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Abstract: The paper argues for a Maximize Asymmetric Retatipreference (MAR) as a general
property of the language faculty based on a numbphenomena that are independent of word
order. In addition to expanding the domain of aswtroity, a number of mechanisms and
phenomenavill be unified from this perspective, with thegason for existence traced back to
MAR; they include the diachronic loss of specifietke LCA, the Phase Impenetrability
Condition, the no-Spec-without-complement aspe&aye Phrase Structure, the rarity of multiple
Spec constructions (as with, e.g. multiple wh-frog, and thevho lefteffect (where subject wh-
movement cannot proceed through SpecTP). MAR is sl®own to favor approaches where
movement is moving-element driven over those whargement is target-driven as well as Bare
Phrase structure building over GB structure buddiand to have consequences for the proper
formulation of several mechanisms, including theaseh Impenetrability Condition, Case
licensing, the EPP, and certain aspects of strediuiding.

Keywords: Bare Phrase Structure, diachronic change, LCAsPImpenetrability Condition, wh-
movement

1. Introduction

There are many cases of asymmetric relations gulage, many of which have been pointed out
in Kayne’s work (see e.g. Kayne 1994, 2010). Lingaer is obviously asymmetric, but this is
certainly not the only asymmetric relation. Kay2010) presents a more general case that our
language faculty (FL) has the property of beingwassetric, though most of the cases he provides
still concern word order (i.e. correlations betw&anous syntactic phenomena and word order).
Much of his argumentation concerns the lack of wivat would expect to find if FL were
symmetric in the domain of word order. Thus, henpout that there is no pair of languages x,y
where y is the mirror image of x such that for aeptence of x, the corresponding sentence of y
would be its mirror image in word order.

But there are also asymmetric relations outsideartl order, which is what this paper will
be concerned with. For one thing, the notion ofttead of a phrase, more precisely, the unique
head of a phrase, is inherently asymmetric: it saysrmally, that one element in a phrase is more
important than others. One can easily imagine Rd,the concept of structure, without the notion
of the head of a phrase. In fact, we do not neexjimation for that. Until the rise of the X-bar
theory, the sentence was assumed to be S, witmiteediate daughters being NP and VP—S
simply did not have a head; we needed the X-baryhie force headhood on'it.

We find abstractly similar situations in semantiesth the lack of the counterpart of
headhood from the X-bar theory approach to stratretations. Consider for example Heim and
Kratzer's (1998) Predicate Modification rule:

(1) For any branching nodewhose daughters apeandy, if both 3 andy are of type s, t>, then
[[a]]=[Axo. [[B]] (x) and [[]](X)], wherec is any type.

! There have also been post X-bar theory proposaktiuctures without a head, where it was assuthwd
such structures can be generated but cannot surviiids movement forced to destroy such symmetric
(i.e. lacking a head) structures—see in this respsmecially Moro (2000) (see also Ott 2012).
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To informally illustrate the working of (1), in (2&d andcar arefy andy from (1); they are both
of type <e,t>; the object we get by combinfhgndy here,a from (1), is also of type <e,t>.

(2) red car

The point of the above discussion is that the motibthe (unique) head of a phrase is inherently
asymmetric (it is also a case of asymmetry outsideord order). It seems real, though one can
certainly imagine structures without it. Howeverloes not seem to be the case that there are no
symmetric relations in FL. In fact, even the notmfnc-command, which Kayne (1994) uses to
determine word order, which is by its very natusgrametric, is not inherently asymmetric (as
Kayne 1994 himself notes)—it is not the case thette cannot be two nodes/constituents such that
they c-command each other. True, one can imposmrasiricity on it by brute force (i.e.
definitionally), which is what Kayne (1994) in fadbes, but the point is that the notion itself is
not inherently asymmetric.

In some cases, there has been a debate whethdicalpamechanism is asymmetric or
not although the debate was actually never framesuch a way, hence the relevance of the
broader issue under consideration here for the amsims in question was never explicity noted.
Consider for example Case. Under the GB-style Gassgnment implementation of Case
licensing, as well as under the current Case vialuapproach to it (see Chomsky 2000, 2001),
Case licensing is asymmetric (informally, | do stimmeg to you, and you don’t do that to me);
under the early minimalist approach in terms of eCabecking, it was in fact symmetric
(informally, we do it to each other), which ledtte so called Inverse Case Filter (see Bogkovi
1997, the term is due to Howard Lasnik), a requaetthat traditional Case assigners check (i.e.
assign) their CaseCase licensing is then another example of an asricirelation outside of
word order, but only under the Case-valuation/assgnt view, not under the Case-checking
view.

Without outright denying that symmetric relatioren at all exist, but taking the kind of
considerations that Kayne (and others; see alsalibee discussion) have brought up seriously,
takes us to the position that FL favors asymmegtligtions, i.e. it leads us to (3), where MAR is a
preference principle (in a sense to be made clelam), and the domain where MAR holds is the
computational system (informally syntax), includsggll-out itself

(3) Maximize Asymmetric Relations (MAR)

This paper will argue for (3), based on phenomemependent of word order. Arguing for
asymmetric relations is of course not rfeMhat is new is the kind of phenomena that will be

2Under Case checking, there is no inherent diffegdsetween e.g. a verb and a nominal element riegard
Case in a Case-licensing relation—they check Cgamst each other (for arguments against the Isvers
Case Filter, which can also be interpreted as aegtsnfor an asymmetric approach to Case, like Case
valuation, see Boska¥i2011a). Under the Case checking approach we wexgdct that two traditional
Case assigners can check Case against each oth&kevisd2006) in fact reports a rather clear instance
of that sort, where a verb and a preposition cli@sse against each other in Serbo-Croatian. Howgver,
the Case checking approach were right, we woulé@xp find such cases all over the place; thigdver,

is the only example of that sort that | am aware of

3 Assuming that the Predicate Modification rule &pln the semantics, it would not be relevant RV

4 For a position similar to (3), see Di Sciullo (B)2017). ((3) is argued for on very different dmdader
grounds here though; furthermore, Di Sciullo adjudbes not treat MAR as a preference principléhia
sense argued for in this paper; in this partictdapect Di Sciullo’s position is more similar to Md000
than to the current work (it is in fact even strenthan Moro’s approach in that for Di Sciullo,iapmmetry
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looked at from this perspective in this paper;aotf a number of superficially rather different
phenomena, which come outside of the domain of wodér, will be brought together under this
perspective here (the discussion will also shed liggw on some of these phenomena). It should
be obvious that the position taken here, MAR, iskeg than Kayne’s (2010) position that FL is
fully asymmetric; however, the discussion here ®jlply to a broader domain, going considerably
beyond issues regarding word order, which is whaatrt€ was concerned with. The discussion in
the paper will thus expand the domain of asymmigtrids a result, | will also refer to (3) below
as Generalized Asymmetry. However, given the natfithe paper, the discussion below will be
to some extent speculative and programmatic—I| widt be able to examine the relevant
phenomena comprehensively but will only discusapects of these phenomena that are relevant
to our main concern, i.e. (3). | will also not cent myself here with the issue of what (3) could
follow from, i.e. | will not attempt to trace ba¢R) to FL external factors. (What may be relevant
here is that like linear order, both parsing anmjleage production are in a sense asymmetric, in
that they show a beginning vs end asymmetry, sgmd&2010; for relevant discussion within a
broader biolinguistic perspective, see Di Sciulld ).

In addition to providing a unifying perspective @number of phenomena, we will see that
MAR has additional consequences in that it favadain approaches to particular theoretical
mechanisms over their alternatives. In fact, weehailready seen this with respect to Case
licensing, where Case licensing reflects the spfrMAR under the Case valuation approach, but
not under the Case checking approach. (The nofitimechead of a phrase also reflects the spirit
of MAR.) Much of the discussion below will concespecifiers, which we will see are particularly
relevant to MAR. | will thus start the discussioeldw by examining a rather interesting issue
concerning specifiers in language change, notebdnan (2019), which will lead us to examine
the nature of specifiers more broadly.

2. Specifiers diachronically and synchronically:
Diachronic change often involves loss of movemesee (for example Roberts 1993, 2007, van
Gelderen 2009, 2011). Dadan (2019) observes tisastim fact the general direction of diachronic
change. Dadan gives a number of cases illustrétiagl will only give one illustration here. There
are many examples of this kind of change regardimngiependencies, where Dadan makes a very
interesting observation that the general directibthe diachronic change is from wh-movement
to wh-in-situ, not the other way round. Thus, thisra loss of obligatorwh-movement fronOld
Japanese to modern Japanes@gawa 1976, Whitman 2001, Watanabe 2002, Kurd{¥ 2
Aldridge 2009, 2018), fronarchaic to modern Chinese(Aldridge 2010, 2011), fronvedic
Sanskrit to modern Indic languages(Hale 1987, Fortson 2004), or frobatin, which was
actually a multiple wh-fronting language (SpevakKl@0Danckaert 2012, Ledgeway 2012)
modern Romance wh-in-situ being possible as an option in modRoemance but it wasn’t
possible at all in Latin (see Dadan 2019 and refae therein). There is also an on-going change
in Navarro-Labourdin Basque (Duguine and Irurtzun 2014). Dadan observes thmedt\the loss
of wh-movement leads to is the loss of a specifi@nother case of this sort is the loss of V-2,
which also involves movement to SpecCP, as in @ld.Romance (Wolfe 2018) and English
(Roberts 1997); see Dadan’s work for other cases,0b which is noted below (11) regarding the
OV to VO word order change).

There is another way to lose a Spec, without the & movement itself. BoSka{2001)
observes different behavior of the Q/focus malker Serbo-Croatian (SC) and Bulgarian, which

holds at each step of the derivation). Still, DiuBo 2015 is certainly an important predecessothid
work).

5> With the exception of Romanian, a Bulgarian-stylgltiple wh-fronting language which moves all wh-
phrases to interrogative SpecCP (see Rudin 1988).
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can be captured if the Q/focus markdras lost its ability to support a specifier in &Cparticular,
Q/focus marketi in SC cannot host unambiguously phrasal elemér)or license sluicing
(4c), which requires a Spec-head relation (seeetkld990 and Saito and Murasugi 1990). On
the other hand, both of these are possible in Biagd5).

(4) a. *Novu kéu i prodaje?
new house LI sells?
‘Is he selling the new house?’
b. Novu li kidu prodaje?
c. *Novu li-keu-predaje ?
(5) a. Novata #Sta li prodade?
new-the house LI sold
‘Did he sell the new house?’
b. Novata &Sta liprodade? (BoSkav2001)

What is going on here is that movemenii,tavhich is an enclitic hence it needs somethingontr

of it to support it prosodically, still must takeéape in SC, but it takes place through head-
adjunction tdi, hence the one-word restriction on the hositandli’s inability to license sluicing,
which is licensed through a Spec-head agreemeatiael (see Lobeck 1990 and Saito and
Murasugi 1990). In Bulgarian, both phrasal elementéront of li and sluicing are possible,
indicating that the two indeed go hand-in-hand.liSlgas thus lost the ability to take a specifier.
(In fact, this usage dif is archaic in SC—it appears that the first stefi@nloss of the construction
in question is in fact the loss of the Spec).

Another way of losing specifiers is to reanalylzem as heads. This is especially prolific
in the domain of complementizers, where phraseSpecCP get reanalyzed as complementizer
heads. Here are some illustrations noted by Da2lai9) (there are many cases of this sort, spec-
to-a-head change is in fact quite common even aitsf the domain of complementizers, see
especially van Gelderen 2004).

(6) Georgian: interrogative wh-phraseray 'what' > complementizeraytamca (Harris and
Campbell 1995; this process is in fact quite freqweosslinguistically)Russiancto ‘what (instr)'
and Bulgarian ‘than how much’ ¢t-kolko-t®) > ¢em ‘than@étkolkoto ‘than’ (comparison
complementizer; Willis 2007)nglish how > subordinating complementizer head (Huddleston
and Pullum 2002) (also many Slavic languages, Rofjsh, Slovak jak, and Breton penaos;
German complementizedassfrom relative pronouns in SpecCP (Axel-Tober 2G13p common

in e.g. Slavic, Meyer 2017; and Greek, Roberts Radssou 2003)-rench par ce queby this
that’ > parce quebecause’ (van Gelderen 2008arly Germanic hwoetreanalyzed as a C-head
in exclamatives (Walkden 2014).

Another case of this is the emergence of agreangptementizers from pronouns in Welsh, e.g.
complementizemi derives from a 1SG subject pronoun, and the pafedtom a masculine 3SG

subject pronoun (see Willis 2007). The former ligsirated by (7). What facilitated this change
was pronoun doubling, as in (8), where a pronowuigcboth in its base position and in the left
periphery of the clause—the latter then got reaelyas an agreeing complementizer, as in (7).

(7) Mi welais I r gém
PRT see.PAST.1SG I the game

6 Wang (2019) argues that there is an intermedtatgesn the Spec-to-a-head change, where the raleva
element is base-generated adjoined to another hefaie it projects a phrase on its own.
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(8) Mi arhosais (,) fi
1SG.IND wait.PAST.1SG 1SG.IND
‘I waited, me.’ (Willis 2007: 459)

So what we see in all these cases is the losSpéa. Dadan (2019) deduces this from the labeling
framework of Chomsky (2013), arguing that the wiaycture building works there favors head-
complement relations over traditional Spec-heaatiais, which require an additional step to label
the object in question (agreement or movementafmther labeling-based approach that applies
to the Spec-to-head reanalysis in particular, seeGelderen 2013)l will, however, pursue here
an alternative, broader way of explaining the meziee for the loss of specifiers, which in fact
will not appeal to the notion apecifierper se but will provide a more general explanatiat

will establish a connection with other phenomerad #tl this otherwise cannot be related to (some
were in fact already mentioned in section 1 regaydhe notion of the head of a phrase and a
particular approach to Case licensing).

The head-complement relation involves mergenof ¢élements that are not equal in their
phrase structure status, one is a head and the amtbes a phrase. This is not the case with the
traditional Spec-head relation. In the Bare Ph&tsacture system (Chomsky 1994), what we have
in that case is the merger of two phrases, atti@ pf the merger itself. Consider (9).

(9) Which book did John buy?

The relevant step of the derivation before wh-moseitakes place first involves merger of C, a
head, and IP, a phrase, which yields a phraseT#wh-phrase then merges with this object.

(10) o~
DP CP
P
which book
C IP

What we then have with wh-movement is a mergewofghrasesywhich bookand the CP in (10).
This in fact holds quite generally: traditional $penvolve a merger of two phrases in the Bare
Phrase Structure system. The suggestion, discusséte introduction, is that syntax quite
generally prefers asymmetric relations (cf. (3)is is why it prefers head-complement over Spec-
head relations: the former involves an asymmetecger, i.e. it involves merger of a head and a
phrase; the latter involves a symmetric mergerjtilavolves merger of two phrases. This is then
the reason why the diachronic change in the cabarat (i.e. wh-dependency) involves the loss
of wh-movement, not its gain. By eliminating a Spiae former eliminates a case of a phrase-
phrase merger. On the other hand, the latter winwidlve creation of a Spec, hence gain of a
Spec, which would mean an additional phrase-phrasger®

There is an immediate connection here with amopineposal, namely Kayne’s (1994)
antisymmetry of syntax, which is the proposal thatd order is essentially read off asymmetric
c-command relations, where, roughly, if X asymnoaify c-commands Y, X precedes Y, and

" But see footnote 2fr an issue that arises with the labeling framéwegarding MAR.

8 It should be noted that Kayne (2010) simply baesger of two phrases: “The merger of two phrases is
unavailable” (see also Narita 2012). This illustgathe general difference between Kayne (2010)fzad
position taken here, discussed in section 1, whkrs taken to prefer asymmetric relations (thispwill

be made even more clearly below).
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everything dominated by X precedes everything dameith by Y° In Chomsky's (1995)
reinterpretation, this proposal led to eliminatadnwvord order from the syntax—syntax is all about
structural relations like dominance and c-commavatd order is then imposed in PF due to the
nature of the PF interface, which interacts with axiculatory-perceptual system, which by its
very nature requires word order. In particular, dvorder is imposed by linearization of structural
relations, where asymmetric c-command plays a afuole. At any rate, the LCA rules out all
symmetric structures (symmetric in a sense to béenmaore precise below). Under Chomsky’s
version of the LCA, they can be created but thesetta be eliminated before spell-ddfThus, in

the Bare Phrase Structure system, a non-branchlengeat is both a head and a phrase. If such an
element is merged as a traditional complement) §El), we get a structure that is too symmetric:
a problem which is resolved by moving Y in (11) (sat Y does not have to be linearized in the
original position, given that it is not pronoundadhat position). In a sense, then, the movement
here is driven by MAR?

(11) XP
/N
X Y

Both the diachronic tendency to lose specifiers Kagne’'s LCA can then be looked at as the
preference for asymmetric relations, and therefimi@ed from that perspective.

There is in fact a case, noted briefly above, whisedwo are quite clearly brought together.
Kiparsky (1996) observes that the OV-to-VO wordesrdhange is way more common than the
VO-to-OV word order change (see Biberauer and Rel#)06, Roberts 1997, 2007, and Dadan
2019). From the perspective of Kayne (1994), thev@rd order is derived from the VO word
order, with object movement (see for example 24/8€7, who analyzes it in terms of object shift;
regarding the change itself, see Kiparsky 1996 grsld1997, 2007, Danckaert 2012, Dadan 2019,
among others). The OV-to-VO change then in facbives a loss of movement and results in the
loss of a Spec. The relationship between the OV \&@dword order is then the same as the
relationship between wh-fronting and wh-in-situtftwihe same direction of diachronic change.

Also relevant here are several cases of diachr@mnge noted in Di Sciullo (2011) (see
also Di Sciullo, Nicolis, and Somesfalean 2020)the form depicted in (12)-(13), where the
situation in whichaP either precedes or follows head X leads to ahdeac change whereP
only follows head X. One case of this sort concegesitive theme complements of nouns in
Greek: in Classical Greek, they could either precedfollow the head noun, while in Modern
Greek they must follow the head noun (see Alexia2iaQe).

(12) a.aP X
b. XaP
(13) X aP

9 This leads to a universal Spec-head-complemer beder; any departures from this order then must
result from movement.

10 Kayne actually argues that the LCA holds throughsyimtax, which means that symmetric structures
could not even be created (note, however, that Eagres not assume Bare Phrase Structure).

11 As noted in fn 1, Moro (2000) and Ott (2012) arthet XP and YP can also be base-generated assiste
(with neither of them projecting). In that case ohéhem has to move away for the same reason mavem
has to take place in (11), namely because the draserated structure in question is too symmetrical.
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From the current perspective (and parallel to tkeussion of the OV-VO variation above), (12)
would be interpreted as involving optional movemei&P (in particular, the movement would
take place in (12a), but not (12b) (see also Aldxia2002), with the movement getting lost in the
stage depicted in (13). In fact, as discusseddtise 3, this may be what is happening with wh-
movement in Modern Romance: while Latin was angatbry wh-fronting language (so in stage
(12a) regarding wh-movement), Modern Romance laggsidave optional wh-movement (see
below for a formal implementation of this chang#)stractly showing the stage depicted in (12a-
b) in this respect. As discussed in section 3 Ba#an 2019), there are reasons to believe that
Modern Romance languages are on their way to begpmin-in-situ languages: this would then
also represent a change from (12) to (£3).

A question then arises why all specifiers don'tigst (see also Dadan 2019). That would
essentially lead to the loss of movement, so thestipn is actually broader: why do we have
movement in the first place. The issue obviousiynca be answered in this paper; | will not go
deeper into it apart from adopting Chomsky’s (2@Q0:121) position that this has to do with
“externally imposed legibility conditions”, i.e. i due to “conditions imposed by the external
systems”. What this means is that the reason ferassentially functional, or more broadly non-
syntactic: to be able to express notions that gote the basic argument structure (which is what
we would have without specifiers): more complex aetit notions involving issues like
scope/scopal ambiguities, pragmatic notions coimegrthings like topic/focus interpretation,
specificity... 12 in fact even argument structure that goes beyosinale predicate with one
internal argument requires a specifier (see sedfjoAt any rate, as noted by Dadan (2019), from
this perspective, cases of for example gaining iEpexc would be expected to be non-syntax-
driven, i.e. interface-driven and/or attributed &xtra-syntactic factors, e.g. prosody or
pragmatics/semantics (the reader is referred t@B®advork for a more detailed discussiéh).

121t should be noted that Di Sciullo (2011) alsoussg that asymmetry plays a role in diachrony, thoug
she uses asymmetry in this respect in a very diftesense from the one used here. For Di Scitlls,a
matter of eliminating choice, where two possibledvwarders are reduced to one of these two wordsrde
this is what Di Sciullo refers to as asymmetry iactironic change. This particular sense of asymmetr
would not extend to many relevant cases of thedbspecifiers (some traditional grammaticalizatiases

(cf. (6)) do not even involve a change in word oydé also the case bfin (4)-(5)). It is also not concerned
with the issue of which of the two word orders $ugs.

13 Chomsky (2000) in fact associates these notiotis specifiers. Some of these may have led to the
development of formal requirements (which wouldnttierce movement, as discussed below; note that
non-syntactic factors could ultimately be behinaisstinguistic differences in this domain, e.gsipossible
that what is behind the different syntactic behawgfovh-phrases in Bulgarian and Japanese isltlegtdre
subject to different interpretation). There coutdually also be prosodic reasons for movement,te.g.
support an enclitic head lilkiein (5a) (for a much broader proposal along thiess lwhere prosodic factors
motivate movement, see Richards 2010, 2016). THemof a canonical order may also be relevant.here
E.g., shift from OV to VO may be less likely to lpam if SOV is the canonical order in the languagech
means that it would be used in a discourse-newissilto answer a question like ‘What happened?s (it
important to note here that canonical word ordesdmt entail lack of movement, as discussed extdys

in Kayne 2010: to mention just one case, followDger (1992)Kayne (2010) notes that there are
languages where S-O-Neg-V is the canonical wordrofttie order would have to involve movement even
if Kayne’s 1994 approach is not adopted).

1 n this respect, the change frorpra-drop to a norpro-drop language that occurred in e.g. French (see
Adams 1987) is potentially relevant. Romance-spytedrop is licensed by rich verbal morphology, what
is relevant here is that there was a change imitheess of verbal morphology, which led to a peofl
with the licensing conditions opro. Now, while the exact analysis of traditior@b-drop is certainly
controversial (see Roberts and Holmberg 2010 foovarview) a number of authors (e.g. Borer 1986,
Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou 1998, Barbosa 19%&e hargued that tradition@lro-drop does not
actually involve an argument in a specifier; rath@rbal morphology itself is the argument. Undes t
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Dadan (2019) argues that a pattern similar to thehdonic tendency to lose specifiers is
also found in language acquisition. More preciskly,argues that many cases of errors in child
language acquisition actually arise due to thedgammte of Specs. In other words, the diachronic
tendency to lose Specs is reflected in languageisitign as a tendency to analyze structures in a
way which would avoid Sped8 This is not at all surprising under the approacthe issue under
consideration discussed above. It seems plausté¢ ¢hildren are poor in those extra
semantic/pragmatic notions which require (hencéfy)sspecifiers, hence the MAR strategy is
even more strongly at work in child langudge.

A number of other issues may also be relevant t@vesider the semantics of multiple
wh-questions. While this is certainly a hotly dedshissue, a number of authors have argued that
the most transparent and simplest syntax-semanagping in this domain is provided by multiple
wh-fronting languages (see e.g. Pesetsky 1987 yendiewh-phrases front overtly, as in Bulgarian
(14), which is analyzed in terms of multiple speeg of CP (see Koizumi 1994, Richards 2001).

(14) Kogo kakvo e pital?
whom what is asked
‘Who did he ask what?’

Given this, one might expect the multiple wh-frogtstrategy to be quite common. However, very
few languages actually employ it (see BoSk@&012 for a list). This may not be surprising ghii

of the discussion above: the dispreference for iBpex is particularly relevant here, since
constructions like (14) involve multiple specifi@sCP.

In fact, the issue in question seems to be quiterg In Chomsky’s (1994) bare phrase
structure, there is nothing special about multgpec constructions, in fact one would expect them
to be quite common. Curiously, an obvious pointiager been made in this respect before: such
cases are in fact quite rare crosslinguisticaltgnfrthe current perspective, all this may be due to
the general dispreference for specifiers: recall ttreation of a traditional specifier involves
merger of two phrases: with multiple specifiergation of each specifier involves merger of two
phrases: multiple Spec constructions are thus qudatly offensive to the preference for
asymmetric relations. As discussed above, thepgagmatic/semantic/prosodic pressure not to
lose all specifiers; this pressure is weaker raggrdultiple Spec constructions since in many
cases creation of a single Spec suffices to exphesgelevant pragmatic/semantic notions (or at
least decreases the need for another Spec), bedelevant prosodic job (support an enclitic).

3. On the Phase-Impenetrability Condition

All of this may also help us gain a new perspectimghe Phase-Impenetrability Condition (PIC),

in fact deduce it from generalized asymmetry. Uniderstandard approach to phases/phase-based
locality effects, the Spec of a phase is accesdinlemovement outside of the phase; the
complement of a phase is not (this is what is reteto as the PIC). In other words, in a phase-
based derivation, Spec of phase XP is in a diftdaality domain from the rest of XP. This can

analysis, losingro-drop actually involves a gain of a specifier, imué manner that is fully consistent with
MAR. In fact, under this analysis pfo-drop, the loss gbro-drop in French can be taken as a confirmation
of the status of MAR as a preference principle &astions 1 and 4).

15 0On the relationship between language acquisitioth language change, see Lightfoot (1979), van
Gelderen (2011), Roberts (2007), among others.

18 1t may be worth noting here that Uriagereka (2GHrgues that all Specs are islands. If this isexbiithe
issue is controversial—thus, there is a controveeggarding whether extraction is possible out dfjescts

in SpecvP—Uriagereka argues, contra Takahashi 48846tepanov 2001, that it isn't)), it is possitbiat

the avoid-the-Spec strategy results in islandh&gpac-creation creates a dispreferred configurdtmmn
which extraction is not possible.
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actually be looked at as a way of resolving thec&undrum discussed above: Spec is separated
from the rest of the structure into a differentdlity domain, reducing the problem that Specs raise
for the asymmetric nature of syntax if such burdeactually computed domain by domain, as is
natural in the derivation by phase.

The above suggestion implies that when the PIC ggiahSpec into another domain, it is
not really a Spec in the new domain, which esskntizeans that the exact same full structure is
not present in the new domain, so that when theyasit element is pushed into another domain,
it has a different status. In other words, the B&parates a Spec so that it is not in a Spec
configuration any more. Interestingly, a numberaathors have independently made proposals
that accomplish exactly that, in particular, Epst007, 2009), Chomsky (2008), Goto (2013),
Narita (2011, 2012), and Takita, Goto, and Shili2@4 6). Consider the last work. Under standard
assumptions, spell-out occurs at the phasal levgh the phasal complement being what
undergoes spell-out! Takita, Goto, and Shibata suggest that spell-esémtially removes the
phasal complement, changing the syntactic obje¢t{R} into a single head X. They present a
number of arguments for this view (for relevantdssion, see also Goto 2013, Narita 2011, 2012,
Epstein 2007, 2009), one of their concerns beimyablem that arises in Chomsky’s (2013)
labeling system with successive-cyclic movementnas.g. (15), where the structure cannot be
labeled aftewhich bookmerges in the position of t' (which involves margétwo phrases), due
to the lack of agreement/feature-sharing between rédevant elements. To deal with this,
Chomsky essentially stipulates that traces aresiioi@ to labeling, so that the structure is labeled
(as CP) aftewhich bookmoves away.

(15) Which bookdo you think gp t'i that John bought]t

What Takita, Goto, and Shibata’s proposal regardpgjl-out does here is change the syntactic
object {C{hat), TP} into a single head @{at) (after the IP is sent to spell-out). The labettw
syntactic object that corresponds to the embedizede of (15) at the point whevhich bookis
present in that part of the structure can thendterthined straightforwardly even before the wh-
phrase moves away given that this syntactic olsjeat consists of a head (C) and a phrase (the
wh-phrase), eliminating the need for labeling tiglodraces (i.e. the assumption that traces are
invisible for labeling, which Takita, Goto, and Bata 2016 show is problematic; note that the
head-phrase configuration can be labeled in Chor28kg, with the head providing the label).

The most obvious argument for the proposal in goieshowever, concerns the standard
assumption that only the edge of a phase is atte$ssdm outside of the phase. The reason why
this is the case is then rather straightforwardy dime edge is actually there. To see this more
clearly, what Takita, Goto, and Shibata (2016) ariguthat when spell-out applies to (16) (where
XP is a phase), it essentially changes (16) to. (Ifig¢ other authors cited above make similar
proposals. Thus, Narita (2011, 2012) argues thatl-ept removes a constituent from the
derivational workspace so that what remains afiel-®ut applies to (16) is (17) (Chomsky 2008
in fact also suggests that the PIC effect ariseaume what is spelled out is eliminat&iJhe idea

17 Boskovit (2016b) argues that what undergoes spell-outtisalig a full phase, with successive-cyclic
movement targeting the phrase right above the pHdsediscussion in the text can be easily adajated
that approach.

18See Narita (2011, 2012) for discussion of how tiiermation that X was merged with YP is encoded and
accessed in the interfaces under this approachitéNagues the information that YP has undergonegisie
with X in (16), including the relevant c-commandat@ns, are also transferred, which is importarthie
recombination of separately transferred bits aidtires (see Boeckx and Grohmann 2007), e.g. &r th
purpose of linearization. The alternative is tatidenearization in the relevant respect like Chioyn(2013)
treats labeling, which is rather natural given @@abmsky (2013) treats labeling just like lineati@a in
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behind the proposals in question is thus ratheplerand appealing: if something is not accessible
it is really not there (in fact, more generallyistis the best and simplest way of dealing with the
kind of effect where something (YP in this casd)des as if it is not there—it really is not there)
What matters for us is that this changes the phphsase merger from (16) into a head-phrase
merger in (17).

(16)
/\
/P XP
P
N
PN
(17)
/\
/P X

=~

The above discussion (i.e. MAR), then, gives usw perspective on the PIC. A Spec involves a
symmetrical, phrase-phrase merger. The PIC in eff@otroduces asymmetry into the merger
(compare (16) and (17)). The above then amounts deduction of the PIC—it is seen as a
mechanism for maximizing asymmetry of syntéx.

that labels are needed only at the interfaces hewrger of syntactic objects proceeds without ialel
Chomsky argues that labeling is done at the phesel, for the whole phase, prior to transfer. (&inthe
Takita et al analysis, if at this point labelingdgalue to the lack of feature-sharing, it can mg@after the
relevant transfer operation, which is in fact wikdtomsky 2013 also assumes.) Given the conceptual
similarity between linearization and labeling, @esns natural to assume that the same would hold for
linearization. The effect of this is that the c-coand relations relevant to linearization would éad off

at the derivational point in (16) (note that th&uis of linearization matters only if we are dealege with

the final landing site of ZP and if XP is phasegldies not arise e.g. with successive-cyclic moveé)nen
There are other rather interesting options heregkploring them in detail would take us beyondsbepe

of this paper. E.g., Kayne (2010) suggests linederois determined by probe-goal relations, whbee t
probe-goal search shares the directionality ofipgrand production, hence the probe precedes thig(go
head then precedes the complement since it préotesdamplement (this is generalized over selector-
selectee dependencies) or an element within th@leonent). What is of interest here is that in Bad&s
(2007) system, discussed in section 5.2, all mowemeamoving-element driven, with the moving elemen
serving as a probe from its final landing site (th@ving element has a uK feature which forces ihawve

to serve as a probe). What this means is thatat wie see in (16)-(17) is the final landing sit&Bf(which

is the only relevant case since otherwise ZP woatte pronounced in this position, making lineatian
irrelevant), ZP will function as a probe in Bosk&wsystem, which means that under Kayne’s (2010)
assumption regarding probe-goal relations, ZP wpudede XP in (16) (in fact, nothing would chairge
(17)). Another assumption from Kayne (2010) opems&wmother possibility. Kayne suggests that if adhea
H merges with two complements, they must be orofipmsite side of H. Given the bottom-up derivation,
(16) first determines that X must precede YP. Z&htimust be on the opposite side of X even in (17).
Another possibility is made available by a propdeain Narita (2011), the gist of which is that ia, $},

if there is a lower copy aof within B, a precede$. There are thus a number of very interesting ogtio
here. However, teasing them apart, which wouldiregbeir precise formalization, would take us bayo
the limits of this paper, hence | leave this patdlytrather rewarding endeavor for future research

1%As observed by Takita et al (2016), under theippsal labeling considerations cannot be the driving
force behind successive-cyclic movement as in Chygr(013) (Chomsky’s analysis in this respect was
based on the stipulation that traces are ignoredafmeling, which, as noted above, is now elimieabl
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There is a similarity between the diachronic losspecifiers and the PIC that should be
noted: while the two are superficially very diffatelike the former, the PIC also leads to the loss
of a specifier, i.e. undoing of a phrase-phrasegeresituation. One could in fact look at the PIC
as a derivational manifestation of the diachromaspure to lose specifiers.

A guestion, however, arises in this respect whetmervoidance to create a specifier can
be the motivation for the loss of wh-movement & tlelevant specifiers are anyway reanalyzed
during transfer/spell-out. Two issues are relevamhis respect. It is not clear that wh-movement
in all languages targets SpecCP, i.e. a phasal (s#gein this respect section 5). In fact, in some
of the cases where wh-movement got lost, it apgbatthe landing site of obligatory wh-fronting
was actually lower than SpecCP (i.e. it did nogetla phase edge, which means that the relevant
Spec would not have been PIC-reanalyzed), seadndhpect Aldridge (2018), who argues that
wh-movement in Old Japanese targeted Spé¢sRe also Watanabe 2002 and Aldridge 2009, as
well as Aldridge 2010, 2018 regarding Archaic Ckile Second, even in the cases where wh-
movement does create a Spec of a phase (i.e. Wheards in SpecCP), in the case of a derivational
loss of a specifier that is accomplished throughRIC, the specifier is still first created. Wittet
loss of wh-movement, the specifier is never creaiéis means that the loss of wh-movement is
a stronger way of satisfying MAR than the PIC; #widance to create a specifier can then still
be the motivation for the loss of wh-movement iitespf the role of the PIC described above.

At any rate, it does seem to be the case that &geguvary in the landing site of wh-
movement (see here sectior?5)f this is indeed true, and if in some cases whemoent does
target a phasal edge while in others it does netmay expect that the latter would be more likely
to be lost given that the PIC would relieve the Speessure to some extent in the former case.
While the prediction still remains to be verifiedlshould be noted that some of the cases where
wh-movement got lost indeed seem to have involvédmevement of the latter kind. Thus,
Aldridge (2009, 2010, 2018) argues that this wasddse in Archaic Chinese and Old Japanese.
While it is impossible to go into a detailed dissios of the position of wh-phrases in Archaic
Chinese and Old Japanese here (and it is difftoulte conclusive in the relevant respect given
that we can only rely on historical records), tlusipon of the wh-phrases in (18) (wh-fronting
was obligatory in Archaic Chinese) rather cleanlgicates that the landing site of the wh-fronting
is lower than in English, which is exactly what Atthe argue$?

They also observe that labeling anyway cannot kentéo be the driving force of movement in general,
e.g. no labeling problem arises in the base posidiahe direct object iMaryi, John likes;t Takita at al
(2016) adopt BoSkovis (2007) proposal, discussed in section 5.2, thavement is driven by an
uninterpretable feature (uK) of the moving elemaeritich applies both to the initial step of movemand
successive-cyclic movement (one could, howevertdrincorporate this into the labeling system under
Bo3kovic's in press assumption that a uK blocks labelingmewing element would then always have a
uK, which would block labeling (with feature-shagialiminating the uK)).

20 She argues that SpeclP in this case becomes acwb/position through C-T inheritance.

21 To mention just one case, while in many languagiés focal particles wh-phrases move in front af th
focal particle, which means to the Spec of theigartYuan (2017) shows that in Kikuyu they movehe
complement of the focal particle (as a result ofchithey follow it; see also Tuller 1992 for releva
crosslinguistic variation within Chadic languages).

22See Aldridge’s work for explicit arguments thatstis indeed the case, in Archaic Chinese as wéllds
Japanese. Regarding the latter, while wh-phrasgsdibe fronted in Old Japanese, they were vesnoft
not clause initial (note that Aldridge shows thas inot the case that only topics could precedeté&d wh-
phrases in Old Japanese). This is very differemhfLatin, to be discussed below, where wh-phrases a
typically clause initial (see the data in Brownsdph, and Wallace 2009, Danckaert 2012, Davin and
Stephens 2006, Ledgeway 2012, Spevak 2010).
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(18) a. Gongsheiyu xiang if?
you who want appoint
‘Who do you want to appoint?’
b. Wo jiandhe qiu §?
I will what ask.for
‘What will | ask for?’ (Archaic Chise, Aldridge 2010:10)

Also relevant is Romance. As noted above, Latinavasbligatory wh-fronting language. Modern
Romance languages, on the other hand, allow thenwshu option (Latin did not allow it at all),
in fact quite productively. As noted by Dadan (2))1Be option is actually on the rise in terms of
the frequency of occurrence. Thus, Coveney (198p)ia@tly argues that this is the case for
French. In fact, although French has more thanoweet movement strategy, Coveney (1995) has
found that the wh-in-situ option is employed in gd0% of questions in the speech of Parisian
middle class (see also Lopes-Rossi 1996 for Beaz#ortuguese). The wh-in-situ option is even
more prevalent in child speech (in fact, even old@ldren, who have fully mastered the wh-
option, use wh-in-situ more frequently than wh-moeat, and crucially more frequently than
their parents, using it even in the contexts wihvenein-situ is not allowed in adult French, see
Zuckerman 2001, Oiry 2011). Based on all this, Da@®19) argues that we are witnessing here
a change in progress, with French being in thege®of becoming a wh-in-situ language. What
is important for us is that Ledgeway (2012) suggésat there was a change in the landing site of
wh-fronting from Latin to Modern Romance; in paudtigr, the landing site of wh-fronting in Latin
was the highest clausal projection (see also Datk#®12), which is not the case in Modern
Romance, where Ledgeway (2012) assumes that whirfgolands in Rizzi’s (1997) FocP. What
this means is that in Latin, wh-fronting targeteghtaasal projection, which is not the case in
Modern Romancé:?* In fact, Danckaert (2012: 245-250) suggestslthtin was a multiple wh-
fronting language of Bulgarian type, with fronteti4ghrases clustering together in a superiority-
obeying manner clause initially. In the literature multiple wh-fronting, this is generally taken
as a diagnostic of wh-fronting to the highest cédysojection (see e.g. Rudin 1988, BoSkovi
2002, Richards 2001). This means that there wasuage in the landing site of wh-fronting, from
a phasal to a non-phasal projection, before theldpment of wh-in-situ in Romance.

At any rate, while it is impossible to be conclesiw this respect, there is thus some
suggestive evidence (especially from (Archaic) @esmand (Old) Japanese) that wh-fronting is
more likely to be lost if it targets a non-phasadjection, which could be captured under the

2 Adopting Rizzi's (1997) split CP structure (devyagol mostly on the basis of Italian), where Forcef,
FocP, is the highest clausal projection, to Chorissk¥000, 2001) phasal system or the contextual, th
highest-phrase-in-the-clause-is-a-phase systemBedkovt 2014, 2015, Wurmbrand 2013), FocP would
not be a phasal projection in either of these tppr@aches to phases. (In fact, | am not aware pf an
approach to phases where that would be the casge)tNat more generally, Ledgeway (2012) suggests
that Latin did not have split (or fully split) C®hich modern Romance languages do have (for indigren
evidence that there is crosslinguistic variatiothis respect, see e.g. BoSkb20D16a, Erlewine 2016; note
that Rizzi 1997 himself suggests that CP is noagsasplit, in fact even within a single language] that

the works assuming split CP for particular langsaggue that there can be variation in the lansiegof
wh-movement across languages even within splits€e for example Haegeman 2000 and Roberts 2004).
24 Note also that in Spanish (which is also develgpith-in-situ), a traditional complementizer carfaot
precede a fronted wh-phrase (see e.g. Uriagere8@, Fizzi 2001, Villa-Garcia 2015), which confirms
that the wh-fronting here does not target the régletausal projection (see also BoSko2002, Reglero
2007, Reglero and Ticio 2013, Figueiredo Silva @ndlla 2016, among others, for arguments that wh-in
situ in modern Romance languages is true wh-in-gigihould not be analyzed as involving wh-movetnen
that is followed by remnant fronting).
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suggestion made in this section since the PIC waoelldve the Spec pressure at least to some
extent with phasal Specs, as discussed above.

Another point is worth noting here. One of the ternaf the minimalist program is that
language (i.e. Universal Grammar) is characterlaedptimal, computationally efficient design.
Phases and multiple spell-out are taken to cortibuthe efficient design, i.e. they are efficient
design mechanisms. Early research within the gémerparadigm has already noticed that
syntactic dependencies can span only a limited amolstructure. In the current theory, the
locality of syntactic dependencies is treated imteof phases, the goal being to have an optimal
and efficient computational system. The phase theoombined with multiple spell-out,
accomplishes this by limiting the number of syntacbjects/the amount of syntactic structure
that the derivation is working on, where this ihiaged by transferring parts of syntactic structure
to the interfaces during the derivation, the trarsfd parts not being accessible for further
syntactic operations (see Uriagereka 1999). Plaetesmine the transfer points, the PIC playing
a crucial role here.

Phases and multiple spell-out not only limit theocammt of structure that the derivation is
working on, but they also maximize the MAR effegighiminating Specs (by changing their status,
as discussed above). From this perspective, the ploasal points we have, the better (for both
concerns under consideration). There are a nunflbfferent approaches to phases; | will leave
it to the reader to compare them from the perspedtf these concerns (see e.g. Chomsky 2000,
2001, Boskoui 2014, Epstein and Seely 2002, and Mdiller 2010).

The above approach to the PIC also has a beaririigeoproper formulation of the PIC.
Following the original multiple-spell out proposal Uriagereka (1999), BoSkav(2015) argues
for an approach to the PIC where both the Spedl@domplement of phase XP are accessible
from the outside (though nothing that is domindigdhese elements is). This conception of the
PIC would not follow from the maximize-asymmetrypapach to the PIC: complements do not
raise a problem for the asymmetry of syntax; furtiere, this approach does not sever the Spec
from the rest of the structure, by placing it inliferent domain. As a result, if the maximize-
asymmetry approach to the PIC is on the right trédo& conception of the PIC where only the
Spec is accessible from the outside is to be peder

The above discussion has thus unified the diacbitenidency to lose Specs, the avoidance
of Specs in language acquisition, the LCA, andRIhe: all of these are there because of the
asymmetric nature of syntax. Superficially, we dealing with very different mechanisms but
abstractly they all have something in common, ngnAR. The diachronic loss of specifiers
(which is essentially reflected in language acdgiois), the LCA, and the PIC are all different
strategies for dealing with a symmetric mergeratian: with the first one, one of the relevant
elements is lost, with the second one, movemeanefof the elements is forced, and the third one
changes the status of one of the relevant elemertssially, they all target and change a
symmetric merger situation. We have also seenthiaatoringing the PIC into the diachronic loss
of specifiers makes a prediction that non-phasatisiprs may be more likely to get lost than
phasal specifiers. The current discussion alsachasequences for the PIC and phases: it favors

25 All this may also be expected to have a reflelailguage acquisition, an issue which will haveedeft

for future research. Another issue is potentiadhgvant here. Rizzi (1997) suggests that evemiguages
where wh-movement targets FocP, a non-phasal piajeas discussed above, wh-movement in relative
clauses still targets the highest phrase in sit(ilds ForceP), which is a phasal projection. kggéngly,

it appears that wh-movement is harder to lose lative clauses; thus, modern Romance languagés stil
require it in relative clauses; in fact, even Chmetill has wh-movement in relative clauses (sgeHuang
1982). This could be another case where a phasal iSpnore resistant to a loss than a non-phasal, Sp
though obviously a much more careful investigatiwwhich | leave for future research, is needed leefor
this conclusion can be endorsed.
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one particular approach to the PIC and favors ambres to phases that maximize phasal points.
(Recall that MAR also favors a particular way opilementing Case licensing.)

4. Bare Phrase Structure

In this section | will discuss basic structure dinfy from the perspective of MAR. We have seen
in section 1 that the notion of the head of a phreself reflects the spirit of MAR. In this seatio
we will see that the MAR perspective also providesrgument for Chomsky’s (1995) conception
of Bare Phrase Structure (BPS), which also fawarger GB-style structure building. (Recall also
that the MAR perspective explains the rarity of tiplé Spec constructions, which BPS otherwise
freely allows.)

Chomsky (1995) proposes a relational definitio®pécs and complements where the first
element merged with a head is a complement, evagytblse is a Spec. This in itself favors
complements over Specs (capturing the MAR intujtiam fact, there cannot be a Spec unless
there is a complement. GB structure building wadike that, it was perfectly fine to have a Spec
without a complement, as in (19) (under the Preditaernal Subject hypothesis).

(29) VP
I
those women V’
I
\Y
work

This is not possible in BPS. Attempting somethifighes sort would only give us a structure that
is appropriate for an ergative verb, where the aojgiment is base-generated as an object, i.e. a
complement (see (20), where VP is used for easgmdsition; the same holds for the bar-level in
(21)). The reason for this is simple: there carreot Spec unless there is a complement in BPS,
which, as noted above, captures the MAR intuitigridvoring complements.

(20) VP
arfive those women

In fact, this is what gave rise to vP: if the ertrargument is going to be a Spec, the head that
introduces it must take a complement, otherwiseoiild not take a Spec (vP is then there
essentially due to MAR concerns).

(21) VP
/ \
ZP v

=~

those women
\Y} VP

vHwerk N

The intuition behind all of this is that Specs areated when there is no more space within a
phrase, they are sort of last resort in structurkeimg: first comes the complement, whose merger
into the structure is asymmetric; if needed, wa thet a Spec. The “last resort” character of Specs
(they are there only when there is no more spatleirwa phrase) was not present in the GB
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structure building, which does not favor complersemter Specs; hence, to the extent that it is
real, MAR can be taken to favor BPS.

To complete the discussion of base argument stibuilding, compare simple transitive
and ditransitive constructions in (22)-(23) (whergy the traditional VP structure is presented).

(22) [kissed Mary]
(23) [Mary give a book]

A single internal argument can be merged as a camgt, as in (22); this is not possible with the
second internal argument in (23), where creatioa gfjecifier is then forced by semantic reasons
(the creation of the Spec in (23) then does ndatedhe MAR preference). As noted above, under
standard assumptions, external arguments are 3peds, that case the creation of a Spec is also
unavoidable, given that the relevant head, v, aésals to take a complement.

A number of things then get unified from the MABrgpectivethe diachronic loss of Specs
and their avoidance in language acquisition, ndvgdDadan 2019, the LCA, the Phase
Impenetrability Condition, and the no-Spec-withocathplement aspect of Bare Phrase Structure
(regarding structure building, the latter is intfaoought together with the notion of the head of a
phrase and the rarity of multiple-Spec construsijéh We have seen that the Bare Phrase
Structure system is in fact characterized by andaaeSpec-if-you-can property, which is exactly
the spirit of MAR, in fact MAR as a preference miple, as argued here.

5. On intermediate movement effects

This section is somewhat speculative and open emmdedture. Its goal is to note one particular
consequence of the above discussion, i.e. MAR, wlie to the scope of this work and space
limitations (as well as the controversial natureéhaf issues under discussion) cannot be discussed
in any real detail here.

5. 1. Intermediate steps of movement

26 1t is worth noting that there is an aspect of Chkyts (2013) labeling framework that goes agaihst t
spirit of MAR. We have seen in section 1 that tbéan of the head of a phrase in fact expresses MAR
it is inherently asymmetric in that it makes oneneént in a phrase, or one element in any mergearg mo
important than the other(s). While in BPS all stowe building is asymmetric in that one elemengin
merger always projects (labeling the resulting ctme, thus functioning as the head of the reyiltin
structure) this is not the case in Chomsky (20E3)., in (i), wherMary and TP merge what labels the
resulting structure in Chomsky (2013) is prominéatures they share, namejpyfeatures. The two
elements thus contribute equally to the structuitdimg here. Similarly, the merger whatand the CP in
(i) (I wonder what she boughs labeled by the shared feature, Q, with theelements again contributing
equally to structure building. This is all in caast to the BPS system, where only one elementgisoje
each merger, labeling the resulting structure.

() [<¢, 9> [opMary] [re left]]

(i) ....[<Q,Q> ppwhat] [cr she bought]]

The structures in (i) and (i) raise questions,,algere is the issue of howps ¢> in (i) is interpreted in the
semantics (note that Chomsky 2013 actually archegstihe semantics, not syntax, needs labels. The sa
issue may arise with object shift, since when dbpift takes place, the resulting structure would
presumably be also labeled ag,<>). Putting these issues aside (it is worth notiage that the works in
the labeling framework often adopt traditional lsbéke TP and CP for (i)/(ii) for ease of expositj
though the issue is whether this is really justdgpository reasons), the point made here is t@aBPS
structure building is more in line with MAR thamstture building in the labeling framework, so MARN
actually be taken to favor the BPS system over &Bhstructure building and the labeling-framework
structure building, though for different reasons.
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Above, we have seen that there is a deep disliksgdecifiers. What is behind it is the general
preference for asymmetric relations. In light o tbove discussion, where we have seen that
there is a tendency to lose specifiers diachrolyieald change their status derivationally due to
the preference for asymmetric relations, we wowtdaxpect to have free, superfluous specifiers.
As noted above, the existence of Specs is relatétetbroader question why we have movement
in the first place (Chomsky’s 2000 answer is thé is due to the needs of the external systems);
most of the time they are used to express variensatic and pragmatic notions (see also fn 13).
There can also be prosodic reasons for them,@gugport an enclitic head. But there are other
considerations too. Consider successive-cyclic mavrg, in particular, consider (24), focusing on
one intermediate step, namely, movement to themddiate SpecCP.

(24) Which book do you think fhat John bought]?

Whenwhich bookmoves to merge to the position indicatedt liy (24) we get a merger of two
phrases. In this case, there are no non-syntagons of the kind discussed above that would
motivate creating the dispreferred phrase-phraggeneThe reason why the spec in question is
created is syntactic, namely due to syntactic ltcabince CP is a phasehich bookwould not
be able to move out of the CP without moving thioitg edge’ The Maximize Asymmetric
Relations (MAR) is a preference principle, it syat such relations should be maximized as much
as possible—here it is simply not possible. Untexapproach, we would then expect successive-
cyclic movement to occur only when it is really assary, namely, when it is forced by the PIC,
which means that successive-cyclic movement shaalceed only through phasal edges. In other
words, there should be no free successive-cyclicement. For arguments that this is indeed the
case, the reader is referred to Kang (2014). Tiséaipo will not be defended here, the issue is too
controversial and involves a number of construgtieanything even remotely approaching a
conclusive discussion of the issue would go wayohdythe scope of this paper, whose goal
regarding this particular issue is simply to pant one consequence of MAR and, additionally,
to discuss a case (referred to below ashe lefteffect) that was not considered before from this
perspective. Regarding arguments for potential Stexessive-cyclic movement in the literature,
such arguments should either be reanalyzed in athatydoes not involve successive-cyclic
movement, as is done for a number of such cadgsstein and Seely (2002, 2006), or there should
be more phasal boundaries than is standardly asssonthat the movements in question actually
target phasal edges (in this respect, see e.gldine from BoSkow (2014, 2015) and Wurmbrand
(2013) that the highest clausal projection is asphavhich means that even IPs that are not
dominated by CP, as in the case of raising and E@iitives, are phases; note also that under
BosSkovi's 2014 approach to phases, on which all lexicadseproject phasal domains, even
passive and ergative verbs, as well as nouns, gitepts, and adjectives, project phasal domains).
At any rate, given that intermediate movements lvev@reation of specifiers, given the above
discussion we would expect that there would beup@sluous intermediate movement stéps.
This may also help us address thieo lefteffect (and more generally, BosSké&'si 2008b
claim that feature-checking movement cannot feeathen feature-checking movement)—Ilocal
subject questions of this sort in fact providetaeadramatic illustration of the ban on superflsiou
intermediate steps, which goes beyond phasal ceragidns. Consider the following paradigm
(for discussion of the paradigm see BoSkd®016a, Messick in press and references therein).

27 Given that what is sent to spell-out is no longecessible to syntactic computation, a moving efeéme
needs to move to the phasal edge, and out of heapbomplement before the complement is senteib sp
put. Successive-cyclic movement then must targasghedges.

28 Superfluous here should be taken rather broadifadi the discussion we are about to get intoceeis
that ‘superfluous’ should not be only defined irme of phases.
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(25) Who left?
(26) a. *Who bought what the hell?
b. What the hell did John buy?
c. Who the hell bought that house?
(27) Who loves everyone? (who>everyone; *eveegavho)
(28) Someone loves everyone. (someone >evergyeeyone>someone)
(29) Someone bought a car. Who?

Questions like (25) are sometimes assumed nowtvie wh-movement at all (see e.g. Carstens,
Hornstein, and Seely 2016, Chomsky 1986). Therbdsiever, evidence that the wh-phrase in
(25) does not remain in SpeclP. Very briefly, if tage (26a-b) to indicate thtte hellcan only
modify wh-phrases in SpecCP, (26c) provides evidghatwhoin (25) does not stay in SpeclP
(see Ginzburg and Sag 2000; Pesetsky and Torre@b).ZBurthermoregveryonecan take scope
over the subject in (28) but not in (27). This reexpected if the subject in (27) could stay in
SpeclP (see Mizuguchi 2014). Finally, if sluicimyolves wh-movement followed by IP deletion,
as is standardly assumed, the wh-phrase in (29otdre located in SpeclP (see Agbayani 2000,
Messick in press; the latter also shows that (29)ot a case of pseudoslucing, i.e. ellipsis of an
underlying cleft). (26)-(29) thus provide evideribatwhodoes not stay in SpeclP in (25).

Furthermore, in a number of languages that alloth tiee SV and the VS order, where in
the latter the subject does not move to SpeclRwtberders are associated with different subject-
agreement morphology. What we getnho leftin such languages is the morphology associated
with the VS order (e.g in some dialects of Italiar)is indicates not only that the subject in sabje
guestions does not remain in SpeclP, but that whement to SpecCP cannot even proceed
through SpeclP, otherwise we would get the morgiobssociated with the SV word order. The
same point can be made regarding languages wheresttal subject agreement morphology that
is associated with subjects being in SpeclP hbs ttropped invho left(e.g. Kinande, Kaqgchikel).

Consider also British Englisto-ellipsis, wherelo co-occurs with a modal. It has been noted
that A-movement out of do-ellipsis site is allowed, while A’-movement is nag shown by (30)
(Baltin 2007, Haddican 2007, BoSk6w2014, den Dikken and Griffiths 2018, Messick iegs,
among others).

(30) a. John might seem to enjoy that, and;Patght (do)-seem-to-enjoy-that too.
b. I know whpJohn will kiss and who Pete will (*de)-kiss t

Importantly, such ellipsis is also disallowed wstlbject questions (see den Dikken and Griffiths
2018, Messick 2019): if wh-movement in subject dgoes were to proceed via SpeclP, (31B)
would involve only A-movement out afo-ellipsis, just like (30a), hence would be expedied
pattern with (30a) rather than (30Db).

(31) A: Sue wouldn’t kiss Peter last night
B: Well, whewould (*do){-kiss-him (den Dikken and Griffiths 2018)

Another, new, argument to this effect concernsvileti-known fact (see for example Bresnan
1971, Selkirk 1972, Kaisse 1983) that auxiliary tcaction is not possible when the auxiliary is
followed by a wh-trace (in work in preparation bghthat this holds when the auxiliary and the
wh-trace are located in the same phase).

(32) a. | know whereJohn isit(tonight).
b. *I know whereJohn’s t (tonight).
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The fact that auxiliary contraction is allowed 88 then indicates that wh-movement in (33) does
not proceed via SpeclP, leaving a wh-trace in ploattion?°

(33) Who's leaving tonight?

The following West Ulster English (WUE) data, notegl McCloskey (2000), provide a rather
strong confirmation that local subject questionsidbinvolve wh-movement via SpeclP.

(34) Whowas arrested all in Duke Street?
(35) *Theywere arrested all last night.
(36) What did he say allthat he wanted?

In contrast to Standard English, WUE allows Q-floatler wh-movement, as shown by (36); such
Q-float is also possible in (34). Still, just likkandard English, WUE disallows (35). (35) indisate
that a subject in SpeclP cannot float a quantifiehe postverbal position in passives. This rules
out the derivation whererho in (34) moves to SpecCP via SpeclP. If that waee dase, the
qguantifier in (34) would be floated under movemienSpecIP, which (35) shows is not possible.
(This also rules out the derivation whevlo in (34) stays in SpeclP). These data then provide
evidence thatvho does not even pass through SpeclP in (25), wiich fact what McCloskey
(2000) concludes. How come?

Rizzi (2006) argues that SpeclP is actually aedgt position (like e.g. Spec of +whC,
SpecFocP...); movement to this position (i.e. bemmidis position) leads to a certain interpretation
(the same has been argued for object shift, seextample Diesing 1996f.Under this approach,
non-syntactic reasons are then (at least parti@ghind creation of SpeclP, which would in
essence mean that this movement is not taking fdace strictly formal reasorBut this non-
formal, interpretation-related reason, which fitsliwvith the above discussion regarding why we
have movement, could apply only if the elementaltfistays (and is interpreted) in that position;
if the element has to move away for other reastins,non-syntactic reason would not apply.
Given that IP that is dominated by CP is not a phpkases/PIC would also not require movement
to that position. Given that intermediate movemeéake place only when forced by phase/PIC
reasons, then movement to SpecCP would not evereg@dovia SpeclP, which captures Wigo
left effect. The reason why there is no movement thrdbigeclP invho leftis then the same as
the reason why specifiers are lost diachronicalhg in fact, more abstractly, it is the same reason
as the one behind the LCA and the PIC: MAR, ordbkaeral asymmetric nature of language,
which disfavors Specs.

There is actually a more general freezing effesbaiated with criterial positions in Rizzi's
sense: as discussed in Rizzi (2006), once XP mimvacriterial position, it gets frozen there—
movement from a criterial to a criterial positi@niot possible. BoSka¥(2008b) generalizes this

2t is occasionally suggested that subject questxagptionally do not involve inversion due to thek
of do-support. The conclusion is erroneodis:support is a last resort mechanism that take® pasupport
a stranded tense affix when a phonologically redliglement intervenes between the affix and the (aar
account that goes back to Chomsky 1957, see alsuk 4995b, Halle and Marantz 1993, Bobaljik 1995,
among many others). There is no phonologicallyizedlintervener inWho walked(cf. Who CH (ed)
walk), just as inMary walked(cf. Mary T(ed) walk), and in contrast t&Vhat did Mary buy(cf. What
C+T(ed) Mary buy). Only the last case then triggelesupport.

30| refer the reader to Rizzi (2006) for discussadrthe Subject Criterion, i.e. the interpretatibmttis
associated with the position in question (including status of traditional expletives under thiprapch,
though see Moro 1997 for a semantically-contergfatent approach to expletives). Rizzi in fact eby
considers the traditional EPP to be a manifestaifahe Subject Criterion, comparing it in thispest to
the situation found with e.g. TopP and FocP.
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effect in terms of feature checking, where a feattlrecking movement cannot feed another
feature-checking movement. It should, however,diechthat the above discussion most naturally
fits with Chomsky’s (2008) position regarding mowamto criterial positions: Chomsky (2008)
suggests that such movement is not formally (ieature-checking) driven, what licenses
movement to positions like SpecTopP, SpecFocP.. what in effect then licenses Spec creation
in such cases, is getting a certain interpretatiudrch fits well with the above discussion regagdin
“licensing” of specifiers. The more general crigérireezing effect can then be captured as
discussed above: if simply moves through a criterial position X onway to a higher criterial
position, the interpretation associated with it Vddoe lost, since would not be interpreted in that
(X) position (any kind of forced reconstruction iduaise the same problem regarding the higher
criterial position)?

In conclusion, given that intermediate movement®ive Spec creation, given MAR, we
would expect that there would be no superfluousrmediate movement steps. TWieo lefteffect
represents a rather dramatic confirmation of thredrasuperfluous intermediate steps. Given that
intermediate movement (to SpeclP here) is bannet av this case, it appears that the null
hypothesis should indeed be that intermediate mewnésitake place only through phasal edges
(i.e. when they are forced by phases/PIC), whictesaa number of interesting issues that were
noted in the beginning of this section.

5.2. More on the EPP and MAR

In this section | will briefly address the EPP effen light of the above discussion, i.e. from the
perspective of MAR. (I will not be able to provideeomprehensive discussion of the effect, | will
merely point out the relevance of the above disonsfor it. Furthermore, since | will not be
concerned here with the question of whether thdittoamal IP should be split (and how it should
be treated), | will interchangeably use the ter(nfl)land T(ense) for the head associated with the
EPP effect, depending on what the accounts disdusslew assume in this respect. No deeper
significance should be attached to this.)

There are two broad approaches to the traditiBRd effect that | will be concerned with
here: (a) movement to SpeclP is driven by an inadey of the target (1), which requires a Spec;
(b) the movement is triggered by a problem in tinecsure prior to the movement to SpeclP, i.e.
a problem which arises whavhois located in its base-generated position (SpacvR5) (see
e.g. Boskouw 2007, Epstein and Seely 2006, Chomsky 2013). We baen that SpeclP is never
filled in (25); this provides evidence against (&, against an approach to the traditional EPP
effect that would simply require creation of SpefdPformal reasons—that position is simply not
created in (25). On the other hand, such constmiettan be captured under approaches along the
lines of (b), where the traditional EPP effectiedtto the moving element itself, since such
approaches do not per se require SpeclP to bé.filleus, there are Case-driven approaches to the
traditional EPP effect; for example, in BoSko{2007) the Case requirement is formulated in such
a way that a nominative DP simply needs to c-conariafi for its Case to be licensed (i.e. the
DP must be a probe héfe it undergoes the shortest movement possibleh@wge this. In (25),

31 Additional assumptions are needed if the movemiargsiestion are treated in terms of feature chregki
since a feature can be checked on the way to ahigbsition. BoSkovi (2008a), who gives such an
analysis, in fact adopts an additional assumptioterms of Chomsky’s (2000, 2001) Activation Cdiali,
where movement af to a criterial position deactivategor further movement. As discussed below, another
issue arises under the formally-driven movementagah if movement to e.g. SpecTopP is taken to be
driven by a requirement for Top to have a SpeceBiMAR, it would be strange to have a formal
requirement that would be directly in conflict WMAR in this manner, as discussed in more detdive

%2 For independent evidence for this approach to GaseVilla-Garcia (2015), StjepanéyR011), Saito
(2016), Aldridge (2018), Dadan (in press), amorwerg. Particularly strong are the arguments giyen b
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who independently needs to move to SpecCP: sinceisnptisitionwho also c-commands Infl,
there is then no need to move to SpeclP at alldutids approach to the EPP effect), hence such
movement is then not allowed, given the above disiom®3 As pointed out by Messick (in press),
the same actually holds under Chomsky’s (2013)liladp@pproach to the EPP effect, which is
abstractly similar to Bosko#s: it is something about the base-generated jposaf the subject
that forces its movement—as in Bosko{2007), in Chomsky (2013) there is no requiremntent
create SpeclP. The independently required movewofethie subject to SpecCP in (25) resolves
the issue in question, so that there is no neethtlement to SpeclP, i.e. to create SpétIP.

Even putting aside the issue that (25) raisethtraditional EPP approach, which requires
filled SpeclP, there is a more serious conceptgla here, raised by MAR. Given MAR, which
disfavors Specs, it would be rather strange to l@eendition which requires a Spec, which is
exactly what the traditional EPP is.

The issue is in fact more general, it goes beybedraditional EPP—it concerns the more
general question of whether movement is driven Ipyaperty of the moving element or by a
property of the targef. In Boskovi (2007), movement in general is in fact never dribg an
inadequacy of the target, but by an inadequachefmoving elemer Consider for example
successive-cyclic movement. The crucial ingredieht8osSkovi’s account of successive-cyclic

Villa-Garcia, who gives examples where a DP thdiase-generated in the left periphery does not get
default case but it gets its case from lower ddgince the relevant functional head does not c-camima
the DP at any point of the derivation, Villa-Garciancludes that it must be the case that the DBegro
down to be Case-licensed, as in BoSk®{2007) approach
33Since we are dealing here with a matrix questiafhywould actually move to C; however, such moveten
would not take place if (25) is embedded underrh like ask since inversion does not take place in indirect
guestions.
34 Chomsky (2015) proposes a different labeling antofi the EPP, where SpecTP always needs to be
there (hence the account still faces wie lefteffect problem) though there is no explicit reguient to
this effect. What is interesting about this accoisnthat it actually ties the EPP effect to the diea
complement relation: the gist of the account i éhproblem arises when T merges with its complémen
this is why another merger with the object credtgthe T-complement merger is needed. In other gyord
the relevant movement takes place for a reasotedeta the head-complement merger (something goes
wrong with that merger). | will discuss this accoimmore detail below.
% There are also approaches that allow both, sesk _k995a) and Zyman (2018). See also Nunes (2014,
2019) for an approach that combines Bos&g¢2007) and Chomsky (2000) in a way that would alibw
us to maintain the conclusions reached below; itiquéar, Nunes argues that in some cases the gyope
driving movement (an uninterpretable feature (u€)BoSkovt) originates on the phase head but is passed
on to the moving element, so that it is still a afithe moving element that drives the movement.
3Boskovit (2007, 2011b) discusses cases which are argyadtae support for the base rather than the
target driven movement, like quantifier raisingh€fe is nothing about the target of QR that woaltflire
it, i.e. nothing would go wrong with the target@R if QR does not take place; it is the moving edatn
that needs it.)

As briefly noted in section 3, languages with@diory wh-fronting, i.e. languages that must mawkeast
one wh-phrase, actually differ regarding the elauding site of wh-fronting (see e.g. Aldridge 202018,
BoSkovic 2002, Horvath 1995, Roberts 2004 (within split CR)ller 1992, Yuan 2017, among others). It
seems that this variation in the landing site offvamting is easier to accommodate in an approaoérav
the driving force of wh-fronting is in the wh-phessthemselves, than in an approach where the drivin
force is in the target head. In fact, there argulages that appear to simply require all wh-phresesove
where they quite clearly do not all move to the sgosition even within a single language (see Bagko
2002 and references therein), which seems to itedibat they are uninterpretable in situ (and allychot
simply interpretable in a single unique positiompich fits better with moving-element rather tharget-
driven systems(see also Watanabe 2002 for a case where the ulheofmoving wh-phrase is
morphologically realized, with the loss of this mbological realization leading to the loss of whriting).
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movement are that there is no feature-checkingémgeat in the intermediate positions of
successive-cyclic movement (thus, there is naifeathecking between the wh-phrase and the
complementizethat in the embedded clause of (24); the movement éoethbedded SpecCP
actually has nothing to do with the complementibat) and that for each step of successive-cyclic
movement, in facany movement, it is something about the base posdiaine movement that
drives it¥” in a sense that something would go wrong in trse osition of the movement if it
does not take place—there is nothing about thé tinget, or anything in the higher structure, that
motivates it in this sense (thus, if the wh-phrdees not move from the embedded SpecCP in
(24), a problem will arise in exactly this parttbé structure; nothing would go wrong anywhere
else). Note that all these are also the cruciateignts of Chomsky's (2013) treatment of
successive-cyclic wh-movement.

An alternative to the moving element driven movetris a system like Chomsky (2000,
2001). In Chomsky (2000, 2001), X and Y underg@gree relation in (37), with X probing Y to
value its unvalued F feature. X may or not have ER® property, which is simply a formal
requirement to have a Sp&clf it has it, the Agree relation is followed by wement of Y to
SpecXP.

(37) X Y
unF val F
(EPP-1 need a Spec)

Now, consider the nature of movement driven byaperty of the target vs movement driven by
a property of the moving element. In the former,vemaent is driven directly by a formal
requirement to create a Spec. This is not the wétbethe latter: it is not the case that a moving
element has a direct requirement to be a Spec, $atisfying the relevant requirement will force
movement, which will end up creating a Spec—bus thiso only indirectly, there is no direct
requirement to create a Spec.

For the sake of concreteness, consider in thgertssuccessive-cyclic movement in (38),
which for ease of exposition shows only one steguctessive-cyclic movement. Under a moving
element driven approach like BoskéyR007),which bookmoves to the edge of the embedded
clause to escape being sent to spell-out, movemeat driven by a property of the target head,
that On the other hand, consider a purely target-driapproach like Chomsky (2000, 2001):
there,that is optionally given the property I-need-a-Spedtive movement to the Spec thiat
(with the further proviso thahat can be given the I-need-a-Spec property only whisrs needed
to make successive-cyclic movement possible, a sietance of look ahead).

(38) Which book do you think [t that John bought]?

It should be obvious from the above that the mowlegnent driven system conforms better with
the spirit of MAR than the target-driven system,jehhrelies on a requirement to have a Spec, in
a direct conflict with MAR (if a head which takescamplement, and the relevant head always
does in the BPS system (see section 4)), has arrdefdRement, the requirement directly forces
merger with a phrase, i.e. a phrase-phrase meigesjher words, it would be strange to have a
formal requirement that would be directly in cociflivith MAR in this manner (to put it more

%" The base position here does not refer to the aserated position of the moving element, but dile t
of any movement step.

%The requirement is more general than the traditiR&—it is applicable to all heads, not just liifis
basically the counterpart of the strength propeftghomsky’s (1993) system.
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bluntly, to require specifiers, in fact all oveetplace, as in Chomsky’s 2000, 2001 target-driven
system, would be rather strange in a system wigalyrdislikes Specs).

In this respect, it is worth noting here Chomsk2815) approach to the traditional EPP,
briefly noted in fn 34where the traditional EPP effect is tied to an awahcy of the target but is
stated differently, without an explicit requiremeattake a Spec. In fact, as noted in fn 34, the
account actually ties the traditional EPP effecth® head-complement relation: In Chomsky’s
(2013, 2015) labeling system, when a head and asphmerge the head projects, labeling the
resulting object. However, Chomsky (2015) suggésts T is too weak to label itself (this is a
departure from Chomsky 2013), this is why anothergar with the object that is created by the
T-complement merger is needed. In this accountgetiseactually no requirement to have a Spec
(i.e. for T to have a Spec). The movement in qoasti fact takes place for a reason related to the
head-complement merger, because something goeg witim that merger. In other words, we
appear to have here target-driven movement thdissociated from a direct Spec requirement.
However, it turns out that even this approach taally in a rather direct conflict with the spiat
MAR. What MAR actually disprefers is a merger ofotwhrases. Consider now the relevant
structure with respect to T. At the relevant pahthe derivation, T already has a complement,
which means that we have a phrase. Similarly ton®&ky’s (2000, 2001) target-driven, I-need-a-
Spec approach to movement in general, what we lila@e here in Chomsky’'s (2015) target-
requirement approach to the traditional EPP, whiatees not explicitly require a Spec, is a phrase
which at this point of the derivation directly reias another merger—in other words, we have a
direct requirement for a phrase-phrase merger.

The upshot of the above discussion is that tadgeen approaches to movement generally
rely on requirements that are in a direct confwth MAR. This is not the case with moving-
element driven approaches (or approaches that toeqaire a formal reason for movement).
There, there is either no conflict, or only an nedt conflict, hence these approaches conform
better with the spirit of MAR. The traditional ERP€quirement to have SpeclP is in most direct
conflict with MAR. In fact, we have seen above thea serious empirical problem with the
traditional EPP, a context where SpeclP is quiarty not there, which we have suggested in fact
arises due to MAR-related reasons. This is noayaisat EPP effects do not exist at all—the point
of the above discussion is that an approach trduas EPP effects in a way that avoids a direct
conflict with MAR would be preferable both concegity (because of MAR) and empirically (to
give us a shot at capturing thwho lefteffect, i.e. the lack of SpeclP in such constoret)°

At any rate, in addition to having consequencestfetbroader issues regarding the driving
force of movement (and EPP effects), the discugsiohis section has unified theho lefteffect
with other phenomena and mechanisms that werequglyi unified from the MAR perspective.

6. Conclusion

Kayne’s (1994) seminal work has established theomapmce of asymmetric relations in the
domain of word order. This paper has expanded ¢imeath of asymmetricity with a number of

phenomena that are independent of word order, rgakirase for a Maximize Asymmetric

Relations preference (MAR) as a general propertyheflanguage faculty by showing that a
number of phenomena, which are independent of waddr, can be brought together under this
perspective (and thus unified with Kayne’s origimadrd-order related concern, i.e. the LCA).

39 Needless to say, a number of issues were left apewe; the goal of the above discussion was not to
provide a comprehensive account of traditional EffBcts (or comprehensively compare the existing
accounts) but simply to note a consequence of MARRIs respect and to point out some of the ingnadi
that the eventual account should have (there I/nea existing account that captures everythirgtes

to EPP effects—the above discussion has only swdtthe surface when it comes to the full compyexit
of the relevant paradigm).
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These include the diachronic loss of specifiers atoidance of specifiers in language acquisition,
the Phase Impenetrability Condition, the rarityrafltiple Spec constructions (cf. e.g. the rarity of
the multiple wh-fronting strategy), the no-Spechaiit-complement aspect of Bare Phrase
Structure (which, under asymetricity, is unifiedlwihe notion of the head of a phrase), and the
who lefteffect (where movement to SpecCP cannot procee8peclP). What is behind all this is
the Maximize Asymmetric Relations (MAR) preferenaee consequence of which is that it favors
complements over specifiers, since specifiers eterstructure through a symmetric phrase-
phrase merger, which is in conflict with MAR. Thaispect of MAR provides a unified perspective
on superficially very different mechanisms. Thiig, diachronic loss of specifiers, noted by Dadan
(2019), the LCA, and the Phase Impenetrability Guord are all different strategies for dealing
with a symmetric merger situation: with the firsiep one of the relevant elements is lost, with the
second one, movement of one of the elements isdoand the third one changes the status of one
of the relevant elements by making part of thecstme inaccessible. They thus all resolve
symmetric merger situations. The PIC can in fadbb&ed at as a derivational (hence synchronic)
manifestation of the diachronic (and acquisitionafis of specifiers: since the PIC changes the
status of a specifier derivationally, both the dranic loss of phrasal movement and the PIC
involve a loss of Sped$.Furthermore, we have seen that bringing the Pictive diachronic loss

of specifiers makes a prediction that non-phasetisiprs would be more likely to get lost than
phasal specifiers.

MAR also has a number of theoretical consequemeéisat it favors certain mechanisms
and theoretical concepts over their alternativésisT MAR has relevance for the more general
issue of whether movement is target- or moving-el@ndriven. MAR favors the latter approaches
(or approaches where movement is not formally aiiveer the former approaches, which are
generally based on requirements that are in atdimdlict with MAR (this in fact holds for the
traditional EPP requirement). FL apparently reabes not like Specs. Given this, it would be
strange to have a pervasive requirement (in fholvak the place) to take a Spec, as in Chomsky’s
(2000, 2001) target-driven system.

MAR also has consequences for structure builditg ffotion of the head of a phrase (or
any merger situation), which is inherently asymmetather directly reflects the spirit of MAR.
MAR also favors complements over specifiers becanseontrast to the latter, the former enter
the structure through an asymmetric (head-phrasegen. As a result, MAR favors BPS structure
building over GB structure building (for the latterason) as well as over the labeling framework
(for the former reason). MAR also favors asymmedpproaches to Case-licensing (e.g. the Case-
valuation approach over the Case-checking appro&dgarding phases, it favors one particular
approach to the Phase Impenetrability Conditiowels as approaches to phases that maximize
phasal points.
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