
diacritic altogether.

It is gandardly assumed that a probe must c-commandthe goal (i.e. the former probes only
its c-command damain), and that the probe must have an uninterpretable fedure; otherwise there
would be no read for it to function as a probe. Essentially following Epstein and Sedy (1999 (see
also Boeckx 2004) | would like to suggésdt the crrelation between functioning as a probe and
having an unnterpretable feaure is a two-way correlation: just like a probe must have an
uninterpretabléeaure, an uninterpretable feaure (i.e. an element with an uninterpretable feaure)
mustfunctionasaprobe. In ather words, chedking d an unnterpretable feaure K on X requires X
to function as a probe-more precisely, uK of X can be checlaral deleted onlyif X c-commands

thechedker.** Thismeansthat Y in (30) will needto undergo owert movement outside of XPin order

“The proposal implies that English has overt objed shift, i.e. overt movement of acaisative dements to
SpecAgroP/SpecovP, motivated by li censing of the acaisative Case of theobjed, an urinterpretablefeaure. There ae
many argumentsin thelit eratureto thiseff ed (seeAuthier 1991, BoSkovi¢ 1997a,b, 20023, 2004, Epstein and Sedy
1999 Johnson 1991 Koizumi 1995 Lasnik 1999 McCloskey 2000, Runrer 1998 Ura 1993 among others). The
argumentsareparticularly strongregarding ECM acausative, whichmust be astructural Case (dired objed acasative
could be an inherent Case since the Case-licensing verb 6-marks the NP in question, which means that it is not
necessarily an urinterpretable fegure, seeBoskovi¢ 20023). | aso assume the partiti ve Case hypothesis regarding
Case assgnment to the asciate of there, where the asciate may undergo overt Case-licensing movement (see
footnote 13). Again, there ae anumber of argumentsin the literature for partiti ve Case licensing (see for example,
Belletti 1988 Boskovi¢ 1997a, 20023, Epstein and Sedy 1999 Lasnik 1995 1999 and Martin 1992 see &so these
worksfor argumentsthat there has Case, an assuumptionthat | also adopt here). Note dso that, asdiscussed in Epstein
and Sedy (1999, thereisamutual c-command relation between an expletivein Sped P and | the expletive merges
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tolicenseitsuK feaure (i.e. pure Agreewon't sufficefor that evenif Y islocaed in SpecXP, with
no other phasesintervening ketween Y and W), andwe know that before W entersthe structure (UK
onY says: | am moving!). In ather words, Y will have to move to a pasition c-commanding the uK
licensernin order to ched thefeaure, andsincethe uK licenser isnot present within XP, thismeans
that Y will have to move overtly outside of XP, hence has to move to SpecXP. Eventually, Y will
have to move to a position c-commanding W. Given the shortest move requireéméhitn fad

move to the closest position c-commanding W, which means Sp&WP.

with the objed that islabelled by I, henceis|, given that the label isthe head (seeChomsky 1994); the expletivein
SpedPandl then c-commandead ather under Epstein’ s (1999 derivational approac to c-command. Given mutual
c-command, the expletive and| can probe eat ather (if thisisnecessary, i.e. if | hasan urinterpretable Casefedure;
seealso Chomsky 1999for the propasal that the expletive probes|1). More generaly, two elementsin a Spec-heal
configuration can probe eab ather, i.e. they can serve & goals for ead ather (see &so sedion 6.3. regarding the
posshility of aresurredion d the Spec-head configurationasafeaure chedking configuration). There aethen two
options in a structure like the following: X(uK)....Y (uK), where X andY need to probe eat ather and X is higher
than'Y before Y movesto SpecXP: X will probeY either before Y movesto SpecXP (if uninterpretable feauresdo
not disappea before they are sent to Spell -Out) or X will probeY after Y movesto SpecXP (i.e. at that point X and
Y will probe eat aher).

What abou languages that all ow nominative NPs to foll ow the verb which daes nat moveto C? Such NPs
appea not to move to SpedP overtly; still they receve nominative. There ae several ways of acoommodating the
case under consideration: (a) Nominative Casein questionisnot an urinterpretablefedure, which meansit doesnot
require movement to Sped P (seeBoskovi¢ in pressh andreferencestherein for evidencethat someinstancesof Case
are not uninterpretable); (b) Nominative Casein questionisadually adefault Case, hencenot assgned by I; (c) We
are deding here with overt movement to Sped P foll owed by pronurciation d alower copy of the nominative NP.
Thisanalysisisvery plausiblefor languageswherethe subjedsin questionarefocused (for example Serbo-Croatian,
seeStjepanovi¢ 1999 2003 Russdan, seeBailyn 1995 and Itali an, seeBell etti and Shlonsky 1995 Calabrese 1992
andZubizareta1998. Asauming with Franks (1998 and BoSkovi¢ (2001, 20020 that lower copy pronurtiationis
li censed only when PF considerationsrequireit (seesedion 4), Stjepanovi¢ (1999 2003 arguesthat whenthesubjed
isfocdized, PF considerations (in particular, assgnment of nuclea stress which isborne by focdized elementsand
assggned to the most deeply embedded element in the sentence) force pronurciation d alower copy of the subjed;
(d) If thereisan LF comporent which derivationally foll owsthe overt syntax comporent, the nominativesin question
could beundergoing phrasal movement to Sped Pin LF; (€) Postverbal nominativesarelocaed inarightward Sped P
(see Zubizareta 1999 regarding Spanish). | leave further exploration o the options setched above for future
reseach.(Notice also that since assuming a separate LF comporent that derivationally foll ows the overt syntax
comporent leads to well -known theoreticd complications, | will nat be assuming it below, which rules out option

(d).)

42Seeal so Richards (2001) for relevant discusson o the shortest move requirement. Head movement would
also be an option, if it existsin overt syntax (seeChomsky 2001and Boedkx and Stjepanovi¢ 2001for claims that
it does nat). If it does exist, there is the question, independent of the aurrent analysis, of whether a feaure to be
chedked will be checked in a Spechead or ahead-head configuration. For relevant discusson, seeBoskovié (2007),
who explores the question o whether afeaureto be chedked nealsto be lexicdly spedfied for the exad feaure-
cheding configuration (Spec-head or head-head), anisauethat shoud haverecdaved more dtentionin theliterature.
(On the basis of the Slavic li-construction, | suggest that cheding through head movement may in fad be un
unmarked option(all elsebeingequal, whichit rarely is), which makes nsegiventhat it involves $orter movement
than cheding via movement to Spec For relevant discusson, see 4so Nunes 1998 and Alexiadou and
Anagnaostopouou 1999)
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Recallthat we have seen abowve that the AC does not hald for Agree The &owve discusson
leadsusto an even stronger conclusion: the AC configuration,wherethegoal hasan uninterpretable
featureuK, can in fad never leal to pue Agree sinceit will always forcethe relevant element to
undergo movement so that it can function as a pfobe.

Thereis another consequenceof the aurrent analysis. we have just deduced the generali zed
EPPeffed. (By GeneralizedePP1 don't mean just the traditional EPP, which hdds of the Specof
IP, but the more general requirement that certain heads have aSpec) Thus, Y in (30) will now have
to moveto SpecWP evenif W doesnaot havethe EPPproperty, which isthen dispensable. Under the
current analysis, generalized EPP effects follow from the AC (i.e. the uK of the nsberiment),
whichitself foll owsfrom somethingelse. Asfar as| cantell, thisisthefirst timewe have been able
to achieve this in the Minimalist program. Since the beginning d the program, there have been
variousways of stating the generalized EPP effed formally: in ealy Minimalism this was dore
throughstrongfedures, and in the aurrent theory throughthe EPP diaaitic, which indicates that
certainheals need Spedfiers. In the arrent approad, generali zed EPPeffedsfoll ow from the uK
featureof the moving element, which is independently needed even in Chomsky’ s system, which
cruciallyreliesonthegeneralized EPP. | concludethereforethat generali zed EPPeffedsfoll ow from
anindependently needed medhanism. Theinterestingtwist of the aurrent analysisisthat, for thefirst
time,thegeneralized EPPeffed is gated as aproperty of the movingelement, na thetarget, which,
asdiscussed above, has helped usanayzewithou look-ahead constructionswherewe need to know

Duk-Ho An(p.c.) suggestsan interesting alternativeto the analysispresented in thetext; namely, he suggests
considering uninterpretable feaures to be ill egitimate PF objects, as in Chomsky (1993. Asaresult, Y, with uK,
could na be sent to Spell-Out, sincethat would cause a c¢ash in PF. Thismeansthat Y would have to move to the
edge of the phaseto escape being sent to Spell -Out (the copy theory of movement can be acommodated asdiscussed
above, so that the wpy of Y inthe spell-out domainisdeleted.). Thereasonwhy | adopt the uninterpretable-feaure-
must-function-as-a-probe analysis rather than the ill egitimate-PF-objed analysis is that the former enables us to
dispense with the generalized EPPeffed (i.e. the I-need-a-Spec property of target heals), as discussed bel ow.

“There are acouple of exceptions. One of them hasto dowith the head-complement configuration, which
involves mutual c-command ketween the head and its complement (hence ather can function as a probe or agoal),
andthe other one involves configurationslike (i), wheretherelation between X andY caninvolve pure Agree with
X being aprobe andY agoal. However, Y will till eventually move to SpecZP so that it can probe Z.

() Z (K) X (UF) Y (iF, uK)
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whether overt movement movement will take place before its target enters the sffucture.

In light of the above discussion, consider (38), the case of the traditional EPP effect.

(38) *Arrived John.
(39) cf. Johparrived t

Like al nours, Johnhas an urinterpretable Case fegure uK (which isaminimalist instantiation o
the traditional Case Filter].o ched the fegure, Johnhas to move to SpedP, so that it can probe
l. (38) isruled ou becaise the uK of Johnis not checked. Under this analysis, the traditifr
follows from the uK of John which is adually the traditional Case Filter.** In ather words,
traditiond EPP effeds are there becaise nours have Case. Given this assumption, which is also
adopted by the standard EPP-based analysis, we can then dispense with the traditional EPP.

Sevea recat works (see Boedx 200Q(, Boskovi¢ 2002, Epstein and Sedy 1999,
GrohmannDrury, andCastill 0 2000 and Martin 1999 that attempt to elimi nate thetraditional EPP
account for (38py appedingto the Inverse Case Filter (seeBoskovi¢ 1997), more predsely, the
requirementthat traditional Case adgners must ched/assgn their Case in a Spechea
configurationUnder the arrent analysis, thereisno reed to apped to either the EPPor the Inverse
CaseFilter to acourt for (38), i.e. they bath may be dispensable. All we neel is (aversion d) the
traditional Case Filtef’

Underthe analysis proposed here, the Case Filter, which under various guises has been

assumedhroughou the GB and the Minimalist frameworks (stated as a deding/vauation

“Thisisquite generally in line with the move in the arrent system to moving-element-driven movement,
as oppased to target-driven movement.

“Theanalysisleadstothe aloption o overt objed shift, seeinthisresped foatnote 4 1. Asfor quirky subjea
constructions in languages like Icdandic, they can be straightforwardly accounted for given that, as argued by a
number of authors (see for example, Bejar and Massam 1999 Bell etti 1988 BoSkovi¢ 20023, Chomsky 2000127,
Cowper 1988 Framptonand Gutmann 1999 and Freidin and Sprouse 1991), quirky subjedshave astructural Case,
whichisnot morphdogicdly redized, ontop d theinherent Case. Their movement to Sped P can then be driven by
the neal to chedk this Case.

“*Traditional Case asgnerscan, of course, still chedk their Case. However, thereisno reed to enforcethe
chedking of their Case. This sansdesirable, given the existenceof verbsthat appea to assgn Case only optionally.
(Compare John laughed with Johnlaughed himself silly, cf. also Mary is dressng (herself) and Peter is eating
(appes); see &so Franks 2002for empiricd problemsfor the Inverse Case Filter.)
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requirementn thelatter) is crucially invaved in A-movement-it isin fad the sole driving force of
A-movement. Withou it A-movement could na exist. We thus may have ar answer to the
importantquestion d why thereisaCaseFilter. In ather words, we @me doseto readingthelevel
of explanatory adequacy regarding the mechanism in question.

Consider now the following constructions (note that (40) is not a question):

(40) *[,» Is someone in the garden].
(41) [, Someone is in the garden].

(42) [ There is someone in the garden].

Recallthat, asnoted infoatnote 41,1 adopt the Bell etti/Lasnik analysis of existential constructions,
on which there has Case, and its associate beas partitive Case. Acoourting for (42) under this
analyss is draightforward. (The indefinite could adualy be undergoing owert objed shift, see
footnote41) Partitive Case sssgnment is gandardly assumed to beoptional. Theoptionistakenin
(42),bunotin (41), wherethesubjed NP movesto SpedPtoli censeits gructural nominative Case.
Considemow (40). The derivation onwhich the partitive Case option is nat taken can be eaily
accountedor sincethe Casefeaure of someoneanna be chedked withou aviolation,asdiscussed
above.Suppase, however, that we take the partiti ve Case option, in which case the indefinite NP
would be Case-licensed bythe verb (being an indefinite, the NP hasthe right kind o semantics for
partitive Case, in contrast to John in (38)), raising the question d why the @nstruction is
ungrammaticalObviously, the partiti ve Case derivationfor (40) nealsto be blocked. | proposethat
partitive Case can be assgned orly in the presence of therg hence nat in (40). Given that the
partitive Case option canna be taken, (40) can be acourted for in the sameway as (38). Why isit
that the partitive Case option can orly be taken when thereis present? | propcse that due to its
nature,partitive Case can be borne only by NPs, na DPs. Thisis resporsible for the definiteness
effectof existential constructions, given the natural assumptionthat definitenessrequires presence

of the DP projedion*” However, foll owing standard assumptions | assumethat (at least in English)

4'Since under the arrent analysis, which in the relevant respea acually follows Chomsky (1995 (seethe
discussonbelow), the asciate of thereina wnstructionlike Thereisawomaninthegardenisnot aDP, it follows
that the traditi onal indefinite aticleisnot (more predsely, doesnot haveto be) locaed in DP. The daim hasarealy
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thetraditional NP must always have the DP layer. What abou example (42), where the asciate of
there beas partitive Case, hence must be an NP? Here | adopt the intriguing proposal made in
Chomsky(1995 (for relevant discusson, see &so Frampton 1997 that the expletive/associate pair
is a complex DP, there being the DP layer, and its asciate the NP part.*® We have now
accomplishedvhat we set out to da the partiti ve Case option can be taken oy in the presence of
there Only then is the relevant NP adually an NP, which is a prerequisite for partitive Case
assignmentThis means that the partitive Case option cannat be taken in (40), as desired. Most
importantly, the paradigm i(#0)-(42) is acourted for withou appedingto either the EPPor the
InverseCaseFilter (in particular, wedo nd need either the EPPor the Inverse CaseFilter toacourt
for the presenceof therein (42)), inacordancewith the aurrent attempt to elimi natethe mecdhanisms
in questiort?

Consider now how thetypal ogy of multi plequestionformationwould bestated inthe aurrent
system. (Inthediscusson below | ignoreuCase of wh-phrases, whichwould belicensedinaposition
lower than CP.) Inamulti plewh-fronting languageli ke Bulgarian, wh-phraseswould be obli gatoril y
spedfiedwithauK feaure, whichin Boskovi¢ (2002h | argueisrelated to focus. Hence, they would
al undergo A’-movement. Inawh-in-situ languageli ke Chinese, wh-phraseswould na havethe uK
feaure in question, rence they would remain in situ. | assume that they would be unseledively
bound,the underlying assumption keing that, to be properly interpreted, a wh-phrase must either

been made on independent grounds by several authors who aherwise alopt the DP hypathesis (seg for example,
Bowers 1987and Stowell 1989. Note dso that in frameworks that assume aricher structure for the traditional NP,
what | am cdling an NP could acdually be ahigher functional projedion.

“8|f there dways has to be some kind d a cheding relation between the D and the NP (for relevant
discusson d D-N relations, seeLongobardi 1994), there and its associate would be involved in an Agreerelation.
We would then be going bad to aversion d the expletive replacanent hypothesisin that there would be adirea
syntadic relation between the expletive and its associate, which is misgng from Chomsky’s recent analyses of
existential constructions (seeChomsky 1999 200Q 2001), in contrast to Chomsky (1993 1995, where thereisa
dired syntadic relation between thetwo. Aninteresting asped of existential constructionsunder the aurrent analysis
isthat they involve a ‘scattered” DP, where both the DP part and the NP part are Case-marked. This could be a
prerequisitefor scatering of aDP, andmay acourt for itsrarity. (SeeBoskovic in pressh for other cases of scattered
DPswhere bath partsof the scatered DP must be Case-marked. See &so Hornstein and Witkos 2003and Sabel 2000
for ancther version o Chomsky’s complex DP analysis of the there-asociate relation.)

“In work in preparation, | extend the aurrent analysis of expletive there constructions to expletive it
constructions, forcing the presenceof the expletive independently of the EPRInverse Case Filter, the analysisbeing
based onthe propasal that clauses may have Case (seeBo3kovi¢ 1995and Picdl o 2009 and the propasal that there
isan expletive-asociate relation between the expletiveit andthe dause (seeBoskovi¢ 1997a and Tanaka 1995 who
argue aainst McCloskey 1991in thisresped.)
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move to an interrogative CP projedion a be unseledively bound ly an interrogative C (see
Boskovi¢ 2000. As for English, we can cgpture it if English wh-phrases optionally have the uK
fedure, with the further assumption that English +wh C does not allow more than ore Spedfier,
assmptions that are necessary under Chomsky's analysis as well.*®* We dso reed to adopt a
condtion like (43), asmall priceto pay given what is at stake here (eliminating the Generali zed
EPP), which is basicdly an urseledive binding update of Chomsky’'s (1973 condtion o the
interpretation of wh-phrasesandthe +wh Cin English. (I amonly repladng with urseledivebinding
Chomsky’ s assgnment of awh-phrasein situ to a +wh C that has afill ed Spec)

(43) Only aC with awh-phrasein its Spec ca urseledively bind awh-phrase in English.

A consequenceof the ebove assumptionsregarding Engli shisthat exadly onewh-phrasewill always
moveto SpedCPin English questions (seethe discusson d (44) below). Most importantly, thereis
no need to givetheinterrogative C in Engli sh an EPPproperty to forcemovement to SpecCP, which
isin linewith the eowve propasal that the medianism in question shoud be dispensed with.

The current analysis dso beas onthe wntroversial isaue of whether subjed wh-phrasesin
constructionslike (44) undergo movement to SpedCP (for recent discusgon,seeAgbayani 2000,An
2004,and Pesetsky and Torrego 2003).

(44) Who lft?

Given that, as noted above, to be properly interpreted a wh-phrase must either move to an
interrogative CP projedion o be unseledively bound ly an interrogative C, under the aurrent

*In Chomsky’s g/stem, whowould reed to have the uK feaure in Who did she say he gavethe bodk to (or
it could na undergo wh-movement), but would na haveit in What did she say he gaveto who (thefeaure muld na
be dhedked die to the PIC and kecause the feaure of the interrogative C that isresporsible for chedking the uK of
awh-phrasewould be deleted by what). Note dso that any analysis neadsto state the fad that Bulgarian all ows, and
Englishdoesnat all ow, multi ple Spedfiersof C. | leare open whether the distinctioncan be catured inadeeper way
than the one suggested in the text. (Anacther possbility under the arrent analysisisto asaume that the feaure of C
that chedksthe uK of the wh-phrase disappeas (erases and deletesin Chomsky’ s 1995terms) after first chedkingin
English, but not in Bulgarian; see &so Pesetsky 2000for a diff erent perspedive onthisisaue, where, like Bulgarian,
Engli sh all ows multi ple SpedCPsin the syntax, but, in contrast to Bulgarian, does nat al ow pronurciation d more
than ore SpecCP in PF.)

39



analysis who in (44) in fad must move to SpedCP. There ae two derivations to consider here,
depending onwhether or not who hastherelevant uK feaure. If whohasthe uK feaure, it will move
to SpecCP so that it can probe the C. On the other hand,if who does not have the uK feaure, it will

not moveto SpedCP. Given (43), whocanna bebound ly C either, which meansthat thisderivation
canna yield alegitimate output. The aurrent analysisthusleadsusto the conclusionthat whoin (44)
must move to SpedCP, as argued by An (2004 and Pesetsky and Torrego (2007).>*

To summarize, | have agued in this ®dion that the Generalized EPP mechanism can be
dispensed with, and the same halds for the Inverse Case Filter. Generalized EPPeff eds (and the
same again hdds for the Inverse Case Filter) follow from the AC, which itself follows from
something else. Under the arrent analysis, generalized EPPeff eds foll ow from a property of the
moving element, which isin line with the move in the arrent system to moving-el ement-driven-
movement, as oppcsed to target-driven movement. Stating the generali zed EPPeffed asaproperty
of the moving element has also enabled us to analyze withou look-ahead constructions where we
need to knowv whether overt movement will t ake placebefore its target enters the structure.

Notice aso that, uncer the aurrent analysis, in the nfiguration in (45), where X
asymmetricdly c-commands Y and X and Y are invaved in K-feaure deding, giving an
uninterpretablefegureuK to Y (i.e. marking theK feaureof Y uninterpretable) will awayslead to
movement of Y to XP, i.e. it will result in Move. On the other hand, giving uK only to X (i.e.

marking only K of X uninterpretable) will awayslead to pue Agree

(45 X ...Y

The system thus puts drong restrictions on when we will have Move and when pue Agree The

*INotice that, under (43), after who moves to SpecCP in Who left what, the wh-phrase in-situ can be
unseledively bound Note dso that | assume that only the interrogative C can chedk the uK feaure of wh-phrases.
Example (4) isthen ruled ou either because the uK feaure of what remains unchedked sinceit doesnot c-command
aninterrogative C (if what hasthe uK feaurein question) or because there is noreason to move what to the Specof
thatinthefirst place(if what doesnot havethe uK feaure). Regarding partial wh-movement languages, it ispassble
that in such languages the dedarative C can ched the uK feaure of wh-phrases (under some anaysis the
“dedarative” clause hosting partial wh-movement isacdually treded like aquestion, i.e. a+wh CP; seeDayal 1996
and Stepanov 2007). Alternatively, it isposgblethat adiff erent feaureisinvolved in partial wh-movement from the
onewe ae concerned with here.
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restrictiveness fioud be taken as a cnceptua argument in its favor.

6. Agreeisnot subjed tothe PIC

6.1.Agreeintofinite dauses

Let usnow look more dosely at empiricd consequences of the daim that Agreeis not constrained
by phases/PIC.

It iswell-known that agreament configurations like the onein (46), where agreament holds
between T/v and NP, reading into afinite dause, are generally disall owed crosdinguisticdly (but
see(50) below).>

(46) Thv [CP(finite) [ir NP

The Agreerelation between T/vand NP in (46) can bereadily blocked by the PIC, since d least one
phase bounary (CP) intervenesbetween T/vandNP. Canweblock the Agreerel ationindependently
of the PIC? This is in fad straightforward. Given Agree ¢osest, the CP clause is the dosest
candidate for agreement with T/v, preventing T/v from undergoing Agreewith the NP.>®

The Agree dosest analysis is based onthe aumption that clauses are candidates for
agreament, or more generaly for subjedhood.Thereis plenty of empiricd evidenceto this effed.
Recdl that, as discussed above (see(26)), clauses clealy undergo agreement in Selayerese. That
clausescan undergo agreament evenin Englishis shown by thefoll owing examplefrom McCloskey

(1991, where the conjoined clauses trigger plural agreement.

(47) That hell resign andthat hell stay in dfficeseam at this point equally passble.

It hasbeen dften claimed that clauses canna be subjeds (seeK oster 1978and Stowell 1981), a daim

52Note that sincel will nat be taking a stand onthe issue of the predse nature of | (whether | isacually T,
or whether | shoud be split—seeBo3kovi¢ 2004afor recent discusdgon), | will i nterchangably use |, T, and Agr.

53Seealso Boedkx (2003. Note that the CP and the NP in (46) are not equidistant (seefoatnote 55 for
relevant discusson o equidistance).
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that one could try to relate to the impossbility of clauses undergoing processes asociated with
subjeahood, like areement with T. The literature in question treds subjed clauses as topics.
However, thereis grong evidencethat clauses can in fad be subjeds. (For additional argumentsto
this effed, see Boskovi¢ 1995,Delahurnty 1983,and Kuno 1973.Boskovi¢ 1995also addresses

standard arguments for the topicdization analysis of subjed clauses). Consider (48).

(48) *To John,that book,Mary gave.

(49) To me, that Johnlikes Mary seems obvious.

(48) shows that multipletopicdi zationisdisal owed. If subjed clauseswere topicsrather than true
subeds, (49) shoud be ruled ou on a par with (48), because it would involve multiple
topicdization. The grammaticdity of (49) thus provides evidence that subjed clauses are indeed
subjeds, na topics.

To summarize, we have seen that clauses can undergo Agree and move to subjed position.
Given this, the CP in (46) blocks the establishment of an Agreerelation between T/v and NP via
Agreeclosest. | conclude, therefore, that the PIC is nat needed to block the Agreerelation between
T/vandthe NPin (46). In fad, given that the PIC doesthat redundantly, we have here a ©onceptual
argument against subjeding Agreeto the PIC.

Itisalso worth nding that some languages do all ow agreement to read into afinite CP. One
such language is Chukcheg as shown by the following example noted in Inenlikgl and Nedjalkov
(1973, aso dscusedin Md’¢uk (1988, Ura (1994, and Stjepanovi¢ and Takahashi (2007). (The

last work discusses the data in the same @ntext as| do here.)
(50) snan  cplyilu legarke-nin-et [igqun po B-retemypav-nen-at qora-t].

he-inst regrets-3-pl hat 3sg-lost-3-pl reindea-pl(nom)
‘Heregrets that he lost the reindees.’
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The matrix v agrees with the enbedded clause objed in (50).>* Taking into consideration the ebove
discusson of (46), the data can be acourted for if we assumethat the enbedded CPin (50) hasthe
optionof nat beaing ¢-feaures (ChukcheeCPswould na always haveto be o-feaureless thisonly
needsto be an option), giventhat the PIC isirrelevant to Agree (50) then provides evidencethat the
PIC does nat constrain Agree which is what Stjepanovi¢ and Takahashi (2001) also conclude
regarding the examplein question>®

Having shown that the data regarding agreement into finite dauses do nd raise aproblem
for the daim that the PIC/phases are irrelevant to Agree(in fad, they argue for it), | now turn to
additional empiricd arguments for the irrelevance of phases/PIC to Agree

6.2.Chomsky (1999, 2009 The PIC may in fact beirrelevant to Agree

Chomsky (1999, 200D subjeds bath Agree and Move to the PIC. Interestingly, he was forced to
complicate his original (2000 definition d the PIC in Chomsky (1999 because of his subjeding
Agreeto the PIC (notethat Chomsky 2000anteceades Chomsky 1999. Therelevant definitionsfrom
Chomsky (2000, 1999 are given below (slightly modified):

S4Apparently, agreement with theembedded clausesubjed isalso passble & leastin Alutor, which atherwise
behaves like Chukcheein the relevant resped (seeMel’ ¢uk 1988. Note that | leare open here why the null subjed
of the enbedded clause in (50) does nat interfere with the agreement relationin question.

*Noticethat we still would na exped to find this type of agreement with an NP that is embedded several
clauses away from the relevant v, sinceintervening Vs would be inducing a blocking eff ed given the discussonin
sedion 65. (see epedally footnote 66).

Tsezand several Algonguan languages also al ow agreement to read into afinite dause. However, the
relevance of the data regarding agreement into finite dauses in these languages to ou current purposes is not
completely clea. Thus, Polinsky and Potsdam (2001) argue regarding Tsez that agreement acossa finite dause
boundxryispossbleonlyif theobjed NPthat agreeswith the higher verbislocaedinthefinite dause SpecCP (more
predsely, inthe Specof the highest projedion o thefinite dause, which daesnot haveto be aCP; | amignoring this
detail here). Thisisnot surprisingunder the aurrent analysis snceinthat casethe CPandthe NPwould be equidistant
from the higher v, so that the CP would na block agreement with the NP (the underlying assumption hereisthat XP
and SpecX P are equidistant from apasition ouside of XP). The Agreerelation between the NP in SpedCP and the
higher vwould also comply with the PIC. Notice, however, that Polinsky and Potsdam argue that the movement that
bringsthe agredang NP to the alge of thefinite dauseisLF movement sincetherelevant NPin many casesisclealy
not located in the edge of that clausein overt syntax (their argumentsfor the LF movement analysisare adually not
air-tight). The system of Chomsky (1999 2000, which | am adopting herein the relevant resped, does not adually
alow for such LF movement. Thus, it is nat clea that the Polinsky and Potsdam analysis of Tsez which would
resolve the problem that the Tsezdataraise for the assumption that the PIC constrains Agree can be maintained.
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(51) The Phase-Impenetrability Condtion
In a phase a with head H, the domain of H isnat accessble to operations outside a, only H and its
edge ae accesgbleto such operations. (Chomsky 2000108

(52) Interpretation/evauation for Phlisat Ph2, where Phlis aphase and Ph2is the next highest
phase. (Chomsky 199910)

Chomsky (1999 asaumes that (52) holds for the PIC. The PIC is then restated asin (53):

B3 In[zp ..Z.. [y o [H YP]]], with HP a phase, and ZP the next phase, the domain of H is nat
accessbleto operations at ZP, bu only H and its edge. (Chomsky 199910)

In Chomsky (2000, the PIC simply saysthat Y contained in the complement of the phase head X
isna accessbleoutside of XP. The dfed of (52)-(53) isto complicatethe PIC sothat Y contained
in the complement of the phase head X isnot simply inaccessble outside of XP, but only oncethe
next phase level is reated. Thus, while in Chomsky (2000 Z locaed ouside of the phase XP
canna accessY locaed in the complement of X, in Chomsky (1999 Z can accessY in this
configuration if Z itself is not the head of another phase, or located in the Spec or higher than,
another phase. Only if Z meds one of these requirements is Z prevented from accessng Y. The
culprit for thiscomplicaion d the definition o the PIC isAgree More predsely, Chomsky wanted
to exempt Agreefrom PIC effedsin ore cnfiguration. Rather than making an explicit distinction
inthelocdity effedsof Move and Agree whichiswhat we aedoing inthispaper (see &so Bobalji k
andWurmbrandin presg, Chomsky compli cated the definition d the PIC, which essentiall y hid the
locdity distinction between Move and Agree The configurationin questionisgivenin (54), where
T agreeswith NP, anominative objed in the complement of V. (Recdl a so that thereisno reed to
subjed Agreeto the PIC in the configurationin (46).)

GAT [pvwVNP

44



Instead of complicating the relevant definitions of phases and the acompanying madinery, a
simpler approac to take seems to be to endarse the claim argued for in this paper that Move is
subjed to phases/phase-related machinery, but Agreeis not.>®

6.3.First conjunct agreement

In this sedion | will argue that the paradigm in (55)-(59) concerning first conjunct agreament in
existential constructionsin English, dscussed in Munn (1993, Sobin (1994, 1997, and Boskovi¢
(19974), among others, can be acourted for in a principled manner if Move, bu not Agree is
subjed tothe PIC. (The analysisto be propaosed below may be extendableto ather instances of first

conjunct agreement.)

(55) Thereisawoman and five men in the garden.
(56) * There ae awoman and five men in the garden.
(57) *A woman is and five men in the garden.

(58) A woman and five men arein the garden.

(59) *A woman and five men isin the garden.

The above data show that the there existential construction is charaderized by first conjunct
agreement. Such agreament isimpaossbleinthe mrrespondng constructions invalving movement
of theindefinite. To acourt for the ébove paradigm, in the spirit of the fruitful li ne of research that
arguesfor auniform treament of various phrases, which pasits a dausal-type structure @bove them
(see for example, Abney 1987 and Szabolcsi 1984 for such atreament of NPs, and BoSkovi¢ in
pressafor such atreament of PFs), | will assumethat coordination plrases (BPs) shoud betreaed
in the same way. | therefore make the foll owing assumptions:

1.BPisdominated by an Agreement Projedion (Agr&P), where agreament relations are establi shed
(the projedioncorrespondsto the dausal IP/AgrsP). Simil arly to clausal subjeds, thefirst conjunct,

%9 therefore do nd adopt the complicaionin the treament of PIC from Chomsky (1999 discussed above.
The reader shoud bea thisin mind.
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which has been shown to asymmetricdly c-command the secondconjunct (see for example, Munn
1993, islocaed in SpecAgr&P.

2. Similarly to clauses, thereis a CP-like projedion above Agr&P. | will refer to it as“BP’, which
shoud nat to be cnfused with BP. (Recdl that Agr& P dominates BP. Asnoted above, Abney 1987
and Boskovi¢ in pressa gply these assumptions to the traditional NP and PP respedively, thus
treding them in the same way as clauses. What | am suggesting hereisto trea BP like dausestoo.)
Thisgivesusthestructurein (60) for the amordinated NPin (55) and(57). (I givethestructure before

there-insertion/movement of the indefinite.)

(60) T-is[-gp “B” [ager [ner @WOMAN] [ N [, five men]..

To instantiate the Coordinate Structure Constraint (CSC), | make the foll owing assumptions: the
extended projedion o BP, the CP-like projedion“BP”, isaphase, and“B” canna have aSpec®’
This gives us astraightforward aceurt of the ungrammaticdity of (57): since “BP” isaphase and
“B” cannda have aSpec a woman canna move to SpedP from SpecAgr& P withou violating the
PIC. What abou (55) then? While movement of the first conjunct (i.e. movement out of “BP”) is
impassble, agreement with the first conjunct (i.e. Agreeinto “BP”) is passble. Thisimmediately
follows uncer the arrent analysis given that phases and the PIC are irrelevant to Agree We thus
have an acourt of the different behavior of the first conjunct with resped to Move and Agree®®
Tosummarize, | have suggested that the CSC isaPIC-type dfed, and argued that thereason
why, in contrast to movement, Agreeis not subjed to the CSC is that Agreeis PIC-free In other
words, in contrast to Move, phases and the phase-related madinery are irrelevant to Agree As

5Thisis arather medhanicd implementation o the CSC in a phase-based system, which suffices for our
purposes. | leave for future research addressng the important isaues of the nature of the “BP” phasehoodand the
inability of “B” to license aSpec. Thereisan intriguing posshility here that all i slands could be treaed this way,
which meansthat islandswould be phaseswhaose headscanna have aSpec. | also leare exploring thisposshility for
future research. (The same haolds for the rescuing eff ed of acossthe-board movement.) Note dso that for ease of
expasition| will continuethe discussonabove under the ssaumptionthat phases/PIC are syntadic mechanisms. The
analysiscan berather straightforwardly restated in the aurrent system, which deesnot take phases/PICto besyntadic
mechanisms, but deduces g/ntadic phase/PIC effeds from certain assumptions concerning multiple Spell-Out
discus=d above.

*8Note also that Agree dosest favors agreament with NP1 to agreement with NP2 or any NP that would be
embedded within NP1 or NP2.
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discussed abowe, the distinction ketween Move and Agreeneealdn't be stipulated; it foll ows from
independently motivated assumptions. Thereader shoud aso bea in mindthat quiteindependently
of the arrent analysis, the datain (55)-(59) provide evidencethat Move and Agree ae subjed to
different locdlity restrictions, which iswhat | am arguing for here.

The paradigm in (55)-(59) raises a number of additional interesting issues that | can orly
briefly discuss here. First of al, the data gopea to provide evidence that agreement withou
movement and agreanent that acompanies movement do nd work in the same way, contra
Chomsky’s(1999, 200Dpasition onthisisaue. Oneway of interpreting the datawould beto assume
that the agreement in (58)-(59) does nat take placebefore movement (if that were the cae, (59)
shoud be good, and (58) bad, ona par with (55)-(56)), bu after movement, an assumption that
naturally leads to aresurredion d the Spec-heal relation as a feaure-cheding relation (see &so
Niinuma and Park 2003. Under this analysis, in (55)-(56), the agreement would take place & a
distance, through Agree In (58)-(59), on the other hand, the agreament would take place &ter
movement, viathe Spec-heal relation. Thetwo would work diff erently. A questionthat arisesunder
thisanalysisiswhy (for most spekers) thewhae “BP” apparently canna be targeted for Agree(if
thiswere passble, (56), which Sobin’s 1994experimental dataindicateis unacceptable, shoud be
acceptable), althouwgh the “BP” apparently can undergo agreaement in the Spec-head configuration
(cf. (59)). | offer here aspeaulation regarding the imposshbility of targeting “BP” with Agree
Suppacse that targeting NP1 (which, as noted abowe, is higher than NP2) is more e@namicd than
targeting thewhade “BP’, asaresult of which Agreewith NP1 (see(55)) ispreferred to Agreewith
thewhole “BP” (see(56)). Regarding Move, since, asdiscussed abowve, extrading NP1 aloneisnat
an option, the whaole “BP” has to be moved. Given that the agreement relation that acaompanies
movement is establi shed after movement in the Spechead configuration, it foll ows that agreement
with thewhadle “BP” isthe only option undr movement (thisis the dement that undergoes Spec
head agreement). Returning to pue Agree why would Agreewith NP1 in (60) bepreferred to Agree
with the whale “BP’? The question may be related to the issue of how the ¢-features of both
conjuncts (NP1 and NP2) are aoombined at the “BP” level. Apparently, the individual conjuncts
somehow passup their o-fedures to the “BP”, where they are combined. Suppase that there ae
catain syntadic operations, cdl them Y, that need to be doneto acampli sh this, which do nd have
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to take placewhen the agreament takes placewith NP1 rather than thewhole “BP”. Sincethe latter,
but nat the former, requires 'Y, agreement with NP1 would then be lesscostly than agreement with
the “BP".%°

There is an dternative analysis of the data under consideration that does not require
resurreding the Specheal relation. Under this analysis, as in Chomsky (1999, 2000, agreement
would consistently take placein the probe-goa relation-there would be no reed to make a
distinction between agreament withou movement andagreament that accompaniesmovement. Note
that | andthe subjed NP in (58)-(59) have to probe eat aher (they eat have an uninterpretable
fedure chedked by the other element.) The subjed NP can probe | after movement to SpedP. As
discussed infoatnate 41,1 can probe the subjed NP ether before the subjed NP movesto SpedP,
or after the subjed NP moves to SpedP (since aprojedion of | c-commands the subjed after the
movement, the ccommand requirement on probing is stisfied), the choice between the two being
immateria for our current purposes. Under the probe-goa analysis we would reed to make the
natural assumptionthat Agree dosest favors agreement with the whale subjed to looking inside a
subjed for an element to Agreewith. In ather words, Agree dosest favors (58) over (59).%° What
abou (55)-(56)? | would like to suggest that agreement with the whole conjoined phraseis smply
not an option here, which makes Agree dosest considerations irrelevant. Foll owing Lasnik (1999
and Boskovi¢ (1997a), suppcse that the agreement relation in the there existential constructionis
establi shed viathere, which isfredy generated with any agreement feaures. Ther e then establi shes
an agreanent relationwith bah | andits associate, which by transiti vity end upagreang with ead
other. InLasnik (1995 and Boskovi¢ (1997a) the agreement between the expletive andthe asciate

wasestabli shed via aversion d the expletivereplacanent hypothesis(morepredsely, the aljunction

Thereisan issue of the g/cle under thisanaysis: Y would apparently take placein (58), since ayreement
with the whole “BP” is the only option there, as discussed above. In fact, Y islikely to occur after movement to
SpedP, sincethe ggreement takes place athispoint (andwe do nd want to uselook-aheal). To resolvethepatential
cycle problem, it is likely that some operations involved in Y would have to involve ajunction (for example,
adjunctionto Agr&P or “BP”), given that adjunction can be agclic (seeLebeaux 1988 Chomsky 1993 Fox 200Q
Nissenbaum 200Q Stepanov 2001, and Boskovié 2004a, among many others).

%Note that the probe-goal analysis and the Spec-heal agreement analysis rely on mutually incompatible
asaumptions, the upshat of which isthat under the probe-goal analysis agreement with thewhde subjed isfavored,
while on the Spec-heal agreement analysis agreement with NP1 is favored. It is important not to mix up the
asumptionsthat the two analysesrely on.
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version d the hypothesis, seeChomsky 1991). On the other hand, unar the analysis from sedion
5, thetwo have to agreebecause they bel ong to the same DP, the expletive being the DP layer, and
the D and the N of the same DP undergo agreament. In Boskovi¢ (19979), | suggested that “BP”
cannd serve & an asociate for there, the underlying assumption being that only NPs, in fad only
NPs beaing partitive Case can serve & proper asociatesfor the expletive there (seeLasnik 19995.
Therethen hasto agreewith NP1 (recdl that NP1 is closer to there than NP2). By transiti vity, NP1
agrees with I. The gist of the analysis can be eaily preserved under the analysis of expletive
constructions adopted in sedion 5 sincethe agreement between the expletive andthe asociate is

adually D-N(P) agreement, the expletive needs to agreewith an N(P), rather than a “B” (P).

6.4.Agree and control

Stjepanovi¢ and Takahashi (2007) observe that Landau’s (2000 analysis of control also provides
evidencethat Agreeisnat constrained by the PIC. Consider the case of obli gatory exhaustivesubjea
control. Landau (2000, whoarguesthat control i nfiniti vesare CPs, arguesthat obli gatory exhaustive
subjea control involvesan Agreerelation ketween the p-feaures of Tense and PRO.*! Therelevant

configurationisill ustrated in (61).
(61) T [vP [CP [IP PRO
There are two phesal boundxries between T and PRO. The most straightforward way to all ow the

establi shment of aprobe-goal relation between T andPRO in (61) isto dspensewith the assumption
that Agreeis subjed to the PIC-the intervening phasal boundxriesin (61) then do na matter.®?

51Under Landau’s analysis, T also agrees with its subjed, so that the subjed and PRO indiredly end up
agredng with ead aher.

%21t might also be necessary to assumethat infinitival CPsdo nd have (more predsely, do na haveto have)
o-feaures, which seems plausible, so that theinfinitive doesnat block the relevant Agreerelationvia Agree dosest.
Note also that Landau compli cates the definition o the PIC to allow the Agreerelationin question. As noted by
Stjepanovié¢ and Takahashi (2001), asimpler approac to takeis not to subjed Agreeto the PIC in thefirst place

The argument given inthis dion d course depends onthe viability of Landau’ stheory of control, which
isa mntroversial isaue. For aternative minimalist analyses of control, seeMartin (1996 and espedally Hornstein
(1999.
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6.5.French wh-in-situ and Agree

Inthe previous dionswe have seen argumentsthat Agreeisnot constrained by phases/PIC. Inthis
sedion | will discussone potential problem for this claim.

In Boskovi¢ (1998 | have agued, contra Huang (1982, that covert A’-movement is more
locd than overt A’- movement, based primarily onthedistribution d French wh-in-situ. Following
the assumptions of that time, in that paper | assumed that covert movement involves MoveF. Inthe
current framework, covert movement would involve Agree This means that my 1998conclusion
shoud be interpreted as follows: Agreeinvolving A’-dependenciesis more locd than movement
involving A’- dependencies.®® This raises a patential problem for the aurrent system, where Move,
but nat Agree isconstrained by phases/PIC. Inthis sdion| will show that the problem isnot red:
it ispossbleto preservethe gist of Boskovi¢'s (1998 analysis of French wh-in-situ, updited to the
Agreeframework, without any problems for the aurrent locdlity system, where Agreeis freefrom
some locdity constraints that Move is subjed to.

Thecrucia argument from Boskovi¢ (1998 that covert A’- dependenciesare morelocd than

overt movement A’- dependencies invalves the foll owing paradigm from French:

(62) *Jean et Pierre qoient que Marie a vu qu?
Jean and Pierre believe that Marie has ssen whom
‘Whom do Jean and Pierre believe that Marie saw?
(63) Qui Jean et Pierre aoient-ils que Marie avu?

(64) Marie a vu qui?

(62) showsthat long-distancewh-in-situisdisall owed in French, althoughthe languagein principle

allows matrix wh-in-situ (see (64)).** On the other hand, owert wh-movement in long-distance

53For relevant discusson, see dso Bobalji k and Wurmbrand (in pres9, who essentially extend my (1998
conclusionto A-dependencies.

®Thereader isreferred to Boskovié (1998 for discusson d thefull paradigm regarding French wh-in-situ,
which hasavery limited distribution (see &so Boedkx 2000 and Chengand Rooryck 200Q among others). Notethat
| argued in Boskovié (2000 that French wh-in-situ shoudd na be analyzed in the same way as Japanese wh-in-situ
(the latter shoud involve ather overt null operator movement or unseledive binding).
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questionssallowed (see(63)). In Boskovic (1998 | interpreted the contrast between (62) and (63)
as indicaing that covert A’-movement, i.e. Move F, which in the aurrent framework shoud be
reanalyzed as Agree, is more local than overt A’-movement (more precisely, the former is clause-
bounded)How canthe mntrast in question ke handled inthe arrent system, which appeasto lead
to the oonclusionthat Agreeshoud belesslocd than Movesince, in contrast to Move, Agreeisnat
constrainedy phases/PIC? Consider first (62). The matrix C, the enbedded C, and the wh-phrase
should all be lexically specified for the wh-feature. Tithe,exad spedficaion may be diff erent
(+, -, and umalued beingthe options). Suppase, however, that this does nat matter. In ather words,
whatmatters for relativized minimality type intervention effeds (i.e. Agreeclosest) is the type of
thefedure, na itspredse value. Given Agree ¢osest, the matrix C then canna establi sh an Agree
relationwith the enbedded clause wh-phrase, due to the intervening embedded complementizer,
whichis gedfied for the wh-feaure (more predsely, -wh, bu the exad value of the wh-feaureis
irrelevant). The dause-bounckdness of French wh-in-situ follows.®®> What abou (63)? The
interventionproblem discussed abovewith resped to (62) doesnat arisein (63). Asdiscussed abowve,
in constructions like (63), the wh-phrase moves to the embedded clause SpedCP, crossng the
embeddedC, so that its uK feaure does not get caught in the domain that is sent to Spell-Out.
Furthermorethisis dore a the point when the matrix C isnat even present in the structure, which
makedrrelevant theintervention effed discussed above with resped to (62) (Agree dosest with the
matrix C). Successve g/clic movement, which isindependent of thefinal target of movement, thus
makesit possble for the wh-phrase to leg owver the enbedded clause C, voiding the patential

interventioreffed.®® We seehere & work arather interestingasped of the arrent analysis: although

#SeeBoskovi¢ (1999 for discusson o constructionslike Qui croit que Marieavu qu ‘Who believesthat
Mary saw who? , whichisacceptable. | argued that inthisconstructionthe matrix C undergoesfeadure chedkingwith
the matrix wh-phrase, which fully li censes the matrix C. This means that the C nolonger needsto undergo fedure-
chedking with the enbedded clause wh-phrase, in contrast to (62), where the enbedded clause wh-phraseisthe only
wh-phrase that can feaure-chedk the interrogative matrix C. Notice dso that in (64), no head spedfied for the wh-
fedure intervenes between the wh-phrase and the C.

%Theanalysismay be extendableto the datathat motivated Bobalji k and Wurmbrand s(in presg extension
of Bo3kovié¢'s (1998 conclusion regarding A’-dependencies to A-dependencies. According to Bobaljik and
Wurmbrand, T cannd enter into an agreament relation with the NP in the cnfigurationin (i) in German, but thisis
possblein (ii). (Noticethat Vsin (i-ii) arered verbs, nat just vs.) Overt movement to SpecTPispaosshble eveninthe
configurationin (i).

(i) TV [veV NP
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in principle we would exped Agreeto be lesslocd than Move since only the latter is sibed to
phases/PICin pradice this is often na the cae since with Move, successve ¢/clic movement
makespaosshble skipping d potential interveners. In asense, then, relativized minimality effedsare

"stronger" with Agree than with Move.

7. Conclusion

| have propased a new theory of successve gyclic movement, which reconcil es the ealy and the
currentminimali st approades to successve gyclic movement. Asin the ealy approades, thereis
nofeaure chekingin intermediate positions, i.e. inintermediate landing sites of successve gyclic
movementHowever, asin the aurrent approadches and in contrast to ealy Minimalism, successve
cyclic movement starts before thefinal target of movement entersthe structure, andthe Form Chain
operationhas been eliminated. Several look-aheal problems that arise under recent minimali st
approache® successve g/clicmovement have been resolved. | have used the ActivationCondtion
to implement successve g/clic movement. However, | have agued that thereisno reed to pasit the
Activation Condtion as an independent principle of the grammar. More generally, the foll owing
mechanisms/principlesn be diminated from the grammar (some of them still follow empiricdly
astheorems, in particular, the Phase-Impenetrabilit y Condti on/phases aslocdity domainsof syntax

and the Activation Condition hold, but only for movement, not Agree):

-The Activation Condition
-The Phase-Impenetrability Condition and phases as locality domains of syntax
-Generalized EPP (the I-need-a-Spec property of attracting heads)

-The Inverse Case Filter

(i) T [ve V NF]

Suppasethat the higher, underlined V in (i) isan intervener for Agree similar to the anbedded C in (62). Thelower
Vin(i) andtheV in(ii) would na beintervenersgiven that the V andthe NP are equidistant from T. Regarding overt
movement, NP could skip the higher V whil e undergoing successve ¢yclic movement, ona par with the wh-phrase
in (63), which skipsthe enbedded C whil eundergoing successve gyclic movement (here, | depart from Bobalji k and
Wurmbrand). | leave spelling out the detail s of the analysis suggested here, and exploring its ramifications (which
includes examining the full paradigm discussed by Bobalji k and Wurmbrand), for future reseach.
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| have explored consequences of the Activation Condtior/Phase-PIC free @nception d Agree |
havealso suggested an acourt of how the multi ple Spell -Out system treds (i.e. lineaizes) non
trivial chains whaose members arelocaed in more than ore spell-out unit and proposed arestrictive
theoryof when afedureischeded byMove andwhen by pue Agree Finaly, | have propased an
accountof existential constructionsthat does not apped to either the EPPor the Inverse Case Filter
aswell as an acoun of the typadogy d multi ple question formation that does not apped to the
GeneralizedEPP, in linewith the arrent attempt to eliminate the Generalized EPPandthe Inverse
Case Filter from the grammar.

A number of isaues have till been left open. Thisis necessary in this type of work, which
by investigating a number of mecdhanismswith far-reading consequences adually investigates the
whole system. By its very nature, this type of work has to confine itself to offering promising
directionsand avenues for future reseach rather than dffering fully worked out, comprehensive
analysef the phenomenaunder investigation. Therefore, the paper shoud bejudged na by what
it has conclusively shown, but by hav succesdul it isin providing promising rew diredions for

future research.

Appendix: More on successive cyclic movement

It isworth naing at this point that several of the aguments given in Boskovic¢ (20028) and Boedkx
(2003)for the anpiricd superiority of a Takahashi (1994-style analysis over Chomsky’s (1995,
1999, 2000 fedure-chedking-in-intermediate-positions locdity system do nd simply involve
argumentsgainst feaure dedking in intermediate paositions, which is also a daraderistic of the
currentanalysis, but alsoinvolve agumentsfor theoperationForm Chain. Sincethe arrent anaysis
follows Chomsky in na assuming Form Chain the agumentsin questionraise apatential problem
for the aurrent analysis, just like they do for Chomsky. In this appendix | addresstwo of the
Boskovi¢/Boeckxarguments, showing hav therelevant data can be handed in the aurrent system.

Oneof Boskovi¢'s (20029) argumentsinvavesthe paradigm in (65)-(66), which ill ustrates
theimpasshilit y of intermediate prepasition(P) stranding. (1 indicaeonly theoriginal tracesin (65)-
(66).)
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(65) a. [In which garage]; doyou think [that Johnfoundthat car t,]?
b.[Which garage]; doyou think [, that Johnfoundthat car in t]?
(66) *[Which garagg]doyouthink [ [in t]; [(that) John found that caf] ?

Boskovi¢ (20028) observes that under Chomsky's (2000 approach to successve oyclicity, which
ties successve g/clic movement to a property of intermediate heads and considers eat step o
successve cyclic movement a separate operation, it is difficult to aceurt for (66), more predsely,
the contrast between (65)b and (66). It seems that (66) isincorredly ruled in.°” On the other hand,
accountingor these data under Takahashi’s Minimize Chain Links Principle (MCLP) approach is
straightforwardgiven that Last Resort appliesto chain formation (i.e. Form Chain) and that there
is nofeaure dnedingin intermediate positions (i.e. the enbedded dedarative C does nat establi sh
afedure-chedingrelationwith awh-phrase). In the MCLP analysis, wh-movement in (65) would
takeplace &ter thematrix C, which drivesthe movement, entersthe structure. The dhain startingin
theoriginal position d the wh-elements (PPin (65)a and NP in (65)b) and finishing in the matrix
SpecCRwvould then be formed, formation d the dhain being diven by feaure dedking with the
matrix C, thus conforming with Last Resort. The MCLP forces the movement to proceal viathe
intermediate SpecCP, but no feature checking takes place in this position. In contrast to (65), (66)
doesna invave single chain formation. Rather, we ae deding here with two separate chains: one
chan involves movement of the PP to the embedded SpedCP, and the other chain invalves
movemenbf thewh-phrase, an NP, from inside the PPto the matrix SpecCP. Given that thereisno
feature-checkingvith the enbedded dedarative C, formation d thefirst chain violates L ast Resort.
The contrast between (65)b and (66) is thus accounted for under the MCLP &halysis.

5’Notethat movement out of SpecCP generally yieldsaweak violationin English. Inthisresped, noticethe
contrast between 2Wha do you wonder which picture of t; Jane bough and strongly ungrammaticd (66), both of
which involve extradion o a cmplement of P from SpecCP.

%8Afrikaansaduall y appeastoall ow constructionslike (66), with V-2 inthe enbedded clause (seeduPlesds
1977. Recdl, however, that the MCLP analysis leares open the possbility that some languages involve feaure
chedking in intermediate paositions (i.e. for these languages, these ae redly nat intermediate positions).It is then
possblethat in Afrikaans, Specof adedarative (V-2) C isatrue feaure-cheding paosition, in contrast to English.
On the other hand, it is difficult to acourt for the mntrast between Afrikaans and English onthe feaure-chedking
analysis, on which the Spec of the dedarative C can be (in fad must be in the relevant configuration) a feaure-
chedking positionin bah languages. Noticethat under the analysisto be presented bel ow, Afrikaans can be handled
if the PPthat movesto the Specof the dedarative (V-2) Cis gedfied for the feaure that ischedked by suchaCin
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Althoughthe aurrent analysis does not paosit feaure dnedingin intermediate pasiti ons, the
analysisdoes not assume Form Chain either. Asaresult, movement to intermediate positions does
havemotivation d itsown. Thismeansthat the L ast Resort problem that (66) raised for Chomsky’s
analysiswould aso arise under the aurrent analysis. Before showing hawv the datain (65)-(66) can
beacwmurted for in the aurrent system, let me note that, as pointed ou by Cedric Boedkx (p.c.), the
FormChain acourt of (66) doesface goroblem in that it seansto incorredly rule out (67), where
(under Sportiche's acount of quantifier float) quantifier float bresks chain formation in an
intermediatgoosition,which, acordingto Boskovi¢ (20023), deesnat involvefeaure chedking(see
alsosedion 2. Y et, in contrast to the stranding d the prepositionin (66), stranding o the quantifier
in (67) is posgble. (SeeBoskovi¢ 2002a for a suggestion of how to hande (67) under the MCLP

analysis. Under the current analysis accounting for it is straightforward.)

(67) The students seem all to know French.

Returningto (65)-(66), suppcse that the "percolation” of the wh-feaure is instantiated as foll ows:
Therelevant uK fedure that isinvolved in the dement undergoing wh-movement can be located
eitherin the P, in which case the whaoe PP must undergo movement (as in (65)a), or in its
complementNP, in which case the NP would have to move done, stranding the P (as in (65)b),
giventhe preference to cary as little material as possble under movement (see Chomsky 1995,
Stateva2002,Boskovi¢ 2004). Turning to (66), to make it passble for the whole PPto undergo
movemento the intermediate SpecCP, uK would haveto belocaed in the P (if it werelocated in
its complementmovement to the intermediate SpedCP would have to strand the preposition). But
then,moving the NP complement alone dter the PPmoves to SpedCP isimpaossble. The relevant
uK fedure is not present on the NP to drive the movement, and the uK of the P would remain
uncheckedinceit could nd function as aprobe (it would na c-command its chedker). | conclude
thereforethat (66) can be acommodated in the arrent system, which dces not assume ather
intermediate feature checking or Form Chain (se&®a¢ 2004a for another analysis of (66)).

Considemow Boedkx’ s(2003 argument for the M CL P analysisbased onconstructionslike

Afrikaans, whil ethe NP complement of the Pin questionis gedfied with the uK feaureinvolved in wh-movement.
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(68) (see also Collins’s 1994 original discussion of chain interleaving).

(68) ??Who did you say that [pictures of t] were stolen? (Collins 1994)

In light of Legate's arguments that successve ¢yclic movement targets passve VPs, which in
Chomsky’sphase system shoud beinterpreted asindicaingthat they are phases (seeL egate 2003,
considerthe following derivation: Whomoves out of [picturesof who] whil e the latter isin its 0-
position.The movement would target the Specof the passve VP phase. Then [picturesof t] moves
to SpedP viathe Spec of the passve VP phase. Finaly, who moves to SpecCP. Boedkx (2003
observesghat if intermediate steps of movement invalve feaure cheding, it is naot clea how the
derivationcan beruled ou. (Noticethat the derivationinvolves movement of whoou of an ojed
ratherthan asubjed, hencedoes nat invave asubjed condtion configuration.) On the other hand,
ruling it out in Takahashi’'s MCLP/Form Chain system is straightforward. Given that Form Chain
isasingle operation,formation d a dhain canna beinterleaved with another operation (seeColli ns
1994and Boedkx 20049. This means that the intermediate movement of whoin the derivationin
guestiommust involve aseparate chain. However, since, by hypdhesis, thereisnofeaure cheding
in intermediate pasitions, the derivationin gquestionisthen ruled ou by the Last Resort Condtion.
Sincein the arrent system movement of whoto the edge of the passve VP would have motivation
(althoughit would na invove fedure deding), the Last Resort problem that arose under
Chomsky’sanalysisaso seansto ariseunder the aurrent analysis. How can it be handled? Consider
thefollowingstructurethat (68) has prior to any relevant movement, with XP beingwhatever phase

is involved in passive VPs.

(69) were | stolen [pictures of whol]
uk ud

Recallthat under the aurrent analysis, which deduces generalized EPPeffeds from the Activation

Condition(whichisitself aso deduced), any element that undergoes overt movement must have an

uninterpretabléeaure (which means bath picturesof whoandwhoin (69)), movement to the Spec
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of phase heads being diven bythe neal o the dement in questionto avoid being sent to Spell-Out.
Underthis analysis both elements that contain a u feaure in (69) must move to SpecXP. In the
derivationconsidered abowe, this was achieved by moving who and [pictures of t] separately to
differentSpecX Ps. But thereisanather derivation onwhichthewholeobjed picturesof whomoves
to SpecXP. The derivation achieves the same goal of removing bah uK and uJ from the spell -out
domain.The derivation in question is intuitively more eonamica than the two-movements-to
SpecXPderivation since the latter derivation involves two movements to SpecXP, creding two
Specifiersof XP. | thereforesuggest that the single-movement-to-SpecX Pderivation docksthetwo-

movements-to-SpecXP derivation.
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