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Abstract 

UNIVERSAL LICENSING: 
IMPLICATIONS FOR PARASITIC GAP CONSTRUCTIONS 

This dissertation inves tigates, within a Government-Binding 
framework, the licensing mechanisms which regulate the distribu
tion of sentence-internaI constituents. It is proposed that the 
licensing requirements apply across components, in the spirit of 
the ProjectJon PnnCl.ple of Chomsky (1981). Under the extended 
view of licenslng proposed here ("Universal Licenslng"), maximal 
projectlons must comply with the appropnate licensing require
ments at every syntactlc level of representatl0n. 

Th1S allows for 1. more constralned model of grammar, under 
which a number of facts follow in a princl.pled way; thlS is the 
case particularly with respect to constructions 1nvolving null 
opera tors . Thus, from the D- and S- Structure condi tlons on null 
operator llcens1ng, we derive the cross-lingul.stic as well as the 
language-1nternal distrlbution of resumpt1ve pronouns. Further
more, sorne of the well-known, but so far stipulated, constraints 
on parasitic gap (PG) constructions are shown to follow from 
general prinClpIes: we explun for lnstan('e the fact that PGs 
must be sanct10ned at S-Structure, as weIl as the inability of 
adjunct movement to 11cense PGs. 

The consequences of Uni versaI Licensing on the distnbution 
of PGs are examlned wi th part1cular reference to adnominal PGs in 
French geniti val rela t 1 ves. It J 5 shown that the properties 
d1splayed by these 11 ttle-studied ("double dont") constructions, 
ln con] unctlOn wlth the Uni versaI Licensing Principle, shed 
slgniflcant light on a number of issues, among which the thematic 
structure of nom1nals, and the nature of the locali ty constraints 
on null operator identification. 

Christine Tellier 
Ph.D. 

Department of Linguistics 
McGill University 



Résumé 

UNIVERSAL LICENSING: 
IMPLICATIONS FOR PARASITIC GAP CONSTRUCTIONS 

Cette these étudIe r dan') le cadre de la théone du Gouverne
ment et du Liage r les mécanismes è.a sanctj onnement qUl réglssent 
la répartltlon des constüuants à l'lnteneur de la phrase. Il 
est proposé que les contralntes de sanctlonnement s'appliquent 
dans toutes les composantes du modèle, clans l' espn t du pnnClpe 
de projection de Chomsky (1981). Dans le cadre d' une théone 
étendue du sanctlonnement telle que celle proposée ici (le 
"sanctlonnement universel"), les proJections maximales dOIvent 
être adéquatement autorIsées à tous les nIveaux de représentatlon 
syntaxlque. 

Cette proposltion a pour effet de contralndre le modèle 
syntaxique et de dénver un certain nombre dE' faits de pnnClpes 
plus généraux. C' est le cas en particulier pour les constructions 
à opérateurs vides. Ainsi les propriétés distinctives des pronoms 
résomptifs, aUSSl bien à travers les langues qu 1 à l' intérleur 
d'une même langue, découlent de l'applIcation des con tralntes de 
sanctionnement au niveau de la structure-D et de la structure-S. 
De plus, notre hypothèse permet de dérl ver certalnes propnétés 
connues - mais jusqu'ici stipulées - des cons tructlons à VIdes 
parasites (ViPs). Par exemple, le cadre proposé lCl offre une 
explicatlon au falt que les ViPs doivent être sanctlonnés en 
structure-S; il explique également l' imposs lbill té pour les 
traces d'adj oint d'autoriser les ViPs. 

Les conséquences du sanctJ.onnement unIversel sur la dls
tribution des VJ.Ps sont étudiées avec une altention partlcullère 
aux relatives génitives du françals. Les propnatés de ces 
constructions relativement peu documentées (construct10ns dites à 
"double dont"), de concert avec le principe du sanctlonnement 
universel, mettent en lumière un certaIn nombre de questions 
importantes, dont la structure thématique des nomInaux et la 
nature des contraintes de localité régIssant l'ldentlficatlOn des 
opérateurs nuls. 

Christine Tellier 
Ph.D. 

Département de lingulstique 
Universi té McGill 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

The first section of this chapter consists in an overview of 

the main feature~ and assumptions which characterize the theo

retical framework within which the present study is cast, i.e. 

Government-Binding Theory (Chomsky 1981), along with the modlfi

catlons concerning movement and government lntroduced ln Barriers 

(Chomsky 1986b). The second section introduces the reader to the 

phenomenon of parasltlc gaps (PGs); a review of the properties of 

these constructions lS presented, as are sorne of the analyses 

which have been proposed ln the literature to account for thelr 

particular behaviour. In the third section, we summarize the maln 

proposaIs put forth in this dissertation and stress their 

relevance to linguistic theory. 

1.1. Theoretical Background 

Throughout this dlssertation, l 

model of Universal Grammar (UG) laid 

1 

shall assume the general 

out in Chomsky (1981) and 



subsequent work. In what has come to be known as the "modular" 

view of grammar, the organization of the grammar is as in (l), 

where each cOlllponent or Ievel of representation i5 autonomous, 

though it partially interacts with the other modules: 

(1) D-Structure 

1 
S-Structure 

Phon~ical 
Form Form 

D-Structure constitutes the "base component", where lexical items 

are associated with structural representations, or syntagmatic 

trees. D-Structure maps onto S-structure via the transformationai 

rule "Hove ail, where a stands for any category. S-structure 

contains derivational information in the forro of movement traces. 

S-Structure representations are then mapped, on the "left side", 

onto Phonetic Form (PF), where phonological rules apply to yield 

the phonetic output. On the "right side" of the grammar, S-

Structur~s are mapped onto Logical Form (LF), where further 

movement rules apply, affecting the semantic interpretation of 

sentences. These are for instance the rules which assign scope to 

2 
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quantifiers (e.~. Quantifier Ralsing -QR - cf. May 1911), and to 

Wh-elements (Wh-Raising; cf. Aoun, Hornstein & Sportiche 1981). 

In this model, LF is considered a syntactic level, sinee, in 

addition to the lexical items, it con tains ail the structural 

information about sentences that i5 relevant to semantic inter-

pretation. The output of LF th en feeds into a semantic compone nt , 

where the meaning of sentences ls read off the structural 

representations present in Logical Form. 

Apart from these modules, UG also comprises a number of sub-

systems of princlples which must be general enough to apply to 

every human language, yet sufficiently rich so as to severely 

constraln the form of possible grammars. The main sub-systems of 

grammar are given in (2): 

(2) a. X-bar Theory 
b. e-Theory 
c. Case Theory 
d. Binding Theory 
e. Government Theory 
f. Bounding Theory 
g. Control Theory 

In what follows, 1 discuss the main features of the sub-systems 

listed in (2). 

3 
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1.1.1. X-bar Theory 

The structural representations of the base component (D

Structure) must meet the specifications set by X-bar (henceforth 

X') Theory. X'-Theory requires that every phrase be a projection 

of a zero-Ievel category (XO), i.e. an element available in the 

lexicon. Lexical items are divided into two main sets according 

to their feature content. The first class is that of "lexical" 

categories: nouns (Ns), verbs (Vs), Adjectives (As) and Preposi

tions (Ps), aIl defined in terms of their positive or negative 

value with respect to the binary features N and V. The second 

class of lexical items is that of functional categories, a closed 

set containing inflectional elements (l, including modals, tense 

and agreement elements), determiners (Ds) and complementizers 

(Cs). Functional categories are not defined with respect to the 

features N and V. 

It 15 assumed that each element of the zero level heads a 

phrase XP which comprises the complements of X and the specifier 

of X. The general schema which X'-theory imposes on the internaI 

structure of phrases can be illustrated as in (3) 

4 

where X* 



represents zero or more occurrences of a given maxiaal projec-

tion: 

(3) a. X' = X X"* 
b. X" = X"· X' 

It is assumed that, universally, heads project to an X'-level 

comprising the head and its sub-categorized complements (X"· in 

(3a». The next level is the phrasaI leveI, which contains X' and 

its specifier (X"·> in (3b). The exact nature of the specifier 

varies according to the category represented by X; for instance 

the specifier position hosts the phrasaI subject when X = l, and 

constitutes the landing si te for Wh-elements when X = C.1 

1 l assume following Chomsky (1986b) 
projections S'and Sare not defective 
theory, but are normally projected from their 
tizer) and l (Inflection), as in (i): 

(i) CP 
/ \ 

Spec C' 
/ \ 

C IP 
/ \ 

NP l' 
/ \ 

l VP 

5 

that the clausal 
wi th respect to X'
heads C (complemen-



While (3) specifies the hierarchical organization of the 

constituents within the phrase, the linear order of these 

consti tuents varil!s cross-linguistic311y, and 1s fixed according 

to the head-first/head-last parameter. 2 The order given in (3a) 

is that of SYO languages such as French and English; it is the 

reverse in SOY languages like German and Japanese. 

1.1.2. 9-Theory 

e-Theory regulates the relations between heads and their 

complements, tn terms of the semantic functions (9-roIes) 

assigned by these heads. The lexical entry for an XO category 

contains, apart from information concerning its semantic inter-

pretation, a thematic structure, i.e. specifications regarding 

the number of arguments that it takes, along with the kinds of 9-

roles asslgned ta its arguments. Further information is encoded 

in the sub-categorizatian frames of individual lexical items, 

2 The head-first/head last parameter has been argued to be 
the result of a directionality parameter, specifying for each 
language the direction in which Case and 9-roles are assigned. 
See Travis (1984), Koopman (1984) for discussion. 
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-----------~-----------..------.I 

specifying the categorial realization of its complements. An 

example is given below for the verb ~. 

(4) put 

a. (Agent r Themer Locative) 
b. [_ NP PP] 

(4a) specifies that ~ is a three-place predicate, i.e. a 

predicate which assigns three e-roles: agent (the animate being 

which does the action), theme (the object WhlCh undergoes the 

action) and a locative (the place where the object is put). 9-

roles are assigned to structural positions; the positions to 

which a-roles are assigned are referred to as a-positions. 

Positions to which no a-role is assigned (such as, e.g. the 

subject position of verbs like ~) are called e'-positions. 

a-roles are assigned under government, a structural notion 

which is relevant to various sub-systems of grammar. For the time 

being, let us assume the following definition of government, 

where a is a category of the zero level: 

(5) a governs ~ iff a m-commands ~ and no maximal projection 
intervenes between a and ~. 

7 



The notion of "a-command" (cf. !oun & Sportiche 1983) i5 related 

to the notion of "c-command" originally introduced by Reinhart 

(1976). Thus in (6), a m-commands ~ if the choice for T is 

"maximal projection", and a c-commands ~ if T = first branching 

node. 

(6) C-commandl m-command 

a c-commands (m-commands) ~ iff a does not dominate ~ and 
every T that dominates a dominates ~. 

where T = the first branching node (the first maximal 
projection) 

a-roles are assigned by lexical heads under government. Let us, 

following Williams (1981), distinguish between external and 

internaI a-roles, i.e. O-roles which are asslgned ta positions 

outside or inside the maximal projection of the head. Since, 

according to the definition in (5), verbs do not m-command 

outside of their maximal proJection VP, it cannot be said that 

the external a-role lS assigned directly by the verb. In fact, 

there is evidence that the external a-role is assigned composi-

8 
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tionally, i.e. by the whole verbal project1on containinq V and 

its complements (see Chomsky 1981:104f for discussion). Thus the 

external a-role lS unique ln that It IS asslgned by VP, not V. 

Further speclficat10ns present ln lexIcal entrIes concern 

the categorial realizatl0n of the complements (1. e. the internal 

arguments): thus ~ requires two complements, realized as NP and 

PP; the f1r5t corresponds to the theme argument, the second to 

the locat1ve argument. 

The core prInciple of e-Theory i5 the e-crIterlon, stated as 

ln (7), from Chomsky (1981:36). 

(7) e-Criterion 

Each argument bears one and only one O-role, and each O-role 
is assIgned ta one and only one argument. 

The e-criterion is taken to hold at the level of LF. The term 

"argument" in (7) refer5 ta constltuents with referentlai value: 

noun phrases such as Lucy, the book or clausal constltuents 11ke 

that John left in sentences llke "It 15 likely that John left". 

Since O-role$ are a5signed ta posItions, an argument affected by 

"move ail receives Its a-raIe by vIrtue of blndlng a trace in a 0-

9 
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position. The e-criterion yields as a result that movement is 

only possible to e'-positions. Thus a derivation like (8a) with 

l!!m ab ides by the e-c~~terion, while a similar derivation with 

the verb want violat es it: 

(8) a. 

b. 

Steffil seems [tl to have beaten Martina again] 

Steffil wants [tl to win the French Open] 

The verb ~ assigns no external e-rale (as evidenced by the 

tact that expletives are possible in this position, e.g. it seems 

that S). Thus the subject position of the verb ~ is a S'

posItion. StefJlh in (8a) receives only one a-raIe, i.e. agent of 

beat, through i~s trace. The verb want, on the other hand, 

assIgns an external a-raIe. In (8b), Steffi receives two distinct 

e-roles, i.e. agent of win, through Its trace, and agent of 

wants. Thus under this derivation, (Sb) is ruled out by the e

criterlon. 

Chomsky's (1981) Government-Binding framework incorporates 

as a fundamental tenet the Projection Princlple, which interacts 

10 
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in important ways with the a-Criterion. The Projection Principle 

is stated informally as in (9): 

(9) Projection Principle 

The lexical structure of individual items must be represen
ted categorially at every syntactic levei of representation, 
i.e. D-Structure, S-Structure and Ll. 

The Projection Principle says that eve~ thou~h the complement of 

a transItive verb is inaudible on the surface in the position 

where i t is requirE>d to appear 1 it mu:::t be present ln the 

syntactic representatlon, as an empty category. For instance, 

since the lexical structure of a verb like give. specifies that 

two complements (bearlng a theme and goal a-roIe, respectively) 

must be present VP-internally, then at S-Structure a sentence 

like (lOa) must have a representation llke (lOb), i.e. wlth an 

emp\.Y category occupying the position of the "missing" argument: 

(10) a. 

b. 

What dld Lucy give to Linus? 

Whatl did Lucy give tl to Linus? 

11 
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Thus the Projection PnncIple (in conjunction with the a-cri te-

rion, which requires that every a-role be assigned), yields part 

of the trace theory of movement rules. 

Another effect of the Projection Princip le is that it 

sImplIfIes, in fac t , virtually eliminates 1 the categorial 

component. In earller frameworks, a separate categorlal component 

was assumed, which consisted of a set of rewrite rules, specify-

inq the range of possible expansions for a given phrasaI cate-

qory. Thus, for Instance, VP might be expanded as in (11): 

(11) VP --) V (NP) (PP) 

As s€'veral authors have noted, however, the rules of the cateqo-

nal componen t reduplicate much of the informa tian aiready 

contuned in the indiVldual sub-categorization frames of lexical 

ltems. Thus a ditransitlve verb like put requires the full 

expans~on of the categories in (11), a transitive verb like ~ 

selects the reallzatlon of NP only, while an intransitive verb 

llke sleep selects none of the opt~onal complements. The cateqo-

nal component then incorporates a substantial amount of redun-
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dancy in terms of the categories contained in a g'1 ven expansion. 

The ProjectIon Principle, by requlrlng that the lexical speCI

fications of lexIcal Items be reallzed at every level of repre

sentatl0n (including D-Structure), amounts to projecting the sub

categorization trames of each leXIcal item at that level. Thus 

the Projection Pnnciple, order of constituents aSlde, eliminates 

the need for a separate categonal component. 

1.1. 3. Case Theory 

Case Theory restricts the distribution of overt noun phrases 

at S-Structure to Case-marked positJ.ons, through the Case filter 

given in (12): 

(12) Case Filter: 

'* [NP] if NP has a phonetlc matrix and no Case 

The Case-assigning categories have tradI tlonally been 

assumed to be the [-N] categories: V and P, along W1 th the AGR 

element in INFL. The former assign accusa t1 ve and oblique Case 

ta their obj ect, the latter assigns nom1nati ve Case ta the 

13 
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clausal suhject. Assuming that the AGR element is restricted to 

tensed clauses (plus inflected infinitives in sorne languages), an 

overt NP subject wi 11 he limi ted to those posi tions, unless some 

outside Case-assigner is available (such as e. g. for or a verb of 

the Except ional Case Marking class: expect, believe, consider, 

etc.). This is shown in (13): 

(13) a. * (For) Lucy ta leave now would be a mistake 

b. * We tried Janet to win the prize 

Nouns and Adjectives do not assign Case directly to their 

complement; instead the preposition of (a Case-assigner) must be 

inserted between a noun or adjective and its complement. Compare: 

(14) a. 

b. 

c. 

They discussed the problem 

Their discussion * (of) the problem 

These parents are proud * (of) their children 

It has been proposed tha t Case is assigned under adj acency (see 

Stowell 1981). Verbs assign accusative Case to their direct 

14 



objects, and hence must be string-adJacent to these objects. Thl.s 

accounts for the ungrammatl.calitv of (ISa,hl nth intervening PPs 

and adverbs: 

(15) a. * Max put on the shelf the hook 

b. * Max reads often magazines 

1.1.4. Binding Theory 

Binding Theory governs the distribution and lnterpretatlon 

of pronominals and anaphors. In Chomsky's 09821 framework, overt 

NPs and empty categories are cross-classifled accordlng ta thelr 

value wlth respect to the features [anaphonc] and [pronomInal]. 

This YJ.elds the followlng four types of categories: 

( 161 

[+a, -pl 
[+a, +p] 
[-a, +p] 
[-a, -pl 

Empty 

NP-trace 
PRO 
pro 
Wh-trace 

15 

Overt 

LexHal anaphors 

Pronouns 
R-expressl0ns 



"Pure" anaphors are NP-traces (i.e. traces of movement to an A-

position) 3 and lexical anaphors: reflexi ves like themselves, 

reciprocals like each other. The pronominal anaphor PRO has no 

overt counterpart, for reasons that will bec orne apparent shortly. 

The "pure" pronornlnals are lexical pronouns (she, him, etc.) as 

we1l as the emp ty pronominal pro, which occurs in the subject 

position of tensed clauses in languages like Italian and Spanish. 

Flnally, the non-anaphoric, non-pronominal categories are 

variables (traces of movement to A '-positions) and names. 

Principles A and B of the Binding Theory, given below, 

govern the distribution of anaphoric and pronominal categories 

with respect to an antecedent (a coindexed, c-commanding catego-

ry). Principle C requHes tha t R-expressions (overt and empty) be 

free in aIl domains. 

3 A-positions are positions to which a grammatical function 
is assigned: subject of, obj ect of, etc. A' -posi tions are non-A 
positions, i.e. adjunct positions, adjoined positions, as weIl as 
sorne speclfier positions, e.g. [Spec,CP]. 
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(17) Bindinq Theory (Chomsky 1981:188) 

A: An anaphor i5 bound in its governing category 
B: A pronominal is free in its governing category 
C: An R-expression is free (in the dontain of the head of 

Hs maximal chain) 

"Bound" in (17) means "c-commanded by a coindexed category in an 

A-posi tion"; "free" is equivalent to "not bound". Apart from c-

command (see above), the following definitions enter inte Binding 

Theory: 

(18) Governing Cateqory (Chomsky 1981:211)4 

~ is a governing category for 
minimal category containing 0, 

SUBJECT accessible to o. 

o if and only if ~ is the 
a governor of 0, and a 

where the class of governors comprises the XO categories N, 
A, V and P r and the term 5UBJECT covers the structural 
subjects ([NP,5], [NP,NP]) and AGR. 

4 Finer distinctions are required to accommodate the 
domains in which anaphors and pronouns are not in complementary 
distribution, i.e. essentially NPs. ProposaIs by Huang (1983), 
Chomsky (1986a) have the effect of making NPs governing catego
ries for NP-internaI pronouns, but not for anaphors. l will 
ignore these refinements here, sinee the definition in the text 
is sufficient for out purposes. 
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(19) Accessibili ty 

a is accessible to ~ if and only if ~ is in the c-command 
domain of a and assignment to ~ of the index of a wouid not 
violate the i-within-i Condition. 

Under the defini tions above, Binding Theory subsumes the effects 

of the Tensed S Condition and the Specified Subject Condition. 

Tha.t is, anaphors are excluded from the subject position of 

ten!ied clauses (AGR is an accessible SUBJECT), and trom the 

object position of clauses containing a subject, overt or null. 

Relevant examples are given in (20): 

(20) a. 11 Johnt seerns tt has left 
b. 11 Johnt sa id that himself 1 would win 

(21) a. 11 Johnt believes Mary to like tl 
b. 11 John! believes Mary to like himselfl 

Pronominals, on the other hand, must be free in theïr governing 

category: this accounts for the obligatory disjoint reference in 

(22a) - the governing category is the matrix IP - and for the 

possible coreference in (22b) - the governing category is the 

embedded IP: 
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(22) a. * They! consider themt to be the Wlnners 
b. They! think that theyt should Wln 

Finally, R-expressl.ons must be free according to Pnnciple C. As 

applied to Wh-traces, Pnnciple Chas oHen been il1l1oked as an 

account of strang cross-over as in (23a) below; as applled to 

names, it accounts for the ill-formedness of (23b) under the 

careferent reading: 

(23) a. * Ilhot does hel love tl? 

b. * Shel told Max that Lucy! was sick 

Note that the paren thesized material under princlple C in (17) 

(from Chomsky 1986a: 98) specifies a domaln within which a Ilh-

trace must be free, VIZ. the domain of the head of the chai n. 

This is intended ta exempt from Pnnciple C violations variables 

left by relative movement, as in (24): 

(24) A womant WhOI your brother just met tl 

Chomsky pOlnts out that in sentences like (24), the vanable 

is bound to the leXlcal head of the relatl ve, an element ln an A-
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posi tion. This NP is outside the domain of the chain containing 

the variable, WhlCh is headed by the Wh-operator in [Spec ,CP]. 

Renee, by the parenthetized restriction under Principle C, 

relatives avoid Binding violations. In Chapter 2, however, we 

will take the view tha t the coindexing relation between the head 

of the relative and the 'ilh-operator is one of predication, and 

that predication coindexing is not relevant to Binding Theory. 

Under this vie", the parenthetized restriction under Condition C 

can be dispensed with for these cases; we will henceforth assume 

that variables must be f ree everywhere. 

1.1.5. Control Theory 

Control Theory is essentially concerned with the conditions 

under which PRO, the pronominal anaphor, is identif ied; we will 

have little to say about it here. Chomsky (1981) argues that the 

distribution of PRO follows from the Binding Theory. Under the 

cross-classification given in (16) above, PRO is both an anaphor 

and a pronominal and th us is subject to both Principles A and B. 

This means that i t must be at the same time bound and free in a 

given category X, which is a contradiction. Hence, Chomsky 
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argues, PRO can h.~ve no governin~ ~ategory and ~ay appear in only 

those positions which are ungoverned.~ 

Whether Contl~l T~~ory exists as a separa te su~-system, or 

whether i t can be subsu~ed under Binding Theory rema': DS an open 

issue. The latter view, in particular, has been advocated by 

Bouchard (1982) and Manzini (1983). Bouchard argues that PRO may 

be either a pronominal or an anaphor 1 but not both. He t'eri ves 

the distribution of PRO from Case Theory, and its identificat.i."n 

from Prlnciples A or B of the Binding Theory, depending ûn 

whether PRO in a gi ven context is an anaphor or a pr~ilominal. 

Manzini (1983), on the other hand, argues that P'W is a pure 

anaphor; the principle which accounts for the identifl~ation of 

PRO in her framework is very similar to Pri.nciple A, and is 

integrated as part of an extended version of the Binding Theory. 

Il This is why PRO has no overt counterpart. Since Case is 
assigned under government, an overt NP is ungoverned positions 
would systematically violate the Case filter. 
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1.1.6. Bounding Theory 

1.1.6.1. Bounding Nodes 

Bounding Theory, the core principle of which is Subjacency, 

accounts for the boundedness of syntactic movement rules by 

imposing on them a locali ty condition. 6 The basi: idea is that 

movement will he ruled out if too many nodes of a certain type 

(usually more than one) are crossed at any given point in the 

derivatioll. Until falrly recently, the nodes relevant to Sub-

jacency (the bounding Dodes) were taken ta be fixed for a given 

language. In English for Instance, NP and S (IP) were considered 

bounding nodes for Subjacency (see Chomsky 1973). This accounts 

for the impossihlity of extracting out of certain domains (the 

"island constraints" in the sense of Ross (1967». Thus Subjacen-

cy subsumes, among other constralnts, the Subject Condition, the 

Complex NP Constraint (CNPC) - i.e. the impossibility of extract-

ing out of relatIves and noun-complement clauses, and the Wh-

Island Constraint. Seme examples are glven in (25): 

6 The apparent unboundedness of Wh-movement is attrihutable 
to successive-r.yclic movernent through [Spec,CP]. That only 
syntactic rnovement (and not LF-mov~ment) ls subject to Subjacency 
has been argued for at length hy Huang (1982) on the baSIS of the 
scopal properties of Chinese Wh-in situ. 
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(25) a. * Wh01 did rn [NP a sister of ttl get married in Mexico? 

b. * Which pillsl did they sue [NP the doctor [who fI p 

prescribed t1]]? 

c.?? Which present, do [IP you wonder [cp to whom [IP Santa 
gave tt]]? 

In each of these cases, two bounding n~des are crossed: NP and IP 

in C25a-b), two IP nodes in (25c). 

In a very influential paper, Rizzi (1978) pointed out that 

in Italian, Wh-Islands are systematically violated. Thus (26), 

the Italian counterpart to (25c), is grammatical. 

(26) Il solo inc:arico, che [1 p non sapevi [cp a chi [1 p avrebbero 
affidato tl )] J è poi finito proprio a te 

"The only charge that you didn 1 t know to whom they would 
entrust has been entrusted exactly to you" 

Rizzi proposed to parametrize Subjacency: while English selects 

NP and S (IP) as bounding nodes, Italian selects NP and SI (CP). 

In (26), then,only one bounding node is crossed at any given 
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point, in compliance with Bounding Theory. As Rizzi points out, 

his analysis predicts that Subject Condition violations should be 

observed in Italian as weIl. This prediction is seen a'3 a problem 

since extractions out of sub)ects give variable results. Rizzi 

(footnote 25) cites the following: 

(27) a.?? L'uomo di cui [IP [NP la sorella Maggiore t] è in
namorate di te] é Gianni 
"The man of whom the eIder sister is in love wi th you 
is Gianni" 

b.?? L'autore di cui [IP [tH i 
blicati recentemente] è mio 
"The author by ",horn the 
recently is my brother" 

racconti] sono stati pub
fratello 

tales have been published 

Sportiche (1981), extending Rlzzi 1 s analysis to French, argues 

that NP and S'are also bounùing nodes in this language. This 

makes the correct prediction ln the case of both relativization 

out of subjects id. the fully grammatical (28b», and p.d,raction 

out of lIh-Islands, although the latter degrades when the embedded 

clause is tensed. 

(28) a. Voilà une 
trouvé [cp 
"Here is a 
found what 

liste des gens à quit r,p on n'a pas encore 
quoi [IP envoyer tt JJ] 
list of the people to whom we haven' t yet 
to send" 
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b. L'homme! dont [IP [NP la soeur aînée tl) est amoureuse 
de toi] s'appelle Jean 
"The man of whom the eIder sl.ster 15 in love with you 
is called Jean" 

As we sh-'\ll see directly, the Barriers reformulation of 

Subjacency virtually .,liminates parametrizat10n; in this frame-

work, i t becomes morf' . ~fficult to account for the cro5s-11nguis-

tic variation just discussed. l return to thlS issue in Chapter 

3, where l propose to account for the differences (in particular 

with respect to the Sub]E'ct CondltlOn) between Engllsh/Italian, 

one the one hand and French, on the other, in a manner compatl.ble 

with the Barriers framework. 

1.1.6.2. Barriers 

The main insight behind the Barriers approach is one also 

pursued, in a d~fferent way, by Kayne (1983) through hl.S Connec-

tedness proposaI, Le. that of unifying SUbjacency and the Empty 

Category Princip le (ECP). In Chomsky's (198Gb) system, this 

unification is effected through a common notion of "barrier". 
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For the purposes of SUhjacency, the term "bounding node" is 

replaced by the term "harrier", but the two notions crucially 

differ with respect to their implementation. One important 

difference is that a given node XP is not selected as a barrier 

for a given language; rather, barrierhood is established relative 

to the structural and thematic envirouw~nt in which XP is found. 

Another aspect of the relative character of barriers concerns the 

exact position of the trace: anode XP may be a barrier for a 

constituent, but not for another. 

Schematically, the main features of the Barriers system are 

as follows: a maximal projection is a harrier if it i5 not 6-

marked hy a lexical category, or if 1t immediately dominates a 

maximal projection which 15 not Itself S-marked. Adjunction to a 

barrier XP annu1s barrierhood of XP with respect to the adjoined 

trace. Movement may proceed by successive adJunctions, though 

adJunction is only allowed to maximal projections that are non-

arguments. 7 

7 However, not aIl non-argumentaI maximal projectlons may be 
adjoined to. Adjunction to CP, for instance, is precluded even 
when CP is a non-argument. Similarly, no syntactic adjunction to 
IP lS allowed ln Chomsky'~ system. 
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The definition of "barder" is based on the notions of 

Blocking Category and L-markinq, given below: 

(29) Barrier 

T (r a maximal projection) is a barder for ~ iff (a) or 
(h) : 

a. T immediately dominates 5, 5 a BC for ~: 
b. T is a BC for ~, i ~ IP. 

(30) Blocking Cateqory (BC) 

T is a BC for a iff T is not L-marked and T domina tes p. 

(31) L-Harking 

a L-marks a ift a is a lexical category that e-governs p. 

According to the definition in (29), a maximal projection 

may be a barrier either intrinsically, by virtue of being a BC 

(clause (b» or by inheritance (clause (a}). A maxlmal projectIon 

which 15 either not e-marked, or e-marked by a non-lexical 

category (Le. any XO other than N, A, V, or P) is a blocking 

category and a barder. IF 1 however 1 is a defecti ve category; 

that is ta say 1 al though it may be a BC and thus transmit 

barrierhood anto a higher node 1 it may not itself be a barrier 
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inherently. Finally, any maximal projection (including IP) which 

Immediately domina tes a blocking cateqory is a barr1er by in-

herl tance. 

Sub)acency is defined as before, substltut1ng "barriers" for 

"boundlng nodes". If movement crosses more than one barrier at 

any glven pOInt, a Subjacency violation ensues, though ln this 

system the severlty of the violation is proportional to the 

number of intervenlnq barriers. To illustrate how the definitions 

10 (29)-(31) apply, let us use the English examples given in 

(25), and repeated here: 

(32) a. * Whol did [IP [NP a sister of tt] get married 1n Mexico? 

b. 1< Which pillsl did they sue [N P the doctor [c p who [1 P 

prescribed tIJJ? 

c.?? Which presentl do [IP you wonder [cp to whom [IP Santa 
gave ttl]? 

Conslder first (32a). Recall that sUbjects are 9-marked by VP, 

hence not 9-marked by a lexical zero-level category. Thus the 

subJect NP ln (32a) is a BC and a barrier. IP, though it is not 

an inherent barrier by (29b), nonetheless inherits barrierhood 

from the NP It dom1nates. Two barriers are crossed, and (32a) 
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violates Subjacency. In (32b), the lower IP is a BC, but not ft 

barrier given Hs defective status. CP, hOlfever, is both a BC and 

a barrier, on the assumption that relative heads do not L-mark 

their complement. The NP dominating CP thus inherits barrierhood 

from CP, though the NP itself is not a BC. As before, movement 

out of relative clauses crosses two barriers. 

The Wh-Island case in (32c) requires a little more discus-

sion: as it stands, only one barrier (CP) is crossed. CP inherits 

barrierhood from IP, which is a BC. But since CP is 9-marked b)l 

the verb wonder, l t is not a BC and therefore does not t ransmi t 

barrierhood onto IP. Thus (32c) is incorrectly predicted to abide 

by Sub j acency . 8 

In fact, it has been noted in the literature tbat Wh-Island 

violations are mildly deviant in comparison with the "strong" 

type of CNPC violations (i.e. extractions out of relative 

clauses). Chomsky (198Gb) suggests that the parametric variation 

in this respect might reduce to variation in the effects of 

8 This is actually a simplification. The representation in 
(nc) in fact involves further intermediate movement (i.e. 
adjunction to VP, discussed below). 
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Tense: he points out that for many English speakers (32c) notably 

illlproves if the lower IP is infinitival. Chomsky proposes that 

for English, the IOlfest tensed IP 1s an inherent (perhaps weakl 

barrier. Parallletric variation concerns the choice of tensed nodes 

selected = IP for "rench and English. CP for rtalian. Choice of 

the lowest tensed IP in the former languages adds a (weak) 

barrier, while cQoice of the lowest tensed CP in Italian leaves 

(26) above unaffected, sinee CP is already a barrier by in

heritance. This accounts for the differences observed. 

Note however that the cross-linguistic d1fferences with 

respect to Subject Condition violations remain unaccounted for. I 

will return to this problem in Chapter 3. 

Cansider now another feature of the system, i.e. ad)unction. 

It is proposed that along the movement path, intermediate 

adjunction ta non-argument maximal projections is allowed and, 

further, that such adjunction voids barrierhood of the node ta 

wh1ch material is adjoined. This is necessary in order to avoid 

Subjacency violations in the case of simple object extractions, 

as in (33): 
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(33) Who1 did [IP you [vp see tl ]]? 

It is assumed in Barriers that 1 a-marks VP, but does not L-mark 

it since 1 is not lexical. Thus VP is generally a BC and a 

barrier~ the wrong result would be obtained here if VP could 

transmit barrierhood onto IP. It is thus proposed that who 

adjoins to VP on the way out, yielding the configuration in (34): 

(34) Who! did [IP you [vp t'l [vp see tl ]]? 

Chomsky then adds a crucial assumption due to Hay \1985), 

concerning adjunction structures as in (35) below, where a is 

adjoined to ~. 

( 35) [Il a (Il •• ~ •• ] ] 

May (1985) proposes to interpret the notion of "domination" as 

follows. In (35), the category ~ consists of two segments. A 

category is dominated by another category only if it is dominated 

by every segment of this category. BV this definition of domina

tion, a in (35) is not dominated by ~. This is the relational 

view of barriers mentioned above: supposing that ~ is a barrier, 
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it is a barrier on1y for a category it dominates, i.e. for 0 but 

not for a. 

Adjunction to VP thus has the following effect: VP is 

neither a BC nor a barrier for the intermediate trace t: in (34), 

and thus does not transmit barrierhood onto IP. No barriers are 

crossed at any given point. 9 

Finally, note that the ban on adjunction to CP (and IP) 

mentioned in foot note 7 is necessary in this system to account 

for Subjacency violations in relative clauses like (32b). 

Intermediate adjunction to CP would void barrierhood for that 

node and further prevent barrierhood inheritance by NP, incor-

9 VP is not a barrier for the original trace i, though i t 
dominates it, given the definition of SUbjacency based on the 
notion of "exclusion"; 

(i) Subjacency Condition 

~ is n-subjacent to 0 iff there are fewer than n+1 barri ers 
for ~ that exclude a. 

(ii) Exclusion 

~ excludes a if no segment of ~ dominat~s o. 

VP in (34) is not a barrier for t excluding ~; therefore, t is 
O-SUb)8Cent to t:. 
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rectly predicting extraction out of relative clauses to be fully 

grammatical. 

1.1.7. Government Theory 

1.1.7.1. Disjunctive ECP 

The central principle of Government Theory is the ECP, 

introduced by Chomsky (1981) as a condition on :ecoverability for 

empty categories. The ECP, as stated in (36), requires that non-

pronominal empty categories (NP-t, Wh-t) be properly governed; 

the most widely assumed definition of "proper government" is that 

in (37): 

(36) Empty Category Principle 

Non-pronominal empty categories must be properly governed 

(37) Proper Government 

a properly governs ~ if a governs ~ and 
a. a is a lexlcal category Xo, or 
b. a is coindexed wi th ~. 

(where lexical categories are N,A,V,P) 
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Clause (37a) i8 referred to as Mlexical government" , clause (37b) 

as "antecedent government". Under this formulation, the ECP is a 

disjunction of ho requirements (wtence the term "disjunctive 

ECP"): if either (a) or (b) is met, the ECP is satisfied. The tcp 

typically accounts for the long-observed fact that subjects and 

objects pattern differently with respect to extraction, in 

particular in the presence of ar. overt complementizer or over a 

Wh-Island. Sorne examples are given in (38)-{39): 

(38) a. R Who! do you think [t'i that [ti saw Max]]? 

b. WhOl do you think [t' 1 [tl saw Max]]? 

c. Whol do you think [t'i (that) [Max sal' ttl]? 

(39) a. * Whol do you wonder [when [ti saw Max]]? 

b.?? Whol do you wonder [when [Max saw ti]? 

Under the tcp, these subject/object asymmetries find an explana

tion under the assumption that the subject position is not 
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lexically governed (INFL is not lexical).lO Thus sUbject traces 

depend on antecedent government in order. to satisfy the ECP. It 

has been proposed that the presence of an overt complementizer 

blocks antecedent government of the subject trace by the inter-

mediate trace in COHP, hence the contrast hetween (38a) and 

(38b).!1 In (39a), on the other hand, the presence of a Wh-word 

10 Kayne (1981a) has proposed that the ECP applies to the 
output of QR, i.e. at LF, on the basis of subject/object asym
metries in the scape of quantified NPs (see Rizzi 1982 for 
similar arguments in Italian). Subjec+/object asymmetries with 
Yh-in situ have also been treated "~ ECP effects in LF (see, 
among others, Huang 1982, Aoun, Hornstein & Sportiche 1981, 
Chomsky 1981, May 1985). 

11 The blocking effect of that on antecedent-government has 
been attributed to a failure of the intermediate trace to c
command the subject trace (see Kayne 1981b). Both that and the 
intermediate trace are under COHP, and c-command (under Rein
hart' s (1976) "first branching node" èefinition) is blocked. 
Another approach is that of Aoun, Hornstein & Sportiche, who 
propose that the COHP node itself is the antecedent-governor, lf 
it is indexed. Their proposal states that COHP is indexing i 
when it dominates only i-indexed elements; the presence of that 
blocks COHP indexing, and antecedent-government fails. 

(i) S' 
1 

COHI-
1 \ 

t'. that 

\ 
S 

/_\ 
tl 

As Rizzi (1987) points out, however, the c-command approach is no 
longer natural under Chomsky's (1986b) extension of X'-principles 
to the functional projections. In the configuration in (ii), the 
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precludes successive-cyclic movement through the intermediate 

[Spec,CP); the sentence violates the Eep, since the overt binder 

who is too far to antecedent-govern its trace in subject posi-

tion. 

Huang (1982) has shown that the subject/object asymmetry was 

in fact a complement/non-complement asy~ruetry, since adjuncts 

pattern with subjects with respect to extraction. The distinction 

falls under the ECP on the assumption that adjuncts are daughters 

intermediate trace and the complementizer occupy different 
positions, and c-command is not at stake. Similarly, the COKP
indexing solution requires some adjustments under this configura
tion (see Chomsky 1986b:47f for a proposaI based on K(inimality) 
barders) . 

(ii) 

1 
Spec 

1 
t 1 1 

CP , 
C' 

l , 
C IP 
1 ,_, 

that tl 
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of IP, hence, like subjects, not lexically governed. 12 The be-

haviour of adjuncts under extraction is lllustrated ln (40): 

(40) a. * Howi do you wonder when they talked to Max tl? 

b. HOWI dld they talk to Max tl? 

Adiuncts may extract short-distance, as in (40b), but not over 

Wh-Islands: compare (40a) with slmilar long extractlon of abJects 

as in (39b). This is accountcd for under the Vlew that ad]uncts 

are dependent on antecedent-government in arder te satlsfy the 

ECP. 

In the Barriers framework, the definition of proper govern-

ment entering into the ECP is termed as follows: 

(41) a properly governs ~ iff a e-governs or antecedent-qoverns 
IL 

12 Stowell (1985) points out, on the baSls of constituency 
tests, that manner and place ad]uncts may be ln a VP-internal 
positlon, where they are governed by the lexlcal head V. To 
account for the asymmetry between abJects and adJuncts, he 
proposes to replace "lexical government" by e-governement. Both 
abjects and adjuncts withln VP are lexlcally governed, but only 
the former are e-marked by the verb. 
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Government i5 defined in term5 of the notions of "barrier" and 

"exclusJ.on" discussed above in 1.1.6.2.: 

(42) a governs ~ iff a m-commands ~ and there is no T, T a 
barrier for ~, such that T excludes a. 

In this vlew, while two barrlers incur SUbjacency violations, one 

barrler suffices to block qovernment. 

Huang (1982:575) notes that the subject/adjunct parallelism 

fails wlth respect to that-t effects. The presence of an overt 

complementizer does not block the extraction of adjuncts (cf. 

(43). This is surprising under the view that the presence ùf that 

blocks antecedent-governmenc for a subJect trace. 

(43) When1 did you say that they would leave tl? 

Different accounts for this problem have been put forth in 
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the literature. 13 l will adopt here one proposaI which seems 

particularly attractive, and which i5 based on a conjunctive, 

rather th an ' disjunctive, view of the ECP. 

1.1.7.2. Conjunctive ECP 

In recent literature, a number of authors have proposed that 

the two requirements subsumed under the ECP, lexical government 

and antecedent government, should be viewed as separate. Under 

this approach, non-pronominal traces must be both lexically 

governed and antecedent governed. For sorne authors, the two 

requirements together form the (conjunctive) Eep; for others, 

they are independent condltions, which may even apply in dif-

13 See, for instance, Lasnik & Saito (1984), whose analysis 
hinges on the idea that arguments are marked with a diacritic at 
S-Structure [-Tl when they violate the ECP, while adjuncts are T
marked only at LF. They further propose that complementlzer that 
may delete at LF; that-deletion docs not save that-t effects for 
subjects sinee these are m~rked [-TJ at S-Structure and T-marking 
i5 indelible. Adjuncts, however, will be marked [+T] at LF once 
that i5 deleted. 
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ferent components of the grammar .14 l will refer to this 

approach globall y as the "conjunctive ECP", though l will assume 

that the two requirements are independent from one another in the 

radical way suggesteà by Aoun et al. (1987). As we shall see in 

Chapter 5 r thls assumpt1.on plays a central raIe ln our analysis 

of extractIon fram Wltilln NPs ln Romance. 

The two requirements of the conjunctive ECP May be stated as 

follows: 

(44) A non-pronoIDlnal empty category must be: 

a. governed by an XO (head-governed), and 
b. governed by a cOlndexed cateqory (antecedent-governed) 

14 Thl.s latter position 1.S taken by àoun, Hornstein, 
Lightfout and Weinberg (1987), who arque ~hat lexIcal government 
must be met at PF, and antecedent gavernment at LF. Other 
proponents uf.1 "srlit" or "conjunctive" Eep include Jaeggli 
(1982), stowell (1935) a'ld Rizzi (1987); the reader 1S reterred 
to the abovementümed authors fot' arguments. 
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Riz-zi (1987) proposes an interesting account of the that-t effect 

in terms of this definition of government, wi th the additional 

assumption that head-government must be directionally canonical 

in the sense of Kayne (983), i.e. left-to-right in a right-

branching language. Under Rizzi' s analysis, that-t effects wi th 

extracte:l. subjects ~re ascribed not to a failure of antecedent 

government, but to the lack of canonical head governmen ~, on the 

assumption that the complementizer that is inert, i.e. l~ot a he ad 

governor. This accounts for the lack of that-t effects in adjunct 

extraction: adj une ts are head-governed by V.' 0 

The contrast between (38a) and (38b), repeated below, must 

then be attributed to the head-governing properties of :lul1 

comp1ementizers: 

(45) a. • Whoi do you think [t'i [c thatl [tl saw Max]]? 

b. Who1 do you think [t'i [c tlJ [tl saw Max]]? 

1!1 A very similar approach is independently developed by 
Contreras (1988, ch. 10). 
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Rizzi proposes that null (tensed) complementizers in English 

may be realized as AGR, a head-governor under his definitions. 

This is viewed as part of a wider mechani!Jm of Spec-Head agree-

ment in COMP (cf. Chomsky 1986b). Severai examples are given of 

languages where agreement between an operator in [Spec, CP] and 

the head of CP is morphologically visible. One such case is the 

well-known French rule converting cornplementizer m into gui, 

\fhich RlZZi reanalyzes as gue+AGR. 1 6 

(46) a. 11 Quel auteur crois-tu [t'I [c que] [tl a écrit ce 
roman]) ? 

b. Quel auteur crois-tu [t' t [c qui] [tt a écrit ce 
roman]] ? 

"Which author do you think that wrote this novel?" 

In (45b)-(46b), the subject trace is canonically head-governed by 

the AGR element under C, and antecedent-governed by the inter-

media te trace in [Spec ,CP]. Antecedent-government holds ln (45a)-

(46a) as weIl, but the subject trace is not lexlcally governed, 

since neither that nor gue are head governors. Under a conjunc-

16 See Chapter 3 (Section 3.1.1.) for a slightly different 
vie,., of ~ --) gui, and an analysis of genitive dont in terrns of 
Spec-Head agy'eernent. 
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tive definition, then, (45a)-(46a) are ruled out as Eep viola-

tians. 

This concludes our survey of the main aspects which charac-

terize the theoretical framewark adopted in this dlssertation. l 

now turn to parasitic gap constructions, the study of WhlCh will 

consti tute our focal point in the chapters to come. Here, l will 

outline the maln propertles of these constructions, and give an 

overview of the dlfferent analyses that have been proposed in the 

literature to account for their behaviour. 

1.2. Parasitic Gaps17 

The core characteristic of PG constructions 1S that they 

contaln a gap which depends on (is paraSl t ic on) the presence of 

17 As far as l know, Ross (1967) was the tlrst to draw 
attentlon to these constructions. The term "parasltic gap" was 
c01ned by Taraldsen (1981) whose work, along wi th Engdahl' s 
(1983) paper, re-opened the subject for investlga tlon. The study 
of PG constructlons has generated a substantial amount of litera
ture in recent years. For extensive discusslon, see, in additlon 
to the authors already ci ted and among many others, Chomsky 
(1982, 1986a, h), Koopman & Sportiche (1982), Pesetsky (1982b), 
Kayne (1983), Contreras (1984), Safir (1984), Clnque (1984), 
Koster (1984, 1987), Haik (1986), Brownwg (1987). 
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another gap in the sentence. Typical examples are given in (47); 

following standard practice, 1 represent the "rea!" gap as [t] 

and the parasitic gap as [e]. 

(47) a. Which books did you review tt without having read el? 

b. This is a man whol friends of et admire tt 

PG constructions, though somewhat marginal, are generally 

considered acceptable and, more Importantly, give rise to strong 

contrastive judgments among native speakers. That is to say, 

speakers have clear intuItions about ",hat does or does not 

constitute a possible PG sentence. This is precisely why, as 

Chomsky (1982) has observed, the properties of these construc-

tions provide a particularly revealing probe into the principles 

of UG. Indeed, the question arises as to where the speakers' 

intuitions about PG constructions come from. The very marginality 

of the phenomenon strongly argues against its having been the 

sUbject of explici t irlstruction at any stage in the speaker' s 

linguistic experlence. It has been a central tenet of generative 

grammar Slnce i ts inception that unconsc1ous knowledge of 

language reflects the innate character of the grammatical 

principles invol ved. For these reasons, the investigation of the 
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properties of these constructions and the princlples responsible 

for their occurrence is of particular interest for lingulstlc 

theory. 

Some of the properties of PG constructions have been 

uncovered early on in the literature. For Instance, as observed 

by Engdahl (1983) and Chomsky (1982), the following constraints 

hold: 1B 

(48) A PG is licensed by a gap ~ if: 

a. t is a variable at S-Structure; 
h. t does not c-command the PG; 
c. the binder of t c-commands the PG. 

(48a) refers to the fact that neither NP-traces nor varIables 

created by LF-movement are proper licensers for PGs. (48b) has 

been invaked in arder to account for the Inability of sub]ect 

traces to license PGs (I return to the anti-c-command conditIon 

in Chapter 5). As for (48c), lt reflects the fact that PG 

18 l will return ln Chapter 4 to a more detailed survey of 
these properties. 
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constructions are ungrammatical if the \lh-phrase binding the 

variable 15 structurally lower than the PG Itself. 

A further characteristic property of PG constructions (al-

thouqh by no means a necessary one) is that the position occupied 

by the parasltic gap is inaccessible ta movement. Adjunct clauses 

and sub]ects in Enqlish natoriousli res1st extract10n from 

withn. 19 ThlS lS shown ln (43) - though extraction from adjuncts 

sometl.mes yields only mild deviance; I wIll retur.n ta this in 

Chapter 5. 

(49) :i.?? \lhich books! did you leave the library without havinq 
read t!? 

b * This is a man who! friends of tl admire Gretzky 

Thus the parasltlc gap cannat surVl.ve on its own, but rather must 

be llcensed in the appropriate way by a legitimate gap. The fact 

that the relatlon from the PG to the overt ~h-blnder vl01ates 

Subjacency !'las led Chomsky (982) to propose that PGs are empty 

19 These two domalns fali under Huang's (1982) Condition on 
Extractlon Domalns (CED), which states that ungoverned domalns 
are islands for extraction. Chomsky (1986b) argues that his 
barrier-based Subjacency Condit1on subsumes the CED. 
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pronominals, base-generated in their surface poli tion. In 

Chomsky's (1982) framework, the features of empty categories are 

identified functionally, i. e. through the structural properties 

of their local binder. Locally A' -bound gaps are defined as 

variables; thus parasitic gaps, though base-generated as pronomi-

naIs, are defined as variables at S-Structure sinee they are 

locally A' -bound by the overt binder at that leveI. In other 

words, empty categories change features in the course of the 

derivation. 20 

Though parasitic gaps customarily appear in positions out of 

which extraction is impossible, Kayne (1983) observed that they 

are not entirely immune to locality effects. In tact, the 

locality constraint ta which PGs are sUbject i5 reminiscent of 

Subjaceney. For instance, just as SUbjacency precludes extractlon 

out of subjects in English, PGs may appear within the objec t, but 

20 The functional determination of empty categories has been 
abandoned by Chomsky (1986a, 1986b). See Brody (1984) for 
arguments against this approach. 

4'7 



not within the subject, of an adjunct clauses. (50) below il-

lustrates this subject/object asyuetry:21 

(50) a. ? the personl that John described tl [witbout examining 
any pictures of el] 

b. * the personl that John described tl [without Cany 
pictures of el] being on file] 

Kayne analyzes these contrasts by way of the Eep. Loosely put, 

his view of the ECP requires that an empty category have an 

antecedent within a projection of its governor. These projections 

(g-project ions) may go up the tree, as long as they comply wi th a 

condi tion of canonical government requiring that the projection 

not be on a left branch ln a language like EnglJ.sh. Since 

subjects are on left branches, the g-projection stops at the NP 

node dominating the gap. The antecedent not being contained 

21 LongobardJ. (1985), extending Kayne 1 s observations and 
analysis, notes a similar effect with the other sub-case of the 
CED, adjunct clauses. PGs cannot be contained in an adjunct 
clause if it 15 i tself embedded inside an adjunct: 

(i) ? 

(H) * 

The head of cattlel that we have eliminated tl [Wlthout 
trying to persuade the vet to cure el] 

The head of cattlet that we have eliminated tl [without 
trying to caU a vet [instead of killing el]] 

48 



within this projection, a sentence like (50b) i9 ruled out. (Lon-

;obardi's extension involves extending the g-projection breaching 

capacity to adjunct clau:;es, i.e. to ungoverned domains). 

In this analysis, however, a gap will comply with the ECP if 

the antecedent, though outside of the g-projection of the gap, is 

accessible through a connecting path. Roughly speaking, a gap 

contained within a left branch is licensed if it is sister to a 

g-projection of another gap (leading to the antecedent). This 

will account for the contrast between (50b), repeated below as 

(51b), and (51a): 

(51) a. ? a person whol close friends of el admire tl 

b. * the person, that John described t, [without [any 
pictures of el] being on file] 

To illustrate, compare the relevant representations, where the 

numbers indicate the g-projections for each gap: 
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(52) 2 

close 
friends 

1 
of 

2 

1 

1 
e 2 

admire e 

In (52), the path formed by the subject-internal gap reaches the 

antecedent a sinee it properly eonnects with the path marked 2, 

which dominates the ant~cedent. This is not the case for senten-

ces like (51b), under the representation shown below: 

50 

... 



(53) 1 

~ 
the 

1 
described 

any 

pictures 
2 
of 

2 
e being on file 

It is important to note that in Kayne's analysis, no distinction 

is made between movement-derived and base-generated gaps. That 

is, simple extractIons out of subjects ln English are treated on 

a par with PG constructions of the type shown in (51b). Both 

involve ECP violatIons, since the~r antecedent is not contained 

within the g-projection of the category governing the gap. 
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Another way to Vlew the similari ty between the deviant PG 

constructions ab ove and the corresponding illicit extraction 

cases is to say that the parasi tic gaps are indeed denved by 

Ilovement, and, therefore, that (51b) above is a Subjacency 

violation, on a par with the extraction cases. This is the 

approach taken by Contreras (1984) and Chomsky (1986a,b), who 

argue that null operator movement is involved in PG construc-

tions. Tha t is, al though the parasi t ie gap is not, for the 

reasons discussed, the trace of the "real" opera tor, i t is 

nonetheless a trace in its own chain, headed by a null operator. 

Extraction out of adjunct clauses lS precluàed; thus the landing 

site of the null operator lS taken to be wi th~r. the adjunct 

clause, i.e. the [Spec,CP] posltlon. Tc illustrate, eonsider the 

well-formed PG construction below: 22 

(54) a. Vhich books did you file t wi thout having reviewed e 

b. [p p wi thout [( p OPI [1 P having reviewed el]]) 

22 Similarly with sUbject-internal PGs, i t must be assumed 
that the null operatl)r lands within the subject position, sinee 
extraction out of the subject in English crosses ho barriers. l 
will return LO thIS briefly in Chapter 4. 
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As Contreras (1984) observes, this ana.lysis reduces Kayne's 

subject/object asymmetries ta ordinary, movemel1t-derived Sub-

jacency violations. Consider again the relevant portion of the 

ill-formed (51:'), shawn below under the null operator analysis: 

(55) [pp"i thout [cp OPI [1 P [NP any pictures of el] being on 
file] ] ] 

Hovement from wi thin the NP to the (Spec, CP] position of the 

adj unct clause violates Subjacency (two barr1ers / NP and IP, 

intervene) g 

The null operator analysis is supported by tne fact that PG 

constructions display / internally to the domain deflned hl the 

adjunct clause containing them, aIl the island effects \:ypical of 

movement. This is shown in (56b) with respect to the reli.t ive 

clause subcase of the CNPC; slmilar effects arise with Wh-Isbnds 

and noun-complemenl constructions (for discussion and further 

examples, sae Chomsky 1986b:55): 

(56) a. this is the manl John interviewed tl [Opl bel ore 
expecting us to tell you to give the job to et] 
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b. * this is the manl John interviewed tl [Opl before 
reading the book you gave to el] 

Throughout this dlssertatlon, J will assume that PGs are derived 

by null operator movement. In Chapter 4, further evidence will be 

adduced which supports this type of derivatlon, based on French 

PG constructions of a different type from the well-known subject 

and adJunct cases discussed above. 

Other approaches to the derivation of PGs have been proposed 

in the literature. 23 One of them, discussed by Huybregts & van 

Riemsdijk (1985) and Haïk (1986), treats PGf: as Across-the-Board 

(ATB) varlables in the sense of WillIams (1978).24 Though l will 

not adopt an approach of thlS type, l will briefly summarize its 

main features. 

23 See, f~!' instance, Emonds (1985), Bordelois (1986), 
Frampton (198,). 

24 Huybregts & van Riemsdijk take thlS approach ta account 
for PGs in Dutch, whlch they assume to be very marginal {but see 
Bennis & Hoekstra 1984 for a different view}. They rèject It for 
English. Haik (1986), on the other hand, generallzes the ATB 
approach te the "standard" cases of PG constructions. An analysis 
similar ta Haik's was recently developed by Williams (1988). 
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As is well known. ATB movement refers to the fact that in 

coordinate structures. tnovement must take place from W1 thin the 

ho conjuncts slmultaneously. This 1..S Ross' (l967) Coordlnate 

Structure Constraint, Illustrated in (57): 

(57) a. l wonder which manuscript Re1del accepted e and/but 
Foris rejected e 

b. * l wonder WhICh manuscriptt Re1del accepted your thesIs 
but Foris re)eC'ted tl 

C. * l wonder whicb manuscr1ptl Reidel accepted t 1 but Fons 
rejected your thesls 

Haik's (1986) use of ATB wlth PG construct1ons lS as follows. She 

assumes that PGs are pure empty pronomlnals at both D- and s-

Structure. Sorne of the 1ndependent assumptions she makes (and 

which l wIll not discuss) have the effect of precludlng pro ln 

the pos1tion of PGs at LF. Her analysls :s thus that PGs becomp 

pure variables at LF, and that the represer,tatlon of PC construc-

tions is, at that level, identical to that of coordlnate st ruc-

tures displaying ATB extraction. Central to thlS proposaI lS the 

assumption that coordinate constructIons are represented as 

multi-dimensional (or "parallel") structures, as argued for by 
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Goodal! (1984). For example, the representation of (57a) would be 

as follows: 

(58) 

which 

Reidel accepted 

manuscript / 

~ 
Foris rej ected 

A representation ~ike (58) is linearized at pr; the conjunction 

(and, but) is then added to the structure. 

Haïk proposes that at LF, adjuncts containing PGs becorne 

conjuncts; the prepcsltions before, without, etc. which introduce 

adjunct clauses play the role of the conjunctions and, but in 

coordinate structures. Thus, in way that parallels (58), an 

adJunct PG construction is represented at LF as in (59): 

you filed t 

a report that~ 
~ 

(without) 

having read t 
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In this view, PGs within adjuncts are treated as ATB variables at 

LF, with the two S (IP) constituents coordinated. It is not 50 

clear, however, how thlS approach handles sub)ect-internal PGs of 

the type given in (51a) and repeated below: 

(60) A person who (close friends of] admire t 

The problem arIses from the fact that conjuncts in coordlnate 

structures are normally of the same categorial type. ExtendIng 

the analysis to (60) wou Id lnvolve assigning to it an LF struc-

ture where an NP 15 coordlnated with a VP. WIlliams (1988), who 

adopts this approach for (60), ascribes to the lack of syntactic 

symmetry the well-known fact that subject-Internal PGs are more 

margInal than are adjunct-internal PGS.25 However, such an 

explanation is conslderably weakened ln view of the Frenct data 

20 Sub)ect-lnternal PGs are also subject to a number of 
partlcular constraints. For instance, (60) ia ungrammatical if 
the NP is definite. Furthermore, in those cases where the PG i5 
within a sUbject-internal relative clause, as ln (1), the head of 
the relative must be an Indefini te or a quantified NP. 

(i) a man who everybody who meets e ends up liking t 
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brought for~!- in this dissertation. Indeed, constructions 

structurally similar to (60) are found in French, yet they are 

fully grammatical. Thus under the ATB analysis of parasitic gaps, 

categorial mismatch in the case of construction~ like (60) 

remains as a problem. 

1.3. Introduction to the Thesis 

One of the most puzzling properties of parasitic gaps is 

that they must he licensed at s-Structure. As is well-known, 

variables created by LF movement cannot sanction PGs. Chomsky 

(1986b) has proposed to account for the relationship between the 

parasitlc chaIn (Le. the chaln headed by the null operator) and 

the licensing vanable by way of a chaln composition mechanism. 

That is, the parasitic chain forms, subject to locality con

straints, a complex chaln wlth the "real" chaln. Chomsky further 

stipulates that chaln composition is an S-Structure process. 

Ideally, though, one would want to der ive the core prorerties of 

parasltic gaps from general and independently motivated prin

ciples, especially ln view of thelr marginal character, as 

discussed above. In Chapter 2, 1 develop a general approach to 

llcenslng where this property of parasitic gaps follows from 
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independent1y motivated principles. It is proposed that every 

lIaximal projection must be licensed at every leve1 of representa

tion (i.e. "unlVersally llcensed"), il1 the spint of the Projec

tion Principle. This proposaI has a varlet y of desirable conse

quences, in particular nth respect to constraining the distribu-

tion of null categorIes (and null 

ture. One lmportant implicatIon 

opera tors must be identifled by 

operators) at D- and S-Struc

of this framework is that nu11 

an antecedent at S-Structure, 

hence the need for parasi tlC chalns to compose wi th another chaln 

at that leveI. Another property of parasi tic gaps also follows 

from our analysis. It has been observed that adjunct movement 

does not license PGs. In our Vlew, thlS property derives trom the 

inabi1ity of null operators to be licensed in adjunct posItions 

at D-Structure. As we show, thlS restnction on null operators is 

needed Independently of PG constructIons; thus no stIpulation is 

required to account for this property of PGs. 

Several other consequences of this approach are explored 

with respect te other structures Invol ving nu11 operators. In 

particuIar, we draw a dIstinction (ln terms of the manner ln 

which - and the levels and at which - null operaters are iden

tified) between predication (easy-clauses, rel a t Ives, etc.) and 
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non-predIcation structures. This derives the syntactic differen-

ces between these constructions, particularly reqardl.ng the 

syntactIc propertles of the IdentIfier for nul! operators. 

Another predIctIon made by our approach concerns the dlstr~but~on 

of resumpti ve pronouns bath language-lnternally (i. e. within 

relatIve clauses or Wh-constructIons) and cross-lingulstically. 

It follaws from our proposaI that hase-generated resumptive 

pronouns wIll only occur wlthln relative clauses, as a result of 

the base-generated aperator (null or overt) being Identlfled in 

thIS type of structure. 

The next three chapt ers are concerned with the consequences 

of Universal ~lcensIng on the distrIbution of parasltic gaps. New 

data are brough t to bear on this Issue. l document the properties 

and dIstrIbutIon of so-called double dont constructIons, i.e. 

French genltival relatIves where two unexpressed adnominal 

complements are interp.ceted as coreferent, as shown in (61): 

(61) Une star du cInéma muetl dont les admirateurs __ 1 conservent 
précieusement la photo __ 1 

liA star of the sllent mOVles of whom the admirers trcasure 
up the photograph" 
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In Chapter 3, l propose an analysis of dont (genitive) relatives 

in French where dont is a Case-marked complementizer. This has 

interesting consequences not only with respect to the distribu

tion of dont, but a1so with respect to accounting for cross

linguistic and French-internal differences in the extractability 

out of subjects. Concerning (61), it is argued that the corefe

rent interpretation is not pragmatically induced, but that the 

adnomlnal position is syntactical1y realized and occupied by an 

empty category. The remainder of 

establishing the nature of the empty 

Chapter 3 is concerned with 

category; we show that it 

behaves in aIl relevant purposes like a vartable. 

Chapter 4 deals with the dlstribution of nu11 operators in 

noun phrases at both S- and D- structure. It is shown that 

adnominal gaps display aIl the properties of parasitic gaps, and 

that, furthermore, they are derived by null operator movement. At 

s-Structure, the null operator is argued to occupy a specifier 

position wlthln the noun phrase; arguments ar~ brought forth 

which support the Vlew that noun phrases in Romance contain a 

COHP-like positlon (l.e. an "escape hatch"). At D-Structure, nul! 

operators in noun phrases occUPY the adnomlnal posltlon. One of 

the conSE:'quences of the Unlversal Licenslng framework developed 
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in Chapler 2 is that null operators cannot be adjuncts at this 

l~vel. Null operators in noun phrases are thus very relevant to 

the much debated question of the argument vs. adjunct status of 

NP-InternaI constituents. As we show, the asymmetries obscrved 

with respect to which constituents may be adnominal PGs sheds 

significant light on the matter. Further pro~erties of double 

dont constructions are investigated in view of the issue of the 

thernatlc structure of nominals. It IS proposed, for instance, 

that the deflnite determlner plays a crucial role in the realiza

tian of certain arguments, and more precisely that its presence 

is crucial in the assignment of certain a-roles. 

Chapter 5 constitutes an investigation of the structural 

configuratIons instantiated by double dont constructions. 

relating in partlcular to the local relation between the null 

operator and Its S-Structure antecedent. It is arqued that the 

problems posed by these constructIons ta Chomsky's (1986b) chain 

composition analysls can be solved in a simple way by taking 

advantage of the COMP-like nature of the specifier of noun 

phrases in French. Several restrictions on the distrIbution of 

adnomlnal gaps are explored: the inability of adnominal PGs to 

occur within non-argument PPs, within embedded tensed clauses, 
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within subjects, etc. This distribution is shown to follow under 

a chain composition analysis. It is further proposed that the 

properties characteristic of parasitic gap constructions in 

general need not be stipulated, but rather follow trom the way in 

which null operators meet, at S-Structure, the licensinq require

ment imposed by the Universal Licensing framework developed in 

Chapter 2. 
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CHAPTER 2 

UNIVERSAL LICENSING 

2.0. IntroductIon 

'rhe central 

1ng mechanrsms 

(1986a) should 

Idea pursued ln thlS thesis is that the licens

for maxImal projections proposed by Chomsky 

be extended to apply to aIl levels of synta:tic 

representat10n. In thlS chapter, we develop this proposaI, WhlCh 

Iole refer to as "Urllversal Llcens1ng" (UL). The 1mport of UL with 

respect to the general organlzatlon of the qrammar lS examined, 

as are 1ts empiricai consequences. It is shawn that constralning 

the occurrence of maxImal prOJections ln thlS fashion ylelds 

deslrable results, ln partlcular concerning the dlstribution and 

propertles of null categories and null operators at D- anu S

Structure. 

One lmportant advantage of our proposaI is that it subsumes 

under a general and principled approach a number of facts that 

have recelved stipulative accounts in the literature. Conslder 

for example, the followlng well-known constraints: (a) adjunct 
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movement does not license parasitic gaps; (h) resumptive pronouns 

in French/English are found in relatives, but not in Wh-ques

tions, while other languages display no such asymmetry; and (c) 

parasitic gaps must be licensed at S-structure. In no analysis of 

which l am aware are these facts viewed as related, nor are they 

attributed to general ptinciples. For instance, Safir (1986) 

proposes for (~) a condition applying solely to re5umptive 

pronouns, and requiring that they be bound by relative heads (R

hound). Cro5s-1inguistic variation 15 attr1buted to the parameter 

status of the R-hinding requ1rement. As for (c), Chomsky (198Gb) 

stipulates that the chaln compos1t1on mechan1sm which accounts 

for PG licensing must apply at S-Structure. 

By contrast, under the approach developed her~, the three 

restrictions stated above receive a unified treatment: they are 

shown to follow in a principled way from the general conditIons 

imposed by Universal Licensing on nu11 opera tors at the levels of 

D- and S-Structure. 
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2.1. Univers?l Licensing 

Chomsky (1986a:98ff) observes that natural language is 

lubjact to a requirement whereby eV~Ly element in the sentence 

must receive an interpretation ilC the ~honetic and semantic 

levels; conversely, elements which ~~nnot b~ 50 interpreted must 

be eliminated from those levels. Thih lequirem~nt, formulated as 

the Princlple of Full Interpretation (PFI), is vio!atcd at LF and 

PF in t~e ungrammatical examples below: 

(l) a. 1 was in England last year [the man] 

b. John was herc yesterday [walked] 

c. [rbuks) 

(la-b) cannot mean "1 was in England last year", or "John was 

here yesterday", Wl th the bracketed constituents simply dis

regarded ln the semantlc Interpretation. Similarly, (lc) cannot 

be the phonetic repre~entation of the word book, where the first 

and last consonants are ignored in the output. The PFI is 

implemented through a licensing requirement which may be stated 

informally as follows: 
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(2) Every element must be licensed in the appropriate way at the 
levels of LF and PF. 

Ve will not be concerned here with (2) as it applies to the 

output of PF; let us assume that receiving a phonetic realization 

is enough for an element to be properly licensed at that level. 

Consider now how the requirement in (2) is implemented with 

respect ta the level of Logical Form. Non-maximal projections (XO 

and X') satisfy (2) within their own maximal projectio~. That is, 

they are licensed by virtue of conforming to X' theory, by being 

either ~eads of projections or intermediate levels of projec-

tians. l will have nothing further to say about the way in which 

non-maximal projections are licensed. 

Maximal projections, on the other hand, must be sanctioned 

from the outside. Intuitively speaking, being licensed lor a 

maximal projection XP means that XP must be closely associated 

with the network of thematic relations that obtain within the 

sentence. Sorne of the mechanisms under which such an association 

may be effected are given in (3) - from Chomsky (1986a:101). 
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(3) A maximal projection; s licensed as ei ther: 

a. an argument or the trace of an argument (in which case 
it lIust receive a a-role); 

h. a predicate (in which case it must aSS1gn a a-role); 
c. an operator (in wàich case it must bind a variable). 

Let us assume for the moment the licensinq mechanisms as stated 

in (3) 1. A question lrhich arises concerns the level (s) of repres-

entation at WhiCh maximal projections must meet the 11censing 

requirement. In Chomsky' s view, the PFI (which is satisfied by 

proper licen5ing) is relevant only to the interpretive levels PF 

and LF, i.e. those levels which constitute the "interface between 

syntax (in the broad sense) with systems of language use" 

(19863:98). If the licensing requirement in (2) is seen as simply 

a means for elements to comply wi th the PFI, then l t follows tha t 

maximal projections are only required to he licensed at those two 

levels of representa tian. 

As Chomsky points out, one of the consequences of the 

Princip1e of Full Interpretation on LF structures i5 that 

1 l will return to the requirement 
strong as stated, since not aIl VPs, 
external a-roles. 
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expletives will be eliminated at that level: they are neither 

predicates nor oper .... tors, and their defining characteristlc is 

that of heIng non-arguments. Under the PFI, then, explet ives are 

barred from appearing in LF representatlons Slnce they are 

unlicensed at that leveI. Note that the occurrence of expletives 

at the other syntactic levels lS eorrectly allowed, qiven that 

the licensing requirement is not enferced earlier than LF. 

Restricting the licensing requirement te the syntact ie level 

of LF has, l belleve, both empldcal and conceptual shortcomings. 

On the empirical side, consider again the 

While the PFI predlcts their obhgatory 

case of expletives. 

deletion at LF, 1 t has 

nothing to say about constral.ning their distribution at other 

levels. As is well-known, expletlve!> appear only in those 

positions where no a-raIes are assigned, su ch as subJects of 

raiSlng predlcates. Now, 1 t is generally assumed that adjunct 

posi t ions are not pOSl tions to which a-roles are assigned

rather, these are pOSl tians occupied by secondary predica tes. But 

expletlves cannot appear in these posItions, nor can they appear 

in, say, focus positions: 
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(4) a. 11 l like fish it 

b. 11 rt, it is true that Charlie lites fish 

Vhy are these sentences ruled out? It is plausible to say that 

expletives, having no semantic content, cannot function either as 

(secondary) predicates or as topies of sentences, hence are not 

licensed in these pas i tions. Note however that in the system 

described above, the licensing requirement is enforced at the 

output of LF, Le. at a level where expletl.ves are absent from 

the representation. The licensing requirement, as it stands, can 

therefore not aeeount for the ungrammaticality of (4) sinee at 

the levei at which it is enforced, the offellding element has been 

deleted. Obviously, it is st1l1 possible to aecount for (4) 

independently of the l~censing requ~rement. One could invoke, for 

1nstance, a sort of "last resort" strategy for expletives, 

restricting their occurrence to only those positions wheI e the 

presence of a lexically reahzed constituent is required in the 

syntax. But such an account only begs the question as to why 
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expleti ves , and only expleti ves, should be subj ect to such a 

functional requirement. 2 

A more fruitful approach can be developed, l belleve, 

through extending the l1censing r\::quuemen t to other synt actlc 

levels of representabon. This would allol!' us to rule out (4) at 

D-Structure (or S-Structure), by lnvoking the lncapan ty ot 

expletl ves to functlon as predicates (or tOPlCS) at these levels. 

Note that adopt~ng thlS V1.ew does not force us to abandon 

Chomsky's clalm that expletlves must delete at LF. Under a 

modular Vl.ew of grammar, each level of representatlon lS autono-

mous; thus, nothing ln princlple forces the llcenslnq requue-

ments ta be met ln exactly the same way at every level of 

representat~on. It js perfectly plauslble to suppose, for 

instance, that expletives are l1censed (by a syntactlc form of 

predicatIon) as subJects at S-Structure, yet unl1censed at LF ln 

the way Chomsky suggests, l.e. for lack of semantlc content. 

'rhese dlfferences are reflected ln the use we make of the ternis 

"argument" and "predicatlon" in our extenslon of (3) below; as 

2 Note further thdt the e-cntenon, whlle It ensures a ane
to-one match between arguments and G-roles, has nothlng ta say 
about whether and how adJ uncts are reallzed. 
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applied to S-Structure or D-Structure, these terms are to be 

understood under their more strictly syntactic interpretation. 

On the conceptual side, one Ilay wonder why the licensing 

requirement should be relevant only to the peripheral levels, 

i.e. PF and LF. One major thrust of recent theoretical research 

has been not to liml t, but rather to ex tend the reach of general 

princlples wi thin the system. A case in point is the ProjectIon 

PrinClple which, as mentioned in Chapter l, has the effect of 

extendIng the scope of the a-cri ten on to a 11 syntactic levels ot 

representatlon. Suggestions with a view to generalizing the 

domain of application of principles across components have oc-

casionally been put forth ln connecticn with other sub-systerns of 

the grammar. For instance, Chomsky (1<382, fn.11) mentions the 

possIbIlity that the princlples of Blnding Theory apply to aIl 

syntactlc levels of representatlOn apart from D-Structure {in his 

Vlew, S-Structure, LF and LF').3 A proposal in a slmilar veln has 

been put forth luth respect to the ECP by Stowell (1987), who 

------------
3 But cf. Belletti & Rizzi (1986:23) who suggest that 

Princlple A, at least, is a kind of "anywhere" principle, which 
need only be sabsfled at one leveI of representation, Le. D
Structure, S-structure or LF. 
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extends the application of the ECP (or, more precisely, of the 

Head Government clause of the ECP) to D-Structures. 4 

A principle as pervasive as the Projection Principle - or, 

for that matter, any principle which applies across componenta

naturally has a variety of implications throughout the system. 

Recall that with respect to the level of n-Structure, the 

Projection Principle yields as a consequence a simpllficatic~ of 

the base component. By requIrinq that aIl the sub-categorized 

complements of a lexical entry be realized at D-Structure, the 

Projection Princlple removes the redundancy between the sub

categorization fr3mes of Individual lexical items and the rewrite 

ruIes, the latter belnq virtually eliminated. Other consequences 

of the ProJection Prlnclple can be observed with respect to the 

levels of S-Structure and LF. Since it ensures that, under move

ment, every thematic positIon wIll remaln syntactlcally reallzed 

at these levels, the Frojection PrInciple subsumes much ot the 

trace theory of movement operations. 

4 Stowell's analysis is discussed further in 2.2.3. 
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Following a similar line of thought, 1 propose ta generalize 

the applicatlon of Chomsky's (1986a) licensing requirement to aIl 

levels of syntactic representation. Thus, under the extended view 

advocated here, Licensing Theory (the mechanisms of which remain 

ta be made precise) incorporates the following as its core 

principle: 

(5) Universal Licensing Principle (ULP) 

Every maximal projection must be properly licensed at every 
level of syntactic representation. 

Formulating the requlrements of Licensing Theory in this way 

has a number of important consequences. One overall effect is 

that the grammar will impose more severe restrIctions on the 

occurrence of elements, Slnce the latter are nOn required to be 

properly licensed at D-Structure and S-Structure as weIl. This 

means that a grammar Incorporatlng the ULP lS more constralned 

than a grammar lncorporating the narrower Prlnciple of Full 

InterpretatIon, conceptually a deSlrable result. Specific conse-

quences that ensue wlii be examined below ln light of the 

dlfferent mechanlsms available for licensing. As we shall see, 
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furthermore, the ULP yields interesting results in a range of 

areas about which the PFI has nothing to say, such as the 

analysis of PG constructions, the distribution of null opera tors 

and resumptive pronouns, etc. 

Before turning to the interaction between the ULP and other 

sub-systems of the grammar, a few words should be said about the 

intuitive appeal of our proposaI. Adopting the ULP means extend

lng the relevance of the somewhat semantic notions which con

stitute the licensInq mechanisms (thematic association, predica

tion, etc.) to levels of representation other than LF, the latter 

being tradItionally considered the level (sometImes the only 

level) at which such notions are relevant. On these intuItlve 

grounds alone, one miqht questIon the merit of the ULP. But note 

that the PrOJectIon PrinClple already has the consequence that 

thematjc structure and thematic relations must play a role not 

only at Lf, but aiSO at D- and S-Structure. As Chomsky (1981) 

points out, the effect of the PrOJectIon PrInClple on D-Structure 

is that the latter level becomes a "pure" representatloL of the 

thematically relevant gnmmatlcal functions (GF-a). From thlS 

point of Vlew, the ULP cornes at no cost in the grammar sinee It 

expresses an analogous Intultlon, viz. that the inteqration Dt 
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the constituents into the thematic structure of the sentence 

plays a crucial role at a11 syntactic levels. 

2.2. Syntactic Levels and Licensing Kechanisms 

l now turn to a consideration of the way in which Uni versaI 

Licensinq affects the various licensing mechanisms stated in (3) 

and repeated beloll: 

(6) A maximal projection i.:: ::. ~ censed as either: 

a. an argument or the trace of an argument (in which case 
it must receive a a-roIe); 

b. a predicate (ln which case it must assign a a-roIe); 
c. an operator (in wh1ch case it must bind a variable) . 

Under the ULP, elements base-generated in A-positions are 

properly licensed by virtue of belng arguments, as before 

(although the notIon of "argument" may be a little wider at S-

Structure than it is at D-Structure and LF; see section 2.2.3 for 

a d1scussion of this issue as we11 as that pertaining to the 

licens ing of null categories in argument positions) . The main 
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import of Universal Licensing consists in constraining the 

distribution of those consti tuents which are in A' -positions at 

D-Structure. One such class of maximal projections i8 predi-

cates, the behaviour of which we nOll examine in some detail. 

2.2.1. Predication 

A "predicate" may be loosely understood, as Geach (1962:50) 

puts it, as an expression that gives us an assertion about 

something, when we attach it to an expression that stands for 

what the assertion is about. Predlcates may be di vided lnto two 

groups: those which assign a-ro] es and those whic.h do not.!1 e-

related predication lnvolves primary predicates (VP) as well as 

secondary predicates (NP, AP, PP). It is generally assumed that 

the VP asslgns an agent a-role to the subject in (7a), while the 

bracketed constltuents in (7b-d) assign adjunct a-raIes to their 

~ See Williams (1980) and subsequent work, and Rothsteln 
(1983) • 
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subjects. 6 In these and subsequent examples, the predication 

relation is expressed by coindexing. 

(7) a. Maxt [vp 1 moved to the Cayman Islands] 

b. Jacquesl came home [drunk]t 

c. The guests ate the meatl [raw] 1 

Non O-related predication refers to the relation between certain 

clausal constltupnts or non-O assigning predicates or adjuncts 

with their structural subjects. Such a relation is exemplified 

below, where the bracketed constituents are predicated of the 

lndexed subjects. In (8), the non e-assigning predicates are: 

VPs headed by verbs like ~~ (which assign no external a-role), 

as ln (8a), purpOSIve clauses (cf. (Sb)), relatives «8c), see 

Chomsky 1977, Williams 1980), as weIl as, plausibly, reflexi ves 

& Adverbs may also be considered to fall under the category 
of e-assigning secondary predlcates, although in this case the 
adJunct a-role will sometimes be assigned to another predicate. 
See Zubizarreta (1982:34ff). A dIfferent view of adverbs and 
adverb licensIng 15 put for th by Travis (1988), who argues that 
adverbs are not maxImal proJections, hence not licensed through 
predicatIon. 
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in A'-positions «8d}) and floating quantifier, of the type 

displayed by Québec French (cf. (8e»:7 

(8) a. Itl [seems that Hélène will b~ doing ski reports], 

b. l bought this bottle of Château Lafitt@j [to give to 
Edith] 1 

c. Thi~ is the bookl rthat l was looking for]l 

d. Jeffl baked the lasagna himselft 

e. Ilsl ont pas dormi cette nuit personnel 
"They did not sleep tonlght (none of them)" 

Given the existence of non e-related predication structures such 

as those illustrated in (8), the requirement according ta which 

aIl predicates must assign a a-raIe (cf. (6a), from Chomsky 

1986a) is clearly too strong. In what follows, l will assume 

instead that, apart from conforming to the structural conditions 

on predication (see below), a predicate must have a sufficiently 

7 Floating personne (literaIly: "nobody") is different both 
in its interpretation and in lts distribution from the homonymous 
personne found in argument positions. The latter occurs in 
Standard French as weIl, while the former 15 specifie to Québec 
French. For a dlScussion of the properties and distribution of 
floatlng personne and its non-negative counterpart tout le monde 
(lit. "everybody"), see Tellier (1987). 
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close semantic association with i ts subject. The notion of "close 

semantic association" will remain at an intuitive level; it will 

suffice for our purposes to assume that such relations as specif-

ication of sorne properties of the subject, or restriction of the 

reference domain of the subject, etc., constitute valid associa-

tions for predicates to entertain with their subjects. We might 

foUow Chomsky (1977) in including under the non e-related 

predication rubric other relations, such as for instance that 

WhlCh obtains between topic and comment, where the dausal 

predicate holds, loosely speaking, an "aboutness" relatIon to the 

structural sUbject, the latter being the salient NP in peripheral 

positlon. Topic-comment relatIons are exemplified in structures 

like topicalization (cf. (9a)), dlslocatlon (left and right, il-

lustrated for French in (9b-c)), and cleft sentences (cf. (9d)): 

(9) a . This book. , [1 really enjoyed]. 

b. Pierrel, (son frère est avocat] 1 

"pierre, his brother i5 a lawyer" 

c. [Je l'ai donné à Jean] 1, ce bouquinl 
"1 gave i t to Jean, this book" 

d. It i5 this book! [that l liked best) 1 
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Finally, l assume that the structural conditions on predlca-

tion hold as stated in WilEams (1980) and Rothstein (1983). 

First, the subject must c-command the pred~cate. Secondly, at s-

Structure, clausal predicat es must contaln an element w:llch has 

no independent reference, such i'lS a gap, an operator, or a 

pronoun (a "predicate variable" in William' s (1980) termlnology). 

This is required for the clause to function as an unsaturated 

(cne-place) predicate and to allow it to be construed as being 

"about" the structural subject. B Note that the operator, ln 

order to function as a predicate variable, must be ln the 

[Spec,CP) position of the predicat~. This is necessary ta accaunt 

for obligatory operator movement in relatives. If null operators 

could remain in sItu, we would incorrectly predict that Subjacen-

cy violatlons could be Clrcumvented in relatl ves, the null 

8 This constrai[~t is sometimes relaxed ln the case of tOplC
comment constructions, for WhlCh a loose "aboutness" relatIon 1S 

sufficient r and no predlcate van able is required. Th1S type of 
structure is commonly found in Japanese and Korean, whieh allow 
sentences of the type "Sports, l like te!llllS /1. Tt lS also found, 
in a more limi Led capacity, in other languages. Enqllsh as for 
constructions are of this type (e. q. liAs for Mary, John is too 
tall"); similarly in French, cf (i) frem J. Barney d' AureVllly, 
Pensées détachées; see also HlrschbÎ.lhler (974): 

(l) En fait de femmes, c'est dans les huîtres qu'on trouve les 
perles 
"As for women, it is in oysters that pearls are found" 
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operator raising only at LF, where Subjacency does not !\old." But 

(10a) is ungrammat ical. Similarly, relative pronouns may not 

remain in situ in the syntax, contrasting in this respect "i th 

their Wh counterpart, as shown for French in (10b-c). 

(10) a. 11 John is the man [that 1 wonder [what 1 gave to Op]] 

b. 11 Voilà un homme (que) tu penses pouvoir compter sur 
lequel 
"Here is a man that you think you can count 011 whom" 

c. Tu penses pouvol.r compter sur lequel/sur qui? 
"You think you can count on which/on whom?" 

Returning to the requireaents of Licensing Theory, l will 

henceforth assume that aIl the indexed constituents of (7)- (9) 

which are not in argument posi tions are properly IJ.censed Vla 

predication. In fact, the ULP al10,.,s us to make the stronger 

claim that a11 maximal projections base-generated in A' positions 

must be licensed at D-Structure by predl.cation, be it e-related 

or non O-related. l will return below to further impll.cations of 

9 Thi s consequence, along with the exampïe in (lOa), were 
pointed out to me by Mark Baker (p.c.). 
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this claim. Recall that under the view advocated here, the 

licensing requirement must be met at every syntactic level of 

representation. Thus one direct consequence of the ULP is that 

predi~ation indexinq must be established not only at LF, as has 

sometimes been assumed, but rather as early as D-Structure. 10 

2.2.1.1. Null Predicat es at D-Structure 

Granting this, the ULP predicts that a given maximal projec-

tion will not be base-generated in an A 1 position if it cannot 

enter Into a predication relation at D-Structure. As WE-. shall see 

directly, this prediction is borne out, and will allow us to rule 

10 On thE::- V1ew tha t PredIcation indexing 1S a rule mapping S
structure anto LF (or LF onto LF ' ), see, for instance, Williams 
(1980) and Chomsky (1982, fn.11). As far as l ean see, there is 
no compelling argument favouring thls particular view. Chomsky 
(op.cit.) seeks to account for the purported lack of weak cros
sover effects ln restrlctive relatives by assignlng predlcation 
indexing to the level of LF' (whieh derives from LF); he assumes 
the Bi jection Principle of Kcopman & Sportiche (1982) as an 
aceount of weak crossover, and limi ts the application of the 
principle to LF. Restrictive relatives, which involve predica
tion, are unindexed at the level at which the Bijection Principle 
applies, and therefore are not subject to i t. It should be noted, 
however, that even assuming this to be the correct analysis, it 
does not consti tute strong evidence against D-structure predica
tion indexing, as some speakers do flnd WCO effects in restric
tive relatives (cf. Safir 1986, fn.4, and references cited 
there) . 
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out in a unified manner a number of constructions. In arder to 

make this point, we must f irst reconsider a constralnt on 

predication briefly mentioned earlier in this chapter. 

Given that predicates must express sorne property (in the 

broad sense) of their subjects, a plausible condl tian on the 

predication relatIOn is that the predlcate must be semantlcally 

non-null (or, If lt is an NP, have referentl.al content). As was 

mentioned above, the posJ.tion of a secondary predlcate may not be 

occupied bya pleonastic NP (l.t, there). An addit10nal example 

illustratlnq thls 1S glven in (11) r where the jUdqment indicated 

corresponds ta a non-referentlal readinq of it (indexing Indl-

cates predication relations) :11 

(11) * AlexI came home HI 

(cf. Alexi came home [a hero] 1) 

11 Note agaln that the PFI does not alone suffice to rule 
out (11). Under the PFI, expletives are eliminated from the 
representations at LF; furthermore, Slnce the posItion occupied 
by it 1S that of a secondary predicate, the Projection Principle 
applying at LF does not require it to be reall.zed. Thus under the 
PFI, (11) could be well-formed at S-Str'lcture, and also well
formed at LF where, after eliml.nation of the expletlve, it could 
be intert'reted as equivalent to "Alex came home". 
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It might be argued that this semantic condition is suffi

dent to ruIe out the ill-formed (12) as well, where an emp':y 

category occupies the position of the secondary predicate. 

(12) a. 11 Alex! came home ei 

b. 11 They ate the meatl el 

Under this view, (12) would be ruIed out on the grounds that [el 

is not identifled as to its semantic content. As such, it cannot 

function as a predlcate, and the sentence is ruled out for the 

sarne reason that accounts for th!" ill-formedness of (11) above. 

"hat 1 will show no~ is that the lack of semantic content does 

not suffice as a condition to rule out aIl occurrences of null 

categories as predicates. Rather, l argue, the conditior. must be 

sharpened in the following direction: maximal projections cannot 

occupy predicate positions just in case they are unlicensed in 

these positions at D-Structure. 

The first relevant point to note is that null categories in 

predicate positions may, in certain cases, acquire semantic 
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content from the linguistic context. One such case is illustrated 

by the so-called "VP-deletion" constructions: 

(13) a. Mary [went to Ogunquit in the summer] but Jane did not 
[el 

b. - Did you [buya new tennis racket]? 
- No, but l will [e] 

The empty VPs in the second conjunct of (13a) and the second 

sentence of the dialogue in (13b) are interpreted as having the 

same semantic content as the bracketed VPs of the first con-

junct/sentence. Now, this would not count as an argument for 

contextual identification of the semanti~ features of (e] under 

the traditional assumption that the second VP has been d~l~ted 

(under identity) on the PF slde of the grammar. This traditinnal 

analysis has, however, been challenged by Zagona (1982), who 

argues that the "deleted" VP is in fact a base-generated empty 

category, which is subject to the ECP (cf. also Lobeck 1987 for 

discussion). If thÎs analysis is correct, we must conclude that 

what allows the empty categories in (13) to function as predi-

cates is the fact tha~ they have recovered their semantic content 

from the lexlcally realized VPs. 
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Before going on, we must make precise two technical points 

which will be of crucial relevance to the discussion. First, l 

assume that whenever a maximal projection is able to function as 

a predicate (that is 1 as soon as it has acquired the necessary 

semantic content), it can (and must) undergo predication coindex-

ing with a structural subject. That is, predication indexing is 

effected at any level, as soon as the conditions are met. Second-

ly, while for convenience l will continue to use subscripts in an 

ambiguous manner, l adopt the position whereby predicatIon 

indices are formally dlfterent from the indices used for binding 

or resulting from movement. In particular only the latter, not 

the former, are computed in view of the principles of Binding 

Theory.12 In crder. to render this af:sumption more perspieuous, l 

12 Aoun & Clark (1984) argue in favour of this view. They 
point out that in equative predication structures ("X is Y"), 
both X and Y must refer to the same enti ty, hence shue an index. 
Since referential indices are relevant to Binding Theory, a 
sentence like (i) wrongly constitutes a Principle C violation. 

(i) Hary is the woman over there 

However, sinee the woman over there is a predicate, it need not 
receive a referential index, but mal" be identified "ith the 
subject by predication indexing. Since (i) is not a Principle C 
violation, predication indices must be irrelevant to binding 
relations. 
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shall henceforth refer to indexing by predication as P-indexing. 

This formal difference is also refiected in the leveis at which 

the indices are assigned. While predica tian indexing take place 

at the earliest levei possibh, the other indices are assigned at 

S-Structure, ei ther as a result of movement or by the Free 

Indexing Procedure of Chomsky (l981). 

This being said, let us return to null secondary predicat es 

as in (12). The hypothesis under discussion is that this example 

is ungrammatical for lack of semantic content of the potential 

predicate. Suppose we superimpose upon (12) the cont€xt necessary 

for content recoverability: this lfould involve, in ~arall!'l lfith 

the well-formed (13), providing a Iexically realized secondary 

predicate in a first conjunct/st:ntence for [el to he identified 

with. lie would then expect such a sentence to become acceptable 

on a par wi th (13). This is not lfhat the data show, however: 

(l4) a. II< John ate the fish [raw], but Yoko didn 1 t eat the meat 
[e] 

b. Did you eat the fish [raw]? 
II< No, l ate the meat [e). 
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Assuming, by analogy with (13), that the potential predicate 

le] is in the riqht context to retrieve Hs semantic conl\, ent, why 

are the sentences in (14) ungrammatica] ? Given the set of 

assumptions lI'e have adopted, a plausible explanation is at hand. 

Suppose, as we have sa far, that the sp.Ulantic content of [el in 

(13)-(14) is identified only at S-Structure: that is, the t'Wo 

predicates are coindexed via the Free Indexing Procedure. Then, 

[el in (l4) may be licensed as a predicate from that levei cm. 

But note that [el is unlieensed at D-Structure, sinee in general 

at thl\ t level maximal projections in A '-positions can only be 

li~ensed as predicates. It thus follows that (14) violat es the 

ULP at D-Structure. 

In vieiJ of the foregoing discussion, a question obviously 

arises: why are null primary predicates allowed where null 

secondary pred1cates are ruled out? Why are the null VPs in (13), 

repeated below, not ruled out at D-Structure, sinee theyare 

presumably unab1e ta function as predicates at that 1evel? 

(15) a. Mary [went to Ogunqui t in the summer] but Jane did not 
[el 

b. - !)id you (buy a new tennl.S racket)? 
- No, but l will [el 
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Our analysis requires that a principled distinction be drawn 

between VPs and secondary predicates "i th respect to their D-

Structure properties. l suggest that null VPs, while (lite null 

secondary predicates) they are unlicensed by predication at D-

Structure, can be licensed at that level through other mechanisms 

which are unava~lable to secondary predicates. More concretely, 

VPs (null or overt) are licensed as arguments of INFL. (See 

Chomsky 1986b:70 and passim for arguments that INFL O-marks its 

VP complement). Thus null VPs, though they functlon as predicates 

at other levels, are hcensed at D-Structure as arguments .13 It 

now follows that, contrary to the cases we have been examining, 

13 It is perhaps more plausible to say that VPs 
as quasi-arguments (by analogy with the e~role 
weather verbs - cf. Chomsky 1981). Alternatively, we 
that VPs are l1censed by virtue of being selected by 
head, a mechanisrn which Larnontagne &. Travis (1986) 
"funct10nal selectlon". 

are licensed 
assigned by 

might assume 
a functional 
refer to as 

A problematic puint of our account is the following: we must 
assume that a predication relation nonetheless holds at D
Structure, in arder for the subject to be licensad as an argument 
at that level. We could assume that the relation holding between 
the null VP and its subject 1n (15) is effecteâ through the INFL 
Dode, although the question remains as to how the right O-role is 
assigned. 
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the ULP is complied with in the case of base-generated nul1 VPs, 

as desired. 

As Kark Baker (p.c.) has observed, this account predicts 

that null VPs will be impossible in those contexts which lack an 

INFL node. In such a configuration, the ULP is violated at D

Struct ure since, recall, null VPs are licensed a t that level by 

virtue of being e-marked by INFL. One context which allows us to 

test this predictlon 1nvolves infinltival complements of percep

tion verbs. It 15 sometimes assumed that the complement of 

perceptIon verbs as ln "1 saw John leave" IS a small clause -

that lS, an S W1 thout an INFL node - headed by the infinitival 

verbe We thus expect such constructions to be ungrammatical with 

null VPs. ThIS i s borne out: 

(16) *? 1 saw John leave, but Mary didn't see Bill Le] 

The second conjunct in (16) may not be paraphrased as "Hary 

didn' t see Bill leave"; i.e. the interpretation witb a null VP is 

precluded in this confIguration. 
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2.2.1.2. Null Operators in Adjunct Positions 

Chomsky (1977) has arqued that severai constructions 

involving no overt Wh-phrase ln fact arise from Wh-movement (of a 

null operator, cf. Chomsky 1981). 'Such constructIons Include 

easy-ciauses, degree adJective constructIons, purpoSlves, etc. As 

evidence for Wh-movement ln these structures, Chomsky (op. Clt.) 

cItes amonq other properhes the fact thdt these constructions 

obey the Island condItIons on movement rules. Slmliar observa

tions underlle the proposaI that paras1t1c gap construct1ons too 

are deri ved by null operator movement (Contreras 1984/ Chomsky 

198Gb). Examples representati ve of each of these constructions 

are gi ven in (1 7) : 

(17) a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

John 1S easy [Op to taik to t] 

This opportunl ty is tao good [Op ta miss t] 

l bought this book [Op to read t on the plane) 

Which books did you file t [Op wlthout havlng read t]? 

Our analysis of the non-occurrence of null secondary 

predicat es can he extended ta these structures as weIl. We ha\'e 

argued that null categories in adjunct positIons at D-Structure 
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are ruled out if tiley eannot function as predicat es at that 

level. Reeall the rationale behind this: null categories in 

general have no inherent semantie features, hence they cannot be 

pr.:dicated of a subject at a level L if no semantic features are 

assigned to thern through an identifier at leveI L. 

AlI thIngs being equal otherwise, we expeet nu11 operators 

in adjunct posltions to be a1so prohibi ted at D-Structure, sinee, 

having no intrinS1C semantic features, they cannat function as 

predIcates at that level. Note that in order to test this 

prediction, we illust use adjuncts that may atherwise occur as 

"bare NPs" (see Larsol) 1985), Slnce othervise there would be no 

source for movement, glven the fact that nul! operators cannat be 

of the category PP. t ~ The predlction 15 borne out for the null 

operator constructIons of the type shawn lI: (18): 

14 These canstructlons are relevant to our hypothesis that 
null operators cannot be adJuncts only If "bare NP adverbs" such 
as that way, last Tuesday are indeed NPs. If they are PPs 
introduced by a null preposltion, as Bresnan & Grimshaw (1978) 
and Emonds (1987) argue, theu status is urelevant to us sinee 
if there lS a null operator lt is not itself the adjunct, but 
rather a compl~ment ta the Dull prepositIon. Under this analysis, 
stranding of the null preposition must he prevented, at least for 
the constructions gi ven 1n (18). This 15 p"oblematic, however, 
given the behaviour of these adverbs as heads of relatives; see 
below in the text. 
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(18) a. .. Teday is easy [Op te do yeur homework t) 

b. .. This way is too difficult [Op te sleep t] 

c. * l left last Tuesday [Op te reach Boston t) 

d. .. This is the way you presented it t witheut (Op having 
read it t] 

Note that the judgment given for (lSd) refers to the 

coreferent reading. The sentence is, irrelevantly grammatical 

under the interpretation where the bracketed clause con taIns no 

adjunct; but it cannet be intended as a statement about somethinq 

that was, say, presented carefully though not carefully read. 

As we shall discuss in more detail later on, the null 

operator in such examples i5 qenerally assumed to be coindexed at 

S-Structure w~ th an antecedent, and is therefore correctly 

identified at that leve!. The sentences in (lB) thus cannot be 

ruled out on the basis of their S-Structure representation. Here 

again, the ULP can account for the ungrammat1.< .. dity of the 

examples in (18): the null operators are unidentlfied at D-

structure, hence cannot function as D-Structure pred~cates. 

Constructions containing null opera tors in adjunct posj tions are 
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thus straiqhtforwardly ruled out by the ULP applyinq at D-

Structure. 

A problem arises, thouqh, if relatives (tensed and in-

fini t~ val, cf. nA man that l know", "S;;meone to talk to ") and 

cleft constructions ("It is this woman that I met") are aiso 

derived by null operator movement. The fact that "bare NP ad-

verbs" may head these constructions suqgests the presence of pull 

opera tors in adjunct positlons at D-Structure: 

(19) a. Parents usually don't like the way (that) kids dress 

b. These people need a place to s~ay 

c. It was last Tuesday that l ll~ft 

One poss~bility compatible with our assumptions is that 

relatives and clefts ailow deletion (up to recoverability) of an 
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overt Wh-phrase in (Spec,CP], as in Chomsky & Lasnik (1977).1:1 

Crucially, this type of derivation must he unavailable in (18). 

The distinction might he expressed in terms of ad] acency of the 

identifying term ta the deleted element: the Wh-phrase in 

[Spec,CP] IS adjacent ta the head ln (19), but not ln (18). 

Perhaps recoverabi11ty as applied speciflca11y to deletions 

requues sorne sort of adjacency. l will not pursue thlS any 

further, though l will assume that deletion in [Spec, CP] IS at 

IG L. Rizzi (p.c.) suggests as an alternative a raising 
analysis from COMP as in Vergnaud (1974) - see Chomsky (1980) for 
discussion. Rizzi points out that the nu11 operator analysls is 
implausihle for clefts, as it would involve in cases like (i) a 
null operator of the category PP: 

(i) It is to John that l gave the book 

A second difflcul ty for a null operator ana1ysis of relatives and 
clefts is that whl1e null opera tors cannot he subjects (see below 
i.n the text and SectlOll Z.Z.3.), (ii) and (iii) are well-formed: 

(ii) 
(iii) 

The man that saw Bill 
It is John that .' 'ople say saw Bill 
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least available as an option for relatives and cleft construc-

tions .16 

Before gOlng any further, 1 want to discuss an alternative 

analysis that has been put forth in order to account for sorne of 

examples ln (lB). Stawell (1985) argues that the absence of 

adjunct parasltlc gaps and, more generally, adjunct traces bounà 

by null opera tors is due to the ECP. As he shows, similar 

constraints obtaln with subjects, which can neither be parasitic 

gaps, nor be bound by null operators ln touqh/easy constructions, 

etc. Under a dlS]Unctlve view of the ECP, subJects and ad]uncts, 

not belng lexically governed (or e-governed), need to be governed 

by an antecedent. Assuming this, Stowell proposes that null 

operators cannot be antecedent governars; this restriction is 

embodled ln (20) below. 

16 Carstens' (1987) account of adjunct Wh-extraction in 
Yoruba can be recast along those lines. She expllci tly assigns to 
these constructions the structure of clefts, and argues that null 
operator movement lS Involved. In our view, no adjunct null 
operator need be present at D-Structure if cleft constructions 
allal( for the deletlon of overt Wh-phrases in the specifier 
position of the maln clause. 
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(20) A category a may antecedent govern a null category ~ iff a 
is a member of a chain headed by a non-null cateqory. 

The formulation of (20) is meant to distinguish null opera-

tors from intermediate traces, yi ven that the latter qualify as 

antecedent governors for other traces wi thln theu own chain. 

There are two main reasons why l think this anal ysis should 

be rejected in favour of the one which has been proposed here. 

First, an analysis based on antecedent government does not extend 

to the Inability of null categorles to function as secondary 

predicates (cf. (12». Since the empty categorl.f?s Involved are 

not movement-derlved, the ungrammatlcallty of the examples cannot 

be attributed to the propertles of null opera tors as heads of 

chains. Furthermore. as Stowell (19B7) points out, the analysis 

fails to account for the whole range of cases involvlng traces of 

null operators in subject posltion (note however that our 

approach do es not extend to subjects~ cf. 2.2.3 below for discus-

sion). Secondly, as we shall see in Chapter 5, there are reasons 

ta believe that in PG constructions, the real and the parasi tic 

chains behave, for aIl relevant purposes, as one single chain a~ 

the level of S-structure. In other words, at that level, the 
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chain containing the parasitic gap is no longer headed by the 

null operator, but is headed rather by the overt Wh-phrase. 

Assumlng the antecedent government requirement to apply at LF, 

parasitic gaps are members of chains headed by overt operators. 

It then follows that parasitic gaps, whether ad]uncts, subjects 

or objects, comply wlth (20) - i.e. they are antecedent governed. 

If this is correct, an ECP-based analysis fails to effect the 

required distlnction. 

To sum up, l have argued that elements base-generated in A'-

positions, if they are not licensed by virtue of being arguments 

of heads (as VP is), must be licensed via predication. Further-

more, the ULP predicts that the predication relation must be 

establlshed at D-Structure. Thus maximal projections in A'-

positions for which the predlcation relation cannat be es-

tablished at D-structure are unlicensed at that level and violate 

the ULP. This has allowed us to ru le out structures with nul! 

secon~ary predlcates, as weIl as constructions containing adjunct 

null operators: parasitic gap constructions, easy clauses and 

degree adjectlve complements. 
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In the next sub-section, l discuss the quantification 

mechanism in (Gc), which says that operators May be licensed at 

LF by virtue of binding variables. 

2.2.2. Quantification 

It is a well-known fact that natural languages do not in 

general allow the formation of Wh-questlons, relatives or cleft 

sentences where nelther a gap nor a pronOUll corresponds to the 

extractod constituent. Chomsky's (1982:110 formulation of thls 

particular constraint of natural language states that operators 

(roughly, Wh-words, quantified NPs, and covert operators) May not 

quantify vacuously. Sentences violatlng the Vacuous Quantlflca-

tion Condition are illustrated in (21): 

(21) a. * Who does Mary know Max? 

b. * The man (Op that Mary knows Max] 

c. * It is Max [Op that Mary knows my sister] 

The above examples are ruled out since the expected gap ln 

object position has been replaced by a name or a referentlal NP; 

therefore the examples contain no varIable for the overt and null 
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opera tors to quan tif y over. Following essent1ally Chomsky's 

(1986a) Vlew, l will assume that the condition on vacuous quan-

tification is integrated 1nto Licens1ng Theory as the way for 

operators to be licensed at LF. Under the ext~nded view of 

Licensinq we are adopting, however, operators, 11ke aIl other 

maximal projections, must also be licensed at the levels of D-

Structure and S-Structure. Let us for the moment make the simpli-

fying assumption that operators base-generated in A-pos1tions are 

properly llcensed as arguments at D-Structure (thlS assumption 

wlll be dlscussed in 2.3 below), and that they are llcensed hy 

Vlrtue of bInding a van able at LF.l 7 What remains to be as-

sessed, then, is how operators base-generated in A'-positions are 

licensed at D-Structure. We have discussed, in the precedinq sub-

sectIon, sorne issues that arIse with respect to the licensing of 

null opera tors ln adjunct pOSltl.ons at D-Structure. Here, we will 

eXcl.mlne the properties of opera tors base-generated in the 

specifier posltion of CP. The constructions relevant to the 

dIScussion are those involving resumptive pronouns; lt will be 

shawn that '"he quantiflcation mechanlsm does not suffice to 

17 Overt operators are licensed at s-structure either as 
arguments (if they appear in situ) or as operatars binding 
varlables if they have undergone syntactic movement. 
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license these operators. Rather, it will be argued, these 

operators must be licensed at D-Structure by preoicatlon. The ULP 

w:..ll be shawn to provide an interestlng account of their dlS-

tributlon, ln particular cancerning the Wh/relative asymmetry. 

2.2.2.1. Operators in [Spec,CP) at D-Structure 

2.2.2.1.1. Resumptive Pronouns 

Let us at the outset distinguish between two types of 

resumptive pronouns: those that are base-generated, as ln English 

and French, and those that are phonetlc spell-outs of traces, as 

in e.g. Vata, Swedish. etc. In the latter case, it can be shawn 

that the relationshlp between the pronaun and the operator ln 

[Spec,CP] is analogous to that between a moved element and its 

trace. In particular, these constructions obey Sub)acency, and 

the resumptive pronouns, llke Wh-traces, llcense parasitic gaps 

and create Weak Crossover effects .18 These tacts lndlcate that 

the resumptive pronouns are really movement traces at S-Struc-

ture. Their realization as pronouns may be attnbuted to a 

18 See Koopman & Sportlche (1982), Sportiche (1983), Zaenen, 
Engdahl & Maling (1981), Engdahl (1985, 1986) for relevant 
discussion. 
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phonetic "spell-out" mechanism operative at the S-structure 

level, the purpose of which is arquably to escape ECP viola-

tions. 19 

In Engli~h and French, on the other hand, resumptive 

pronouns appear preferably within islands, i.e. in contexts where 

extraction would incur Subjacency violations. Takinq Subjacency 

as a dIagnostIc for movement, this indicates that constructions 

wlth resumptive pronouns do not result from movement ln these 

languages. 

l wIll assume that English constructions involving resump-

tlve pronouns as ln (22a-b) have the structure indicated in 

(22c). That IS, an operator (null or overt) is base-generated in 

the [Spec,CP] position and coindexed, at least by LF, with the 

resumptIve pronoun. 

19 See Koopman & Sportlche (1982) for a discussIon of the 
propertle~ of resumptIve pronouns of this type in Vata. My 
assumptlon wlth re~pect to the ECP differs from Koopman & Spor
tIche's, although not in a way that would affect their argument 
for S-Structure spell-out. Under a conjunctive view of the ECP, 
If lexIcal government must be met at PF and antecedent-qovernment 
at LF, then the lexicalizatlon of the trace would apply either at 
S-Structure or at PF, dependinq on which clause of proper 
qovernment lexicalization serves ta fuifill. 
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(22) a. A patient who! the doctcrs wonder whether het wlll 

survive or note 

b. A country OPt that every tourist who ever visited itl 
returned home in complete shock. 

c. (cp llht/Opt [c0/that] (IP ••• pronl •.. ]] 

That constructions wlth resumptive pronouns have the structure in 

(22c) is argued for by Safir (1986), who shows that resumptlve 

pronouns must always be bound by an operator in [Spec,CP], a 

relation which he labels A'-blnding (as distlnct from R-binding, 

i.e. binding by the head of the relative clause; cf. below) .20 

Structures like (22c) ablde by the Vacuous Quantification 

Condition on the assumption that resumptive pronouns are treated 

as variables in Logical Form. But how are the operators ln (22c) 

licensed at D-Structure? It could be arqued that the resumptlve 

pronouns are treated as variables at that level, thus llcensinq 

the operators via quantification. However, as is well-known, 

resumptlve pronouns in Enqlish do not display the behavlour 

20 For a dlfferent view of the structure of (22b), cf. Chao 
& Sells (1983) and Sells (1984). These authors take the position 
that resumptive pronouns are accidentally bound to the relative 
head, and that (22b) does not involve a base-generated nul1 
operator in COMP. 
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characteristic of syntactic (as opposed to semant1c) variables. 

In particular. they do not license parasitic gaps, as the 

followlng shows: 

(23) *' This is the report that the spy who forgot ta file it 
after having read e Just qat cauqht 

Furthermore, If quantificatlon sufficed to license opera tors 

in specifier posItIons at D-Structure, we would expect ta flnd 

questlons wlth base-generated Wh-words ln (Spec,CP) construed 

wIth resumptlve pronouns wlthin Islands. In languages WhlCh allow 

null ob)ects, we would expect to find Wh-con~tructians where the 

gap (a null resumptive pronoun) is non-subjacent ta the Wh-word. 

French d1splays, ln a lImlted fashion, the requlred properties: 

the obJect of bisyllabic preposit1ons May be syntactically 

realized as a null pronamlnal. 21 Yet, Wh-ques~ions are excluded 

ln thls context; compare (24a) with (24b): 

21 These prepositions are sometimes referred ta as "intran
sitive" or "orphan prepositions". Cf. Vinet (1979), Zribi-Hertz 
(1984), and references cited in Chapter 3. 
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(24) a. Voilà le gars que tu sais pas pourquoi tu compterais 

dessus e 
~Here is the guy that you don't know why you should 
count on (him)" 

b.? Quel gars est-ce que tu salS pas pourquoi tu compterals 
dessus e? 
"Which guy don 1 t you know why you should count on hlm?" 

The ULP requires that opera tors (nul1 or overt) base-genera-

ted in (Spec,CP] must be 1icensed at D-Structure. We Just saw 

that quantlficatlon as a llcenslng mechanism does not sufflce to 

ensure that these operators wlil be licensed at that leve1. What 

l want ta propose IS that operators ln [Spec,CP] ar~ llcensed at 

D-Structure by vIrtue of belng assigned a predIcatIon Index. Thus 

the D-Structure licensing of maximal categories ln A'-posItIons 

reduces ta only one mechanism, l.e. predicatIon. MaXImal proJec-

tians in possible predIcate positIons must be predIcates at D-

structure, and maximal prOJectIons in other A'-POSItIons (e.g. 

[Spec,CP)) must be contained wIthIn predicates so as ta be part 

of a predIcatIon chain. 

Let us make precise what it means for an operator ta be part 

of a predication chain. Here l adapt an idea put farth by 

Browning '1987:61f) from a slightly different perspectIve. 
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Conslder aD-Structure which we might take to be that of (22), 

l.e. an English relative clause with resumptive pronoun: 

(25) NP1 CP1 
/ \ 

Spec C' 
/ \ 

OPt /Wh1 Ci IP 

The cOlndexlnq relatIons in (25) are as folJows: NP is coindexed 

wIth CP via predIcatIon; C, as the head of CP, acquires the index 

asslgned to Its m~ximal proJectIon; flnally, the operator in 

[Spec, CP) lS cOlndexed 1071 th the head C VIa the Spec-Head agrep.-

ment mechanism (cf. Chomsky 1986b) .22 

22 BrownIng (op.clt.) takes the coindexing relations as one 
of the necessary conditions for PredicatIon to take place. In her 
Vlew, a sub]ect-predlcate relation is licensed If either 1) the 
subject satlsfles the external 8-role of the predicate, or 2) the 
subject agrées Wlth a chain contained ln the predicate. The 
presence of an operator in [Spec,CP] ln (25) is thus necessary to 
ensure the formatIon of an agreement chain. ThIS IS Incompatible 
wIth the Vlew adopted here. We have argued that predIcation 
relatIons may be established at D-Structure; Obvlously, at that 
level. not aIl operators occupy the [Spec, CP] position. It could 
weIl be that a condItIon Slmllar ta that proposed by Browning 
holds of S-Structure predIcatIon, however, given the obligatory 
character of operator movement ln relatives and other pradication 
structures (cf. supra, Section 2.2.1). 

107 



--
We have proposed that an operator in [Spec,CP] at D-Struc-

ture is licensed if and only if the clause which dominates lt 

participates in a predication relation with a subject. Z3 Assumlng 

aga in that resumptIve pronouns WhlCh violate SubJacency haVe the 

structure ln {22}, the ULP, ln con)Unctlon wlth the proposaI Just 

made, makes the following predictlon: in languaqes like EngllSh 

or French, no resumptive pronoun can appear outslde of predlca-

tion structures. In ~articular, they are excluded wlth Wh-

questIons. This lSI of course, because opera tors base-gen2rated 

in (Spec,CP] will not be llcensed at D-Structure un"ess they are 

contained withIn a predicative clause. We thus derive the 

contrast between the French examples ln (24a) and (24b)~ the 

predictIon lS also borne out for English, as the fol1owing 

examples illustrate: 

23 Whlle null operators in adjunct posi:ions are ruled out 
at D-Structure, this accounts predicts, as Lisa Travis pOlnts 
out, that adJunct null operators base-generated ln [Spec,CP] 
should be cerrectly licensed at D-Structure. In ether words l we 
should:n princlple flnd adjunct resumptlve pronouns in relative 
clauses. French has a pronomInal CIl tic which may correspond to a 
locative adjunct: y ("there"). As expected, wlthll1 islands, y may 
be used as a resumptive pronoun: 

(i) C'est un endrOIt qu'on ne cannait encore personne qui s'y 
so~t vraIment plu 
"This 1S a place that we don' t know anybody yet that really 
enjoyed himself there" 
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(26) a. ThlS is the guy that/who you didn 1 t know whether he 
would show up or not 

b * ~ 'Who were you wondering whether he left early? 

Safir (1986:685), who notes these examples, provides a 

dlfferent account of the contrast. His analysis of the ungram-

maticall ty of (26b) relies on condltions imposed not on opera-

tors 1 but rather on the resumpti ve pronouns themsel ves. The 

latter are sub] ect to a requirement whereby they must be bound by 

a relative head (a relation which he refers to as R-binding). 

Thus the contrast between the (a) and (b) examplcs of (24) and 

(26) is handled by the statement in (27): 

(27) Resumpti ve pronouns must be R-bound 

Both (27) and the ULP Yleld the same result in accounting 

for the 'Wh-question/relative clause asymmetry with respect to 

resumptive pronouns in French and English. Note however that the 

ULP does not have the stipula th,? character of (27), which refers 

specifically to resumptive pronouns. Our approach is thus more 

general, and under thls View the behaviour of resumptlve pronouns 
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ir, (24), (26) is made to folIo" from independently moti vated 

pri nciples. 

The t'If 0 apnroaches differ in their empirical coverage in ho 

areas. The first one has to do 'lfith the distribution of resump

ti ve pronouns in other predication structures, Le. easy-clauses, 

purposives, etc. In this particular case, the tacts observed 

wou1d appear at first glance to favour Saf1r's (27) over the 

approach advocated here. 1 suggest below that the problern is just 

apparent, and that the facts ohserved may be attributed ta other 

factors. The second area concerns the distribution of resumptive 

pronouns withln re1atlves and 'Wh-questlons both cross-linguisti

cally and language-internally; here, as we will show, the ULP 

makes the correct distinctions. 

Let us address the first case. Safir's account limits the 

occurrence of resumpti ve pronouns to c1eft sentences and relative 

clauses. By contrast, the ana1ysls advocated here is more 

general, and ln pnnclple allows the occurrence of resumptive 

pronouns in any predication structure, providpd the nu11 operator 

in [Spec, CP] is part of a predicate chain a t D-Structure. There 

is reason ta believ€ that the operator in easy constructions and 
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degree adjectives of the type shown in (28) is part of the 

predicate chain by S-Structure (see helow). 

(28) a. Johnt is [difficult to taIk to] 1 

b. John1 is (too marginal/marginal enough for us to 
identify with] 1 

Whatever the precise structure of such constructions, we are 

led to conclude that the [Spec, CP] position is part of the 

predicate chain and, therefore, that null operators are licensed 

in this po~ition already at D-structure. 

Granting this, we do pred1ct that resumptive pronouns should 

be grammatlcal in these structures as well. This predIction is 

not borne out, however: resumptive pronouns are marginally 

accepted ln purposives (cf. (29a», and ungrammatical in in-

finitival relatives and easy constructions (cf. (29b-c». 

(29) 8.?? John gave his kid a new toy to play with it 

b. '1< l was assigned a problem to figure out how to solve it 

c. '1< John is difficult (for us) to decide on a way to 
approach him 
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Browning (1987:69), who gJ.ves the examples 1n (29a-b), 

sugge!lts that thel.r margl.nality ml.ght be attnbuted to the fact 

that purpasl.ves and infinitival relatives reSlst embeddl.ng. since 

resumptlve pronouns occur wi thin l.slands in Engllsh, th~ relevant 

constructlons must lnvol ve embedded purpOSl ves and lnfui tl. val 

relatives, WhlCh are independentIy margl.na1. Z4 ThlS explanat10n 

will extend to (29c) li embedding of easy constructlons results 

ln decreased acceptabili ty. Indeed, it appears that the examples 

glven by Chomsky (1977:103f) are degraded for sorne speakers: 

(30) a. 

b. 

John is easy for us to convince Bill ta arrange for 
Mary ta meet 

John is easy for us to convince Bill tha t he shauld 
meet 

Thus i t seems plausible that the ungrammaticall ty of the 

constructions in (29) can be (at least partly) attributed ta 

indpendent factors, which have nothing to do with the possibili ty 

24 Note with respect ta (29b) that resumptive pronouns ln 
the corresponding relative are equally marglnal, i. e. indepan
dently of the purposive construction: 

(i) ?? This is a problern that l don't know how ta solve it 
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of base-generating null operators in the [Spec,CP] position of 

easy-construct~ons, purposives, etc. 

2.2.2.1.2. Relatlve/Wh Asymmetrles with Resumptive Pronouns 

The second area concerns the asymmetry between Wh-cons truc-

tions and relatlve clauses with respect to their abllity to host 

resumptlve pronouns. As we saw, Safir's R-binding requirement 

accounts for the fact that resumptive pronouns in French/Enqlish 

may be found ~n relatlve clauses but not in Wh-questlons. In sorne 

languages, however, resumpt~ve pronouns do occur inside Wh-

questIons; for lnstance, as Safir (1986: 686) notes, Ir~sh and 

Swedish display no Wh-questlon/relative asymmetry with respect to 

hostlng resumpti ve pronauns. 2 ~ In arder ta account for this 

variation. Safu suggests that (27) is a parameter: resumptive 

pronouns must be R-bound in sorne languages, but need not be 50 ln 

others. 

20 The references cited in this regard are McCloskey (1979) 
and Sells (1984). Irish may actually be a language like English 
or French in this respect, since Wh-questions overtly have the 
form of relatives. 
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'- The analysis proposed here tackl~s the problem of variation 

differently. We have attributed the non-occurrence of resumptive 

pronouns wlth Wh-questlons to the fact that the operator in 

[Spec,CP] is unlicensed at D-Structure in these constructions. 

But recall that there are two types of resumptive pronouns: those 

that are bound to base-generated opera tors (as in French, 

English), and those that are spell-outs of traces. In the latter 

case, there is no operator ln [Spec,CP] at D-Structure; rather, 

the operator is moved to this positIon in the syntax. Under our 

account, therefore, nothing shauld prevent the second type of 

resumptive pronoun from appearing on the surface wlthln a Wh-

question. In other words, we predict the followinq: resumptlve 

pronouns of the first type (base-generated) should be llmlted ta 

predication structures, but resumptlve pronouns of the latter 

type (trace spell-outs) should be unrestricted. We thus expect ta 

find a correlation of properties such as summarized in the 

following chart:26 

26 The correlation between properties (a) and (b) of (3i) is 
noted in Sportiche (1983:117ff). 
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(31) 

Type 1 
Base-gen. 

Type 2 
Spell-outs 

1 

(al 

Obey 
Subjacency 

no 

yes 

1 

(bl 

License 
PGs 

no 

yes 

(c) 

Occur in 
\lh-questions 

no 

yes 

(d) 

Occur in 
Relatives 

yes 

yes 
1 

1 

We have discussed above French and English. which allow only 

resumptive pronouns of the first type, and which display aIl four 

properties. Sim1lar facts obta1n in Yidd1sh: resumpt1ve pronouns 

are marglDally accepted w1thin lslands, as (32a) below shows. 

What 1S 1mportant is that there is a marked contrast between the 

(a) and (b) examples: Wh-constructions w1th resumptive pronouns 

are sharply ungrammatical, as our analys1s predicts: 27 

(32) a.? der boxer! vos ix ken [dos meydl, vos tj hot im! gezen] 
"the boy that l know the girl that has seen him" 

b.* Voser boxerl kenst du dos meyd1j vos tJ hot imt gezen? 
"Which boy do you know the girl that has seen him? 

27 Example (32a) is adapted from Sportiche (1983: 119). The 
judgments given here are Jean Lowenstamm's (personal communication). 
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Resumptive pronouns of the second type are lnstantiated in 

e.g. Vata, Standard Arabie, and Swedlsh. Resumptive pronouns in 

Vata behave as predieted wlth respect to properties (bl, (cl and 

(d) cf. Sportiche (1983:124); simllarly for Swedish, as 

discussed by Engdahl (1985:9). In particular, the fact that in 

these languages resumpti ve pronouns license PGs shows that they 

display the charaeteristics of syntactlc variables: the lffiportant 

fact here is that they appear in both Wh-questions and rela-

tives. 29 

Resumptive pronouns in Standard Arabic, aceording to Aoun 

(1985: 93), obey island Constraints (property (a» and may occur 

in Wh-questions (property (c)). 

28 The behaviour of Vata resumptive pronouns with respect to 
Subjacency cannot be tested because of independent factors (see 
Koopman 1984, Koopman &. Sportlche 1986 for dlScussIon). In 
Swedish, on the other hand, Subjacency violations occur sys
tematlcally with non-overt traces (cf. Zaenen, Engdahl &. Maling 
1981); thus again obedience of resumptive pronouns ta Subjacency 
cannot be shown. But as Engdahl (1985) points out, replaclng 
traces by resumpti ve prononns in contexts WhlCh feel like 
Subjacency violations does not improve the grammatlcal1 ty of the 
sentences, thus indicating that at least resumptive pronouns do 
not behave like those of type 1 in this respect. 
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In arder ta test whether the occurrence or non-accurrp.nce of 

resumpt~ve pronouns in Wh-questions is a matter of cross-linguis

tlC var~ation, or whether it is a matter of the type of resump

tive pronoun lnvolvl~d, we need to flnd a language which dlsplays 

both types of resumptive pronouns. We then predict that ln such a 

lanquage, only type l resumptive pronouns will display the Wh

question/ relatl ve asymmetry. 

Hausa has the required properties. Tuller (1986: 157f) argues 

that two resumptlve pronoun strategies are used in Hausa: one 

which "rescues" SubJacency Vlolations (as in type 1 above), and 

one WhlCh allows certain structures to escape ECP vlolations (as 

in type 2). The second type appears when the object of a preposi

tion is extracted (preposltions are argued not to be proper 

qovernors ln Hausa). The important point is that the distribution 

of the two types of resumptlve pronouns is as expected. The first 

type of resumptlve pronoun is found only in relative clauses, 

while the latter occurs in relative clauses and Wh-constructions 

alike. The examples are given below~ that the pro resumptive 

pronouns in (33) are of type 1 is evidenced by the fact that they 
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occur within an island; the ill-formedness of (33b) shows that 

this strategy is restricted to relatl ve clauses. 29 

(33) a. mutumln da ka san [llttaafln da pro ya rubuutaa t) 
man REL 2sm know book-the REL 3sm write 
"the man that vou know the book that wrote" 

b. * wane mu tum ka ba nl [littaafin da pro ya rubuutaa t] 
which maT'! 2sm give me book-the REL 3sm wrlte 
"T,lhich man did you give me the book that wrote?" 

The sentences ln (34) exemplify type 2 resumptive pronouns in 

Hausa: they obey Subj acency, as shown by the f act tha t they are 

ungrammatical within islands «34a», and they may occur wlth Wh-

questions (cf. (34b): 

(34) a. * T,laa ka san (maatar da ta yi maganaa da shii 
who 2sm know woman REL 2sf do speech wi th him 
"T,lho do you know the woman that talked to hl.m?" 

b. Waa ka yi maganaa da "1< (shii) 
who 2sm do talk wi th him 
"T,lho did you taU Wl. th?" 

29 Hausa has null sUbjects and objects, and thus a resump
tive pronoun strategy using null pronominals is expected. TuIler 
argues that the gap in (33) is pro and not trace. This i5 par
ticularly apparent ln the case of objects, since in object 
position pro may only refer to [-human] nouns; traces are of 
course not constrained as to anl.macy. TuIler points out that only 
[-human] nul1 objects may relativize out of Wh-Islands. 
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A slmllar account can, l believe, be extended to the 

apparently problematic properties of resumptive pronouns in 

Palauan. Georgopoulos (1985) argues that overt resumptive 

pronouns and gaps are base-generated and that, furthermore, both 

resumptive pronouns and gaps behave 11ke syntactic variables ~n 

vlew of so-called Wh-aqreement phenom~na. Resumptlve pronouns in 

Palauan can occur both inslde and outslàe of Islands, they 

license parasltlc gaps, and they are round ln relatives and Wh-

questIons allke. ThIS 1S ObVIously at odds wIth the clustering of 

propertles predicted by our analysis and summarlzed ln (31).30 

l would like to suggest that the tacts of Palauan are 

compatible wlth a different analysis: like in Hausa, Palauan has 

two resumptive pr0noun strategies. Type 1 resumptlve pronouns are 

base-generated withIn islands, whIle type 2 are 3-Structure trace 

spell-outs. Consider first the resumptlve pronouns that occur 

outside of islands: as Georgopoulos (1985) argues, they appear in 

those positIons WhlCh are not properly governed, i.e. essentially 

30 Note however that the occurrence of resumptlve pronouns 
in Wh-questions in Palauan is not problematic for our claim, 
glven that, rnuch llke in Irish, Wh-questions are overtIy predica
tional (here, they have the structure of clefts). 
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objects of verbs having no agreement, and abjects of preposi-

tions. Apart from this, they behave just Iike qaps do. In 

particular, they trigger at S-Structure a verbal aqreement rule 

which is sensitive to the presence of a variable. 31 Thus, from 

our point of Vlew, this type of resumptlve pronoun lS of type 2: 

it behaves like a trace at S-structure, but must be lexlcallzed 

at that levei ta avold an ECP "iolation. Further eVldence for 

this comes trom the fact that resumptive pronouns ln these 

posltlons Ilcense parasltlc gaps (see Georgopouios 1984 for 

discussion). Under our analysls, it is thus expected that thlS 

type ef resumptive prenoun May Decur ln both Wh-questlons and 

r~latives, as indeed they do. 

Consider now the resumptlve pranouns that occur withln 

islands. Here, the avaiIable data are lncomplete; however my 

point will be that the facts brought forth by Georgopoulos (1984, 

1985) do not convincingly show that resumptive pronouns wlthin 

islands are aisa S-structure variables on a par wlth those 

autside islands. That i5 ta say, my claim is that the data are 

31 A subject varlable (null or overtl triggers r~alis 
morphology on the verb of its clause, while a non-subject 
variable triggers irrealis morphology. 
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campa t ible Wl th an analysis of these resumpti ve pronouns as beinq 

type 1 (base-generated), with the associated properties. 32 First, 

the examples of island-lnternal resumptl.ve pronouns cl.ted by 

Georgopoulas lnvol ve predl.catlon structures (i • e. topicaliza-

tian), and not Wh-questlons. Secondly, no example 15 qiven where 

resumpt~ve pronouns inslde lslands license parasitlc gaps. Some 

of the exampl <.:s gl ven by Georgopoulos (1985) do, however, show S-

structure verbal aqreement wlth island-lnternal resumptive 

pronouns. The presence of thlS agreement, recall, is lndicative 

of the resumptlve pronoun belng an S-Structure varl.able. l will 

discuss thls pOlnt ln a U ttle more detai!, Slnce l believe it 

shows preclsely that resumptive pronouns inside ls1ands behave 

differently than do resumptive pronouns outside l.slands in this 

respect. 

The important fact about the agreement rule i5 che follow-

ing: the verb of the clause immediately cont~lnlng the {5yntac-

J 2 This is not ta say that this clai.'lI is necessarily 
correct, as it hlnges on the absence of crucl.al data rather than 
on posItive eVldence. It 15 clear, however, what type of con
structIons are requlred ta falslfy lt: structures with resumptive 
pronouns insIde islanàs WhlCh Iicense PGs, and where the island
internaI resurnptl.ve pranoun may correspond either ta a Wh-phrase 
or to a relative operator. 
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tic) variable takes realis morphology if the variable (overt or 

null) is a subject, and irrealis morpholoqy lf the variable is 

non-subject. The sentences below she.'w that non-subject overt 

resumptive pronouns 05ë:.) and ~iI'pty categories (35b) pattern 

alike in trlqqering irrealis morphology on the most embedded 

verb: 33 

(35) a. 

b. 

33 

nq-nqera ta ?om- ulemdasu [el 1- ulenqiil er nga,~ 

CL what IR-2 PF-think COMP IR-3 wut P me 

[el bo k- uruul er ngiü ] ] ] 
COMP IR-FUT IR-ls lM-do P it 

"What do Vou think that they were waiting for me ta 
do?" 

a bunq1 [el l
flowers COMP IR-3 

ulemdasu a deI -ak [el 1- omekeraul 
think mother ls COMP IR-3 qrow 

_1 a Remy er a sers -el] J 
P garden 3s 

"the flowers that my mother thought that Remy was 
growinq ln her garden" 

The ab~revlations used are the followinq: 
CL cl(>ft R realis 
rM imper.fective IR irrealis 
p preposi tlon s sing1l1ar 
PF perfective PTe particle 
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The pronoun ngii in (35a) and the gap in (35b) are objects of a 

preposition and a verb, respectively, hence triqqer irrealis 

morphology on the lowest verb. 34 But consider now the agreement 

pattern trlggered by a resumptive pronoun inside an island: 

(36) a stoangl [ a 1- uleker er a tonari a buik [a lsekum 
store IR-3 IM-ask P neiqhbor boy if 

e nq- mo er nqiit] J 
PTe R-3s go P it 

"The store, the boy asked the neighbor if she' s goinq to 
(it) " 

Note that the lo~est verb in (36) has realis morphology, whereas 

we expect, by analogy wlth the sentences in (35), to find 

lrrealis sinee ngli 15 the object of a preposItion. Similar facts 

obtaln wIth overt resumptive pronouns and null categories in 

other island eontexts: complex NP islands and Wh-Islands (see 

examples (He-f) in Georgopoulos 1985). This suqgests that 

nelther gaps nor overt resumptlve pronouns withln Islands trigger 

S-structure agreement in the vay that resumptive pronouns and 

34 Verbs without agreement, like prepositions, are not 
proper governors. 
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gaps outside islands do. In our terms, only the latter are 

syntactic variables. Gaps within islands are Instances of 

resumptive Irr.2. (Palauan is pro-drop), and resumptI ve pronouns 

within :islands (whetb~r overt or nuU) are instances of type 1, 

Le. base-generated ln thelr surface posltlon.3~ 

35 Other languages relevant to our typology of resumptlve 
pronouns include Modern Hebrew, Egyptian Arablc and Irish. In 
Modern Hebrew (Borer J984:72ff), resumptive pronouns within 
islands (1. e. type 1, base-generated) occur in ordlnary relatives 
but not in free relatlves or Wh-questIons. As L. RlZZl pOlnts 
out, this state of affalrs 1S expected under our analyslS: ln 
free relatives as ln Wh-questlons r an operator base-qenerated HI 

[Spec, CP] cannot be l1censed na predIcation at D-Structure. An 
outstanding problem, however r concerns an asymmetry between Wh
questions and free relat1ves wlth respect to type 2 resumptlve 
pronouns: the spell-out option is avallable in the latter 
construction only. 

In IrIsh, no Wh/relatIve asymmetry apparently eXIsts, a fact 
whJ ch we may attnbute to the overtly relatIve syntactlc proper
ties of Wh-questions 1 as not€'d before. Further research lnto the 
matter would be requued, however r in order to test whether Insh 
has one or two types of resumpti ve pronouns. 

In Egyptlan Arabic, as described 
(1983), resumptl'le pronouns occur 
sugges ts type 1 behaviour. As we 
asymmetry is attested in this case: 

by Kenstowicz and Wahba 
lns1de Wh-Islands r WhlCh 
predlct, the Wh/relative 

(il la?eet il-kltaabl iLi Mona nisyit ffinn xad-uhl 
"1 found the book which Mona forgot who took-it" 

(li) ana 9aarif anhl kl taabl Mona nlsyit miin xad-uhl 
"1 know which book Mona forgot who took-itu 

A problem arises, though: by contrast with <ill, resumptive 
pronouns are allowed Inside noun-complemen t clauses: 
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In this sub-section, we have shawn that the mechanism of 

quantificat10n alone does not suffice to license operators in 

[Spec,CP] at D-Structure. In particular, operators Dase-g~nerated 

in [Spec, CP) like other maximal proJectio~s in Ar-positions 

under the ULP - must be licensed at D-Structure via predication. 

That lS, they must be part of a predIcation chain at that level. 

This proposaI yields the correct results in pL:dictlng the 

distribution of resumptive pronouns in relative clauses and Wh-

constructions. We now examIne the question of how operators <in 

particular null operators) are llcensed at the level of S-

Structure. 

(iU) ml1n1 i11i Fariid simi9 isaa9it inn Mona yimkin 
tl. tgawwiz-uhl 
"Who did Fariid hear the rumor that Mona might try to 
marry-him? " 

One difference betwe~n (ii) and (iii) lies in the nature of the 
complementizer. Kenstowicz & Wahba point out that the complemen
tizer i11i 1S that found in relative clauses. This suggests that 
a structure like (iii) might be predicational. If this holds, 
(iii) :5 no longer problematic for our proposaI. 
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2.2.2.2. Operators in [Spec,CP) at S-Structure 

lie have shown in the previous sub-section that operatol s 

appearing in the specifier of position of CP at D-structure must 

be part of a predication chain in order to be licensed at that 

level. In other words, quantification is not the licensing 

mechanlsm responsible for the occurrence of operators in speci

fier positions at D-Structure, whether these operators are null 

or overt. The situation, however, is different at S-Structure, 

since it is evident that bindlng a variable sufflces for overt 

operators to be correctly licensed at that level. 

Let us consider again how overt operators are licensed a t 

the different levels of syntactic representation. To illustrate, 

let us take as an example the overt operators in (37), which are 

correctly licensed at every level either as arguments, (secon

dary) predicates, or operators: 
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(37) a. Who ate where? 

b. D5: Who ate where 

Arq Pred 

c. 55: llhol (tl ate whereJ 
1 
1 

Quant Pred 

d. LF: (llhol where, [tt ate t,)] 

Quant Quant 

Null operators, however, are subject to more strinqent condi-

tions. As we salol, they cannat be licensed as predicates at D-

structure; this accounts, among other facts, for the absence of a 

null counterpart to the adjunct operator where ln (37). With 

respect to their llcensinq at other levels, there is eVIdence 

that quantlfIcation alone does not suffice to license null 

operators. Consider for instance the fact that there are no Wh-

questions wlth null operators; thus (38) is not available as an 

alternatIve formulation of "Who did you see". 

(38) ,.. (OPt (did you see tt]] 
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Null operators, then, althouqh they bind a variable in conformity 

with the quantiflcation mechanism, require in additlon an antece

dent. Chomsky (1986a:85) pOInts out that null operators, being 

semantlcally empty, cannot assign a range to the varIable WhlCh 

they bind. He th us formulates the necessary requirement qIven ln 

(39) as a condl tion on variable binding holding at LF. "Stronq 

binding" in (39) refers to the properties of the blnder: either 

the operator bindinq the variable determines the range of the 

variable, or else the operator is associated to an antecedent 

which can assiqn a range to the varlable. 

(39) A variable must be strongly bound 

Another way of puttlng it is to say that quantIfication llcenses 

a maximal projection XP as an operator subJect to the condItion 

that XP has semantic content. Under this VIew, the effects of 

(39) are integrated inta Licensing Theory. If, as we have 

proposed, the ULP holds, then null operators wlll requIre an 

antecedent at aIl relevant levels of representatlon, i.e. at 

those levels where they bInd a varIable: S-Structure and LF. As 

we have dIscussed, the mechanism of predicatIon indexIng allows 

null operators to acquIre antecedents in the relevant sense, by 
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belnq part of the predication chain. At S-Structure and LF, the 

null operator ln structures like (40a-b) is correctly Iicensed as 

a quantifier, since the relative he ad and the matrlx subject, 

respectively, Identify the semantic content of the operator and 

assign a range to the varlable. 

(40) a. the womanl [Opi that Max met tl JI 

b. this bookl is [easy [Opi to read tl]] 1 

As l have mentioned, constrUlng (39) as part of the quantifica-

tian licenSlng mechanism entails, under the view advacated here, 

that the null operatars must be Identified ~y an antecedent by s-

Structure. Whlle it makes no difference ln predication structures 

l1ke those of (40), this proposaI yields an important advantage 
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with respect ta other, non-predicative constructions involvinq 

null aperators, V1Z. parasitic gap constructions. 36 

As is well-known, parasitic gaps (or, to be more acrur~te, 

parasitic chains) depend on the presence of a movement-derived 

A '-chain in the construcUon. The important f act is that A'-

chains formed by LF movement do not sanction PGs, as the contrast 

between (41a) and (41b-c) illustrates: 

(41) a. Which articlest did you file tt without (OPt havlnq 
read et J 

b. * You filed many articles without [OPt haVlnq read et] 

c. * Who Hled which articles without [OPt having read et) 

36 As evidence for the view that easy-clauses. purposives, 
etc. are predicative constructions, while PG constructions are 
not, Aoun & Clark (1984) point out the contrasts between (i)
(ii), on the one hand, and (iii). Easy-clauses and purposives are 
ungrammatical when the clause contains no predicate variable, a 
constraint which holds on the predication relation. PG constru~
tions are not subject to this constraint, as the grammaticality 
of (iii) shows. 

(i) * 
(H) * 
(iii) 

John bought the book ta read the journal 
John is easy to please Mary 
Which articles did John file t without consulting Mary? 
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These facts indicate that PGs must be sanctioned at S-Structure. 

As we mentioned in Chapter 1, Chomsky (1986b) suqgests that the 

parasitIc chain must compose with another A'-chain present in the 

clause at S-Structure. 37 The relevant pOInt here is the follow-

Inq: why should chain composition be an S-Structure process? 

There are in fact two questions to answer: 1) why must chain 

composItIon apply at S-Structure, and 2) why can't chain composi-

tion apply at LF aIso? Note that (39), the LF requirement on 

variable blndlng, goes only partway towards forcing the chain 

compositIon process to apply. Because it requIres varIables to be 

stronqly bound at LF, it requires the null operator to have an 

antecedent by that level. In other words, nothlng in (39) forces 

chain composition ta take place at S-Structure as opposed to LF. 

The proposaI made here, by contrast, requires the null 

opera tors in (41) to be identified by an antecedent at both S-

Structure and LF. Note that since no predication is involved in 

37 Apart from chaIn composition, other analyses have been 
put forth in ordeI to ensure that the null operator is iden
tlfled. In Chapter 5, l discuss the chain composition mechanism 
along with one alternative approach based on Binding Theory. 
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these cases, the operator cannot be identified by an argument via 

predication coindexing. Thus sorne other identification mechanism 

is requlred in order for the null operators in (41) ta be 

licensed by quantification at S-Structure. Assumlng chain 

composition to be the available mechanism, it is forced to apply 

at S-Structure under the ULP. We therefore have a stralghtforward 

answer to the first question posed in the preceding paragraphe 

As for the second ques~ion, it IS now clear that we need not 

prevent chaIn compositIon from applyinq at LF. ThIS is because LF 

chain composition cannat, in any event, save an Ill-formed 

structure 11ke (41b).38 Indeed, even if the nu11 operator 

acquired an antecedent via chain composition at LF, the sentence 

would still be ruled out by the ULP: at S-structure, the null 

operator is unidentified, and fails to be licensed by quantIfica-

tion. 

38 The fact that many articles in (41b) cannat be takeu as 
an S-Structure identifier for the null operator follows from 
independent, structural conditions on Identification. See Chapter 
5 for further discussion. 
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This concludes our discussion of the licensing mechanisms 

for opera tors in A'-positions. Turning now to another of the 

licensing mechanisms, l ey.amine the relationship between the ULP 

and tho&e maximal projectlons which are licensed as arguments. 

2.2.3. Argumenthood 

Maximal projections may be licensed as arguments of a verb 

or VP, from WhlCh they receive a a-role. Constituents in A-

positions (subject of, abJect of) are licensed in this manner at 

D-Structure. At S-Structure and LF, if an argument has moved ta 

an A'-position (by Hove a or QR), it is licensed by virtue of 

binding a trace ln argument position; thus the whole chain is 

assigned a a-role. Thus, as a consequence of the Projection 

PrinClple, WhlCh forces the realization of arguments at D-Struc-

ture and requires the presence of movement traces at other 

levels, the underlined arguments in (42) satisfy the licensing 

rcquirement at aIl levels of representation: 
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(42) a. 

b. 

c. 

Max did his postdoc in Paris 

On which shelfl did you put the dictionaries ta? 

Max expected someone 

LF: [someonel [Max expected tl)] 

We have seen that nul! operators in A'-positions are subject 

to more restrictive licenslng conditions than are overt opera

tors, an intuitively natural state of affairs giv~n their lack of 

intrinsic semantic content. A legitimate question which arises is 

whether this i5 a1so true of null operators ln argument posi

tions. Speclflcally, i5 the ldentification of nul! operators 

satisfied simply by virtue of belng arguments of lexlcal heads, 

or must they comply with additional requlrements? 

It would be very tempting to subsume under the ULP sorne of 

the conditions that have been argued to hold of null operators at 

levels other than LF. For instance, Stowell (1987) argues that 

nul1 operators must he head-gQverned at D-Structure; such an 

extension of the head-government requirement fits in nicely with 

the spirit of our proposaI. I will flrst sum up Stowell's maih 

arguments, and then discuss a way in which it it might be put in 
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broader perspective and integrated into the framework of Licens-

ing The~LY as conceived of here. This approach, although con cep-

tually attractive, is not without technical problems, and these 

will be discussed. Pendl~g a solution to overcome these difficul-

ties, l shall leave open the issue, and adopt Stowell's ~Loposal 

as a condition independent of the ULP. 

Stowell (1981) argues that the gap in !!-clauses, given in 

(43), lS a trace left by movement of a nul1 operator (the latter 

being not an NP, but a CP): 

(43) a. Gary is guilty, as Mary said __ 

b. As John rem1nded Bill __ , the earth is round 

c. The earth is round, ?s __ was proved t many years ago 

The relevant observat1on about su ch constructions is the follow-

ing: as-clauses are grammatical when the null opera tors cor-

respond to complement positions «43a-b)) or derived subject 

positions «43c)). But, as the examples in (44) show, null 

operators are precluded from subject positions just in case the 

subject is also aD-Structure subject: 
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(44) a. * John owns the gun, as __ shows that he is guilty 

b. • Jenny is famous, as __ convinced Jim to visit her 

These asymmetries are accounted for under the proposal that the 

head-government requirement of the Eep applies to null opera tors 

at D-Structure. 

Suppose this analysis is correct: then, null operators are 

requir~d to be head-governed at both D-Structure and S-Structure. 

Note that lf the head-government requirement is part of the 

licensing mechan~sms for null operators, this is exactly whôt we 

are led te expect under the ULP. In order ta see how the head 

government requirement might fit into our proposaI, let us 

explore its status in light of the licensing of empty categorles. 

Within GB theory, empty categories in argument positions are 

subject to additional constraints above and beyond compliance 

with the licensing requirement which holds of lexically reallzed 

arguments. Non-pronomlnal empty categorles (Wh-trace and NF

trace) must abide by t~e ECP, which we assume really conslsts of 

two separate mechanisms: lexical government and antecedent 

government. Pronomlnal empty categories (PRO, pr~) are subject ta 
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control theory and feature identificatlon, respectürely. Rizzi 

(1986:518f) points out that the above requlrements imposed on 

empt y elements can be conceptually unlfied if they are viewed as 

pertainlng to t'Wo di stlnct prccesses: formaI licensing and 

feature ldentiflcatlon. Under this vie'W, variables and NP-traces 

are formally licensed ln part by the ECP (in the v:ew assumed 

here, the lexical government part of the ECP); the.i. .... features are 

Identlfied through binding by an antecedent in an A 'lA posi-

hon. 3 9 PRO is formally licensed by appearing in unqoverned 

po~i tions, and the features of PRO are reeovered through control 

by an antecedent. Flnally, pro is fcrmally llcensed, Rizzi 

proposes, If it 1.S governed by an XO whieh assigfls i t Case; i ts 

fea tures are recolJ'ered, in the general case" through rich 

agreement. 

Supoose we take li terally the term "formaI licensing" used 

in the preceding paragraph, and claim that the meehanisms 

referred to in this way are in fact part of Licensug Theory. 

39 The view that the ECP consists of t'Wo distinct gove'l;'nment 
requuements, i. e. e-government (by an XO) and "identification" 
(by an antecedent) was originally put forth by Jaeggli (1982, 
ch. 4) . 
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Under thj s view, null elements in A-positions must be licensed 

not only as arguments, but must also be "formally" licensed by 

the mechanisms mentioned above. Such a view also entails, given 

the ULP, that formaI licensing must hold at every level of 

deri va tion. 

This is obviously a strong claim, which will in tact prove 

too strong in most cases. Requiring that formaI licensing 

conditions for PRO be met a t all Ievels would entail, for 

instance, that PRO cannot appear as aD-Structure object, 

incorrectly rullng out a passive derivation such as that :i.n 

(45a). Slmllarly, if the formaI licensing condl tlOn for ~Q. must 

be met at D-Structure, Italian ergative/unaccusatlve verbs cannot 

be derived as ln (45b) - cf. Burzio (1981): 

(45) a. 

b. 

PROI to be mùgged tl 15 very uncommon in Tokyo 

prol arriva tl 

Turning now to variables and NP-traces, the claim above is 

obviously vacuous with respect to D-Structu:-e. It requires, 

however, that the leXlcal government requirement be met at both 
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S-structure and LF. Ass~minq that only intermediate traces of 

arguments delete a t LF (cf _ Lasnik & Salo to 1984) r we are forced 

ta take the position that origl.nal traces of adjunct and argu-

ments r as weIl as Interrnediate traces of ad]uncts and null 

operators, must be leXlcally governed at that level, potentially 

a problematl.c clal.m. Unless those problems can be solved, we must 

exempt LF from the effects of subsumlng the lexical government 

requlrement under the ULP. 

Glven the diffl.cultles mentl.oned, l will leave open the 

j ssue of whether Stowell' s proposaI concerninq null opera tors can 

be Integrated Into Llcensing Theory. For the time being r l will 

take the safer course of maintaining the head government require-

ment as a prlnclole independent from Licensing Theory (and thus 

not fallinq under the ULP). This should not detract fram the 

conceptual slmllan ties, however, and partlcularly fram the fact 

that the head government requirement, like the ll.censing mechan-

lsms as proposed here, applies across more than one syntactic 

levei _ 
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2.3. UL and Parasitic Gap Constructions 

Chomsky (1982: 39 and passim) has observed that the exotic 

nature of parasitic gap 

interesting f rom the point 

constructions makes them particularly 

of view of linguistic theory. There 

are two main reasons for this. First, PG constructions are 

marginal, and as such do not eonstitute core phenomena: it i5 

therefore unI ü:ely that specifie princlples should be devised to 

aceount for their properties. Yet, speakers have clear intuitions 

as to whether a given PG construction is acceptable or not; that 

ls, judgments about parasitic gap constructions constitute part 

of wha t nah ve speakers know abou t their language. It must then 

be, Chomsky reasons, that the properties of PG constructIons are 

determined Iargely by independent principles made available by 

Universal Grammar. 

The second reason for the specJ.al theoretical interest of PG 

constructions lies in the tact that they are in aIl likelihood 

absent from the primary l1nguistic data available to the ehild 

learnlng a language. This entails that any cross-linguistic 

variation observed wIth respect to their propertles must be 

attributed to independent properties of specifie languages. 
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Indeed, the absence of relevant evidence during the acquisition 

stage makes it highly unlikely that parameters refer to PG 

constructions proper, as there would be no way for the child to 

set the value of the parameter one way or the other. Because of 

this, PG constructions are particularly useful as a probe into 

the properties of individual grammars, properties that may 

otherwise not have been uncovered. 

l shall henceforth proceed from the view that PG construc-

tions constitute a fairly accurate reflection of the combined 

effects of general principles of UG and independently motivated 

language-speclfic properties. Thus while PG constructions afford 

us new insights into the prlnclples made avallable by Universal 

Grammar, they form ln turn a privileged ground for testing the 

validity of principles postulated to pertain to UG. 

We have proposed, as one of the principles cons training UG, 

the Universal Llcensing Principle, which requires that maximal 

projecti~ns be licensed at aIl levels of syntactic represe-

ntation. As we have seen ln the course of this chapter, one of 

the effects of the ULP lS that of restricting the distribution of 

null opera tors at D- and S-Structure. Thus, con~lnuing to assume 
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that parasitic gaps are traces left by nul1 operator movement, 

the ULP makes a number of clear predictions concerning the 

general properties of PG constructions. Ve have aIready ascer

tained the correctness of sorne of these predIctIons agalnst the 

core data from English. In what follows, new data from French 

will be brought forth and assessed in view of the licensinq of 

null opera tors under the ULP. 

The French constructions documented in this theslS provide 

instantiatlons of parasitic gap constructIons which are pot en

tially problematic for current analyses. and ln thls capacIty 

alone they constitute a challenging extensIon of the body of 

avallahle data. But, more to the point, the problems dIsplayed ln 

this language are closely related to the Issues ralsed by the 

ULP. In fact, they instantiate aspects of the behavI0ur of null 

operators at each of t~e two levels to WhICh we have extended the 

licenslng requirement, viz. D- and S-Structure. To put It 

succinctly, in the case of PG constructIons the ULP at D-Struc

ture imposes condItions on the positIon of the null operator per 

se. The problem raised by the dIstrIbutIon of parasltlc gaps ln 

adnominal positions in French is dIrectly related ta the condI

tions which restrIct the D-Structure occurrence of null operators 
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to only certain positions. On the other hand, at S-Structure, the 

ULr requires that the null operator have a auitable antecedent, 

where "suitable" refers to varioua structural properties. Here 

again, French instantiates configurations which are unattested in 

better-studied cases of PG constructions, and which will servp as 

discriminating evidence between competing theories. 

These problems will be addressed in detail in the following 

chapters, but it IS worthwhile at this juncture to give a more 

preclse idea of the issues that will arise as a result of th~ ULP 

applying at the two relevant levels of representation. In order 

to do thls, let us recapitulate the specifie consequences of the 

ULP by considerlng the predicted distribution of null opera tors 

at D-Structure and S-Structure. As applied to D-Structures, the 

ULP entalls that null operators can be base-generated ln a given 

position if and only If they can be licensed in this position. 

The posItions we have sa far identified as possible hosts for 

null operators at D-Structure are of two klnds: lexically 

governed argument positions (i.e. objects but not subjects), as 

weIl as the spec;fier position of CP If CP receives a predication 

index. At this level, then, null operators are excluded from 

[Spec,CP) in non-predIcatIon constructions, as ~ell as from aIl 
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adjunct positions. Note that it follows from the biconditional 

nature of the requirement that the presence of a null operator at 

D-Structure in a non-specifier position is indicative of the 

argument status of this position. 

This is especially interesting in view of the fact that i t 

is sometimes unclear whether a given complement is 'ln argument or 

not. Consi.der for instance complements of nouns which, unlike 

(subcategorized) complements of verbs, are optionally realized. 

While it is usually agreed that complements of deverbal nouns 

constitute arguments of these nouns, the argument status of 

complements of underived nOUTlS is much less ~lear. It IS 

sometimes assumed in the li terature that nouns lixe book, mon~y, 

or talent, etc., have no argument structure; under this VIe"" the 

underllned complements in (46a-b) below differ from that in (46c) 

in that only the latter is an argument of the head noun. 

(46) a. 

b. 

Le talent de Guylaine 
"Guylaine' s talent" 

L'argent de LuciE: 
"Lucie' s money" 

c. La discussion du problème 
"The discussion of the problem" 
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Whether the complements in (46a-b) constitute arguments of 

the head noun or not is of course an empirical matter, to be 

determined on the basis of their syntactic behaviour: thus, it 

cannot be assumed a priori tha t complements of ei ther underived 

nouns or concret e nouns are not arguments. As we shaH see in 

more detall in Chapter 4, the syntactic tests which have been 

used to determine the argument status of complements of nouns are 

usually, for independent reasons, inapplicable to ur.derived 

nouns. Thus it remains a delicate matter to ascertain whether the 

adnominal complements of (46a-b) have or do not have argument 

status, unless a new test is devised that applies to the comple

ments of underived nouns. 

The ULP, in conjunct ion with the data from French which we 

study ln Chapters 3-5, 

From the ULP, 1 t follows 

WhlCh are arguments are 

sheds significant light on the matter. 

that only those adnomlnal positions 

able to host null operato:rs at D-Struc-

ture. For independent reasons, this prediction cannot be tested 

on the basis of NPs contained in null operator constructions such 
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as easy-clauses, degree adjectives, ~tc.~O 'Ilhat about parasitic 

gap constructions? In those languages where PG constructlons have 

been relatively well studied, such as English and other GermanlC 

languages, the prediction cannot be tested, as there are no 

parasitic gaps corresponding to of+NP complements of nouns; 

instead, the nul! operator corresponds to the NP follmnng of. 

French, on the other hand, has the desired properties: in the 

following chapters, largue that double dont relatIves of the 

type shown in (47a) are to be analyzed as PG constructions 

40 The fact is that sentences like (i)-(ii) below, wlth NP
internaI gaps inside easy-type clauses, are ungrammaticai both ln 
French and in English, thus contrasting with (ili)-(iv): 

(i) 1< 

(H) 1< 

(Hi) 
(i v) 

Jeanl est facile à contenter le frère el 
Johnl is easy to please brothers of el 
Jean! est facile à contenter et 
Johnl is easy to please el 

Though l have no explanation for the ungrammaticality of (1)
(ii), evidence brought forth in Chapter 4 suggests that it is 
independent from the internaI properties of the noun phrase. In 
4.3, l suggest that inalienable constructions ln French con
sti tute the counterJ)art of easy-type clauses ln noun phrases. 
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deri ved by null operator movement, i. e. having the S-Structure 

representation shown in (47b).41 

(47) a. Un artiste dont les admirateurs louent sans cessent le 
talent 
"An artist of whom the admirers always praise the 
talent" 

b. Un artiste dont! [ [les admirateurs tt] louent sans 
cesse [OPt le talent e1 J] 

If this is correct, It follows from the ana1ysis we have develo-

ped ln thlS chapter that the complement posit~on of the no un 

talent ln (47) IS an argument position. As we shaH see, fur-

thermore, the ULP and its particular insto.ntiation in the case of 

the dIstnbution of parasitic gaps Ylelds interesting results 

wlth respect to establishing finer distinctions with respect to 

the arqument-taking properties of nouns, as well as the ob1iga-

tory vs. optl0na1 status of arguments within noun phrases . 

.. 1 Here and in aIl subsequent examples of PG constructions, 
l represent the trace of the "real" operator as [t], and the 
parasltic gap (the trace of the parasitic null operator) as (e]. 
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Let us now return to the effects of the ULP on nul! opera

tors at the S-Structure level; in this instance also, the be

haviour of pardsitic gap constructions is particularly revealing. 

At S-Structure, the ULP requires tha t null opera tors binding 

variables be identified; in other words, quantificat10n as a 

licensing mechan1sm does not suffice ln itself ta ensure that 

null operators are properly licensed. Identification is effected 

through coindexing llith an antecedent, and takes one of two 

forms. Either the antecedent 15 lu a predicütlon relation with 

the CP host1ng thE' null ope rat or in!ts speclf1er pontion (ln 

which case the operator is part of a ~red1cate chain) or el se the 

null operator must acquire an antecedent by composing with an 

existing chain with the required properties. 

Concernlng null operator identification, important questions 

arise with respect to the structural constraints governinq the 

relatlon between the null operator and Its identifyinq antece

dent. In the case of predicatIve null operator constructions 

(such as, e.g. easy-clauses, etc.), the matter IS resolved as a 

result of two Independent conditIons: 1) the structural relations 

governing predIcauon relations, and 2) the definl tion of 

"predicate cha1n". The first condition requires. that predicates 
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be c-commanded by the sUbjects of which they are predicated: 

hence it follows that the antecedent (the subject of the predi-

cate clause) c-commands the null operatar "ontained within the 

predicate CP. From the definition of "predicate chain", on the 

other hand, it follows that the null operator must occupy the 

specifier position of the predicative clause, as opposed to, say, 

the spec1fier position of a clause eIilbedded further down within 

the pred1cate. 

Similar questiol's of c-command and locality arise in the 

case of non-predlcati ve null operator constructions. It has been 

shown in the literature that null operators heading parasitic 

chains must be c-commanded by the "real" operator, and that, 

moreover, the distance between the real movement chair and the 

parasÜlc chalh 15 subJect to 5trHt locality condi t ions. 

Contrary to the case of predicatIve null operator constructions, 

however, these constralnts in the case of PG constructions do not 

follow from the intt:raction of independent principles, and must 

thus be ascertalned on the basis of a body of empirical data. lie 

will see in Chapter 5 that double dont constructions in French 

provide new Inslghts into the nature of the locality constraints 

governlng parasl tIC gap constructions. 
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other issues of a more peripheral nature arise as a resdlt 

of the ULP. Earlier in this chapter, l have proposed that certain 

maximal projections which are neither predicates nor arguments 

(in the strict sense) at D-Structure cou Id be licensed as quasi

arguments: recall the distlnctlon between base-generated null VPs 

and base-genera ted nul1 secondary predicat es es t a:!>lished in 

section 2.2.1. It was suggested that while neither null VPs nor 

null secondary predicat es could be licensed Vla predication at D

Struct'ùre, the former were properly licensed at that level by 

virtue of being (quasi-) rtrguments of INFL. The argument could 

extend to the licenSlng of IPs as weU. In Chapter 3 i t i5 

argued, on the basis of facts lndependent of llcensing, that the 

he ad of CP a-marks lts complement IP, ~n il manr,er analogc.us to 9-

marking of VP by INFL. Thus IP too can be licensed élt D-Structure 

as a quasi-argument, Notè that IPs are nelther predlcates nor, 

strictly speaking, arguments; still, they must, like other 

maximal proJectlons, be llcensed at every level of representation 

in conforml ty wi th the ULP. 

2.4. Summary 
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In this chapter, l have proposed 

tions of Chomsky (1986a) should be 

levels of syntactic reprssentations. 

that the Licensing Condi

extended to apply to aH 

This yields a number of 

desirable predictIons, ln partlcular with respect to the occur

rence of null categories in A t -positions. \le have proposed that 

maximal pr0jectlons base-generated in non-argument positions must 

be licensed as predicates (or as part of predlcate chalns) at D

Structure. ThlS has allowed us to rule out null categories in 

ad]unct positions, on the assumptlOn that 1) these are the 

positlon normally occupled by secondary predicatr.s, anQ 2) null 

categories, havlng no semantlc content, cannat fu~ction as predl

cates and thus are unlicensed at D-Structure. One partlcular 

instantutlon of thlS affects null operators: thus we denve from 

the ULP the fact that in null operator construct10ns (easy

clauses, purpOSlves, etc. and PG constructions), the empty 

category ln the clause cannot correspond to an adjunct. Another 

way in WhlCh maxlmal categories ln non-argument positIons may be 

llcensed at D-Structure, we have argued, is by belng part of a 

predlcate chaln. ThIS situatIon arIses only when an operator in 

in the [Spec,CP] positIon of a predlcatlve clause: easy-construc

tions, relative clauses, etc. On the assumption that resumptive 

pronoun constructions in French/Enqlish Involv~ operators base-
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generated in [Spec,CP], we have derived the restriction limiting 

the occurrence of these resumptive pronouns to relatIve clauses 

(as opposed to Wh-constructions). We have aiso accounted for 

cross-lingu1stic varIation with respect to this restrictIon. 

At the level of S-Structure, the ULP requIres that operators 

1) bind a varIable, and 2) be ldentified as ta their content. 

This predicts that null operators must have an l ~entlfier at that 

level. Agnn 1 tf/O strateqIec:; are possIble. A null operator 1S 

identlfled if lt 1S part of a predicatIon chain; if not, it must 

form a chaIn lnth an antecedent irom WhICh It can acqulre 

features. Thus we derlve from the ULP the fact null operator3 ln 

PG constructIons requIre a proper antecedent at S-Structure. 

In the followlng chapters, l wlll focus on one speClfic 

aspect of the ULP, VI:. its abIIIty to constraln the dIstributIon 

of null opera tors, in particular at the le.,els of D- and S

Structure. The case study which constltutes the remaInder of this 

dissertation - double dont constructIons in French - reflects the 

requirements Imposed by the ULP on paras! he gap constructions at 

these two syntactic levels of representation. 
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CHAPTER 3 

DOUBLE DONT CONSTRUCTIONS 

3.0. Introduction 

In the precedIng chapter, sorne of the consequences of the 

ULP on the dIstrIbutIon of null operator constructions were 

explored. One important out come of the framework developed here 

1S that It severely constrains the dIstrIbutIon of null operators 

at the levels of D- and S-Structure. As we saw, this is of 

partIcular relevance ln the case of paras1tic gap constructions, 

especlally in V1ew of the fact that ln these structures, the 

llcenslng of null opera tors at s-Structure requlres a process of 

chaIn format1on WhlCh lS unnecessary in the case of other 

(predIcatIve) null operator constructions. Thus, parasitic gaps 

constltute a revealing source of data for establ~shing the 

structural condItIons Wh1Ch govern the identification and 

11cens1ng of null operators. 

Another Important aspect of the ULP concerns the thematlc 

status of possible parasitIc gaps: since null operators are ruled 
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eut as adjuncts at D-Structure, parasitic gaps may only be found 

in argument positions. 

The next three chapt ers are devoted to an in-depth ex-

amination of relatively I1ttle-studied constructions from French 

which are relevant to those issues. French dlsplays genitival 

relative clauses (henceforth, double dont constructions (DDes» 

which at first s)ght resemble parasitic gap constructions in that 

they Involve two lexlcally unrealized constltuents both inter-

preted as coreferent w!th the relative head. (1) below 15 a 

typlcal example: 

(1) Un hommel dont les ambitions _1 dépassent le talent _1 

liA man of whom the ambition exceeds the talent" 

Most instances of parasitic gaps studied ln the literature 

are found either ln obJect positions of transitlve verbs, or as 

objects of preposltlons in those languages WhlCh allow prepOSl-

tion strandlng. One unusual aspect of the data ln (1) 15 that the 

unexpressed complements are bare complements of nouns. Glven the 

optlonality of such complements, the questIon Immediately arlses 

as to whether these constructions involve syntactlcally Ieallzed 
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gaps at aIl. Another question relevant to the ULP is the follow

ing: on the assumption that the constructions in (1) are parasi

tic gap constructions derived by null operator movement, what is 

the thematic status of the complements of those nouns? As a 

consequence of the ULP, null operators may only occupyargument 

positions at D-Structure. Yet, it has been often assumed in the 

literature tnat underived nouns have no argument structure~ on 

thlS view, theu (optional) complaments cannot be cons Idered 

arguments of these nouns, but rather must assume adjunct status. 

The dat: in (1) IS thus of primary relevance to the Issue, 

proVlded lt can be shawn that 1) they are indeed cases of 

parasl tIC gap construct Ions, and 2) they are deri ved by nul! 

operator movement. Once thlS lS establIshed, other questIons 

arIse as a consequence of the particular confIgurations dlsplayed 

by double dont constructIons. One of these concerns the landing 

sIte of the null operator in mono-clausal structures like (1); 

another has to do wIth the locality conditions governing the S-

Structure IdentIfIcatIon of nul! operators. The French data are 

regard, s ince they allow for ln thls partlcularly reveallng 

configuratIons WhlCh cannot be constructed in other languages 

fact that French, but not such as Engllsh. For example, 

Engllsh, allows relat i vizatlon 

the 

out 
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insights into the locality constraints qoverning the identifica

tion of null operators at S-Structure. 

These aspects of nncs will be explored in the next chapters, 

as will their relevance to the study of parasitic gap construc

tions in general. The present chapter is devoted to layinq the 

groundwork on the basis of which theoretlcal implications may be 

drawn from sentences such as (1). The chapter commences with an 

investlqatlon of the general propertles of simple genitival 

relatlves, with partlcular reference to their manner of derlva

tion and the status of dont. Next, l examIne double dont rela

tives, and provlde eVldence that the unexpressed adnominal 

complement is syntactically reallzed as a gap. The nature of this 

gap with respect to a typology of empty categorIes 15 inves

tlgated. l conclude that, although It may sometlmes be found ln 

posltlons lnaccessible ta movement, the gap behaves syntactlcally 

like a variable and unllke a pronomInal. 

3.1. Genltival RelatIves 

The relative forro dont is used primarlly to introduce 

clauses where the relativlzed constituent is a Renltive comple-
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ment (preceded by de ("ofn». Genitive complements in French are 

either complements of verbs requiring de as in (2), complements 

of nouns as in (3), or complements of adjectives as in (4): 

(2) a. Une dépendancet dont Anne-Marie n'essaie même pas de se 
défaire tl 
nAn addiction of which A.-H. doesn' t even try to get 
rid" 

b. Un auteurs dont on parle beaucoup tl en ce ~oment 
"An author of whorn people talk about a lot these days" 

(3) a. Un peintrel dont [les oeuvres tl] sont exposées au 
musée d'Orsay 
liA palnter whose works are displayed at the Orsay 
Museum" 

b. Un 11 vrel dont on n'a lu que [les premières pages tl ] 
"A book of WhlCh one has only read the fust pages" 

(4) Une loi antl-tabaci dont la Northwest est apparemment 
très fière tl 
"An antl-smoking law of which Northwest is apparently 
very proud" 

As Vergnaud (1974:246ff) has pointed out, there is good 

reason to consider de in French as a Case-marker rather than as a 
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true preposition. 1 With respect ta coordlnation, for instance, 

complements introduced by de behave on a par with NPs and unlike 

PPs. Similarly, while PPs cannot be extracted out of NPs, 

genitive adnominal complements may, as shown by the contrasts 

below! 2 

(5) a. César entrevoyait [la destruction de la vIlle) 
"Caesar foresaw the destruction of the clty" 

b. La ville dont César entrevoyalt [la destructIon t] 
"The city of which Caesar foresaw the destruction" 

(6) a. César entrevoyaIt [la reddItIon aux ennemIs1 
"Caesar foresaw [the surrender to the enemy] 

b. * Les ennemIS à qui César entrevoyaIt [la reddltlon t] 
"To enemies to whorn Caesar foresaw the surrender" 

l will henceforth assume that de ln the sentences above 

consti tutes the morphologlcal realization of genl tive Case (but 

see Chapter 4, Section 4.2.1. for further remarks). ThIS holds 

when the constituent Introduced by de IS the complement of elther 

1 See the references clted ln Vergnaud (op.clL), as weIl as 
Milner (1982:81), who attnbutes a simllar cialm to E. Ben
veniste. 

Z See, among others, Ruwet (1972;274) and Kayne (1975:125). 
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a nObil or an adjective, and Vergnaud's tests indicate that this 

1S true of complements of verbs as weIl. 

3.1.1. Dont Is Ca5e-Marked gue 

It i5 important at the outset of this study into genltival 

relatives to clarlfy the exact status of dont, especlally in view 

of the tact that French has several ways ln Whlch to form 

qenltlval relatIves. ASlde from dont, the relatIve pronouns de 

~u~r duquel/de laquelle/descruel(le)s may be used to relativize 

the qenltlve NP in (5): 

(1) VOilà des aIllés précieux dont/desquels/de qui il est devenu 
bIen diffiCile de se passer t 

"These are preclOUS allies that 1 t has become qui te dif
flcult ta do wlthout" 

The contexts in which de qui and duquel may be used vary 
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somewhat, but these differences will not con cern us here. 3 In 

traditional analyses, the three forms in (7) are considered to be 

variants of one another, in the sense that they are aIl relative 

pronouns correspondinq to a genitive complement. In structural 

terms, this means assigning to any of the three relative forms in 

(7) the same S-Structure position, i.e. Spec,CP: 

(8) des alliés précieux [cp de qui [c] [1 P •• t •• ]) 
desquels 
dont 

There is ample evidence, however, that dont dlffers struc-

turally from the other two forms given in (8). First, unlike de 

qui and desquels, etc., dont does not double up as a Wh-phrase. 

Thus in Modern French (although not in earlier stages of French) 

3 For instance, usage of duquel to relativize a post-nominal 
complement seems limited to cases where it has been pied-piped as 
part of a larger pp constltuent. Cf. the following: 

(i) un juge de qUl 1 ?* duquel personne ne met en doute [l'hon
nêteté t] 
"a judge of whem no one doubts the honesty" 

(ii) un juge sur l'honnêteté dp qui 1 duquel les prévenus savent 
pouvoir compter t 
"a judge on the honesty cf whom the accused know they can 
coun t" 
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dont is restricted to relative clauses. The contrasts in (9) 

illustrate this for matrix and embedded questions, and Wh-in-

situ, respectively: 

(9) a. De qui/duquel/*dont parlez-vous? 
"Of whom/of which/of which are you talking?" 

b. Je ne sais pas du tout de qUl/duquel/*dont vous parlez 
"1 really don' t know of whom/of which/of which you are 
talking" 

c. Vous parlez de qUl/duquel/*dont? 
"You are talking of ~hom/of which/of which?" 

Secondly, as has long been noted by tradltional grammarians, 

dont is excluded from withlll PPs in COMP. 4 Inside a larger pp 

that has been pied-piped te [Spec, CP] , only the "full forms" de 

qui and duquel may appear: 

(10) Les groupes mlnorltaires, sans l'appui desquels/de qui/*dont 
ce candidat n'aurait pas pu être élu ... 
"the mlnority groups, witheut the support of whom this 
candidate could not have been elected .•. " 

4 See, e.g. Damourette & Pichon 1911, VI, 189f. 
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Finally, dont, like complementizer que, is invariant: it does not 

overtly agree with the relativized head either in animacy or in 

number/gender. In this it lS unlike de qui/de quoi, du-

quel/desquelles, etc., WhlCh must display agreement, as shown in 

(11) • 

(11) a. 

b. 

les idéaux en vertu de quoi/desquels nous luttons ... 
[-an. m.pl) [-an.] m.pl. 
"the ideals by virtue of ~hich we arE> fighting" 

la romanclère de qui/de laquelle il étalt question 
[+an. f.sing] [+a11.] f. sing. 
"the novelist of whom mention was made" 

These differences can be explained if dont is taken to be 

not the moved constituent itself, but rather a complementizer. 

This hypothesis wlll account for the contrasts in (9), since 

questions (at S-Structure and LF) requlre the presence of an 

overt Wh-operator in (Spec,CP]~ dont as a complementlzer cannot 

fulfill thls function and, as we have shown ln Chapter 2, null 

operator movement to [Spec,CP) is precluded outslde of predlca-

tion/parasltlc gap structures. (10) lS slmllarly accounted for, 

since dont is restricted to the C positlon and hence cannot be 

pied-piped along wi th a pp complement. Flnally, the f act that 

dont differs in agreement from the relatlve prt),nouns ln (11) is 
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explained by the fact that complementizers in French never 

display gender/number agreement. 

To be more precise, l propose the following: 1) dont 

relatives, llk9 gue relatlves, are derived either by nul1 

operator movement or by Wh-phrase deletion in [Spec,CP]~, and 2) 

dont is the morphological manifestation of complementizer gue 

bear1nq genitive Case. 6 In th1s view, the complementizer in (12) 

acquires gen1tive Case features from the adJacent null operator, 

as naturally follows from the Spec-Head agreement procedure of 

Chomsky (1986b): 

(12) les alliés! [CI' OPi [c dontt] [IP ••• tt ... J] 

OSee Section 2.2.1.2. of Chapter 2, where l arque that this 
possibility (deletion up to recoverability) is limited to 
relative clauses and cleft constructions. 

6 That dont 1S a complementizer has been suggested indepen
dently by Godard-Schmitt (1986:118). Her proposaI differs from 
ours in two important respects: 1) she does not assume a ~ovement 
analysls for dont relatives, hence no null operator or deleted 
Wh-phrase in [Spec,CP], and 2) in her view, dont is unrelated to 
complementizer ~. 
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Note that overt Spec-Head agreement within COUP is otherwise 

attested in French, and manifests itself in the well-known 

queÎqui altp.rnation. 7 In the view adopted here, qui is thus the 

morphological variant of complementizer que, which acquires 

nominative Case features under Spec-Head agreement with the null 

nominative operator, as shown in (13b). 

(13) a. 

b. 

La pluie qui tombe 
"The rain that faHs" 

la pluie! [cp Op! [c quitl [1 p tl ••• ]J 

Given the analysls we propose for dont, other p\lzzling 

asymmetries in the distribution of de qU~ and dont fall straight-

forwardly lnto place. Consider for instance the non-occurrence of 

7 The que/gui alternation has generated much discussion in 
the literature. See, among others, Moreau (1971), Kayne (1972, 
1976), Aoun, Hornstein & Sportiche {1981}, Pesetsky (1982a), and 
for a recent interpretation in terms of Spec-Head agreement, 
Rizzi (1987). 
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dont ln infinitival relatives, noted by Huot (1977), and il-

lustrated below: B 

(14) a. Les humoristes ont trouvé là des versonnalités de qui 
se moquer à loisir 

b. * Les humoristes ont trouvé là des personnalités dont se 
moquer à loisir 

"The humorlsts have found in them persons of whom to 
make fun as much as they want" 

As the acceptabl11ty of (14a) indicates, genitive relative 

pronouns occur freely in infinitlval relatives; the same holds 

for other relatlve pronouns such as Lill, sur lMI1~(!l, où, etc; 

cf. (15): 

(15) a. Ces malheureux cherchent désespérément quelqu'un à qUl 
parler 
"these unfortunate people are desperately looking for 
someone to whom to speak" 

8 The examples are from Godard-Schmitt (1986:721). In
finltlval relatives with k-.JlY.i are sometimes considered mar
ginal, but the crucial point is that a sharp contrast exists 
between the (a) and (b) examples. 
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b. On a finalement trouvé un navire sur lequel s' embarquer 
pour les Seychelles 
"ie finél1ly f("lund a boat on which to embark for the 
Seychelle Islauds" 

c. Ils cherchent un endro~ t où aller en vacances 
"They are looking for a place where to go on vacation" 

The hypothesis that dont is the genitive variant of complemen-

tizer que predicts exactly these facts. It is well known that 

que, like Engl1sh that, requires a tensed IP complement; the 

contrast in (16) provides an illustrat10n of thlS: 

-
(16) a. J'ai trouvé quelqu'un que vous admirez 

"1 found someone tha t you admIre" 

b. '1< J'ai trouvé quelqu'un qu'admIrer 
"1 found someone that (to) admire" 

Under our proposaI, then, (14b) is excluded for the sarne 

reason that (16b) 15; nothing further needs to be said. 

Though, as we have just seen, sever al facts argue in favour 

of the view tha t gont 15 a complement i zer, there are addl Uonal 

data which are seemlngly problematic for our hypotheslS. The 

difficulty concerns an asyrnmetry between que and dont ln those 
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" .. 
dialects of French wh1ch allow doubly-filled COMPs. In Québec 

French, while a genitive pronoun in [Spec,CP] may co-occur wlth 

que, no co-occurrence w1th dont is allowed. This is shoi'7n in 

(17) : 

(J7) a. La personne de qUl que je parle 
"the persan of whom that l am talklng" 

b. * La personne de qui dont je parle 
"the person of whom tha t-gen r am talking" 

c. * La personne dont que Je parle 
"the person of wham tha t 1 am talking" 

GlVen that (17a) wlth complementlZer gue lS grammatical, the 

lmposslbill ty of (17b) Wl th dont is puzzllng under the claim made 

here. Note however that these facts pose problems also for the 

al ternate Vl.ew whereby dont 1S in [Spec, Cp]. Under th1S analysis, 

it lS the non-occurrence of (17c) which 15 unexpected. 

Our account readily handles the ungrammatl.cality of (17e); 

but why does (17b) contrast with (17a) lf dont lS the genitive 

counterpart of que? It is very plausible to assume that (17b) is 

ruled out by virtue of the style clash involved. Indeed, dont 

pert alns to a standard speech style whl.ch 1S l.nCOnslstent Wl. th 
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the level of speech at which relatives of the type (17a) are 

uttered. In the colloqulal dialect WhlCh allows doubly flUed 

COMPs, que is almost al ways used where Standard French would have 

dont, as shown in (lB): 

(18) a. 

b. 

La personne que je te parle 
"The person of whom l am talking about" 

Le gars que Je connalS son frère 
"The guy that l know hIS brother" 

In fact, many nat! ve speakers of the Québec French dlaiect 

which allows (17a) and (18) report havlng dlfflculty wlth the 

correct use of dont and often make ffil~takes when uSInq lt. It 

thus seems that Standard French and colloqulal French dlffer ln 

that, while in the former overt morphological realization of 

genitive Case on the complementlzer 15 obllgatory, lt 15 allowed 

only very marg:;.nally in the latter. The unacceptabillty of (17b) 

may thus be attrJ.buted to the fact that dont realizatlon and 
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doubly-f illed COMPs pertain to ho different dialects of French. 9 

3.1.2. Movement or Base-generation? 

Sa far ln the d1Scussion, l have proceecled from the as-

sumptlon that genitival relatlves are derived by movement, either 

of a null operator or of a Wh-phrase later deleted. This Vlew is 

at odds "nth the recent clalm made ln Godard-Schmitt (1986) - see 

also Godard (1985l - that dont-relatIves involve no movement at 

aIl. Here l reVIew her maIn argument, and show that further 

scrutlny of the relevant data leads instead to the opposite 

conclUS1on. As 1 argue, a strong case can be made WhlCh favours a 

Illovement denvatlon for dont relatives. 

3.1.2.1. Problems WIth Base-Generation 

Godard-SchmItt (1986) proposes that the relationship between 

dont and a gap in the relatIvIzat10n site is effected through an 

9 Furthermore, as N. Domingue has observed, the indepen
dently motlvated Chaln Condition on Case Realization (CCCR) 
proposed ln Chapter 5 handles the ungrammaticality of (17b) 
straIqhtforwardly. See SectIon 5.2.5.2. for details. 
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A'-chain formatIon process applYlnq at S-Structure. Adoptinq the 

view whereby representational chains escape SUbjacency, the 

latter a condItIon on movement rules, she argues, on the b~S15 ~f 

sentences slmilar to those ln (19) below, that dont relatlvlza-

tion is not constralned by Sub]acency. 

(19) a. Un étudIant dont on salt [cp combIen tu appréCIes [NP 
le travail t]] 
"A student of whom one knows hoY! the work 15 serlous" 

b. Un importun dont)e VOIS [CP2 que tu ne saIS pas [1 PI 

comment te débarrasser t]] 
"An intruder of whom I see that you don't knOH how ta 
get rld" 

Assuffilng that the bounding nodes ln French are S' (CP) and 

NP (cf. Sportlche 1981), she contends that the ~istance separat-

Ing dont and the relatlvlzatlon sIte ln (19) spans over two 

bounding nodes, in vIolatIon of Subjacency. If th1s 15 correct, 

then the well-formedness of the sentences above const1tutes an 

argument agalnst the Vlew that dont relatIves are movement-

derived. 

(19b) as evidence aqainst movement can easily be dlsposed 

of. Underlying the argument here 15 the assumption that dont. 1S a 
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complement1zer, and as such is base-generated in the head 

pOSltion of CP. If dont has not moved, and in particular has not 

moved through t41e speclfler of CP2, the relevant bounding nodes 

are to be calculated from the pos1tlon of the origInal gap. As is 

ObVlOUS, Godard-Schmlt t' s use of (19b) as eVldence aga1nst 

movement stems from the fact that she does not consider the pos

siblllty of null operator movement or deletlOn of Wh-matenal in 

[Spec,CP). ThIS opt10n, Whlch ln our Vlew plaY5 a crucIal role in 

the morphologlcal reallzatlon of dont as a genltlve complemen

tlzer, r.learly allows for success1ve-cycllc movement throuqh the 

specIfIer of CP2. Thus onlyone bounding node 15 crossed at any 

qlven pOInt, and the grammatIcallty of (19b) ceases to be 

relevant to the Issue. 

The well-formedness of (19a), where the relativization sIte 

IS wlthln an NP embedded ln a Wh-Island, constitutes potentlally 

more convlnc1nq eV1dence against a movement analysls. If lndeed 

çomblerr ln (19a) oecuples the specIfier position of the embedded 

CP, dIrect movement l~ forced across two bounding nodes, in 

vIolatIon of Sub)acency. 
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First, i t is important to note that the reasan why dont 

relatives sometimes appe~r ta violate Subjacency has to do with 

the type of maIn verb which is used. As we shall dlSCUSS ln more 

detail ln SectIons 3.1.3 and 3.2 below, verbs 5uch as !LavÇl} r 

allaw the canstltuent correspOndlnq ta dont ta be construed as a 

sort of matrIx tapIe. The effect of thls is ta alleVlatc Sub

jaceney effeets. Secondly, there lS reasan ta belleve that 

combIen in (19a) daes not oecupy the [Spec,CP] posltlOn; ln other 

words, the bracketed CP lS not a \lh-Island. If thlS 15 correct, 

movement may proceed successlve-cyellcally throuqh the speClfler 

positlon of the combIen clause, (19a) oheys SubJacency, and the 

example lS agaln lrrelevant ta the issue of movement vs. base

genera tion. 

In order ta see that (19a) does not Invalve a Wh-Island, we 

must first recognize the fact that French has two dlfferent 

usages for combIen. In one case, combIen lS a Wh-ward meaninq 

"how much". In the other case, combIen fune\ Ions as an adverhldl 

or as an exClam?tlve; lt may he used alone, ln Whlch case It 

means roughly lOto what €'xtent", or 1 t may be used ln con]Unctlun 

with dn adjectIve, in "Ihich case It functlons as an Inten-
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slfler. 10 As l show duectly, these semantic differences corre-

late with a distlnct syntactic behaviour; most relevant for our 

discuSSIon 1S the tact that only the former (loTh-combien) may 

occupy the [Spec,CP) position. l now turn to specIfIc arguments 

ta buttress this clum. 

Let us take as representative of the tWQ usages of combien 

the examples lU (20a-bl, with Wh-combien and adverbial combien, 

respeC'h vely: 

(20) a. 

b. 

Je sais comblen cette vOlture coûte 
"1 know how much this car costs" 

Je SalS comb ten cet te femme souffre 
"I know to what extent this woman suffers" 

Consider now the f act tha t the two types of combIen pattern 

dl.fferently with respect ta a number of phenornena. Fust, 

adverblal combien cannat fulhll the requirements of verbs of the 

10 ThIS distinctlon between the two usages of 
explicltly recognlZed by sorne (though not all) 
grammanans, e.g. Le Bldois II, p. 597, and Grevisse 
For relevant discussion, see also Milner (1978:259ff). 
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"wonder" class, which require Indirect interrogatives as comple-

ments. The relevant contrasts are given below: 

(21) a. Je me demande comblen cette vOIture coûte 
ror wonder how much thlS car costs" 

b. 1< Je me demande comblen cette femme souffre 
"r wonder to iJ'hat extent this woman suffers" 

The requirement for these verbs lS fulfllled when the1r clausal 

complement lS marked (+\olhJ, eüher through a [Hlh) operator ln 

the [Spec,CP] pOSItIon, or through a [+Wh] complement1zer. 11 The 

fact that combien ln (21a) dlffers from combIen ln (21b) proVldes 

an argument that the former, but not the latter, bears a [+Wh] 

feature. It now follows, on the standard assumptlon that the 

[Spec,CP] position is ava11able only ta those o~ert constituents 

Wh1Ch are marked [+Wh] , that adverbial combIen does not occupy 

the speclf1er POSItIon of CP. 

This dIstinctIon between the two combien is further sup-

ported bv contrasts below: 

11 Complementlzers of 
analyses, include whether:. in 
status of thE' latter, see 
fn.17). 

that class would, under certaIn 
English and SI ln French. On the 
Huot (1974:147) and Kayne (1972, 
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(22) a. Combien crois (u que cette voiture co6te? 
"How much do you think that thlS car costs?" 

b. * Comblen erOls-tu que cette femme souffre? 

(23) a. 

"Ta what extent do you thlnk that this woman suffers?" 

Cette vOlture coûte combien? 
"ThlS car costs how much?" 

b. * Cette femme souffre combien? 
"ThlS woman suffers to what extent?" 

The uuqrammaticallty of (23b) reduces to that of (22b) if, as 

arqued by Aoun, Hornstein & Sportlche (1981), ~h-words in sit~ 

underqo ralslnq te [Spec,CP) at LF. These contrasts bring 

conflrmatlon to our claim that adverbial combien (in the (b) 

examples) cannot OCCUPY the (Spec,CP) posItion. 

li second argument ln support of this claim cornes from the 

behaVIour of adverbial combIen with respect to styllstic inver-

sion. Kayne & Pollock (1978) have shawn that stylistlc inversion 

of the subJect lS triggered by the presence of an operator or Wh-
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trace in the [Spec,CP] of the clause adjacent to the subject. 12 

The follow1ng contrasts indicate that complementizers do not 

triqger stylist~c inversion: 

(24) a. Je me demande quand/où dormiront ces enfants 
"I wonder when/where wUl sleep these children" 

b. * Je me demande si dormiront ces enfants 
"I wonder if wlll sleep these chlldren" 

The contrast in (24) is paralleled by the behavlour of the 

two types of combien: stylistic inversion is possible with Wh-

combien, but not with adverbial combien. 

(25) a. Je sais combien coùte cette voiture 
"I know how much costs this car" 

b. * Je sais combien souffre cette femme 
"I know how mu ch suffers this woman" 

12 Thus, independently of the [+Wh] properties of the 
relevant clause. Wh-trac~s are generally taken te be [-Wh), as 
evidenced by the fact that their presence in [Spec,CP] does not 
satisfy the requirements of verb of the "wonder" class. Yet 1 they 
trigger styllstic inversion, while [+Wh] cemplementlzers like SI 
do note 
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Given that adverbial combIen patterns with complementizer si 

("if") wlth respect to stylistic inversion, it now seems clear 

that lt behaves ln aIl respects as a camplementizer and not as a 

Wh-ward. 

Now the type of example used by Godard-Schml. tt (cf. (19a» 

lUvolves adverbial combIen, as evidenced by its semantic inter-

pretatlon. Our analySls predlcts that extraction out of "true" 

Wh-Islands (i. e. with Wh-combien) should yield degraded results 

wi th respect to extraction form clauses introduced by adverbial 

combIen, the latter having about the same degree of gram-

matlcal1 ty as does extraction out of si or whether clauses. This 

is borne out, as the following shows: 

(26) a. ? Un étudiant dont on a deviné combien tu appréciais le 
travaIl 
liA student of whom we guessed to ",hat extent you 
appreciate the work" 

b. " Un homme dont on a daviné combien tu as payé la maison 
"A man ot whom we guessed how mu eh you paid the house" 

l thus conclude the following: 1) combien in (19a) / (26a) 

occupies the C position WI thin CP; 2) the [Spec, CP] position in 
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these sentences is available for successive-cyclic movement of 

the null genitive operator; and 3) (19a) 1 (26a) do not violate 

Subjacency, hence does not const~tute evidence against a movement 

analysis of dont relatives. 

3.1.2.2. Dont Relatives Obey SUbjacency 

By contrast, positive evidence can be adduced which supports 

the view that dont relat~ves are rnovernent-derived. The unqram-

rnatJcality of the sentences below show that dont-relativization 

obeys the island constraints on movement subsumed under SubJacen-

cy: the Complex NP Constra~nt (CNPC), as ln (27a-b), and the 

adjunct island constraint ((27c)}. Furthermore, (27d) indlcates 

that dont relativization may not take place from within an NP 

contained in a true 'Wh-Island: 

(27) a. '/1: voilà l'enfant dont. tu connais [NPles écoliers [cpqui 
se sont moqués t1]) 
"this is the child of whom you know the pupils who made 
fun" 

b.?? un scandale dont. nous abhorrons [NPl'idée [cpque les 
journaux se délectent tt]] 
"a scandaI that we hate the idea that the newspapers 
revel in Il 
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C. * un problème dont1 tout ira bien mieux [Ad v P quand vous 
vous serez débarrassé t 11 
"a problem that everything will go much better wh en you 
will have qotten rid of" 

d.* une femme dont1 on a trouvé [cp à quil [vous présente
rez lNP la soeur ttl t JJ] 
lia woman of whom we found to whom vou nil introduce 
the sis ter" 

Given these facts, it seems clear that no special chain 

formation strategy need be resorted to in order ta account for 

the behaviour of genitival relatives. Like other relatives in 

French, they are derived by movement, and they comply wlth the 

constrabt~ on rnovement rules. 

3.1.3. Dont Relatives .'md the Subject Condition 

In our argumentation for a movement analysis of dont 

relatives, we have made use of Rizzi 's parametrized bound1ng node 

view of Subjacency, assuming that S' (CP), but not S (IP) counts 

as bounding in French. In the Barriers framework, however, t.1e 

notion of parametrization for SubJacency 15 virtually ellminated: 

the status of a given no de as bound1nq is not a parameter 

selected once and for aU by a gl ven language, but rather follows 
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from, roughly, the relation of this node with respect ta a 9-

assigning head. 13 For reasons of learnability, it is highly 

unlikely that e-theory (and in particular, the fact that, say, Vs 

do not directly G-mark their subjects) constitutes the locus of 

parametnzatlon. The questlon therefore arises as to how the 

tacts that have led ta the: parametrization of SUbjacency can be 

accommodated ln the Barners framework. One such cross-linguistic 

difference, viz. extractabllity out of subjects (the SUbject 

Condi t ion, subsumed under Subjacency), lS of particular impor-

tance in the context of the structures we are concerned with. As 

we have seen, dont-reJativizatlon out of subjects ~s fully 

qrammatical ln French, whlle otner languages, e.g. English, allow 

no extractlOn at aIl from within sUbjects. In this section, I 

address the problem posed by these cross-linguistic differences. 

It is shown that our analysls of dont as a Case-marked complemen-

tizer proVldes an attract~ve account of both the French and 

English facts which flts naturally into the Barriers conception 

of Sub J acency • 

13 As should be clear, this shift in the implementation of 
boundlng nodeb ln no way affects the arguments developed in the 
preced~ng sub-sections. 
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Violations of the Subject Condition (cf. Chomsky 1973) as in 

(28) faU under the tradi tional view of Subj acency on the 

assumption that S (IP) and NP are bounding nodes in Engllsh: 

(28) a. * Who did (1 P (NP pictures of t] appear in the Globe & 
Mail] ? 

\ b. * a politician who [1 P [NP pictures of tJ appeared in the 
Globe & Mail] 

The Subject Condition sub-case of SUbjacency translates lnto 

the Barriers approach as follows. Recall that Chomsky' s (1986b) 

viewof Subjacency relies on the notlon of "barrler", As before, 

Subjacency is violated if more than one barrier is crossed by 

movement. The assumptions relevant ta the case at hand are the 

following: 1) The subj ect is not L-marked, and therefore is a BC 

and a barrier; 2) S (IP), though not L-marked, is not a barrier 
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inherently; but i t inheri ts barrierhood in (28) by virtue of 

dominating a BC (the subject NP) .1" 

Evidently, somethinlj must be said about the fact that French 

allows dont relat~vization out of the subject position. There are 

two main approaches to accounting for these cross-linguistic 

differences within the Barriers framework. The first one is to 

rein troduce the notion of parametric variation into Subj acency ~n 

one way or another. The correct resul t could be achieved in a 

number of ways, but aIl of them would have the effect of voidinq 

the barnerhood of NP, IP, or both in the French analogue of 

14 The definitions for BCs (bounding categories), L-markinq 
and barriers are repeated from Chapter 1 for convenience: 

(i) T ~s a BC for 6 iff T is not L-marked and T dominates 
6. 

(iil aL-marks 6 iff a is a lexical category that e-governs 
6. 

(Hi) T is a barrier for 6 iff (a) or (b): 

a. T immediately dominates 0, 0 a BC for 6; 
b. T is a BC for 13, T '" IP. 
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(28).10 The second approach conslsts in maintaining a non-

parameterized view of Subjacency, while attributlng the more 

permissive character of French to independent propertles of 

either the language or the constructions involved. 

The second approach proves, upon turther examination of the 

French data, to be the correct one. Consider ~he whole range of 

extractlons out of subjects in French. Whlle it is well-known 

that in thlS context dont-relativlzatlon lS fully qrammatical, 

little notice has been taken in the literature of the contrasts 

given in (29): 

(29) a. un linguistet dont les parents tl VIvent à Chartres 

b. * un linguistet de qui les parents tl vivent à Chartres 
lia linguist of whom the parents live ln Chartres" 

10 One poss~bility is that French, but not Engllsh. allaws 
adjunction to IP. If unconstralned, this hypothesls wrongly 
predicts extractlon out of multiple Wh-lslands to be grammatical 
in French. Rochemont (1988) proposes, in view af certaln dif
ferences between Itallan and English, an alternative implementa
tion oÎ the parametrlc approach wlthln the Barriers framework. 
The Subjacency Parame ter he proposes (the value of WhlCh lS set 
positively in Italian) voids barrierhood of the most deeply 
embedded barrler iff it 15 distinct from every node domlnating 
it. 
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c. * De quel linguiste! est-ce que les parents t1 vivent à 
Chartres? 
"Of which lingulst do the parents live in Chartres?" 

Relativizatlon with full forros such as de gUI and Wh-

extract10ns are bath ungrammatical out of the subject position. 

Note that the Ill-formedness of (29b-c) cannot be attributed ta a 

general prohibl tlOn agalnst extracting these full farms out of 

noun phrases, as simllar extraction out of the abject position 

Ylelds clearly better resul ts (al though relati vization with de 

qui 1S, for sorne speakers, slightly less felicitous than is 

relativlzation w!th dont. a fact that l Ignore here). Compare the 

(b)-(c) examples of (29) and (30): 

(30) a. 

b. 

c. 

Un linguiste1 dont vous avez rencrdtré les parents t1 

Un linguiste. de qui vous avez rencontré les parents tl 
"A linguist of whom you met the parents" 

De quel linguiste1 avez-vous rencontré les parents tl? 
"Of which linguist dld you meet the parents?" 

Simllarly, extraction of other material such as combien 

("how much, how many") shows subject/object asymmetries. l'hile 
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combien may extract from within an object (cf. Obenauer 1976), 

extraction trom within the subject yields deviant results: 

(31) a. Combien!, à votre avis, invitera-t-il [tt de ger.s]? 
"How mally, in your opinIon, will he invite (of) 
people?" 

b. * Combien!, à votre avis, [tl de spectateurs) ont-Ils 
assisté au concert? 
"How many, ln your opinion, (of) spectators have 
attended the concert?" 

These data reveal the hmited character of Subject Condltion 

violations in French. Such violations are not a prop€rtv of 

relativl.zation (cf. (29b)) f but more narrowly a property of dont 

reiativl.zatlon. Clearly, a parametnzed Subjacency approach 15 

too perrnls5ive: if the relevant barriers are voided urespectlve 

of the type of extraction involved, (29b-c) and (3lb) are wrongly 

predicted to abide by Subjacency. 

More true to the facts is an approach which takes (29a) to 

be the special case. A5sumt:! that Subj<..,~ency lS not parametnzed; 

French is then like English, and extractIon out of subjects is 

prohibited in the way described above. ObVloU51y, somethinq about 

dont constructions allows them to overcome SubJacency violations. 
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The solution l wish to propose relies on the analysis l have 

propc.sed of dont as a Case-marked complementizer, along wi th the 

assumptlons below, which l take to hold unlversally: 

(32) a. 

b. 

Ca-marks lts complement IP; 

Where a is a leXlcal category, a L-lnarks 6 Iff 6 aqrees 
Wl th the head of T tha t i5 e-govGrned by a. 

(32a) is from Canac-Marquis (1987:64), who extends to the 

functional he ad C Chomsky '5 (1986b) proposaI regarding e-marking 

of VP by INFL.16 The definition in (32b) is given ln Barriers 

{p.24} and has the following effect: a specifier 15 L-marked if 

the maximai pro] ection dOffilnating it i5 also L-marked. {Recall 

that speclfiers aqree with the he ad of the maximal projection 

dOffil.nating them under Spec-Head agreement}. 

Iole are now ln a positIon to explain the grammatlcality of 

(29a), the relevant portlons of whicà are represented below: 

16 As pointed out by Canac-Marquis (op.ci t.), the fact that 
C selects (subcategorizes} IP complements lends plau5ihility to 
thlS hypothesis, as does the special rela tionship holding between 
C and l with regard to Tense. On this latter point, see among 
others, Stowell (1982). 
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(33) a. 

b. 

un linguistet dont les parents tt vivent à Chartres 

• •• Cc p OPt [c dontlt [IP [N p les parents t 1] ... ]] 

In general, although Ca-marks IP, i t do es not L-mark it 

since C is not lexical in the relevant sense. But consider the 

properties of dont. As we have argued, dont in French i5 the 

morphological realization of genl. tive Case on the cornplementlzer 

que. Suppose that su ch overt Case features asslqn to the com

plementizer sufhclent lexical weight: in particular, suppose 

that dont, as oPPo5ed to ~ al null complementlZer5, is leXIcal 

in vieY! of the defl.nition of L-markinq. Then IP i5 L-markeù ln 

(33) = (29a), but not in the (b-cl cases of (29) or in (3lb). 

Now, IP i5 not an inherent barner, but a barner by lnheritance; 

hence normally it should be immaterial whether it is L-marked or 

not. But note that given the definitlon ln (32bl, we need not 

modify the Barrier~ view that IP escapes lnherent barrierhood ln 

order to account for the case at hand. (32bl already Vlelds the 

desired consequence: if IP is L-marked ( the subJ ect NP (a 

specifier agreeinq with the he ad Il is also L-marked. It then 

follows that in (33), IP does not inherlt barrierhood from the 

186 



subject; no barriers at all intervene between the genitive null 

operator and ltS SUL)ect-lnternal trace, as desired. 17 

We have attrlbuted the possibility of extracting out of 

sUbjects ID French to the morpholoqlcal propertles of complernen-

tlzer don!,.. The Idea 15 that the overt (genitive) Case features 

borne by dont render it sufflciently lexical to functlon as an XO 

ln Vlew of the definltlon of L-rnarking, thus vOlding the two 

Subjacency barrlers responslble for SubJect ConditIon effects. 

Our analysls thus explicltly draws a dIstinctIon between mor-

phologically "strong" Cs such as dont and other Cs bearing no 

overt Case-marking, e.g. que. If this is correct, we make the 

very clear predIction that a C position occupied by complemen-

tizer ~ (or any other morphologically non-Case marked com-

plementlzer), although it a-marks its complement IP, does not 

have the abl.llty to L-mark lt. More concretely, we predict that 

17 Our account leads to the prediction that in Spanish and 
Itallan, where only full form relatIve pronouns are available 
(I.e. they lack a genitlve Case-marked cornplementizer), extrac
tion from wIthIn subJects should gl.ve rise to Subjacency effects. 
The predlctl.On lS borne out ln Spanlsh (cf. Torrego 1986:36, who 
asslgns?? to relatlvlzatlon out of subJects) and to a certain 
extent in Itallan, although here the judgments glven in the 
llterature dlsplay sorne variatIon, rangInq from ? (Cinque 
1980:48, Longobardi 1987:38) ta * (Bellett1 & Rlzzi 1986:41). 
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Subjacency effects should return in full force if dont-relativlZ-

ation takes place from within the sUbject of an embedded clause 

introduced by gue. The sub)ect/object asymmetries below show that 

this prediction is borne out: 

(34) a. un homme dont! je refuse que vous fréquentlez le fils 
tl 
lia man of whom l refuse that you assoclate wi th" 

b.?* un homme dont, je refuse que le bIs t! vous fréquente 
lia man of whom l refuse that the son associate l'71th 
you" 

(35) a. un bandit dont 1 le j uqe a ordonné qu'on arrête les 
complices tl 
"a bandit of whom the judge ordered that one arrest the 
accomplices Il 

b.?* un bandit dont! le juqe a ordonné que les complices t, 
purgent une peine de dix ans 
"a bandit of whom the judge ordered that the ac
complices get a lü-year sentence" 

Similarly, extraction of combien from within an embedded clause 

is deviant, as noted by Obenauer (1976:67): 

(36) a. Combient prétends-tu que j'ai inv~té [t, de gens]? 
"How many do you claim that l invited (of) people?" 

b. 11 Combienl prétends-tu que [tl de gens] ont assisté au 
concert? 
"How many do you claim that (ot) people attended the 
concert?" 
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The ill-formedness of the (b) sentences in (34)-(36), while 

expected undcr our analysis, is unaccounted for under the view 

that Subject Condltlon Vlolatlons arise as a result of French 

select 1nq the more permlSSlve optlon of a Subjacency parameter. 

ft is lmportant to point out that grammatical examples 

structurally ldentical to (34b)-(35b) are often clted in the 

hterature ta support the view that extraction 1S possible from 

within embedded subjPo:ts. Sùch well-forrned sentences are given 

below: 

(37) a. Un homme don t on croit que les par en ts sont très rlches 
liA man of whom one believes that the parents are very 
rich" 

b. Un bandlt dont on sait que les complices purgeront une 
longue pelne 
liA man of who. we know that the accomplices will get a 
severe sentence" 

The examples abovE' differ from those in (34) - OS) in one crucial 

but often overlooked respect, viz. the lexical choice of matrix 

verb. As will be discussed in more detail in 3. ~., epistemic 
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verbs Iike those in (37) allow for a matrix topic-like construal 

which sometimes oblitera tes the effects of syntactic violations. 

Because of this property, thE:se verbs have essentlally a "rescu

inq" effect on Subjacency Vlolations. As a resui t, the gram

maticality of (37) is irrelevant te the issue under di~cussion. 

To sum up the foregoing discuSSIon, we have traced back to 

otherwise motivated properties of complementizer dont the crOS3-

linguistic as weIl as French-lnternai dlfferences wlth respect to 

extractlon from wi thin subjects. Thls proposaI has allO\o/ed us te 

explain the following tacts: 1) Genitival relativizatlOn out of 

subjects is possible in French, althouqh not l.n Spanish/Itallan 

or English; 2) Genltlvai relativization out of subjects in French 

is possible only l.f the null operator strategy IS used - i. e. if 

the complementlzer surfaces as dont; and 3) relatlve extraction 

is only possible from the subject position adjacent to the 

morphologically marked complementizer, essentially the matrix C. 

The account we have proposed cf cross-linguistic differences 

in Subject Condi tion violations thus obviates the need to 

reintroduce the notion of parametrization into the Barriers 

definition of Subj acency proper. 
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Defore turning to the properties of double dont cons truc-

tions, we must address another relevant aspect of simple geniti-

val relatives. In particular, ettention must be drawn to the 

distinction between movement-derived genitival relatives of the 

sort we have been examining and other, superficially simi1ar, 

dont constructions. 

3.2. Other Relatives With Dont 

ln the remainder of this dissertation, 1 sha11 concern 

myself solely with those dont relatives which are movement-

derlved, i.e. where the relativization site is occupied by a 

trace. It is thus crucial at this point to distinguish between 

these and other types of relatives involving dont, where a 

pronoun appears on the relativization site. Following Godard-

Schmitt (1986), where they are extensively studied, l shall refer 

to these constructions as dont-pron relatives. 18 These relatives 

have, among others, the following characteristics: 1) the 

18 See also Huot (1974) for a discussion of the properties 
of these constructions. 
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relationship between dont and the pronoun is not subject to 

Subjacency; 2) the pronoun corresponding to the relative head may 

bear any function/case in the sentence, and 3) the relative he ad 

must be construable with the matrix verb as a kind of topic. 

The first characteristic is straightforward, and indicates 

that these constructions, contrary to the true genitival rel a-

tives we have examined, are not derived by movement. The second 

property is exemplified in the sentences below, where the pronoun 

is either nominative «38a», accusative (08bll, dative (DSc» 1 

and complement to a preposltlon «38d-e» .19 

(38) a. Une hypothèse dontl le professeur a dit qu'ellel valalt 
certainement la pelne d'être explorée plus à fond 
liA hypothesls of which the teacher said tha t it was 
certainly worth explonng in more depth" 

b. Un incident dont! le directeur suggère que ses subor
donnés Il 'ignorent 
"An inCIdent of which the dHector hints that his 
subordinates don' t know about i t" 

c. Un professeur dont! les parents savent que les élèves 
luit font confiance 
"A prof essor of whom the parents know that the students 
trust him" 

19 (38b-c) are from Huot (1974:31-32); examples (38a,d and 
e) are given in Godard--Schmi tt (1986). 
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d. Un compositeur dontl il est clair qu'on te reproche ton 
influence sur luit 
"1.. composer of whom it is clear that one reproaches you 
for your influence on him" 

e. Un professeur dontl on m'a assuré qu'une seule leçon 
avec luit te profitera1t plus que plusieurs heures avec 
d'autres 
"A professor of whom l have been assured that a single 
lesson with him would benefit you more than many hours 
with others" 

The third characteristic of these constructions i5 that the 

relative head lS interpreted in a topic-like fashion. This is 

made clear by the glosses to (38); for instance, 08a) can be 

paraphrased as "the professor said of/about this hypothesis 

that ... "; "speaking of this hypothesis r the professor said 

that .. " etc. As in aIl topic constructlons, either a gap or a 

coindexed pIonoun must be present in the predicate ln order to 

ensure that the latter is "about" the topic. This lS presumably 

the function of the pronouns in (38), especially given the fact 

that many of the verbs which allow the topic-like interpretation 

cannot take a complement in de. That is, the main clause does not 

necessarily contain a genitive complement which could constitute 

the source of relative movement. 
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There is in fact evidence that in dont-pron constructions 

the relative head must be construed with the main ~erb in a 

topic-like fashion. Indeed, the acceptability of these relatives, 

unlike that of true genitival relatives, varies with the lexical 

choice of matrix verbs. Thus dont-pron relatives are restricted 

to the relatively smaii semantic class of predicates Wh1C~ are 

compatible with an "aboutness" interpretation: verbs of saying 

(dire "ta say", prétendre "to claIm", etc.), epistemic predicates 

(savoir "to know", croire, "ta beIieve", avoir l'impressIon "to 

get the impression", se demander "to wonder", etc.), as well as 

raising predIcatËs and certain expressions used with expietive 

subjects (sembler lOto seern" , parai tre lOto appear", être certain 

"to be certaIn", etc.). AU these predIcates have the common 

property of expressing an opInIon or ImpreSSIon which may be 

about the relative head. As the ungrammaticality of the followlng 

examples show, verbs WhlCh are semantically Incompatible with a 

toplc-like complement also disallow the do~-pron constructIon: 

(39) a. * Une actrice donti Je veux que notre Journal écrive 
quelque chose sur ellei 
"An actress of whom l want our newspaper to write 
somethIng about her" 
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b. 1c Ce prisonnier, dontl le juge a ordonné qu'on 1'1 
exécute/qu'ill soit exécuté 
"This prisoner, of whom the judge ordered that one 
execute him/that he be executed ... 

c. Il Un homme dontl on a convaincu Jeanne qu'ili n'était pas 
fait pour elle 
"A man of whom they convinced Jeanne that he was not 
right for her" 

d. * Une hypothèse dontl il faut que vous lai d.éfendiez 
liA hypothesis of which it is necessary th~t you defend 
it" 

e. * Un malade donti l'hôpital a refusé qu'on lUll ad
ministre ce traitement 
liA patient of whom the hospital refused that he be 
given this treatment" 

To summarize the discussion, dont-pron relatives are not 

derived by movement; furthermore, the fact that dont does not 

necessarily correspond to a genitive pronoun indicates clearly 

that they are not true genitival relatlves. 1 thus take lt that 

dont in these structures differs fundamental1y from the genitive 

.omplementlzer under discussion. 1 wlll leave open the question 

of the exact status of dont ln these constructions, Slnce havlng 

established the topic-marking function of dont ln dont-pron 

relatives lS sufflcient for our purposes. 
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To the extent that the present study is concerned mainly 

with gaps (and parasitic gaps), further examination of dont-pron 

relatives lies outside of Hs scope. Hm.,ever, there IS one impor-

tant aspect of the distinction between dont-pron constructions 

and true genltival relatIves which should be borne in mind. As we 

have seen, the predicates which allow dont-pron constructions are 

also those which favour a topic-like Interpretation. This 

semantic property lS carr1ed over when these verbs co-occur with 

a true genltlval relatIve. In this case also, there IS a tendency 

to construe the (true) relatIve head with the matnx verb as a 

topic, with the result that the effects of syntactic constralnts 

are sometlmes obscured, as we already mentl0ned. 20 In order ta 

20 For instance, Sub]acency vlolatlOns are rescued as a 
resul t of the posslbll1ty of construlng the relatIve he ad wi th 
the matrix verb: for dIscussion, see RIZZI (1982:72) 1 Sportlche 
(1981:fn 25). ThIS 1S llkely to be responsible for the contrast 
between (1) and (11) - where the "aboutness" read1ng IS available 
with saVOIr f but less so with trouver. 

(i) Un enfant dont l on ne salt pas pourquoI les parents tl 
se sont séparés 

(ii) *? 

liA child of whom we don' t know why the parents separa
ted" 

Un enfant dontl on a trouvé pourquoI les parents t, 
s'étaient séparés 
liA child of whom we found out why the parents separa
ted" 
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control for this, all further examples involving dont relatives 

will be carefully selected so as to avoid the use of these predi-

cates. 

3.3. Double Dont Constructions 

3.3.1. The Problem 

French displays geni tival relatives where the relative head 

is lnterpreted as corresponding to two (or more) unexpressed 

complements within distinct NPs. For ease of reference and ta use 

theory-neutral terms, l label constructions of thlS type "double-

dont" constructlons (DDCs). Sever al examples of this very common 

construction are given in (40) :21 

21 T\% restrictions are opera tive ln double dont construc
tions. First, the coreferent interpretation is much easier if the 
second NP is definite, and in the case of sorne nouns the presence 
of the deflnlte determiner 1S requued in order for the corefer
ent interpretation to obtaln. Secondly, not aIl nouns may enter 
into double dont constructions; there are requirements holding of 
the relahon between the head noun and i ts complement. For an 
extens1ve discussion of these t\% constralnts, see Section 4.2 of 
Chapter 4. 
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(40) a. 

b. 

c. 

Un argument Opt dont. vous attribuez la valeur tl à la 
clarté de l'exposition __ 1 

"An argument of which you attribute the value to the 
cla~ity of the exposition" 

Une thèse OPt tl dont les conclusions tl sont résumées 
dans la préface _1 
"A thesis of which the conclusions are summarized in 
the pref ace" 

Cette sombre histoire, OPt dont1 les images t. s'accor
dent parfaitement au rythme __ 1 et au ton • 
"ThIS gloomy story, of which the images fit perfectly 
wi th the rhythm and the tone ... " 

(René Homier-Roy, "Cinéma" , Châtelaine, déc. 1987, 
p.lS) 

d. Un musicien OPI dontl le talent tl dépasse de loin la 
popularité __ 1 

nA musician whose talent exceeds by far the popularity" 

e. Ces Peuls OPI dont. les descendants tl conservent la 
langue __ 1, se concentrent le long du Nil Bleu ... 
"These Fulani of whorn the descendants have preserved 
the language, are concentrated along the Blue Nile" 

(A. Kohamadou, "ReVle\( of A. Abu-Manga, 'Fulfulde in 
the Sudan: Process of Adaptatlon to Arable''', Journal 
of African Llnguistics 9 (1987), p. 179. 

f. Une civillsation Op! dont! l'apogée t! préfigure 
l'anéantissement __ 1 

"A Cl. vilisatl.on whose apogee foreshadows the annihlla
tion" 
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g. Le khalife général des Mourides, OPI dontl les fidèles 
tl observent les décisions __ 1 comme un commandement 
divin ... 
"The general caliph of the Mourides, of whom the 
followers obey the decisions like a divine command •.. " 
(Philippe Duru, "Sénégal: maraboutage électoral", 
L'événement du jeudi no 173, 25 fév.- 2 mars 1988, 
p.36) 

The existence of SUCh sentences, along with their particular 

interpretation, has long been noted by traditional grammarians. 22 

But their propertles, and if. particular the condItIons under 

which the relevant interpretatlon is allowed or dlsallowed, have 

not been extensively studied either by tradltlonal grammarians or 

from the Vlewpolnt of generatlve grammar. 23 Hy obJectlve in the 

remainder of thls chapter and ln Chapter~ 4 and 5 15 to provlde 

such a characterizatlon, and to cast It against the theoretical 

claims of the framework l am adopting. 

22 See, for instance, Damourette & Pichon (1911, vol.IV, 
191ff) who pOInt out that dont serves a double function in this 
type of sentence, i.e. It corresponds to the complement of both 
the N subJect and the N object. ThIS IS also noted by Grevisse 
(1975:53lffl. 

23 Two recent studies of which l am aware which (part1ally) 
address the syntactic propert1es of DDCs are Sterlade (1981)
from whom the term "double-dont" lS borrowed - and Godard-Schmitt 
(1986), the latter explicltly assigning them the status of 
parasitlc gap constructIons. Their partlcular proposaIs WIll be 
d1scussed ln Sect10ns 3.4.3. and 4.1.2., respect~vely. 
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Before turning ta the properties of the adnominal comple-

ments under study, sorne clarification is in arder regardlng their 

interpretatl0n. It is important ta distlnqulsh between understood 

complements which are arbItrary or generlc ln Interpretatlon. and 

those which, as in (40), are construed as deflnite. For instance, 

the nouns ln (41) below - as would any N, for that matter - could 

be taken to have an arbitrary understood complement, inasrnuch as 

demonstrations or endings are necessarily demonstrations and 

endings of sornethlng: 

(41) a. La démonstration est intéressante 
"The demonstration is interesting" 

b. La fin est proche 
"The end is near" 

In isolation, the "understood" complements could be interpreted 

as generic, or as constants of sorne sort (e.g. "the end of the 

world/of lite", but not "the end of this road" in (41b». The 

crucial differenc~ is that whlle the generlc/constant Inter-

pretation is available in every context, and whIle a discour5e-

linked interpretation is subject to no sentence-internaI con-

straints, a definlte and specific Interpretation i5 only possible 
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under certa1n con~itions.24 Since the generic interpretation is 

apparently unconstralned by syntactic factors, the simplest 

assumptlon IS tha t the "understood" complements ln (41) are 

unlinked, I.e. not mapped cnto a syntactic position. In other 

words, NPs with a generic interpretation simply appear without a 

complement posItIon in the syntax. QuestIons regarding the 

syntactic nature of the unexpressed complement therefore concern 

only those cases where the complement is Interpretable as 

definite. Obviously, if the generic interpretation i5 uncon-

stra1ned, Most of our examples will have a grammatical - though 

lrrelevant - re:~:ng. It is therefore Important to bear ln mind 

that aIl furt~~c reference ta null adnomlnal complements 1S to 

unexpressed complements with a non-generlc interpretation. 

24 This is rerniniseent of the behaviour of verbs witt 
"optlonal" dIrect abJects sueh as eat, drink, etc. As Gruber 
(1965:25ff) and others have observed, the understood objects of 
sentences llke "we ate" or "he drinks" must be canonical objects 
or constants: food but not pieces of wood ln the flrst case, 
alcohol but not goat milk ln the second. In the case of verbs 
tao, certaIn conditIons must be met III order for the complements 
to acqulre a specifIe Interpretation. Thus the complement of eat 
may be taken to be documents III (il) but not in (1). 

(i) I shred these elassified documents and then 1 ate 
(il) These are the classifled documents that l shred before 

eatlng 
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This being said, let us make a little more precise the line 

of inquiry which is to be followed as a first step into the 

investigation of DDCs. Assuming for the time being that the NP 

closest ta COMP in (40) lS the e~traction site, three questions 

arise with respect to the second unexpressed adnomlnal complement 

(marked in (40»: 

(42) a. What is the syntactic status of the unexpressed 
adnominal complement? Is It structurally absent, or is 
it realized as an empty category? 

b. If an empty category, which of the four types of empty 
categorIes does It belong to? 

c. WhlCh prlnclple(s) of the grammar account(s) for its 
distrIbution and interpretation? 

(42c) will be taken up ln Chapt ers 4 and 5, where we study the 

structural conditions which govern DDCs. Providlng an answer to 

(42b) is the object of sectIon 3.4. of this chapter. We now turn 

to a dIScussion of the flrst questIon. 
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3.3.2. Adnominal Complements and the Projection Principle 

In current syntactic theory, empty categories in A-positions 

otheL than subject are taken to arise as a result of the Projec-

tion Prlnciple of Chomsky (1981). The Projection Principle may be 

stated informally as follows: 

(43) The lexical properties of lexical entries must be 
represented at every syntactic level of re~resentation 
(D-Structure, S-Structure, LF). 

One of the effects of (43) 1S that verbs which require objects as 

part of their leX1cal specifications must have a syntactically 

represented object at every level. r ç this object is not phoneti-

cally real1zed, then l ts pOS1 t10n is occupled by an empty 

category.2~ Thus, since meet lS transltive, its understood direct 

object must be categorially represented at every level of struc-

ture, as ln the examples of (44a-c): 

20 We rnake an exception for those cases where the object of 
transi ti ve verbs is taken to be "canonical", as discussed in the 
preceding footnote. 
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(44) a. This is the woman l met [e] 
b. Here is the author that l heard about before meeting [e] 
c. Who did you meet [e]? 

As was mentioned in Chapter 2, the Projection Principle 

yields some of the results of Trace Theory in the case of a moved 

argument. But whlle it ensures the presence of (null or overtl 

objects of transitive verbs at aIl levels, th~ Projection 

Principle has nothing to say about the syntactic realization of 

adjuncts, which are not part of the specifications of lexical 

entries. 

In the case of verbs, it is a relatively easy matter to 

distinguish between sub-categorized complements and adjuncts. 

Sub-categorized co~plements are those which are selected by 

virtue of lex1cal properties of the verb, whjle adjuncts may 

appear wlth any verb, quite independently of its lexical proper-
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ties. 26 The distinction between arguments and adjuncts is less 

clear, however, when dealing with complements of nouns. Further-

more, complements of nouns dIsplay an apparent optionality which, 

in the ligh t of recent studies, may actually be a true property 

of only a certain class of deverbal nominals and underived neuns 

(see below). Consider for lnstance the underived nouns in (45), 

the parenthetized complements of which we may perhaps take te be 

truly optlonal: 

(45) a. 

b. 

c. 

l'apogée (de la civilisation grecque) 
"the apogee (of the Greek civilisation)" 

le talent (de cet artiste) 
"the talent (of this artist)" 

un livre (de Marguerite Duras) 
lia book (of Marguerite Duras)" 

2 6 The distinction is perhaps more clearly illustrated by 
the following contrasts, pOJ.nted out ta me by Lisa Travis: 

(i) The cat Jumped onto the bed 
rH) The cat Jumped on the bed 

lIhile both PPs are locatives, only the pp in (i) is an argument 
of the verb, as eVldenced by the fact that directional preposi
tions occur only W1 th motion verbs (the cat slept lion t%n the 
bed). By contrast, locatIves like that in (li) may occur with any 
verbe 
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Let us for now entertain the hypothesis r often assumed in the 

literature, that the optionality of the complements in (45) is 

due to the fact that they are not part of the lexical specifica-

tions of the he ad nouns. In other words, these complements are 

not subject to the Projection Principle. This is very relevant to 

our discussion of double don.! relatives, since underived nouns 

like those in (45) are among those which head the NPs bosting the 

",second gaps". Now, lf the syntactic realization of such comple-

ment positions is not forced by the Projection Prlnciple, it is 

not an ob'lious matter to say that the unexpressed complements 

(marked in (40c), repeated below), are syntactically realized 

as empty categories. 

(46) Cette sombre histoire, OPI dontl les images tl s' accordent 
parfaitement au rythme _1 et au ton 1 

ItThis gloomy story, of which the images fit perfect ly with 
the rhythm and the tone ... " 

An equally valid alternative could be formulated along the 

fOllowing lines: the second NPs in double dont constructions 

involve no syntactlcally realized complement positl.on at aIl, anc\ 

the construal of the "understood" complements wlth the relatlve 
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head is somehow induced either by the discourse context or by 

pragmatic factors. Under this view, which l shall label the 

pragmatic account, the structure of "second" NPs in Dncs would be 

that of (47a), not that of (47b). 

(47) a. NP 
/ \ 

Det N' 
1 

N 

b. NP 
/ \ 

Det N' 
1 \ 

N de+NP 

e 

Recall that (47a) 1S the structure we have assigned to NPs 

where the inaudible complement was interpreted generically. Under 

this interpreta t ion these nouns, we have elaimed, are truly 

intransi tlve in the syntactic senae. The question is thus whether 

NPs with a defln1te unexpressed complement have the same struc-

ture or a dlfferent one. In other words, on whieh basis can we 

choose between a pragmatlc and a syntactic account of the lnter-

pretatlon of double dont constructions? 'l'he maln difference 

between empty categones and syntactically unrealized complements 

lS the followinq: sinee only the former are structurally present, 
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only the former should be subject to syntactic constraints .2'? A 

representation like (47b) will then be favoured over (47a) if the 

unexpressed complement is subject to constraints of a strictly 

syntactic nature (e.g. locali ty, structural relationships, etc.), 

or if it participates in syntactic processes which require the 

presence of a syntactically realized category. 

In this chapter and in Chapter 4, 1 will show tha t the 

occurrence of null, non-generic adnominal complements in French 

i5 indeed constrained by structural factors, thus favoudng the 

view that the NPs invol red in double dont constructions have the 

structure given in (47b). As a first example illustrating such 

syntactic constraints, ~onsider the following dialogue: 

27 'Wllliams (1987) advocates a different approach, and 
claims tha t syn tactic relatIons like binding and control apply 
directly to a-roIes, and not to pOSl t 10ns. In thls Vlew, even 0-
roles to which no positl0n is assigned in the syntax can be 
syntactically adIve as binders or control1ers. ThIS does not 
undermine our conclusIons, however, Slnee \hlliam's proposaI lS 
concerned Wl th relatlons L~tt.r"'en two e-roles; relatIons between a 
Wh-binders and their trace are expliCl tly taken to be relatIons 
between syntactleally reahzed posi tlons. The adnomlnal unex
pressed complements in DDCs eVldently dlsplay the latter sort of 
relation f sinee in any event nei ther of the adnomInal complements 
c-commands the other. 
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(48) A: Tu as sürement vu cette skieuse autrichienne gagner en 
descente 
"You probably saw this Austrian skier win- the downhil1" 

B:' Oui, et j' admue la témérité 
"Yes, and l admire temerity" 

The NP témérité in (48B) cannot be interpreted as meaning 

"temerity of the Austrian slder"; the only possible readinq is a 

generlc one, meaning "temerl ty as a quality, ln general ". This 

accounts for the oddness of the dialogue, the response of B being 

essentially unrelated to the assertion made by A. (48) 11-

lustrates the fact that an NP may not contaln an unexpressed, 

deflnite complement where the antecedent, althougb salient in the 

discourse, lS absent from the sentence: itself. This of course 

weakens a pragmatic account of sentences like (40). If a definite 

interpretatlon can be assigned to adnominal complements in nncs 

through pragmatlc or extra-sentential mechanisms, why is this 

option totally unavailable in (48)? 

A perhaps more compelling argument can be bui1 t on the 

behaviour of a certain class of deverbal nouns in DDCs. Deverbal 

nomlnals May be divided lnto two semantic classes: process and 
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resul t nominals. The former denote a process, while the latter 

refer to the output of the process. Grimshaw (1986) argues that 

the two classes differ syntactically in that only the former have 

argument structure. Furthermore, the internaI argument of process 

nominals 15 obligatory, i.e. subject to the Projection Principle. 

The apparent optionalityof the complement in (49), under this 

view, is due to the systematic amb1guity between the process and 

resul t readings: 

(49) The examination (of the patients) was long 

Once the process interpretation is forced, Grimshaw argues, 

the complement is no longer optional. One way ta force this 

reading lS by using the modifiers frequent or constant. Thus the 

(b) examples below are ungrammatlcal lf the complement is 

omitted, sinee the process reading is the only one available: 

(50) a. 
b. 

(51) a. 
b. 

The expression is de sir able 
The frequent expression *(of 
desirë,ble 

The assignment is to be avoided 

one's feelings) is 

The constant assignment *(of unsolvable problems) 18 to 
be avoided 
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Similar facts obtain in French, as the following illustrate: 

(52) a. 

b. 

(53) a. 

La manifestation requiert un certain engagement 
"The manifestation requires sorne involvement" 

La manifestation assidue)lr (de ses sentlments) requiert 
un certain engagement 
"The assiduous manifestation (of one' s feelings) 
requlres some involvement" 

La dénonciation a fait perdre beaucoup de votes au 
candidat 
"The denunciatlon made the candidate lose many votes" 

b. La dénonciatIon constante * (de ses propos haineux) a 
fait perdre beaucoup de votes au candidat 
"The constant denunciatlon (of hlS heinous remarks) 
made the candldate 105e many votes" 

The above show tha t the theme complement of process nominals 
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in French must be syntactically realized. 28 These nominals thus 

behave Iike transitive verbs with respect to the Projection 

Principle. Conversely t the Proj ection Principle requires tha t the 

complement posi tlon of a process nomInal, if not occupied by a 

Iexically realized NP t be occupied by an empty category. 

Now, process nomlnals can appear without an overtly realized 

complement when they head the second NP ln double dont construc-

28 Tt should be pointed out that other factors not dlscussed 
by GrimshaH seem to Interven~. For Instance, the obligatoflness 
of the complement ln French is ll.nked to the presence of the 
defini te determlner (note tha t Grimshaw 1 S Engllsh examples in 
(50)-{51) are also deflnltel. Substitutlng an lndeflmte, 
quantifIcatlonal or demonstratlve deterffilner l.n the (b) examplt>s 
of (52)-(53) Yl.elds a clear improvement, ev en though the comple
ment is omltted: 

(i) ? 

(ii) ? 

Une/toute manifestation assldue requlert un certain 
engagement 
"An/any asslduous mamfestation requues sorne lnvolve
ment" 

Ces/des dénonciations cons tantes ont fait perdre 
beaucoup de votes au candida t 
"(These) constant denunciations lnade the candidate lose 
many votes" 

l will return to this significant correlation in Chapter 4 
(section 4.2.3.). Note that lt does not affect the argument here, 
inasmuch as the defini teness is kept constant. 
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tions. We must therefore conclude that the complement position is 

occupied by an empty category, as the Projection Pdnciple 

demands: 

(54) a. Des sentiments dont! la violence tl rend difficile la 
manifestation assidue Le] i 
"Feelings of WhlCh the violence renders difficult the 
assiduous manifestation" 

b. Des propos dont! le caractère haineux tl provoque la 
dénoncia t lon constante [ej! 
"Remarks of which the heinous nature induces the 
constant denuncl.ation" 

What is particularly striking is that the syntactic con-

hgurations which preclude the occurrence of deverbai. process 

nominais 'Ill. thout an overt complement (e.g. (52b)-(53b)) are 

exactly the same contexts whlch disallow a defimte interpreta-

tion for the unexpressed complements of other noml.nals. This 

correlation proVldes strong support in favour of the view that 

complements of deverbal process nomlnals and non-generic comple-

ments of (a certal.n class of) underived nominals are represented 

as empty categories in the syntax (i.e. they have the structure 

in (47b)). In other words, the ungrammaticallty of the (b) 

examples in (52)-(53) and the lack of definite reading in (48B) 
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have the same explanation: in both cases, the syntactic con

figuration is such that an empty categoly i5 unlicensed in this 

position. 

In the course of thlS dissertation, ample evidence will be 

adduced to show that the occurrence of adnominal unexpressed 

complements (in the relevant sense) is subject to a number of 

syntactic constraints. As we shaH see, this holds not only of 

process nominals of the type just discussed, but also of under

ived nouns such as those we will be using in most examples of 

double dont constructions. A more thorouqh investlgation of the 

types of nouns WhlCh enter into DDCs will be undertaken in 

Chapter 4. 

1 will henceforth assume (47b) as the internaI structure of 

NPs in double dont constructions, and l will now reter to une x

pressed adnomlnal complements as adnomina1 gaps. ThIS leads us to 

the second question, which concerns the nature of these gaps with 

respect to a typology of empty categories. 
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3.4. Identifying the Gaps 

Let us now examine the status of adnominal gaps in the light 

of the properties of empty categories. Consider again the follow-

ing example: 

(55) Un musicien Op! dont! le talent t! dépasse [la popularité 
et] 
"A musicloan of whom the talent exceeds the populari ty" 

Both the posltions occupied by the gaps in (55) are acces-

sible to movement: a word must therefore be said about our 

assumptl0n, impllcit ln the use of the symbols Ct] and [e), that 

the flrst qap 15 the "real" gap, i. e. the trace of the relative 

null operator. Independently from the data a t hand, i t seems very 

plausible from the POlnt af view of pars long ta assume that the 

first gap ln a llnear sequence cantaining a fl11er should be 

interpreted as the "real" gap, as long as it 15 in a position 

access1ble ta movement. As we shall see in Chapter 5, this 

assumpt 10n ylelds lntE'resting results ln accounting for a 

difference between French and English: namely the latter, but not 

the former, allows PGs wi thin subjects. Anticipatlng these 
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results, let us from now on taxe for granted that a subject

internaI gap J.n French Dncs is obligatorily construed as the red 

gap, i.e. the trace left by relative movoment. 

This being sald, we now address the second question posed at 

the end of 3.3.1., concerning the type of empty cateqory that 

the second gap belongs to. 

3.4.1. Adnominal Gaps Are Not Anaphoric 

It is easy to see tha t the adnominal gap in nDCs is not 

anaphoric. It cannot be 

position is both governed 

PRO since 

(by N) and 

the adnominal complement 

(inherently) Case-marked 

(genit ive). Suppose next thet t lt 15 the [+anaphorlc, -pronominal] 

empty category which falls under pnnciple A of the Blndlng 

Theory. As such, lt requues a c-commandlng antecedent ln an A

positIon withln its governlng category, which we may take to be 

the matrix clause. No such antecedent lS available ln (55): the 

trace of the relatlvlzed constituent does not c-command the 

second adnomlnal gap, and neither the null operator nor dont are 

in an A-positlon. The adnomlnal gap in DDCs therefore cannot be 

the [+anaphorJ.c, -pronominal] empty category. 
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Under the version of Binding Theory adopted here (where 

binding is A-binding), this eliminates aIl possibilities of 

survivill for an adnominal gap bearing th~ positive value for the 

feature [anaphoric]. What remains to be ascertainl:!d is whether it 

bears the plus or minus value for the feature [pronominal], i. e. 

whp.ther it is pro or variable. 

3.4.2. pro or Variable? 

The pure pronominal empty category, pro, lS a plausible 

candidate as the adnomlnal gap in DDes, especially in light of 

recent clalms to the effect that the dIstribution of pro is much 

wider than "las preVlously believed. 

Since Chomsky (1982), the category PLQ nas been identified 

as the cateqory occupying the subject position of tensed clauses 

ln lanquages llke Itahan and Spanish, which allow nul1 subjects. 

The cross-linguistlc distribution of pro has been llnked to the 
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presence of "rich agreement" 29 : in those languages whl.ch allow a 

null subject, rich morphological aqreemehr (the AGR node of 

tensed clauses) is said te license the presence of the null 

subject hy Identlfying Its features. 

Several proposaIs }-'" _; been made to the effect that the 

category pro may appear in positions other than subject of richly 

inflected clauses. Zubizarreta (1982:109ff) has arqued that the 

category associated with object clitlcs in Romance is pro. 30 

Cinque (1984) and Obenauer (1984) have proposed that resumptlve 

pro is allowed under certain Clrcumstances in languages that do 

not allow null sUbjects in tensed clauses. Bouchard (982) and 

Zribi-Hertz (1984) arque that pro may appear as the complement of 

certain prepositions in French. More recently, Rizzi (986) has 

------------
29 The observation is eriginally 

See also Rizzi (1982, ch. 4), Cho:nsky 
(1981), Safjr (19B2), among others. 

du.e to Taraldsen (1978). 
(1981, 1982), Taraldsen 

30 Sportiche (1983:196ff) ex tends this analysis to subJect 
clitj cs; this Is further developed by Roberge (1986). 
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proposed that (arbitrary) pro may OCCUPY the direct object 

posi tlon in Ital1an. 31 

As we mentioned in Chapter 2, Rizzi's (1986) theory of pro 

distlnguishes between formaI licensing and identificat~on. In his 

view, pro requires an antecedent which can identify its phi-

features (persan, number, gender). Rich inflection in null-

sUbject languages fulfllls this requirement. as do clitics in 

Romance. Format licensing for pro is effected through Case-

ass1gnment: pro 15 formally licensed hy beinq governed by an XO 

which assigns ü Case. In Rizzi 1 s proposaI, the class of XO s 

whi~h may act as formaI licensers for pro is subject to parame-

trizatlon: AGR and V in Italian, V and P in French. 

The question we seek to answer is whether the second 

adnomlnal gap in double dont relatives is the pronominal empty 

category; in other words, whether Ns in French and more 

preclsely the type of nouns involved in DDCs - belong to the 

31 The proposaIs mentioned concern referential ~. For 
proposaIs concerning the occurrence and distribution of expletive 
pro see, among others, Saflr (1982), Travis (1984), Pollock 
(1986) • 
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class of formaI Iicensers for pro. 32 In order to explore this 

possibility, l wlll first proceed by comparing the distrIbution 

of adnomlnal gaps with that of relatively uncontroverslal 

instances of referent~al pro ~n French. A convinclng case has 

been made in the llterature that the null object of preposltlons 

in French is pro; whence the need for a digresSlon Into the 

properties of these constructions. 

3.4.2.1. pro in French: Orphan PreposItions 

It is well known that prepositIon stranding is disallowed in 

French: 

(56) a. '" Qui as-tu voté pour? 
"Who did you vote for?" 

b. '" Le piano à queue que tu as mis un vase sur 
"The grand piano that you put a vase on" 

32 Note that this option is consistent with Rizzi' s formaI 
requirement, on the assumption that Ns asslqn Inherent Case to 
their complement. For a proposaI where inherent Case is assIgnE'd 
by P, N and A (vs. structural Case, assigned by V and INFL), see 
Chomsky (1986a:193). 
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Yet, as a number of authors have observed, there are sorne 

prepositions in French which allow their object te be null. 

Following Zribi-Hertz (1984), l will refer to these prepositions 

as "orphan preposltions" (OPs) .33 Sorne exarnples are given below: 

(57) a. Cette valisel, je voyage toujours avec el 
"This suitcase, l always travel with (lt)" 

b. Faites attention à ce meublel, il vaut mieux ne pas 
poser votre verre dessus el 
"Be careful wi th this piece of furni ture, i t would be 
better not to put your glass on (it)" 

There are two main sets of facts which suggest that the null 

object of OPs is net a Wh-trace. First, as was Just noted, P-

stranding is disallowed in French. Secondly, null objects of OPs 

are found within domains out of which Wh-extraction would incur a 

Subjacency violation: 

33 The list of prepositlons having this property includes 
mostly bisyllabic prepositlons, which may be locative (contre 
"against", devant "in front", derrlère "behind", autour "a
round") , temporal (après "after", avant "before", depuis 
"since"), or manner prepositions (avec "with", sans "without"), 
etc. For dlScusslon, see Vinet (1979), Bouchard (1982), Zribi
Hertz (1984), R1ZZl (1986) and Tuller (1986). 
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(58) a. 

b. 

Les arbresl, je conteste violemment [NPl'idée [cpqu'il 
puisse être plaisant de se cacher derrière el)) 
"The trees, 1 disapprove vehemently the idea that it 
may be pleasant to hide behind" 

Voilà la femmel que je connais bien [NP le gars [cpqui 
sort avec el]] 
"This is the woman that l know very well the guy who 
goes out with" 

These facts suggest that the null category in (57) - (58) is base-

generated in its surface position. Furthermore, the data in (58) 

show that the null category is syntactically achve, in that it 

behaves like a resumptive pronoun wlth respect to relativization 

and left-dlslocation. Recall that these stt'uctures require the 

presence of a pronoun or syntactlcally reallzed empty cateqory in 

order for the clause to function as a predlcate. Thj s argues 

agalnst a possible alternative, whereby the OPs in (57)-(58) have 

no syntactically realized object at aIl, and assume, in the 

absence of an overt complement, an (intransitl.ve) adverbial 

function. 

Let us then take as a point of departure the a!:sumption that 

the null complement of OPs is pro. Under Rizzl.' s the ory , i t must 

be that it IS bath formally licensed and identifiad in (57)-(58). 
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Licensing is strnghtforward if, as Rizzi suggests, the set of 

XOs that license ~o is subject to parametrization: French, but 

not English, selects P. As for identification, notE' that the pro 

object of OPs has a deflnite, non-generic interpretation, 

although, as Rizzi (1986, fn 42) points out, P does not have the 

necessary features to identify lll:Q.:l4 For concreteness, let us 

assume with Tu11er (1986) that pro may be identifled by a 

const ltuent other than its formaI llcenser, when the latter does 

not have the necessary features. In (57)-(58), pro is identihed 

by the closes t c-commandlng antecedent. 3 ~ The exact manner in 

which pro lS ldent1fied in these structures is not crucial for 

our purposes: sufflce it to suppose that NO is both lJ.censed and 

:1 4 In this nu11 complements of OPs are unlike arbi trary pros 
which appear in ob]ect positions in Italian (aiso in French, cf. 
Roberge 1987) and which Rizzi (1986) argues to be both licensed 
and identlfled by V. 

:1 ~ Tu11er (1986: 347ff) , 
suggests that pro ln OP 
phonologically nu11 tOplC. 
coindexed W1 th the NP ce 
interpretat1on. See, however, 
different lJ.nes. 

adaptlng an 1dea of Huang's (1984), 
constructions may be 1dentlfled J::y a 
Assuming that the null topic is 
meuble in (57) yields the correct 
Rizzi (1986) for a suggestion aiong 
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identified in these contexts, as the grammaticality of (57)-(58) 

would lead us to expect. 

Returning now to our topie, suppose that the adnominal gaps 

in double-dont constructions are instances of ~; in other 

words, suppose that N is selected as part of the set of XOs that 

license J2ro in French. Our expectation is then that adnominal 

gaps will be grammatical in the sawe contexts that allow pro 

objects of OPs. The assumption here i5 that whatever identifies 

J2ro in (57) - (58) should be available as an identifier for 

adnoID1nal instances of pro. 

3.4.2.2. Adnominal Gaps Are Not pro 

This expectation is not fulfilled, however. (59) and (60) 

iIIustrate structures parailel to those in (57)-(58): yet, an 
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adnominal gap (under the relevant, definite interpretationl is 

imposs ible: 36 

(59) a.* Cet hommet, Hélène apprécie beaucoup la fidélité et 
"ThlS man, Hélène really ar,.preciates tne (i .e. his) 
fidelity" 

b. * Faites attention à cet enfant!, il vaudrait mieux 
ménager la susceptlbilité et 
"Be careful with thlS chld, it would be better to 
spare the (i.e. his) feellngs" 

(60) a. * Le Front Natlonal!, je n'aime pas [NPl'l.dée [cpqu'un 
éditorialiste puisse entériner les idées e1 J J 
"The National Front, l don' t like the idea that an 
editorialist can support the (Le. its) ideas" 

b. * Vollà l'auteur que j'ai rencontré [NPles critiques 
[cpqui ont nmé le livre ed) 
"l'his is the author that l met the critics who liked 
the (l..e. his) book" 

The contrast between (57)/(58) and (59}/(60) leads us to 

either of the followinq conclusions: 1) N is not a formaI 

36 Longobardi (1987: 33) points out that constraints on 
extraction out of NPs are sometimes allevia ted in Italian when 
the NP 15 deflnite. He suggests that the definite article may 
marglnally serve as a resumptive pronoun, the extracted genitive 
NP belng reinterpreted as a dislocated phrase. The ungram
matical1.tyof (59)-(60) (and that of their Italian counterpart) 
shows that thlS analysis cannat huld. Note that (59) -(60) 
contrast markedly with similar sentences where the NP has a 
prenominal possessive pronoun instead of the definite determiner: 
1n this case, the examples are fully grammatical. 
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Iicenser for pro in French or 2) N is a formaI licenser in 

French, but, as Tuller (1986:367) proposes, the referentlal (Le. 

feature-beanng) character of the Ns ln (59)-(60) force them ta 

be the 1dentifiers for pro, a sltuation WhlCh, under c01ndexing, 

would always lead ta a pnnclple B violat~on.37 Elther way, Ife 

conclude that E..l:Q. lS d1sallowed as a complement in the French 

examples we have been examlnlng; thus, the adnom1nal gap in 

grammatical double dont constructlons i., not an instance of PJ:.Q.. 

37 Tuller (ibld., p. 368) proposes as evidence tha t Ns are 
formaI Iicensers ln r~rench the follmnng contrast. In (li), she 
claims, the noun intér1eur assumes a non-referential functlon and 
in this case only allows a Qro complement: 

Ci} * C'est le genre de ma1son qu'on aime blen l'intér1eur 
"It's the kind of house tha t you really 11 ke the inSlde 
of" 

(il) C'est le genre de ma1son qu'on se sent blen à l'Inté-
rieur 
"It's the kind of house that you teel good inslde of" 

The contrast above is, however, also compatible w1th the Vlew 
that N is not a formaI licenser in French in qener al. A.s Tuller 
notes 1 such nouns allow a pro complement only when they are 
preceded by a preposition (~in (ü». It is therefore possible 
to suppose that the noun intérieur ln (li) 19 part of a complex 
preposition, in which case it may be assumed that P, but net N, 
is a licenser for pro ln French. l will follow here TuIler' s 
Vl.ew, in particular because i t alloW's for a unihed treatment of 
the empty category a.;;sociated Wl th verbal and nominal cli t1cs 1 on 
the assumption that prenominai genltive pronouns (e.g. sa 
destructlon) are cHties; see Chapter 4, Sectlon 4.1.4, for 
further discuss1on. 
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3.4.2.3. Adnominal Gaps Are Variables 

Another sort of argument can be adduced, which not only 

~~ ;, that adnominal gaps in DDCs are not 21'0, but which in 

addition provides evidence that they behave like variables with 

respect to the principles of Binding Theory. The data to be 

discussed dl.rectly have the following property: adnominal gaps in 

DDes may not corefer Inth a constituent in an A-positlon, even 

though this constituent is outside of theu governing category. 

The coreference res trictions for adnominal gaps are thus stricter 

than what Bind; ng Theory would impose on pure pronominals. 

Rather, adnominal gaps are shawn to be, like variables, subject 

to principle C of the Binding Theory. 

Consider a well-formed double dont construction such as that 

in (61): 

(61) Un enfant Op! dont! les parents t! ont promis [cp d' [1 P 

exploiter le talent el]] 
"A child of whom the parents have promised to exploit the 
talent" 
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Suppose that the second adnominal gap were pro. Then, accordinq 

to principle B of the Binding Theory, it should be able to 

coreter with an NP in an A-position, provided that this NP is 

outside its governlng category. Evidently, a positlon located 

outside the bracketed IP in (61) lS well outside the governinq 

categoryof any pronominal located with1n the embedded NP.3D But 

the ungrammaticall ty of (52) shows that the prediction is not 

borne out: 

(62) * Un enfant OPI dontt les parents tl luit ont promis el 
[c p d' [1 P exploiter le talent el] 
"A child of whom the parents have promised to exploit 
the talen t" 

38 This is why an accusative clitlC 
freely with a dative ch tic - and the 
located outside IP: 

within IP may coreter 
pro associated with lt-

(il Un enfantl dont les parents tl luil ont prom1S prol [cp de 
[IP lt 1 emmener au cinéma)] 
"A child of whom the parents promised him ta take him to the 
movies" 

See Pollock (1986:215, fn.6) for a discussion of the facts WhlCh 
show that clitics (or their traces) are subject to Principle B of 
the Binding Theory. 

227 



t .. 

In (62) the post-verbal empty category (noted ~) is the trace of 

(or the null pronominal associated with) the dative clitic lui. 

The adnominal gap may not be coindexed with the clitic trace - a 

c-commanding A-position - although the clitic trace is outside 

the governing category of the adnominal gap. Note that double 

dont constructions do not disallow the presence of a complement 

to the main verb, as long as it is not coindexed with the 

adnominal gap (cf. (63a». Furthermore, the ungrammaticality of 

(62) cannot be attributed to the fact that the dative clitic is 

A'-bound by the nul: operator in [Spec,CP] of the relative, since 

an analogous situation occurs in :he grammatical (63b) below: 

(63 ) a. Un enfant OPI donti les parents ti mj 1 ont promis ej 
[d' [exploiter le talent el]] 
"A child of whom the parents have promised me to 
exploit the talent" 

b. Un enfant OPI dontt les parents tl luit ont promiS el 
une hlcyclet te 
"A child of whom the parents promised him a bicycle" 

The offending relation in (62) thus seems clearly to he that 

involving coreference hetween the clitic trace and the adnominal 

gap. The impossibility of such coreference lS unexplained if the 
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adnominal gap is analyzed as p'ro. On the other hand, (62) u 

accounted for ~f the adnominal gap is a variable: the sentence is 

straightforwardly ruled out by Principle C of the Bindlnq 

Theory.39 

39 Attributinq the ill-formedness of (62) to a Pnnc1ple C 
violat~on makes the following prediction. A simllar structure 
should be good on the coreferent read1ng w1th a coindexed NP in a 
non c-commandinq position. Th1S prediction 15 ver1fied: the 
sentence is improved when the CIl tIc trace 15 replaced by a 
pronoun embedded withln a pp verbal complement: 

(i) Un enfant dont! les parents t! ont déc1dé [sans/pour luit] 
d • [expIai ter le talent el J 
liA chlld of whom the parents deC1ded without/for hlm to 
explolt the talent" 

An apparent problem for th1S analys1s lS that the acceptability 
of (i) deqrades, at least for sorne speakers, when the preposltlon 
is avec ("w1th") 1nstead of sans. pour. Thus (11). which 15 
structurally Identical to (1), sounds ungrammatlcal to my ear: 

(ii) * Un enfant dontt les parents tl ont décldé [avec lUIt) 
d' (exploiter le talent el) 

The ill-formedness of (11) 1S, however, cons1stent wlth the clum 
that (62) lS a Prlnciple C vlolation. The prepositlon av~ allows 
parents and lui in (Ü) to be interpreted as split antecedents, 
controll1ng PRO lU the sub]ect posItIon of the lnf1nitival 
clause. Endence for this 1S found ln the possibillty of the 
lexical anaphor ln (iii) ta bear plural agreement, an option 
which is precluded wlth prepoSltlOns such as e.g. san..§., pour (in 
the latter case, the anaphor agrees Wlth thp. sub]ect only): 

(iii) Cette femme! a déc] dé avec son man J [de PROt /, se 
suffire à eux-mêmesl/JJ 
"This woman (fem.s1ng.) decided Inth her husband 

(masc.slng.) to fend for themselves (plur.)" 
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It could be argued that the ungrammaticality of (62) is 

still compatible wlth adnominal gaps being pro, if one adopts the 

framework of Cinque (1984) and Obenauer (1984), according to 

whlch pro 15 identlfied (among other means) by local operator-

blndlnq. In (62), pro would be locally A-bound by the trace of 

the clltl.c, hence not properly identified as a resumptive 

pronoun. (61), on the other hand, would be grammatIcal as a 

result of pro belnq locally A-bar bound by the relatIve operator. 

While thlS explana tl.on is plausIble, i t runs into problems in 

Vlew of the fact that a structure equivalent to (62) is gram-

matical wlth pro as the complement of a preposition: 

(64) Ce gars-làt, les gens luit ont promis el de (ne pas passer 
dev an t prot J 
"This guy, people promised him not to pass in front of 
(him)" 

The ungrammatIcality of (ii) above i5 thus explained as a Binding 
'rheory violation: PRO bears as one of its referentlal indices 
the 1. index of lui, and thus binds the adnominal gap. The fact 
that some speakers find (ii) no worse than {il is also expected 
under this analysls, since split antecedence with avec, while 
posSlble, IS l'lot obligatory. 
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The well-formedness of (64) shows that the presence of an 

interveninq clitic does not prevent pro from be~ng identified by 

an A-bar antecedent and that, consequently, an analysls along 

these lines will not account for the ungrammaticality of (62). 

As 1S ObV10US, the contrast between (62) and (64) follows 

from the Bindinq Theory under the view that null objects of Ps 

are pro, and null complements of nouns are variables. As its 

status as a pronominal would lead us to expect, pro in (64) may 

corefer with the c-commandlng clltic trace, which is outside of 

its governing category. 

To SUffi up, l have arqued in this sub-section that the 

adnom;nal gaps found in double-dont structures are not instances 

of pro. The data brought forth have shown them to be variables 

instead. In Chapter 4, l will show that adnominal varIables ln 

DDes display the behi'lvlour of parasitic gaps, l.e. that theH 

occurrence is parasitic on the presence of a real gap ln the 

clause. Before doing so, however, It i5 worthwhile considering an 

alternative derivation which i8 compatible with the variable 

status of the adnominal gap. Here l will review brlefly an 
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&nalysis which has been put forth by Steriade (1981), and which 

involves simultaneous extraction of the genitive complements out 

of the tWQ target NPs. 

3.4.3. Problems With Multiple Extraction 

One analysis that comes to mind when dealing with double 

dont constructions 15 to assume that they are instances of 

multiple extraction. That is, Wh-movement to [Spec,CP] takes 

place slmultaneously from both positions. Steriade (1981), who 

studles sorne of the properties of French DDCs, argues against an 

analysis which pcslts direct, slmultaneo",!! movement ot the post

nomlnai complements to COMP. The alternative s~e advocates for 

the derlvation of double dont constructions - and genitival rcla

tlves ln general - involves not direct, but rcîther two-step 

movsment. First, the target 'Ih-word is taken out of the NP by a 

rule which moves l t to INFL - the posit ion of the corres ponding 

genitive clit~c ~!l. Vh-movement to COMP then takes place from 

this position. F"r double dont relatlves, a reduction rule which 

she caiis Haplology (H) applies to delete one of th€ cliticized 

Wh-words, the motivatlon for such erasure being that the en 

cli tic position onl y has one slot. This ah') explains the 
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constraint put on the H rule: it only operates if the two Vh-

words are in adjacent positions. To illustrate, consider the 

derivation of (65a): 

(65) a. 

b. 

H: c. 

Une femme dont la beauté el dépasse la vertu el 
liA woman of whom the heauty exceeds the virtue" 

1 1 
Une femme [s' [S [NP la beauté CI] [1 NFl de 'Wht de Whl] 

1 
d6passe [NP la vertu et]]] 

1 

Une femme [8' [S [NP la beauté et [1 de Wh.] dépasse [NP 

la vertu el]]] 

One obvious problem for both the direct Vh-movement analysis anù 

Steriade' 5 alternative lS posed by the existence of nocs where 

one of the adnominal gaps ~s in a posit ~on inaccessible to 

movement. It is well-known tha t French does not allow Wh-movement 

out of an NP wh~ch 1S embedded Wl thin a PP. Sorne examples of thlS 

are found ln (66) :40 

40 On the impossibllity of extracting oul of NPs contained 
in PPs see, among others, Kayne (1975:112, fn.57), Mllner 
(1978:56ff), Rlzzi (1982:72, fn.16), Sportiche (1981: 227f). 
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(66) a. • Un homme dont. vous avez nui ldo 14 réputation td 
"A man of whom you have detracted from the reputation" 

b. • Des gens dont. vous venez de parler [avec lt: fils tl] 
"People of whom you just talked with the son" 

c. * Une bouche d'aération dont. les pigeons se posent [sur 
la grille t,] 
"An air vent of which the pigeons land on the grille" 

d. * Une thèse dont les falts du Klamath sont présentés 
[dans la préface] 
"A thesls of which the facts of Klamath are presented 
in the preface" 

The same constralnt applies to cliticization. The geni tive cli tic 

en may not correspond to an adnominal complement wi thin a PP. 

Compare the (a-b) sentences to the (c-d) cases of (67): 

(67) a. 

b. 

c. 

Il nous a racan té [la fin du f 11m] 
"He told us the end of the movie" 

Il nous en, a raconté [la fin t, J 
"He us of-it told the end" 

Il a cru [à la f in du monde] 
"He belleved ln the end of the world" 

d. '1:. Il en, a cru [à la hn tl] 
"He of -1 t believed in the end" 
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While extraction out of PPs is impossible, adnominal gaps may be 

found wlthin PPs in DDCs. Examples of this were given in (40a-c); 

further illustrations are shown below, contrasting with the 

sentences in (66): 

(68) a. Un artiste dont les fredaines el nuisent à la réputa
tion el 
"An artl.st whose pranks detract from the reputation" 

b. La hIle dont le père el ne parle plus avec la mère el 
"The glrl whose father no longer talks with the mother" 
(Kayne 1975:112, fn.57) 

c. Ceux dont les péchés el pèsent sur la conSClence el 
"Those of whom the Slns he heavy on the conscience" 

d. Une thèse dont les conclusions el sont présentées dans 
la préf ace et 
liA theslS of WhlCh the conclUSions are summarized ln 
the pref ace" 

GreVl.sse (1975:5310 cites sever al examples of this type drawn 

from French hterature, sorne of which are reproduced in (69) :41 

41 As an introduction to these examples, GreVlsse rnakes the 
following interesting observatlon, ln effect pOlntlng out the 
parasitic nature of adnomlnal gaps wlthln PPs ln ODes: 

"Dont ne peut, en pnnCl.pe, dépendre d'un complément introdult 
par une préposl t lon. ( ... ) [mais] dont peut dépendre d' un 
complément préposl tionnel quand 1.1 dépend en même temps d'un nain 
qUl précède ce complément préposltionnel." (p.531l. 
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(69) a. L'autre, dont les cheveux tl flottent sur les épaules 
el 
"The other, whose hair floats on the shoulders" 
(A. France, Pierre Nozière, p. 187) 

b. Les professeurs des Facultés, dont les épitoges de 
couleur tl flottent sur les simarr~s sombres el 
"The faculty professors, of whom the coloured cloaks 
float on the dark cassocks" 
(La Varende, Le roi d'Ecosse, p.281) 

c. La vIeille marquise du Sadoul, dont les mèches grises 
tl pendaient sous le tricorne el 

d. 

"The old marquess of Badoul, of ",hom the gray hair 
strands hung under the tncorn" 
(P. VIalar, La grande meute, r,6) 

Ce garçon, dont l'énergle tl se lisait dans les yeux 
bleus el 
"Thls boy, whose energle could be read in the blue 
eyes" 
(J. et J. Tharaud, Le ~assant d'Ethi021e, p. 90) 

e. Ces hommes dont les vingt-cinq ans d'uniforme tl sont 
collés à la peau el 
"These men, of whom the twenty-five years of uniform 
stick to the skin" 
(R. Martln du Gard, Jean Barois, p.311) 

The eXIstence of such DDCs poses a problem for an analysis which 

relies on extraction out of the target NP. Steriade (1981), who 

notes thlS, pOInts out that not every speaker accepts double dont 

sentences of the type shown in (68)-(69). Her analysis is 

Intended ta account for those dialects where sueh double dont 
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constructions are considered ungrammatical. There are two 

problems with this, however. First, for the vast majorltyof 

speakers, sentences like (68)-(69) are either perfect or sllghtly 

marginal at most. Secondly, and more jmportantly, ev en those 

speakers who flnd (68)-(69) devIant stIll report a sharp contrast 

hetween these sentences and corresponding cases of Wh-extractIon 

«66), or en-clltlclzatlon as in «67d), which are consldered 

completely ungrammatlcal. 42 

42 Godard-Schmltt (1986:230) gives 
of the type shawn ln (1) to lilustrate 
impossible when the second gap 15 within 
with the stand taken by Ster1ade: 

unqrammat1cal sentences 
the view that ODes are 

PPs, thus concurnnq 

(i) * Une architecte dontl le mari tl s'est entretenu [avec 
la secrétaire el] 
"An ~rchl tect of whom the husband talked l'Il th the 
secretary" 

While l agree w1th the judgment given, l f1nd the Ill-formedness 
of (i) inconclusive in th1S regard, Slnce the analogue of (i) 
does not improve even in the absence of a pp node: 

(iil * Une architecte dontl le mari tl déteste la secrétaire 
el 
"An architect of wham the husband hates the secretary" 

It is thus llkely that (i)-(ii) are ruled out independently of 
structural cons traints, but rather as a result of the lex1cal 
choice of the noun headlng the second noun phrase. As 1'1111 be 
discussed i~ Chapter 4, It is a general property of ODes that the 
occurrence of the second gap depends on the semant1c relation 
between the head noun and the complement. Sufflce it to sayat 
this point that klnship, but not posseSSlve or other "looser" 
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This contrast remains unexplained under Steriade's analysis. 

In the dlalect she is accountlng for, the ungrammaticali ty of 

(68) -(69) 1S attnbuted to the impossibility of movement of a PP-

internaI genitlve constituent to the clltic sIte. The examples in 

(68)-(69). then, are ruled out on the flrst step of the deriva-

tlon. But the same movement occurs in (67d). Why, then, is (67d) 

much worse than (68)-(69)? 

Another ~rgument against multiple extraction in DDCs cornes 

from comparat~ve constructions, which Steriade does not discuss. 

These constructions allow ,le double adnominal gap interpretation 

qulte freely: 

(70) a. Un auteur dont! les romans tl se vendent mieux que les 
recueIls de poésie e! 
"An author of whom the novels sell better than the 
collection of poems" 

b. Un musicIen dont! on apprécie tout autant le charme t! 
que le talent et 
"A mUSlcian of whom one appreciates just as mueh the 
eharm as the talent" 

relations sueh as perhaps social relations may enter into the 
construction, the relation between a boss and secretary being of 
the latter sort. 
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Yet, while Wh-extraction may take place from wi thin the first NP 

alone in such comparath'e structures, extraction out of the 

second one is difficult. This is shown in (71): 

(71)a. Un auteur dont 1 les romans tise vendent mieux que le 
Larousse illustré 
"An author of whom the novels sell better than the il
lustrated Larousse" 

b.?* Un auteur dont! le Larousse illustré se vend mieux que 
les romans ti 
"An author of whom the illustrated Larousse sells 
better than the novels" 

Comparatives are not Across-the-Board contexts (cf. Williams 

1977), as the possibility of extracting from only one of the NPs 

demonstrates. On the other hand, the ungrammaticall ty of (71b) 

shows that the second NP in comparatl.ves lS not a posSlble 

extraction slte. Just as in the case of adnominal gaps within PPs 

discussed previously t thls argues against an analysis whereby the 

second gap ln (70) arlses from movement el ther to INFL or 

[Spec , CP) • 
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These difficultles are ground enough to warrant a new 

analysis of the DDC phenomenon. As any reanalysis must also 

encompass the data covered in previous frameworks, l will mention 

here one case which Steriade' s movement analysis accounts for. l 

will point out the problems associated with her particular 

solut1on, but the discussion of an alternative sol ution will be 

deferred until Chapter 5. 

Recall that Steriade argues in favour a two-step movement 

approach over direct multiple Wh-movement _ She points out that 

double dont construct1ons have the following property: the second 

gap may not occur within a complement clause when the first gap 

lS located \nthin the matnx clause (cf. (72a)). In Steriade's 

Vlew, the well-formedness of (72b) shows that independently, Wh-

movemen t from within an embedded subJ ect is possible: 4 3 

(72) a. * Un étudiant dont [le professeur el] crolt [que [la 
thèse el) est bonne] 
liA st udent of whom the prof essor says tha t the thesis 
is good" 

4 3 Recall that this ~s a view Iole have argued against in 
3.1.3.; it was shown that epistemic ver' s allow a topH-like 
interpretation, the effect of which lS to rescue extract10ns like 
that in (72b) from SubJacency. 
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b. Un étudiant dont vous croyez [que [la thèse el] fera 
avancer la science 
"A student of whom you find that the thesis will 
benefit science" 

Under Steriade's analysls, bath NPs in (72) are accessible 

to extraction. If Wh-movement lS not at stake, why is (72a) 

deviant? Her Solutlon is as follows: the ru le which takes the 

target Wh-word out of the NP (the first step of (65}) is, like 

clitic-placement rules, clause-bound. This means that the two Wh-

phrases wlii not meet the ad]acency condition for the application 

of H, and the derivatl0n wlll be ruled out. 

It seems to me that the above account of the ill-formedness 

of (72) does not support, and lndeed constltutes yet another 

problem for, a two-step movement analysis of DDCs. ThlS S 

because the generallzation according to WhlCh the two adnomlnal 

gaps must be clausemates 15 ln fact too strong. As (73) shows, 

the requirement does not hold if the embedded clause is lnfini-

tive: 
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(73) a. 

----~.~---------------------

Un enfant dontl les parents tl ont décidé [de confier 
[la garde el] à l'Etat] 
liA child of whom the parents decided to entrust the 
guard1anship ta the State" 

h. Un anClen chanteur dont! les amis tl tentent en vain 
[de ressusci ter la carrière et] 
liA former singer of whom the friend try to no avail to 
ressuscitate the career" 

Under Steriade's analysis, these sentences would he incor-

rectly ruled out, for exactly the same reason that (72a) is, 

since clitlc placement ln Modern French is clause-bound in both 

inflnitive and tensed claus0s (that lS to say, unllke Itallan and 

Old French, where clltlc cllmblng lS observed in sorne infinitlve 

contexts). Thus, under Steriade' s account, the two available 

clitic posltions are not adjacent, and H cannot apply. 

As we shall see, there is another explanation for the 

ungrammaticality of (72a), which does not rely on a ~ovement 

analysis. Before presenting this solution, a detailed charac-

terlzation of the contexts WhlCh allow the occurrence of two 

adnomlnai gaps ln dlfferent clauses will be requlred. ThlS wouid 

take us too far afield here, but the problem posed by the 
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ungrammaticality of (72) should be kept in mind; lt will come 

under dlSCUSSlon in Chapter 5 (Section 5.2.4). 

In Vlew of the problems raised, and ln particular the fact 

that second gaps in DDes may appear ln positlons inaccessible to 

movement, i t seem5 clear that any analysls of DDCs ln terms of 

multiple movement must be abandoned. This applles to both an 

analysls where ffiovement i5 direct to COMP and a two-step movement 

through a clitic positlon such as that advocated by Stprlade 

(1981) . 

3.5. Summary 

To recapltulate very briefly the flndings of thlS chapter, 

we have argued the following: 1) dont ln genitival relatives is 

not a Wh-pronoun, but a complementizer indexed and marked for 

Genitive Case Vla Spec-Head agreement wlth a null r~lative 

operator; 2) genitival relatives are denved by null operator 

movement and abide, as expected, by Subjacency; 3) the adnoffilnal 

gap in double dont constructlons is a varlable, subject to 

Principle C of the Binding Theory. 
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As suggested by the fact that adnominal gaps may be found in 

position out of which extraction is impossible (e.g. within PPs) , 

an analysis 0'1 DDCs as parasitic gap constructions is warranted. 

In the next chapter, 1 show that the core properties genGraIly 

attributed to PG constructions hold of double dont constructions 

as weIl. The manner of derivation of adnominal parasitic gaps is 

also addressed, and shown to be best analyzed as null operator 

moveml.;r.t. 
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CBAPTER 4 

HULL OPERATORS IN NOUN PHRASES 

4.0. Introduction 

We have argued in the previous chapter that adnominal gaps 

in double dont constructions display the behaviour of syntactic 

variables. In the first part of the present chapter, i.t is shown 

that the gaps have aH the properties characteristic of parasitic 

gaps. Furthermore, eV1dence lS adduced which ~upports a derlva

tion of adnominal PGs by null operator movement. It is shown that 

the speclfler posItion within noun phra~es in French (and more 

generally in Romance) is a COMP-like posi tlon, 1. e. a landing 

site for null operators and intermediate traces for Wh-movement 

out of noun phrases. 

Having investigated the position occupied by null operators 

within no un phrases at S-Structure, we address next the problerns 

posed by their D-Structure hstribut10n. The Universal Llcensing 

Principle proposed in Chapter 2 predicts that, apart from 

[Spec,CP] in predlcation structures, only those. positions which 
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are e-marked may be occupied by null opera tors at D-Structure. 

This prediction is crucially relevant to the distribution of 

adnominal parasitic gaps in DDCs, as weIl as to the much debated 

issue of the thematic structure of nominals. The question of 

whether a given complement is e-marked or not by the head noun, 

and which types of nouns are argument-takers has generated much 

discuSSIO~ in recent ljterature. Facts relating to the distribu

tion of parasitlc gaps within noun phrases, in view of the 

predictions made by the ULP, therefore constitutes a welcome 

additlon to the body of available data, as it sheds significant 

llght on the Issue. 

Matters relating to the argument vs. adjunct status of 

genitive complements, as weIl as to the manner in WhlCh certain 

a-roles are assigned, are also discussed in thlS chapter. It is 

proposed, for instance, that the definlte determlner in French 

partlclpates alonq wlth the head Doun in the assignment of the 

theme a-role of process nomlnals, and the inalienable PQssessor 

a-role. Flnally, it is suggestpd that the occurrence of null 

operators within noun phrases lS not llmlted to the parasItlc gap 

constructIons exempllfled by DDCs. Other types of null operator 

constructIons are expected to be found as well~ and we suggest 
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that inalienable possession constructions constitute the "mIssinq 

type": they are the nominal counterpart of easy-clauses, where a 

null operator is identified as part of a predIcation chain at s-

Structure. 

4.1. Null Operators in Noun Phrases at S-Structure 

4.1.1. nDCs Are Parasitic Gap Constructlons 

We have shown ln the preced1nq chapter th~t DDCs 1nvolve the 

occurrence of a variable in posltions inaccessible to movement 

(e.g. within PPs and comparatives). G:!.ven thls,lt seems clear 

that they constltute lnstances of ~arasitlc gap constructlons.' 

In this sectlon, l show that most other propertles a t tributed to 

PG constructions are attested ln nocs as welle 

As we mentioned in Chapter l, paras1tic gaps typically 

(although not excl\.'~ivelv) appear ln contexts out of which 

extraction is Impossible: thel.r occurrence in su ch posi t ions 

cannot be attributed to movement, and 15 sald to be parasitlc on 

1 Godard-Schmitt (1986:223f) cornes ta the same concluslon, 
but on different grounds. See 4.1.2. below for a brlef diSCUSSIon 
of her analysis. 
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the presence of another gap in the structure. The real gap, which 

acts as the licenser for the PG, is obligatory in such construc-

tions, as the contrasts in (1) exemplify. Simllarly, in DDC 

constructions, adnominal gaps in opaque enVlronments (PPs or 

comparatIve clauses) are parasitic on the presence of a first 

gap. ThIS is shown in (2): 

(1) a. This is the bookl that you filed tl without reading el 

b. * You filed [thIS book] 1 without reading el 

(2) a. Voilà des gensl dont les péchés tl pèsent sur la con-
science el 
"These are people of whom the Slns lay heavy on the 
soul" 

b. * Les péch~s [de ces gens] 1 pèsent sur la conscience el 
"The Slns of these people lay heav n the soul" 

Research on PG constructions has focused maInly on the 

following aspects: 1) the nature of the li~ensing gap; 2) the 

level of representation at which PG 11censIng takes place; and 3) 

the structural condItions under which PGs are llcensed. The core 
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properties that have been attributed to PG constructions ln the 

literature may be summarlzed as follows: 2 

(3) a. 

b. 
c. 

PGs require the presence of an S-Structure var1able 
(i.e. trace of movement to an A'-positl.on); 
The b1nder of the varlable must c-command the PG. 
The licenslng variable must: 
i) nat c-command the PG; 
ii) be "close enough" ta the PG. 

l wl11 address these propertles in turn, and show how they 

apply first to well-studied cases of PG construct1ons, and then 

to DDCs. Note that as they stand, the condlt1ons ln (3) refer 

speeifically to oarasitie qap constructIons, a state of affalrs 

whieh, as we have dlscuDsed, 1S undeslrable glven the marginallty 

of PG constructions. In Chapter 5, 1 wl11 propose a way ln WhlCh 

these properties can be made to follow from more general prln-

ciples, and in partlcular from the requlrements of the ULP 

proposed ln Chapter 2. For now, let us slmply take the condltlons 

in (3) as adequate descriptive statements of the condItIons under 

which PGs are allawed. 

2 ~hether or not the anti-e-command condition in (JC.l.) 
holds of parasltic gaps has been the subj ect of sorne debate ln 

recent literature. See, e.g. Engdahl (1983, 1985), Contreras 
(1984), Safir (1987b), Chomsky (1986b). 
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(3a) states that PG licensing requires the presen~e of a 

syntactic variable, i.e. a trace of A'-movement. This dlstin-

guishes traces left by syntactic movement to an A'-positlon from 

aIl other relations, whether Involving A'-movement at Lr, or A-

Movement in the syntax. \le flrst illustrate the well-formed 

cases. As shown ln (4) below, the construct10ns WhlCh have been 

argued to lnvolve A'-movement license PGs: relativizatlon, Vh-

movement, Heavy NP ShIft, cleft constructIons, NEG prepos1ng, 

etc .3 

(4) a. This is the reportl you filed tl wlthout reading el 

b. Vhich reportl did you file tt without reading el 

C. You filed tt, without havi;lg read et, (thlS voluminous 
report on àrug abuse]t 

d. It lS thlS reportl that you flled tl without reading el 

e. Not a single reportl have l ever filed tl without 
reading el 

3 See Whitney (1984) for a survey of the constructions 
1Dvolvlng A'-movement in English. 
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Consider how adnomlnal gaps in French fare with respect ta 

similar constructions. As it turns out, of those constructIons 

which can be tested (i.e. a-d), only relatives and clefts are 

grammatical: 

(5) a. Un auteur dont! on reconnaît les aspiratlons tl dans 
les écrl ts et 
"An author of whom one recognizes the yearninqs in the 
writings" 

b. * De quel auteur! reconnait-on les aspirations tt dans 
les écrl ts el? 
"Of WhlCh author does one recoqnlze the yearnInqs ln 
the writlngs?" 

C.?* On reconnaît les aspirations tl, dans les écrlts el, 
[de cet auteur idéalIste du XVIIIe siècle}1 
"One recognizes the yearnings. in the writlngs, of thlS 
Idealistic author of the 18th Century" 

d. C'est cet auteur! dont! on reconnaît les aspuatlons tl 
dans les écrits el 
"It is this author of whom one recognlZes the yearnlnqs 
in the writinqs" 

The ill-formedness of (Sb) can be explained by takIng advantaqe 

of the distinction l'le have been effecting between "full-form" 

genitives and the null operator strateqy used ln dont construc-

tions. In particular, lt is plausible ta assume that full form 
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genltl'Jes, once extracted, are reanalyzed as PPs rather than 

Case-marked NPs. If thlS 15 correct, the unqrammatical~ty of (Sb) 

15 explalned: ln PG constructions, the overt bInder must match in 

category the null operator head1nq the parasItlc chain. Since 

null opera tors cannot be of the category PP, 1 t follows that 

syn tactlc variables whose A '-binder 15 a pp do nat qualify in 

11lew of (Ja).4 

4 Simllarly, the "full form" relative is ungrammatical on 
the PG InterpretatIon, cf. the following: 

(1) * Un auteur de qUII on reconnait les a5piratlons tl dan') 
les éCrl ts et. 

Heles Contreras (p. c.) observes that adnominal PGs of the type 
dlsplayed by French do not eXIst in Spanish. loTe can attribute 
th15 d1fference to the fact that Spanish does nct have the null 
operator optIon for genltIve relati'Jizatlon. Geniti'Je extractIon 
ln Spanlsh Invol11es either pied-piping with cuva ("whose") or 
full forms equ1valent to (1) - althaugh the latter 1S 50metimes 
consldered margInal (cf. Zub1zarreta 1986, ch. 2, fn .13). The 
analysls proposed in the text for (Sb) therefore carnes o'Jer to 
these cases. Problems anse "Il th respect ta the categarial status 
of Itallan dl CUI, however. As L. Rlzzi pOlnts out, the following 
IS qrammatlcal: 

l1i) Questo ragazzo, dl CUl l' energia eguaglia l' intelligenza 
"ThIS boy, of whom the energy equals the intelligence" 

Assuml.ng (ll.) ta lnvolve nul! aperator movement (the adnominal 
gap "'1 thtn the sub]ect 15 paraSl tic in this case - cf. Chapter 
5), we must assume that Itallan d1ffers from Spanish and French 
ln that full forms are not necessarily reinterpreted as PPs. 
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The example in (Sc) involves extraposltion, which has been 

customanly '1nalyzed as rightward syntactic movement, i. e. 

adjunction of the bracketed consbtuent to VP.!I If this analysls 

holds, the ungrammaticality of (Sc) is problemat1c for our cialm 

that adnomlnal gaps are PGs, Slnce the structural condltions on 

PG licensing are otherWlse met. The problem can easily be solved, 

however, in view of a recent clalm made by Cullcover and Roche-

mont (1988). These authors argue that extraposition is not 

denved by movement; rather, the extraposed constItuent (of+NP, 

clause, etc.) is base-generated ln Its surface pasitlon. A 

princ1ple of construal ensures, subject to structural con-

, See Baltin (1981). Rochemont's (1978) analysis treated 
extraposition as a stylistlc rule, Le. arille takIng place on 
the PF side of the grammar. Arguments have since been adduced ta 
show that the output of extraposition feeds the LF component. 
Guéron (1980), for instance, argues that extraposltlOn affects 
quantifIer scope, bIndlng relatIons, as weIl as the dIstributIon 
of negative polarity Items. 
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stralnts, that the extraposed constItuent is interpretable as the 

complement of the head N.6 

Under this analYSlS, then, extraposition is unlike Heavy NP 

ShIft ln that it does not involve A'-movement; the ungram-

matlcallty of (5c) is thus expected, Slnce traces of A'-movement 

are requlred ln well-formed PG constructions. 

The conditIon ln (3a) further expresses the fact that the 

followlng empty categorIes do not quallfy as licensers for PGs: 

traces ai movement ta A-POSItIons (NP-traces), varIables created 

6 Cullcover & Rochemont's "Complement Principle" (cf. Gùéron 
1980 and Guéron & May 1984 for earlier proposaIs of a similar 
Interpretlve prlnclple) requlres that the extraposed constituent 
be governed by the NP of WhlCh it is a complement. In the 
framework developed ln Chapter 2, constltuents base-generated in 
non-arqument pOSItIons must be licensed as predicates at D
Structure. Recall that we have included under the non 9-related 
predIcatIon rubrIc the relatIon holùlng between relatIve clauses 
and thelr heads, as weIl as the relation of other constituents 
the functlon of WhICh 15 ta re5trict the range of Interpretation 
avallable for theIr governlng head. Thus the idea that extraposed 
constltuents appear ln A'-posItlons already at D-Structure is 
fully compatIble wlth the proposaIs made in Chapter 2. 
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at LF, empty categories associated with clltics in Romance. 7 

Moreover, resumptive pronouns (uniess they are trace "spell-

outs", see Chapter 2) are aiso excluded as licensers for PGs. 

These restrictions are exemplified by the iII-formed examples in 

(6a-d), respectively:8 

(6 ) a. * This reportl was filed tl before John read el 

b. * Who flled [WhlCh report] 1 before reading el ? 

c. * Vous 11 'avez rangé el sans avou lu el 

(Cf. voilà le llvrel que vous avez rangé tl sans avoir lu 
et) 

7 Glven the formulatlon given in (3a), we must assume that 
clitics, which are undenlably ln A'-positions, are not derlved by 
movement. One possibllity is that advocated by Borer (1984), l.e 
the pau [cli tic, trace) constl tutes a discontinuous pronomlnai 
element. Alternatlvely, we could assume movement, and reformulate 
"variable" ln (Ja) as an empty category bound by an operator. If, 
as Kayne (1984:2030 proposes, clitics are not operators, the 
fact that they do not llcense PGs follows. I wlll not take a 
stand on thlS issue, as It i5 immaterial for our purposes whether 
clitic constructIons Involve movement or not. 

B 1 assume that ln (6c), the Ih'Ject clltic c-coml:lands the 
parasitlc gap, ln compliance w~~~ condltion (3b) above. Under 
Emonds' (1978) analysis, both t~e clltic and the tensed verb 
occupy the INFL node at S-Struçture. Furthermore, I assume that 
the ~-clause as weIl as other adjunct clauses are base
generated under the VP node (cf. Chapter 5). 
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d .... This is the reportl that you remember the guy who filed 
i tl before reading el 

Once again, the question that we want to answer is whether 

these properties of PG constructions are manifested in DDCs. The 

counterpart of (6a) is ungrammatical with an adnominal gap: 

(7) ft Cet hommel a été présenté tl au demI-frère el 
"This man has been Introduced to the half-brother" 

This is as expected, although it should be noted that the 

ill-formedness of this example may not be telllng in view of the 

PG status of the adnominal gaps, if (7) is ruled out for reasons 

independent of the type of movement involved. Suppose that French 

PGs Oike those of Hunganan, cf. Kiss 1985) are sUl.lject to a 
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Case-matching requirement. (?) would then exc!uded because the 

adnominal gap i5 genitlve, while the licenser is nominative. 9 

C~lsider next the DDC analogue to (6c), involving a clitic. 

Under the Vlew that clitics do not llcense PGs, the adnominal 

counterpart to (6e) IS not as devlant a~ expected. While judg-

ments are delicate here, there is nonetheless a contrast between 

the (b) sentences in (8)-(10), involvlng genitive elltic ~~, and 

the (a) sentenc~s wlth dont: 

(8) a. Un livre dontl la critique tl a été publiée par les 
détracteurs el 
liA book of which the cri tique has been publlshed by the 
detractors" 

9 This posslbllity is suggested by the unqrammaticality of 
the double dont ~onstructlons below; (i) shows that a genltive 
trace may not license a PG in object positIon; conversely, an 
object trace does not license an adnominal PG, as illustrated ln 
(ii) : 

(i) 1< 

(ii) 1< 

Cet enfant, dontl les parents tl ont envoyé el en 
colonie de vacances 
"This Chlld, of whom the parents sent to holiday camp" 

Un homme qu'on a présenté tl au demI-frère el 
"A man WhlCh one introduced to the half-brother" 
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b. ? La critique e! en1 a été publiée par les détracteurs e! 

(9) a. 

"The critique of-it has been published by the de trac
tors" 

Une idée dont! on attribue le charme t1 au caractère 
subversif e! 
"An 1dea of which one attdbutes the charm to the 
subversive character" 

b.?? On en! attribue le charme e! au caractère subversif el 
"One of-it attributes the charm to the subversive 
character" 

(10) a. Un meuble dont! la surface tt est plus usée que les 
pieds el 
"A p1ece of furnlture of WhlCh the surface is more worn 
th an the legs" 

b.?? La surface el ent est plus usée que les pieds el 
"The surface of-lt is more worn than the legs" 

It is unclear what status to assign to the (b) examples, 

given that thelr level of acceptability is somewhere between 

s~ntences of the type (6c) and the (a) examples of (8)-(10). \le 

m:.ght conslder them margInal but essentially grammatIcal on the 

PG Interpretation; If thls optIon is taken, a distInction must be 

effectea between the genItlve clitic en and object clitics. One 

possibility compatible wlth the formulation of "vanable" in (Ja) 

1S to suppose that en-clitIclzation is derlved by movement, while 

object cl1tlcs are base-generated on the V node, . along the lines 
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described in footnote 7. Alternatively, we might claim that 

adnominal gaps are not licensed by en-cliticization: in this 

case, nothing particular n6eds to be said about the manner of 

derivation of genitive clitics. Whichever option is taken, it is 

clear that some account must be provided for the tact that, with 

respect to PG licensing, ~-constructions are slightly worse than 

dont-constructions, and slightly better than other clitic 

constructions. l leave thp. matter open: for the purposes of this 

study, l shall make the simplifying assumption that adnominal PGs 

are not licensed by genitive clitics. 

Final1y, the analogues of (6b) and (Gd), with LF-created 

traces and resumptive pronouns, respectively, are ungrammatical 

also in double dont constructions. This is shown in (11):10 

10 Note that in (llb), the complementizer is gue an not 
dont. As is the case in Engllsh, the use of resumptive pronouns 
in French is characteristlc of a colloquial speech style which, 
as we pointed out ln 3.1.1., does not easlly allow the overt 
realization of genitlve features on the complementizer. The 
argument remains unaffected, Slnee ln any case (llb) shows that a 
genitive resumptlve pronoun (the pre-nominal possessl~e) does not 
license an adnominal parasitic gap. 
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(11) a. * Les fredaines [de quel artiste] 1 nuisent-elles à la 
réputation el? 
"The pranks of whic'-, artist are detrimental to the 
reputation?" 

b. * un auteurl que je c(;Zlnais beaucoup de monde qui 
appréc1e sesl romans plu~ que les poèmes el 
"an author that l know a lot of people who appreciate 
his novels more than the poems" 

Consider now the second condition on PG licenslng stated in 

(3). (3b) demands that the binder of the real gap be ln a 

position to c-command the PG. ThlS constraint is motlvated by 

contrasts such as those given in (12), WhlCh differ only with 

respect the the position of the adjunct clause: 

(12) a. YoU! knew [which articlesl Billk read tl [even without 
PROk analyzing el] ) 

b. * YOUj knew [whlch articlesl Bilh read tt] ev en wi thout 
PROJ analYZlng el 

c. * YouJ knew, even Wl thout PROj analyzing et, which 
articlest Bill read et 

The interpretation of control PRO indicates that the adjunct 

clause must be construed with the ecbedded verb (read) in l12a). 

Under thlS lnterpretatlOn, the binder which artlcles c-commands 
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the clause containing the PG. In (12b), however, PRO is con-

trolled by the ma trix subject, and the adjunct clause 1S con-

strued with the matrix verb. This is made clearer in (12c), where 

the adjunct clause has been preposed. A parasi tic gap is impos-

sible under th1s 1nterpretation, as i t is outside of the c-

command domain of th( Wh-b1nder. 

Similar contrasts obtain in double dont constructions. 

Compare (13a) with (13b): 

(13) a. Un enfant dont1 [[les parents tl] 1 ont promis de [PRO) 
confIer la garde el à l'Etat)) 
"A chlld of whom the parents promised to entrust the 
guard1anshlp to the State" 

b. * L'assistante soc1ale\, 
parents tt sont morts] 
l'Etat) 

a [promIs 
de PROk 

[à l' enfan t dontl les 
confier la garde et à 

"The social worker promised the child of whom the 
parents d1ed to entrust the guardlansh1p to the State" 

In the (a) example, the binder of the real gap 1S ln the matrlX 

[Spec,CP); 1t c-commands the adnominal gap in the infinitival 

clause. By contrast, dont is embedded w1thin a PP obJect of the 

matrix verb in (13b); in this position, 1 t does not c-command the 
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infl.n1tival clause withl.n which the adnominal PG is contained. 

Thus, property (3b) holds of DDCs as weIl. 

FinallY, let us turn to the ho properties of PG construc

tIons given in (3e). (3c.i.) requires the PG not to be c-com

manded by the real gap, and is mot i vated by the ungrammaticali ty 

of (14): 

(14)"1< Whol tl met you before you recognized e1 

The antl c-command condltion met 1n the examples of nDCs wa have 
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seen: the lieensing gap is a genitl.ve complement, hence never e-

eommands outside of its NP.1 1 

(3e.H) refers to the loeality constraints which must obtain 

between the parasitic gap and the licensl.ng gap. The examples 

below show that PG constructions are ungrammatical l.f the 

licensing gap 15 "tao far" from the paras1t1c gap:l:.! 

11 Mark Baker points out that the antl c-command condItion 
in nocs can in fact be tested on the basls of the following 
structure, where the genltlve possessor/agent c-commands the 
theme: 

(i) la photo des enfants de X de Y 
Th Pass/Ag 

"the picture of X' s children of/by Y" 

The possessor / agent can 
available interpretation 
the relative head; that 
PG in the theme positIon, 

be extracted as ln (li), but there ls no 
where an unexpressed theme carefers with 
IS, a representat10n like (üi), with a 
1.S ill-formed: 

(ii) Mane, dont! la photo des enfants de X tl '" 

(liil -Je Marie, dont1 la photo des enfants el tl ... 

As far as l ean see, (iii) v101ates no other princlple, which 
suggests that the anti -c-command condItIon holds in ODes as weIl. 
See Chapter 5 for further endence. 

12 The observation that PG constructions are sub]ect to a 
locality constralnt 15 origlnally due to Kayne (1983). (15a-b) 
are from Longobardi (;1.984:175) ~ (15e) and the examples l.n (16) 
are gi ven by Chomsky (1986b: 55,62) . 
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(15) a. ? The head of cattle that we have eliminated tl without 
tryinq to persuade the vet to cure et ... 

b. * The head of cattle that we have ellminated tl without 
trylnq ta call a vet lnstead of kllling el '" 

c. * Whol dld you canVlnce tl (that Tom should visit Bill 
(before we talk to el]]? 

(16) a. ? ThIS lS the man John interviewed tl before expectinq us 
ta tell you ta glve the Job ta el 

b. * Th1S lS the man John intervlewed tl befare read1ng the 
book you gave to el 

e.?? ThIS 15 the man John Intervlewed t1 before announclng 
the plan to speak to et 

(15) lllustrates what l shall call "external locality" (cf. 

Chapter 5 for furthE'r d1Scussion): it shows that whlle a PG may 

oecur several clauses down wlth1n an ad]unct clause, it may not 

be separated from the real gap by two adjunct clauses ((15bl). 

Nor can 1 t occur wlthln an adJunct clause WhlCh is itseH 

embedded wlthin a complement clause ((ISe)). The examples in (16) 

exempIIfy "InternaI locallty" constralnts, Le. locallty con-

straints that operate wlthln the damain (the adJunct clause) 

contalnlng the parasitic gap. As (16b-cl show, PGs within 

ad]uncts are sensitive ta the Island constraints on movement: 
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thus they cannot, hd th the varylnq degree of acceptabll i ty 

characteristic of Subjacency vlolations), be contalned Inslde a 

relative or a noun-complement clause. 

The locality constralnts ln (16b-c) are accounted for un der 

the view that parasitlc gaps are traces of movement of a null 

operator lnto the [Spec.CP] posltlon of the ad]unct clause (cf. 

Contreras 1984, Chomsky 1986a,b). Thus (lGb-c), the relevant 

portions of which are given below. constltute SubJacency vlola-

tions: 

(17) a. 

c. 

before [Opi reading [NP the book [cp you gave to el] J 

before (OPt annauncing [NP the plan [cp ta speak ta 
ed] 

Adnominal gaps in DDCs are subject to locallty canstralnts 

of a slmilar sort. Consider the contrasts shown under (18) and 

(19), which parallel those qIVen in (15) and (16) 1 respectlvely: 
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(18) a.?? Un peuple dontl on condamne les pratiques reliqieuses 
tl (sans chercher à comprendre la civilisation et) 
liA nation of which one condemns the reliqlous obser
vances "nthout trYlng to understand the ciVllizatlon" 

b. * Un peuple dontl on condamne les pratl.ques rell.gieuses 
tt [sans avoir examiné les t aits [à la lueur de la 
CIVllisatlon el)] 
"A country of WhlCh one condemns the religious obser
vances Wl thout haVlng examlned the tacts in the llght 
of the clv~llzat~on" 

(19) a. Un argument dont vous attribuez l'Intérêt tt à la 
clarté de l'exposition et 

PG 

"An arqument of WhlCh you attribute the l.nterest to the 
clarIty of the exposItIon" 

b. * Un argument dont vous attnbuez l'intérêt tl à [la 
tournure inattendue que [l'exposItIon el a prise)) 
"An argument of WhlCh you attribute the Interest to the 
unexpected turn that the exposItIon took" 

c.?* Un argument donl vous attr~buez l'Intérêt tl au [fait 
[qu'on aIt soigné l' exposi tlon et ] ] 

The 

may 

"An arqument of whlch you attnbute the lnterest to the 
fact that one has pollshed the exposItion" 

examples ln ( 18) show that the NP hostlng the adnominal 

marqInally be found embedded within an adJunct clause, 

although not Wl thln an ad)unct ltself contalned wlthin an adjunct 

clause. l will return ta an analysis of the "external locality" 

constra1nt dlsplayed by these examples in Chapter 5. 
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The sentences of (19), on the other hand, illustrate 

internaI lecality constralnts slmllar te those of (16): adnominal 

PGs may not be embedded under a relative clause ((19b)) or a 

noun-complement clause ((19c». By pantyof argument wlth the 

discussIon concerning (16), such facts provlde eVIdence ln favour 

of the view that DDCs, like ether PG constructIons. are denved 

by null opera tor movement. Under thls analYS1s, (19b-c) are ruled 

out as Subjacency vIolations. Slnce most grammatIcal Instances of 

nncs (and those in (19) in partIcular) are mono-clausal, there 1S 

obvious1y no [Spec,CP] posItion te host the null operator. l wIll 

assume that the null operator in nDCs moves to the speClfler 

positlon lnternal ta the no un phrase; l 101111 proVlde further 

motivatl.on for this claim in Section 4.1.3. 

4.1.2. Problems With a Multiple Chain Analysis 

Recall that Godard-Schmitt' s (1986) analysis of genltIval 

relatives involves no movement, but rather S-Structure chaIn 

formation between a base-generated complementlZer (Q.Q!!!.) and a 

base-generated empty cateqory. lie J ave argued ln 3.1.2. aqalnst 

this analysis, based on the fact t lat dont-relatlVlzatl0n 0beys 

Subjacency. On slmilar grounds, her malysls of nDCs must also be 
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rejf!cted. She proposes that DDes, as parasitic gap constructions, 

are instances of mul t1ple chain formation. Dont 1n the head 

posltion of CP 1S lndependently coindexed with bath gaps, forming 

t'W'o separate chalns which may (although they need not) inter-

sect .13 S1nce chau formatlOn ln Godard-Schmitt' s view 15 a 

process not sub]ect to Subjacency, this approach predicts that 

the relat10nshlp between the second (parasi tic) gap and dont 

shopld freely accur across two or more boundl.ng nodes. Th1S is 

not the case, however. As we have just seen, there are locality 

constrnnts between the paraS1tic gap and the posit1on occupied 

by dont. An addlt10na~ ';!xample 11lustratIng thl.s state of affairs 

lS q1Ven 1n (20): 

(20) * un artIste dont! le génie tl n'atteint pdS [le nIveau 
[que les premIères oeuvres el laissaient présager] J 
"an artlst of whorn the qenius does not attain the leveI 
that the fust works announced" 

cf. un artIste dont le génIe tl n'atteint pas le niveau que 
ses premlères oeuvres laIssaient présager 

1.1 The multIple chain analysis 1S remwiscent of Kayne' s 
(1983) mult:tple b1ndlng approach to parasItic gap constructions. 
It should be noted however tha t Kayne' s Connectedness approach 
en5ures, contrary to Godard-Schrnltt's analysis, that the parasi
tIC qap wlll he in a local relatl.onshlp wl.th the licensJ.ng ChaJ.D. 
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From the above facts, we must conclude that adnominal qaps 

are not ~mmune te SubJacency, and therefore cannot be stra1ght

forwardly accommedated under a multiple chun approach such as 

t ha t descr ibed abeve. 

4.1. 3. [Spec, DP] As a COMP Pon tion 

In 4.1.1. 1 it was shown that DDCs dlsplay the internaI 

locality effects charactenstIc of parasitlc gap constructlOns. 

In the better-studied cases of PG constructIons, such loc;üity 

effects have been argued to reduce to Sublacency, on the assurnp

tion that PGs are denved by movement of a null operator to the 

[Spec,CP] posltion of the ad]unct clause. Glven that slmllar 

effects are displayed Wl th in noun phrases in DDCs, we are led to 

the conclusion that nu11 operator movement is lnvolved in 

deri ving adnominal PGs as well. 

In surrent theory, it is generally assumed tha t the only 

landing site available for Wh-operators (null or overt) 15 the 
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specifier posItion of CP.l~ This assumption is obviously incom-

patlble Wlth our clalm that (monoc1ausal) Dncs are derived by 

operator movement, Slnce the matrix [Spec,CP] is aIready occupied 

by the relative operator. l have suggested earlier that adnominal 

gaps ln DDCs are traces of nul! opera tors moved to a NP-internaI 

positlon, lmplicitly assumJng that noun phrases, just like CPs, 

cont~in a CJMP-like posltlon. As It turns out, there are restric-

tions on possessive pronominalization and extractIon out of noun 

phrases ln Romance which provide independent evidence in favour 

of thls Vlew. In part icular, i t can be shown tha t the specifier 

poslt10n ln Romance serves as an "escape hatch" for Wh-movement 

from wlthIn noun phrases. 

For more perspicuousness, l shaIl henceforth adopt the view 

that noun phrases are in fact maximal projections of the func-

tionaI he ad D (determiner). Under this view, which l will refer 

14 Contreras (1988) claims that PGs derived by null operator 
movement are imoossible in monoclausaI structures, due to the 
absence of an available rSpec,CP]. On the other hand, van 
Rlemsdl]k (1982) argued that (certaln) PPs f.'ontal.n a COMP-like 
posItlon Whlch serves as an "escape hatch" for movement from 
wlthln. More recently, Sportlche (1987, 1988) lIas proposed that 
extractIon out of the categories NP, pp and CP is obligatorily 
through their specIfier pos~t~on. 
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to as the DP-hypothesis, the internal representatlon of noun 

phrases is as ln (21): 1 ~ 

(21) DP 
/ \ 

Spec D' 
! \ 

o NP* 

The representation in (21) differs from the tradl tional 

analysis of NPs rualnly in that the specifler positIon is dIstinct 

from the pOSItion occup1ed by the determlner. The clalm made here 

is that the [Spec,DP) position in Romance fuifliis a functlon 

similar to that of the [Spec,CP] positlon: It hasts operators, 

and it constitutes an intermediate landinq SIte for succeSSlve-

cyclic movement of Wh-constltuents. 

l' The ide a that determIners are heads of noun phrases 15 
originally due ta Brame (1981, 1982) and has been developed )n 

various forms by Abney (1986, 1987), Hellan (1986) and FukUI & 
Speas (1986). l adopt Abney's Vlew whereby the complement of D 
(NP* in (21) 1S a maXlmal projection; but see Fukui 0( Spea5 
(1986) for a different view. l will contlnue ta refer ta no un 
phrases (OPs) informally as NPs; thlS should not be confused with 
the OP-InternaI constItuent Iabeled Np· ln (21). 
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As is well known, the presence of post-nominal genitive 

possessors within NPs in Romance blocks the realization of other 

genitive constituents as prenominal possessive pronouns. The same 

hindering effect is produced by post-nomnal genitive agents: in 

this case, the realizatlon of themes as prenominal possessive 

pronouns i5 blocked. 16 ThlS constraint is illustrated below with 

respect ta the interaction between themes and post-nominal 

genitive possessives, but it should be borne in mind that similar 

farts obtain if de Juhe in (22) is Interpreted as an agent. 

(22) a. La photo de Steffi Graf de Julie 
(Theme) (Poss) 

"The plcture of Steff l Graf of Julie" 

b. Sa photo (sa = Ag, Th or Poss) 
"Her picture" 

c. Sa photo de Steffi Graf 
(Theme) 

d. '" Sa photo de Julie 
(Poss) 

(sa = Poss or Ag) 

16 These construnt s on prenominal pronominalization (and 
the extraction counterpart discussed below) were first pointed 
out with respect to French by Ruwet (1972:270ff); see also Milner 
(1977). Sll"lilar tacts hold in Italian and Spanish, as discussed 
by Cinque (980) and Torrego (1986). 
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As shown in (22b), a prenominal possessive pronoun is ambiguous 

in cases where only one argument is involved: it may correspond 

to an agent (the photo that X took), a theme (the photo of X) or 

a possessor (the photo that X owns). When a post-nominal genitive 

theme complement 1s present as in (22c), the prenominal posses

si ve pronoun is ei ther a possessor or an agent. But if the noun 

phrase con tains a post-nominal genitlve possessor, no other 

argument may be realized as the prenomlnal pronoun sa. Thus (22d) 

is ungrammatical since ~ 1s unlnterpretable. 

Various analyses hé.ve been proposed in the li terature in 

order to account for these facts, most of WhlCh make crucial use 

of a special relation holdlng between the specltler position and 

the post-nomlnal positlon occupied by possesslve NPs. Zubizarreta 

(1979) 1 for lnstance, has propo5ed that this relation 1S one of 

coindexation. Taklng thlS as a baS1C assumption, let us see how 

the facts of (22) can be accounted for ln the present framework. 

l assume that prenominal possessives are clitics base-
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generated in [Spec,DP) .17 l further assume that, like other 

cl ities in Romance, prenominal cli tics bind an empty category 

(presumably, pro) base-generated in the corresponding (post-

nominal) argument pos i t ion. 1 B Under these assumptions, the 

representation of the ungrammatical (22d) is as in (23): 

(23) DP 
/ \ 

Speci D' 
/ \ 

saj D NP'" 
/ \ 

N' DPi 
/ \ /~ 

N DP de Julie 
/ --.J. 

photo prOj 

17 SeeAoun (1985:35) for asimilar view. Tremblay (1988) 
argues that possessive prenominal cli tics in French are dative, a 
view which 1S not immediately compatible with the framework 
developed here. 

lB As is clear, l am assuming that [Spec,DPl has a wider 
range of functions than the specifier posi tion of CP. Both are 
A'-positions, but [Spec,CP] in Romance may not host non-operator 
NPs at any level (however, see Kayn" 1984, ch.lO, whose analysis 
of French complex inversion hinges on the presence of certain 
types of non-Wh NPs in COMP). If cli t ~cs may be base-generated in 
the speclfier of DP, then we must assume that thls position, 
although it may host operators, lS not reserved to this sole 
usage. This dual functlon of [Spec, DP] recalls TraVls 1 (1984) 
claim concerning [Spec, CP] ~n German 1 which she argues hosts 
either Wh-operators and topicalized NPs. 
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We can now account for the ill-formedness of (22d) as follows. 

Suppose that the fact that Spec is contra-indexed with the clitic 

occupying it prevents the proper identification of the contents 

of pro. In other words, identification of pro is effected under 

government from the category occupied by the clitic, rather than 

by governrnent from the clitic itself. The two possibi11ties are 

indistinguishable l.n the case of verbal cH tics, since nothing 

prevents the INFL node from acquiring the index borne by the 

cliUc it hasts. In (23), however, the lndex of the clitl.c cannat 

percolate onto the Spec position, precisely because of the 

coindexing relation holding between the specifier anrl the 

adnominal possessive DP. Suppose that the clitic transmits its 

index onto the specl.fier position; in other words, i = j. Then 

all the indexed elements ln (23) are coindexed. This results in a 
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Principle B violation, since pro is nOlf bound in i ts governing 

category by the possessive DP.19,20 

What is especially relevant for our discussion, and for the 

c1aim that [Spec,DP] is a COMP-like position, is the following: 

the bloc king effect of post-nominal possessives 15 aise manifes-

ted wi th respect to extraction out of noun phrases, and ean be 

accounted for in a similar way. 

The relevant facts, which parallel those of (22) abov2, are 

given below: 

J 9 l am assuming that the posi tion occupied by the post
nominal possessive lS an A-position, al though not necessarily a 
a-positlon (see 4.2.2. for more discusnon). 'l'hus, byanaloqy 
with the subject pOSl tlon of clauses, this position is a positlOn 
to which the grammatlcal function of "subject" of noun phrases 15 

assigned, and in which agentive genitlves are base-generated in 
deverbal nominals. 

20 It must Independently he assumed that the indlces 
resul ting from Spee-Head agreement do not ineur Bindlng Theory 
violations. Otherwise abject cli tics, as pronominals, would 
aiways be in violation of Principle B, sinee the subject position 
is cOlndexed via Spee-Head agreement with the INFL node. 
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(24) a. La photo de Steffi Graf de Julie 
(Theme) (Poss) 

"The picture of Steffi Graf of Julie" 

b. Steffi Graf/Julie, dont! la photo ti est parue dans le 
Sports Illustrated 
"Steffi Graf/Julie, of wl.om the picture appeared in 
Sports Illustrated" 

c. Julie, dont! la photo de Steffi Graf t! 

d. * Steffi Graf, dontl la photo tl de Julie 

(24b) illustrates the fact that when only one postnominal 

genltive NP is present, it can be relativized whether it cor-

responds to a theme, an agent or a possessor. The ungram-

maticahty of (24d) shows that the presence of a post-nominal 

possessor hinders the extraction of a theme (compare with (23c), 

where the possessor may be extracted in the presence of an 

adnominal NP corresponding to theme). 

The analysls proposed above extends to these cases, provided 

it is assumed that extraction from within noun phrases passes 
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through the [Spec,DP) position. 21 The representation of the ill-

formed (24c) parallels that given in (23) above for prenominal 

possessive clitics: 

(25) donti •• DP 
/ \ 

Speci D' 
1 / \ 
t'J D NP* 

/ \ 
la N' DPi 

/ \ /--.l 
N DP de Julie 
1 /--1 

photo tj 

21 This proposaI, technical detai1s aside, is very close to 
Torrego's (1986) account of similar data in Spanish; see also 
Sportiche (1987, 1988) on French. Longobard1 (1987) argues that 
movement out of noun phrases in Italian too is successlve-cycllc 
through the speclfier pos1tion. Our analysis differs from the 
ones mentioned above ln particular wi th respect to the role 
played by indices. Furthermore, if l interpret Torrego's proposaI 
correctly, she assumes that Spec in Romance noun phrases 15 post
nominal, and is the position in WhlCh posse5si ves and agents are 
base-generated. Since these are arguments, this entai1s that the 
Spec positlon in Romance is an A-positl0n, a view WhlCh lS Incom
patible with our c1aim that [Spec, DP] is the land1ng site fnr 
nu11 operators. In fact, Torrego clalms that the spec1fier 
position is both an A and an A'-position (cf. Dlesing 1987 for a 
similar claim wi th resper.:t to [Spec, IP] in Yidd1Sh) _ Under the 
definition of A/A 1 positions adopted here, th1S type of claim is 
untenable insofar as A' constitutes the negatlve counterpart of 
A, much as e' is interpreted as [-e). 

277 



. , 

The analysis proposed above carries over ta this case as weIl, if 

we suppose that antecedent-government of the original trace (tj) 

i8 blocked by the contra-indexing between the intermediate trace 

and the spec~fier position hosting it. (Note that reindexing of 

the specifier position i s again prevented by Binding Theory, 

Principle C in thls case). This analysis crucially hinges on the 

followinq assumptions. First, traces must be both lexically 

governed and antecedent governed; this is the conjuncti ve view of 

the ECP we have adopted in Chapter 1. Secondly, extraction from 

withln noun phrases in Romance must go through the [Spec,DP] 

positlon. This is extensive' y argued for by Tarrego (1986) and 

Longobardi (1987) who attribute it to the ECP, on the hypothesis 

that NP-InternaI traces must be antecedent-governed within their 

maximal proJectIon. (Longobardl, adapting a proposaI put farth by 

Kayne 1983, ascribes the difference between Vs and Ns in this 

respect to the Idea that the latter are not structural governors; 

only structural governors would allow a trace they govern to have 

an antecedent outside their maximal projection). 

In the light of the foregoing discussion, it appears 

justified to consider that the [Spec ,DP] positlon in Romance ls a 

COMP-like position, an escape hatch for movement from within. 
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Longobardi (1987) provides further support for this anal ysis, by 

showing that the intermediate trace ln [Spec,DP] 1.S sensltive ta 

lexical government from the outside. As he argues, Wh-extraction 

out of noun phrases ln Italian lS ruled out ) ust 111 case the 

[Spec,DP] positlon lS not lexically governed. Assumlng that all 

traces must be leXlcally governed r thlS ln turn arques for t: a 

presence of an Intermediate trace ln the [Spec r DP] pOSl tl0n and 

for the successlve-cyclic chara 'ter of extraction from within 

noun phrases. 2 2 l return to thls analys 15 in Chapter 5, where 

the lexical government requlrement 1S shown to apply to the 

intermediate trace ln the speclf 1er pOSl tion of French DPs as 

weIl. 

We have provided supporting evidence for our clairn that the 

nul! operators binding adnominc.l PGs are ln [Spec, OP] at S-

structure, and in partlcular for the hypothesis that the [Spec,-

22 Longobardi also assumes a conjunctive ECP; partl.cularly 
crucial \:0 hls accoun t lS the ide a that the lexical governmen t 
requirement applies at a different level of representation than 
the does antecedent government requlremen t. Thus even assuming 
with Lasnik & Saito (l984) that intermedia te traces of arguments 
delete a t LF, intermediate traces in [Spec, OP] are stlll subject 
to the lexical government requHement applylng at either PF or S
Structure. 
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DP] position in Romance is a COMP-like posi tion, hence a proper 

landing site for operators. 23 

Our movement analysis of adnominal PGs rais,es other ques-

tions, in part1cular regarding the occurrence of null operators 

in post-nominal posItions at D-Structure. One important issue 

23 It would seem that English differs in that the [Spec,DP] 
position is instead an A-position. The occurrence of theme 
arguments ln the prenominaI, spec.Lfier poslt10n (e.g. the city's 
destruct 10n) has given rise to two types of 3.nalyses in the 
Il. terature: NP-movement (cf. Chomsky 1970, Anderson 1983 and 
others) or base-generatlon (Willlams 1982, Safir 1987a). Under 
el ther pOSSlb1l1 ty, the speClf 1er posItion would be an A-posi
t10n. Then ln English NP-InternaI pr.s as in (1) cannot be derived 
by null operator movement to [Spec,DP], Slnce A-pos1tions are not 
proper landlnq SItes for operators. 

(i) A man 14h01 [friends of el] admire tl 

This cla1m lS further supported by the followlng fact: even in 
cases where the [Spec, DP] position is occupled by lexical 
material, NP-Interna: PGs are stIll posslble. '!filS is shown in 
(il)-(ll1), from Engdahi (1983:14) and Stowell (1987:24), 
respectl veIy: 

(11) WhOI did [John's taiking to ed bother tl most? 
(1ü)Whol did [Mary's plctures of el] annoy ti? 

Shouid NP-InternaI PGs ln Engll.sh he null operator-derived, then 
we musl postulate that the operator~ land ln a dlfferent position 
(perhaps ad)Olned to NP*). Another posslbllity 1S to assume that 
sub)ect-internal PGs are derived differently from other PGs. For 
a suggestIon along those l1nes, see Contreras (1988) who argues 
that the PG ln constructions like (i) 15 pro. l leave thlS 1ssue 
aSlde, but see Chapter 5 for addJ.tlonal remarks. 
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which arises concerns the thematic status of adnominal comple

ments (Le. arguments vs. adjunctsl, in conjunctlon \onth the ULP 

and the distribution of adnomlnal PGs. A dIScussIon of these ;:!nd 

related issues constitutes the remalnder of thlS chapter. 

4.2. Null Operators in Noun Phrases at D-Structure 

We have argued that adnomlnal PGs in DDCs arise from null 

operator movement, and consequentlv that the position of the PG 

is occupied by a null operator at D-Structure. In Chapter 2, It 

l'las proposed that null eperators cannet appear in ad)unct 

positions at D-Structure, due to their Inablllty to function as 

(secondary) predicates at that level. Thus, the fact that 

adjuncts cannot be parasitlc gaps follows from the ULP applYlnq 

at D-Structure, since the correspondlng null operators are 

unlicensed at that level. We then make the following predlct1on: 

only those adnominal complements WhICh are arguments of the head 

Ns may function as PGs 1n double dont construct10ns. It is not a 

simple mat ter 1 though, ta determlne whether an NP-1nternal con

sti tuent 1S an argument of the head noun; this 1.S because the one 

classic test for non-argumenthood. optionality. fails in the case 

of adnominal complements. The thematic structure of nominals 15 
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thus a murky i~sue, which has given ris~ to some debate in recent 

Iiterature. Some of the recent proposaIs which have been made in 

this respect are discussed below. Now, in the absence of indepen

dent compelllng tests for determining whether a given complement 

is an argument or an adjunct, it becomes difficult to test our 

predIction wlth respect to DDCs. It is legltimate to &dopt a 

different vlewpolnt, and to use the behavl0ur of a given comple

ment ln DDCs as evidence for Its thematIc relation to the head. 

That is, assumIng that the views expressed in Chapter 2 are 

correct, we can take the occurrence of a particular complement as 

a PG as evidence that thlS complement lS e-marked by the he ad 

noun. Similarly, the Impossibllity for a glven complement to 

enter into DDCs is, aIl things beIng equal otherwise, indicatIve 

of lts adjunct status. 

l wl1l first summarize the mnn views that have been 

expressed in the llterature with respect to the distinction 

betw~en argument-takinq and non argument-taxing nomlnaIs, as well 

as the dlstInctIon between arguments and adJuncts wIthin NPs. l 

then examine the behaviour of various types of Ns ln DDCs. It is 

shown that certaIn Ns never ailow the PG Interpretat10n for theIr 

complement. As we shall see, the distlnctlon dra~n by DDes is not 
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random, and in fact matches closely at Ieast one of the clas

sifications between argument- and non argument-taking nominals 

independently arrived at in the literature. 

4.2.1. The Tbematic Structure of Nominals 

It is generaIIy assumed in the literature that possessors of 

concrete nouns such as those in (26) are not arguments of these 

Ns: 

(26) a. 

b. 

Mary' s book 

Le livre de Marie 

As several authors have pOl.nted out, the relatlon between Mary 

and book is a loose one, 1.e. it does not corresp~nd to any one 

particular a-roie. The noun phrases in (26) couid refer, for 

instance, to a book that Mary owns, a book that she wrote, her 

favourlte book, or the one she lS holdlng at the moment. ThlS 

suggests that the genltive NP Interpreted as the possessor is not 

a lexically selected argument of the head noun; in other words. 

it is not part of the noun's argument structur;e. In fact, most 
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authors assume that concrete nouns such as book have no argument 

strl1cture at aIl. Anderson (1983) has proposed that in (26a), 

Hary receives a possessive a-role not from the head noun, but 

rather from the posseSS1ve morpheme 1 s' -' a similar claim can be 

made for the French example ln (2Gb), where de may be considered 

a posseSSIve marker. 24 

Wh1le most authors aqree that (alienable) possessors are not 

arguments, the vanous proposaIs differ somewhat wi th respect to 

what constitutes the class of a-assigning nouns. Stockwell, 

Schachter Et Partee (1973) d1vide nouns in two classes: nouns 

whose genltive complements are derived from cases on nouns and 

those WhlCh are not. In the1r framework, the cases referred to 

are D-Structure cases (ln the sense of Fillmore 1967), a notion 

Wh1Ch we may t ake to be equl valent ta the not 10n of a-role. Apart 

from deverbal nomnals. which they consider to be a-role assiq-

----------------------
24 Anderson d1stlnquishes between two morphemes ~: the 

posseSSl ve G-role aSSl.gner 15 Iexically 1nserted before con crete 
nouns. as ln (25a). whereas the ~ that occurs before abstract 
nouns (e.g. the Clty'5 destruction) 15 Inserted transformational
Iy and does not aSS1Çln a e-role; rather 1 ln th1s case, the a-role 
15 ass1qned by the noun it5elf. Aga1n, a simllar dlstinctl0n 1S 
warranted for de in French. 
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ners, Stockwell, Schachter & Partee (p. 687ff) llst the following 

semantic classes as argument-taking nouns: 

(27) a. 
b. 

c. 

d. 

"Picture" nouns: John' s portrait, photograph, etc. 
Nouns expressing kinship and social relations: Hary's 
mother r cousin, friend, etc. 
Nouns expressing characteristics: the child' sage, 
intelligence; the region's climate, etc. 
Nmlns expressing parts in part-whole expressions: the 
man's head, arm!., 1ungs: the book's jacket, title, 
contents; the jOUrIley's end, etC'. 

Anderson (1983) adopts a slightly different view. In her 

analysis, the di viding line between e-assigning and non a-

aSSlgning nouns 15 drawn along the abstract vs. concrete axis. 

She claims that concrete nouns do not assign a-roI es i hence in 

her analysis the geni tlVe complements of body-pë:rt nouns or 

(concrete) nouns enter1ng lnto part-whole relations are not 

arguments of these nouns. Presumably, the same would b:-! sa id of 

"picture" nouns, in those ca ses where "pictt1re" t-akes on a 

concrete interpretation. 

Grimshaw (1986) adopts the concrete/abstract distinction, 

but claims that not aIl abstract nouns (and in partlcular, not 

aIl abstract deverbal nouns) are e-assignl.ng. As w€' discussed 
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briefly in Chapter 3, she divides deverbal Ns into process vs. 

result nominals, the former only being 9-assigners in her view. 

Furthermore she claims that genitive agents (e.g. enemy in "the 

enemy's destruction of the city") are not subject arguments but 

~djuncts.2~ Under her analysis, the argument structure of nouns 

differs from that of verbs in that nouns do not have the capacity 

to assign the 9-role corresponding to the subject of verbs. 

The ~dea that agents are adjuncts is argued against by Safir 

(1987a), who proposes that prenominal genitive NPs (PGNPs) in 

English are true external arguments only if the nominal has a 

syntactically realized lnternal argument. This does not entail, 

of course, that when the ~nternal argument is realized, all PGNPs 

are true external arguments, but it predicts that so~e of them 

are. Safir further argues that agentive [[-phrases in nominals 

are arguments on a par wlth PGNPs. 

2' Grimshaw (1988) slightly modifies this claim by calling 
agents (and gy-phrases) argument adjuncts. She points out that, 
like arauments, agents are licensed by argument structure, but 
like adJuncts they are not 9-marked and do not satisîy argument 
positions. 
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With these various proposaIs in mind, let us now turn to 

double dont constructions, focusing in particular on the types of 

he ad nouns which a110w their genitive complement to take on the 

parasitic gap interpretation. 

4.2.2. Arguments and Adjuncts in nDCs 

As we mentioned in the previous sub-section, most authors 

agree that alienable possessors of concrete objects are not 

arguments of the nouns denoting these objects. If it is true that 

alienable possessors are adjuncts, the ULP predicts that double 

dont constructIons will be ungrammatical Just in case the 

adnominal paraslt ic gap corresponds ta an alienable pesses sor . 

Recall that adnomlnal PGs are derived by null operator movement, 

and that the ULP precludes the occurrence of null oper ators in 

adjunct pos1tions at D-Structure. This prediction is borne out: 

the sentences in (28) are a11 ungrammatical on the PG interpreta-

tion. 

(28) a. * un auteur dont1 les livres tl sont SUI la table el 
"an author of whom the books are on the table" 

287 



( 
b. * un homme dont! le bureau tl rappelle l'appartement e1 

lia man of whom the office recalls the apartment" 

c. * quelqu'un dont! le goût pour les antlquités ti se 
reconnaît dans les meubles et 
"someone of whom the taste for antiques can be recog
nized in the furniture" 

The sentences in (28) are totally impossible under the inter-

pretation whereby the object denoted by the second N in (28) 

belongs to the person denoted by the relativized constituent. 

This is as expected if possessors are adjuncts, since, again, the 
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null operator required to obtain this interpretation is un-

licensed at D-Struct~re, hence ruled out by the ULP.26 

Inalienable pOS5essors, on the other hand, contrast with 

26 It could be objected that adnomlnal PGs in (28) are ruled 
out independently of the ULP, for instance if one were to suppose 
that alienable possessors are base-generated outside of the 
leXIcal government domain of the head lioun, l.e. Inside DP but 
cutside NP*. Then, their trace would vlolate the (conjunctive) 
ECP. It is a sImple matter ta show that an analysls alonq these 
lines is untenable. Indeed, extraction out of noun phrases is 
possible for alienable passes sors and arguments allke (cf. 
below), a fact which precludes any distInction for the PG facts 
in te-ms of the ECP. 

(i) Une femme dont, J'ai visIté [t'I la maison tl] 
"A woman of whom l Vlsited the house" 

(ii) Une vi~le dont, on regrette [t'I la destruction tlJ 
"A city of WhlCh one regrets the destruction" 

Note that the relative in (l) must be derived through Wh-movement 
followed by deletion, an optIon which we have assumed ta be 
available ln relatIves (see Chapter 2, SectIon 2.2.1.~). A 
derivatlon of (i) via nul! operator movement would Involve a 
null operator in an adjunct positIon at D-Structure, a pos
sibllity ruled out by the ULP. 
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alienable possessors in that the y may occur as adnominal PGs. 

Relevant examples are given in (29):27 

(29) a. 

b. 

Un enfant dontl l'innocence tl se voit dans les yeux et 
"A child of whom the innocence shows in the eyes" 

Une femme dontl on reconnaît les origines françal.ses t1 
à la voix suralgue et 
"A woman of whom one recognizes the French origins in 
the hlgh-pl tched vOl.ce" 

A slmilar behaviour lS observed with the following classes of 

nouns, all of which allow their geniti ve complement to be 

Interpreted as a parasitic gap: nouns expressing kinship rela-

tions «30)), nouns expressing intrinsic qualit~es or char ac-

27 Recall also the examples cited in Section 3.4.3. The pos-
sessed objects simarres and tricorne 
(repeated below), take on an inalien~ble 
of the fact that they are obJects worn 
pretation is not avaliable ln (28), 
grammaticali ty: 

in (69b-c) of Chapter 3 
interpretation by virtue 
on the body. This ~nter
hence the contrast in 

(i) Les professeurs des Facultés, dontl les épitoges de couleur 
tl flottent sur les simarres sombres el 
"The facul ty professars, of whom the coloured clocks float 
on the dark cassocks" 

(ii) La vieille marquIse du Sadoul, donti les mèches grises tl 
pendaIent sous le tncorne el 
"The old marquess of Badoul, of wholl\ the gray hair strands 
hung under the tri corn" 
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teristics ((31}), nouns other than body-part expressing part-

whole relations «32». 

(30) a. Quelqu'un dontl le mari tl ne supporte pas les parents 
el 
"Someone of whom the husband cannot stand the parents" 

b. Une fille dont, le père tl ne parle plus avec la mère 
el 

(31) a. 

b. 

(32) a. 

"A girl of whom the father no longer talks with the 
mother" 

Une chanteuse dontl la popularité tl excède de beaucoup 
le talent el 
"A singer of whom the popularity far exceeds the 
talent" 

Un président dontl les nombreuses gatfes tl ,ont 
vraiment nui à la crédibilité el 
"A president of whom the many blunders have really 
undermined the credibili ty" 

Un rapport dont, les conclusions tl sont énoncées dans 
le premier paragraphe el 
"A report of which the conclusions are set forth in the 
first paragraph" 

b. Un livre dontl le tltre tl ne reflète pas tout-à-fait 
le contenu et 
liA book of which the title does not qulte reflect the 
contents" 
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The grammaticality of the DDes in (30)-(32) suggests, in conjunc-

tion with the ULP, that the classes of nouns involved assign a a-

role to their genltive complement. The facts above thus support 

the distinction effected by Stockwell, Schachter & Partee (1973) 

over, for instance, Anderson' s (1983) or Grimshaw' s (1986) 

partltloning, since the latter authors exclude concrete nouns al-

together from the class of argument-taking nominals. 

For ease of reference in view of the subsequent discussion, 

l shall refer to the noun-complement relations illustrated in 

(29) - (32) collectlvely as "inallenable possession", thus includ-

lng ln this class relations other than that of obtalnlng between 

a body-part and lts owner. The fact that the geni tive complements 

of this class of nouns are, as we saw, 9-marked by the head noun, 

and the fact that they contrast in this respect with alienably 

possessed comploments, suggests that there lS a a-role "in-

alienable possessor" distinct from "alienable possessor" (contra 

Guéron 1985, who clalIDs that no such e-role exists). l have 

already suggested that in French, the a-role borne by alienable 

possessors lS assigned by de' -' another possibili ty is that 

alienable possessor is a default a-raIe which is assigned, 
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subject to semantic congruence, to an NP-internaI genitive which 

is not selected by the p~ad ~oun. Whichever of these pos-

sibilities turns out to be the correct one is not crucial for our 

purposes, but we must conclude that the inalienablc a-raIe is 

assigned dlfferently. l w1lI return in 4.2.3. to the exact manner 

in which the inalienable a-role 1S assiqned. 

Let us continue ta explore the behaviour of other genitive 

complements of nominals in nncs in view of the argument/adjunct 

dichotomy. Themes of deverbal nominals can function as adnominal 

parasitic gaps; thlS is expected under the view that th~y are 

part of the thematic structure of these nominals. Recall the 

following examp]es from Chapter 3, where modif1catlon by assidu, 

constant, forces the process reading and hence, the syntactic 

realization of the internaI argument (cf. Grimshaw 1986): 

(33) a. Des sent1ments dontl la violence tl rend difficile la 
manifestation assidue et 
"Feellngs of which the Vlolence renders dif fi cult the 
assiduous manifestation" 

b. Des propos dontl le caractère haineux tl provoque la 
dénonciation constante el 
"Remarks of which the heinous nature induces the 
constant denunciation" 
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Similar Judgment~ obtain with themes of those deverbal 

nomlnals which only lend themselves to the process interpreta-

tion. As pOInted out by Zubizarreta (1986), nominals like 

capture, condamnatIon, exécution, etc. cannot, contrary to e.g. 

dénoncIatIon, descrIptIon, denote the result of a process. 

(34) Un criminel dont! la mort tl a suivi de très près la capture 
el (par la police) / la condamnation et (par le jury) 

liA crimInal of whom the death soon followed the capture (by 
the police) / the condemnation (by the jury)" 

Let us now turn to agents of nominals, again trYIng to 

assess their status as arguments in view of their behaviour as 

PGs in double dont constructlons. In order to maximize the 

possibility that the agentive genitive constitutes a true 

externai argument, l use deverbal nominals where the internaI 

theme argument is lexIcally realized (cf. SafIr's (1937a) propo-

saI, dIscussed above). Most speakers find that the interpretation 

wh~re the PG corresponds to agent is not at aIl natural, the 

preferred readlng being the generic one. Relevan~ examples are 

glven in (35)-(37) below. It should be stressed, however, that 
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the sentences in (35)-(37) are reported to be more acceptable 

than those in (28) on the PG interpretation. 

(35) a. Les traductions des romans d'Heminqway de cet auteur 
(Theme) (Agent) 

"The translations of Hemingway' s novels of thls author" 

b.?? Un auteur dontl le style tl se reflète dans les 
traductIons des romans d'Hemingway el 

(36) a. 

"An author of whom the style is reflected in the 
translations of HemIngway's nove1s" 

L'interprétation de la Bible de ce théologien 
(Theme) (Agent) 

"The InterpretatIon of the Blble of this theoloqian" 

b.?? Un théologien dontl les Idées t, ont Influencé l'in
terprétatiun de la Bible el 

(7) a. 

nA theo1ogian of whom the Ideas influenced the inter
pretation of the BIble" 

L'habIle démonstration du théorème de ce mathématIcIen 
(Theme) (Agent) 

"The c1ever demonstratlon of the theorem of thIS 
mathematiclan" 

b.?? Un mathématicIen dontl le talent tl transparaît dans 
l'habIle démonstratIon du théorème el 
liA mathematlcian of whom the talent shows ln the clever 
demonstration of the theorem" 

How can we account for the above facts? It seems to me that 

the difficulty of interpreting the agents in (35)-(37) as paraSI-
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tlC gaps does not lead to the conclusion that agents are not 

arguments of the hp.ad nouns. This is because, although admittedly 

dlfflcult, this interpretation i5 not altoghether excluded. There 

1S thus a contrast to he accounted for; recall the fully ungram-

matical status of (28), from WhlCh we concluded that alienable 

possessors are not 9-marked by the head nouns. 

l suqgest that the preferred generic interpretatlon of (35)-

(37) stems from the true optlonality of external arguments. 

Suppose, as has sometimes been proposed in the llterature (e.g. 

RizZl 1986) that the thematic gr Id of a lexical Item may be 

saturated either ln the lexlcon or ln the syntax. If the former 

optIon lS selected, the argument saturating the 9-role is 

Interpreted as arbltrary, i.e. it is generlc or a constant of 

sorne form (see footnote 24 of Chapter 3 for related remarks). 

Under the second option, the argument is syntactically realized: 

a posItion is thus projected ln the syntax, WhlCh lS occupied 

elther by an overt constItuent or by an empty category. Now, in 

those cases where leXIcal saturation is avallahle (thlS may be a 

semantlc property or an idiosyncratic property of leXIcal Items), 

It lS plausible to assume that it will be selected over the empty 

category option, especially ln DDC contexts. After aIl, parasitic 
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gaps constitute a margInal phenomenon in every langu6ge WhlCh 

displays them. 

If this explanation is on the right track, it immedlately 

raises the following questIon: why are the DDes ln (29)-(32) 

better than those in (35)-(37)? Recall that ln the former. the 

relationship between the head N and the PG corresponds to 

inalienable possession (i.e. body parts, Intrlnsic or human 

characterIstIcs, kInshIp and part-whole relatIons). Our explana

tion of the marglnality of (35)-(37) naturally commlts us to the 

view that the Inalienable possessors of (29)-(32) must obllgato

rily be realized in the syntax. Although such a cialm appears 

controversial to say the least, l will argue in lts favour ln 

Section 4.2.3. 

Before doing sa, however, l want ta draw attention to 

further facts relating to sentences of the type shown ln (35)

(37), and WhlCh provlde lndependent support for the hypothesls 

that the derivatlon of PGs in double dont constructIons lnvolves 

movement of a null operator to (Spec,DP]. 
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We saw above, in connection with (33) and (34), that themes 

of deverbal nominals may be interpreted as adnominal parasitic 

gaps. Interestingly, such an interpretatlon ceases to be avail-

able if a post-nominal genltive agent is present in the sentence. 

Thus, uSlnq as a startinq point a construction simllar to that in 

(36a), we derive the ungrammatical double dont construction in 

the (b) example below: 

(38l a. 

b. * 

L'interprétatlon d'un épître de ce théologien 
(Theme) (Agent) 

"The interpretatlon of an epistle of this theologian" 

Un épître dontl le caractère obscur tl a motivé l'in
terprétation el de ce théoloqien 

"An eplstle of which the obscure character motivated 
the interpretatlon of this theologian" 

The ungrammaticality of (38b) under the PG reading parallels the 

lll-formedness of (39) below, where the theme argument of (38a) 

has been relativized: 

(39l * Un épître donta on connait l'interprétation tl de ce 
théologien 
"An epistle of which we know the interpretation of this 
theologian" 
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Recall from the discussion in 4.1.4. th&t the presence of post

nominal genitive agents blocks the extraction of themes out of 

noun phrases in Romance. We have attributed this constraint to 

properties of the [Spec,DP] position, and ln particular to the 

idea that coindexing between [Spec,DP] and a post-nominal agent 

(or possessor) renders the specifier position un~vailable, as it 

were, for intermediate movement of the extracled constituent. The 

[Spec,DP] position, and in particular the fact that movement out 

of noun phrases proceeds through thls posItion, thus P'&ys a 

crucial role in explaining the ill-formedness of (39). Now, the 

fact that the parasItic gap interpretation in (38b) is sUbject to 

an identical constraint provides strong support for the view that 

the rSpec,DP] posItIon is involved in the derivation of adnominal 

PGs as weIl. In this case, the coindexing between the [Spec,DP] 

position and the post-nominal agent prohlbits movement of the 

null operator into the spec~fier position. It then follows that a 

PG interpretation of the theme lS unavailable, since the null 

operator lacks a proper landlng site. 
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4.2.3. Defini te Determiners and Argument Reallzation 

Recall from Chapter 3, section 3.3.2., our discussion of 

Grimshaw's (1986) c1aim that the internaI arguments of process 

nominals must be syntactically realized. We pointed out that in 

Frenc~, the abligatarines3 of the 1n ternal argument is in tact 

tied to the presence af a definite determiner. The observation 

was that when other determiners (indefinite, quantified, demons-

trati ve) are used instead, even process nominals can appear, 

albeit marglnally, without a syn tactically realized internaI 

argument. l repeat below one af the examples given in Chapter 3 

to illustrate this effect of determiners on argument realization: 

(40) a. La manifestation assidue * (de ses sentiments) requiert 
un certain engagement 
"The asslduous manifestation (of one' s feelings) 
requi res sorne lnvoi vernen t" 

b. ? Une/toute manlfestation assidue requiert un certain 
engagement 
"An/any asslduous manlfestation requires sorne involve
ment" 

The contrasts in (40) suggest that the detinite de terminer 

is instrumental in forcing the syntactic realization of themes of 

299 



-
deverbal process nominals. l propose that the definite determiner 

in French pê\rticipates in the assignment of obligatory a-roles. 

Suppose that the defini te de terminer in French is unique in that 

i t is a spell-out of an AGR node under Di its features must then 

be ac('~.::;:;ible to N, much as the tense features of INFL are acces-

sible to V. For concreteness, l represent su ch feature sharinq by 

cosuperscripts ln (41): 

(41) DP 
1 \ 

Spec D' 
/ \ 

D NP* 
1 \ 

AGRt Nt DP 

The idea that D (or AGR under Dl interacts with the he ad 

noun in the assignment of a-roles finds sorne plauSlbility ln the 

fact that a similar interaction is attested withln lhe verbal 

system. It can be shown that INFL (and more specifically, 

TENSE!ASPECT under I) sometl.mes partiClpates "nth the verb ln 0-

role asslgnment, and in fact contributes to determ1ne the type of 

O-roles that a given verb may assigne The slmllitude 15 5trlking, 

for D stands ln an identical structural relationship to N as does 

l to V. 
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To illustrate, consider the external a-role assigned by the 

verb dire ("to say") :28 

(42) a. 

b. 

Ceci nous dit que la t erre es t ronde 
"This tells us that the earth is round" 

Pierre nous di t que la terre est ronde 
"Pierre tells us that the earth is round" 

The verb dire (or more precisely the VP which i t heads) external-

ly asslgns either an agent a-role, as in (42b), or a kind of 

causal a-role (or theme) as in (42a). However 1 the type of a-role 

that dire may asslgn to its external argument is contingent on 

the tense/ aspectual properties of the INFL node. If the aspect 

selected lS non-duratIve (or if the tense is non-generic), only 

the agent 0-role is available. Consider the contrast in (43): 

(43) a. * Ceci nous a di t que la terre était ronde 
"This told us that the earth was round" 

b. Pierre nous a dit que la terre était ronde 
"Pierre told us that the earth was round" 

20 The examples in (42) are due to Isabelle Haïk (personal 
communica t lon) . 
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These facts suqgest that, in order to assign a non-aqentive 

external a-role, the verb dire requires that IrJFL contain a 

certain aspect or tense. In other words, the contents of INFL 

directly participate in the assignrnent of the (external) Q-role 

by the verb dire. 2 9 

Much as in the cases of the head nouns discu3sed above, the 

participatl.on of TENSE/ASPECT in El-role assignment by VPs only 

affects certain lexical choices of verbs (e.g. dlrg, but not the 

sernmantically sirnl.lar montrer (lita show")), and is relevant ta 

only certain types of a-roles. Whatever conditions are respon-

29 A perhaps more parallel example would show that INFL 
participates in the assiqnment of internal El-raIes of Vs, Just as 
the contents of D participate in internaI El-role assignment by N. 
An illustration of this type is provided by Fabb (1984:69ff) who 
argues that INFL participates in (internal) Q-role assignement by 
the verb through Case-assignment (in hl.S view, Vs need Case in 
order to assign e-roles, an extended version of the Visibility 
Condition). In (l.) and (ül, the verr. receives Case from INFL = 
to and the causative verb, respectl.vely. But a passlvl.zed 
causative verb loses i ts ablli ty to assign Case; therefore ta 
must be present lf the verb is ta assign its a-roles: 

(i 1 
(ü> 
(üi) 

It 's good for you [PRO to dnnk lots of water] 
We made them drl.nk lots of water 
They were made * (to) drink lots of wa ter 
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sible for constraining the cosuperscripting mechanism illustrated 

in (41) will then have to :be invoked for no uns and verbs alike. 

Vhat is important for the discussion is that such a mechanism is 

attested independently of our propos al. 

lie have suggested that the definite determiner participates 

in the assignment of the (obligatory) theme a-role by process 

nominals. l now propose that a similar participation of the 

defini te determiner is invol ved in the assignment of the in-

alienable possessor a-roIe, and furthermore tha t this 6-role, 

l1ke the theme of process nominals, must be obligatorily linked 

to a structural posit~on ln the syntax. 

As evidence for a correlation between the presence of the 

definl te determiner and that of the inalienable possessor 

arqument, consider the fOllowing paradiqm gi ven in Milner 

0982:71) :30 

30 l thank John Lumsden for bringing to my attention these 
examples and their significance. 
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(44) a. le fils du voisin 
"the son of the neighbour" 

b. le fils d'un voisin 
"the son of a neighbour" 

c. * un fils d'un voisin 
"a son of a neighbour" 

d. ? un fils du vo~sin 
"a son of the neighbour" 

With respect ta the interpretation of the noun phrases above, 

Milner makes the following observations. In (44a-b), voisin is 

interpreted as an inalienable possessor. However, if the head 

noun is indefinite, this read~ng lS no longer available. (44c) 15 

clearly ungrammatical; as for (44dl, it is only interpretable a5 

a partitive, equivalent to un des fils du voiSln ("one of the 

neighbour '5 sons"). (44d) implies that the neighbour has more 

th an one son, and its the use ~s inappropriate If the nelghbour 

has only one son. As Milner p01nts out, this is Indeed a property 

of the defini te determ~ner: the use of the demonstra t 1 ve 15 

similarly excluded (cf. 1< ce fils du voisin, * ce fils d' un 

voisin), unless one assigns to these NPs a special predIcative 

~nterpretation (i.e. this x which is the neighbour's son). 
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Crucially, tJ'!e type of determine~ only affects the inter-

pretation of genitive NPs when they correspond to inalienable 

possessors. \l'hen the genitive complement i5 an alienablp. posses-

sor or an agent, the partitive int.erpretat10n is not forced. 

Thus, al thouqh the indefinite determiner is used, the noun 

phrases in (4!» do not J.rr.ply that the neighbour has more than one 

friend, or that Yourcenar has wr1tten more than one book. 

(45) a. un copain du vOlsin 
"a friend of the neighbour 1 s" 

b. un livre de l1arguente Yourcenar 
"a book of Marguerite Yourcenar" 

l interpret these data as follows. The definlte deterrniner 1S a 

necessary partiClpant l.n the assignment of the inalienable 

possessor e-role hy the he ad N. In other words, without the 

def ini te determiner, the head noun cannat aione assign the 

inallenable possessor a-roie. Thus (44a) and (44b) are well-

formed, S1nce un voisin receives the 1nalienable possessor a-role 

tram the head N in conjunction w1th the definite determiner. 

Similarly, the ungrammatl.cality of (44c) is explained: there ü; 

no defini te determiner, hence the head noun is unable to assign 

an inal1enable a-role to un voisin. But why must (44d} be 
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interpreted as a partitive? This, l suqgest, follows from the 

analysis proposed here, since only under a partitive structure 

can the genitlve constituent acquire an inal1enable possessor e-

role in (44d). In order ta see how this cornes about, consider 

(44b), repeated below as (46a), under a non-partitive structure: 

(46) a. un fils du voisin 
lia son of the neighbour" 

b. DP 
/ \ 

Spec D' 
1 \ 

Dl NP* 
1 \ 

un NI de+DP 
1 1 \ 1 

his Spec D' 
1 \ 

02 NP'" 
1 

voisin 

In (4Gb) the head noun fils 1S unable to assign an inahenable 

possessor a-role ta its complement du voisin. This is because the 

determiner which governs it (DI) is not defini te, hence not 

cosupen:cripted with NI, and by hypothesls, the assignernent of 
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the inalienable possessor a-role requires co-superscripting 

between D and N. But consider now (46a) on the partitive inter-

pretation. The corresponding partitive (i.e. (47a» is assigned 

the structure of (47b) - adapted from Milner (1977:120) to the 

present framework: 

(47) a. un <fils) des fils du v,oisin 
lia <son> of the neighbour' s sons" 

b. DP 
/ \ 

Spec D' 
/ \ 

DI NP* 
1 \ 

un Nt 

[el 

de+DP 
/ \ 

Spec 
/ 

D2 

les 

D' 
\ 

NP* 
1 \ 

N2 de+NP 
1 / \ 1 

fils le vOIsin 

In thIS structure, NI cannot assign an inalienable possessor e-

role because the determiner (Dl) does not have the required 

defini te properties (it is not co-superscripted with Nt ). N2, on 

the other hand, acquires the abili ty to assign such a a-role from 

its governing determiner (D2), which is defini te. Thus whlle du 
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voisin in (46a) is indeed an inalienable possessor Inth respect 

to fils, it can only be 50 If fils 15 in the posItion of NP2, not 

NP1, i.e. reinterpreted as deflfilte. l thus suggest that un hls 

du voisin has the interpretation of a partl tlVe because i ts 

structure is identical ta that of a partitive, Le. (47b). The 

phOIlologlcal dlfference between the two (un flls ùu VOlSln vs. un 

des fils du vOlsln) is, l take 1 t r due to the posSlbiU ty of 

gappinq, which is attested elsewhere in French and which affects, 

amonq other elements, the head (Nl) in (il7b).31 

We have shown that the dehnite determiner partlclpates in 

the assignment of the inalienable possessor a-raIe by the head 

noun. What remains to be demonstrated IS the second part of our 

c1aim, i.e. that the syntactlc reallzatlon of the inallenable 

possessor argument is obhgatory. l will argue that the apparent 

optionallty of the genitive complements of lnalienably possessed 

Ns i5 attrlbutable to the ambiguous usage of the definl te deter-

miner in French. Once thls ambigui ty is controlled for, the tacts 

come out much more clearly. 

31 l leave to further research the more technical aspects 
invol ved in Implementing this idea, in particular the conditions 
under which gapping is allowed wi thin DPs, and the cons tituents 
it affects. 
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As Guéron (1983) points out, the definite determiner has 

multiple uses. It can be employed as an iota oper~tor, where i t 

designates a unique object in the discourse; this is the case in 

C47a), associated with a logical form as in (48b). The definite 

determiner may also have a generic value, as in (48c). Finally, 

it ean be used in inalienable possession constructions sueh as 

(48d) . 

( 48) a. Le livre 

b. the only x sueh that x is a book 

e. Le livre enrichit la vie de l'homme 
"Books enrich man's life" 

d. Jean lève 1~ main 
"Jean ra1ses the hand" 

My cla1m lS that the definite determ1ner in (48d) participates in 

the obligatory assignment of the inalienable Dossessor a-roie. 

The obllgatoriness of the inalienable posses!;or argument is 

obscured, however, by the fact tha t nouns of the 1nalienably 

possessed class may also enter inta generic sentences, where the 

def1n1te determlner 1S instead that of (48c). Th1S 1S 11lustrated 
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in (49): note that the relevant interpretation i5 even more 

perspicuous in the glosses, sinee in English qenericity may be 

expressed by nul! determiners. 

(49) a. 

b. 

Le talent peut se manifester dès la plus tendre enfance 
"Talent may manifest itselt at a very early age" 

On reconnaît facilement le talent chez les autres 
"One easily recognlzes talent in oth'.:!r people" 

This generic usage of the definite de terminer requires, however, 

that the time reference of the main verb also be genenc. If a 

specifie tense lS substituted in (49), the generlc use of the 

definlte deterrn1ner is no longer avallable. Thus the use of a 

tense refernng to a specIfIe, punetual event, reduces the 

ambiguity of the deflnite deterffilner by eliminatinq the pos-

sibil1ty of a qenerlC interpretation. What i5 particularly 

strikinq is that once this 15 done, the inalienable possessor 

argument can no longer be omltted. Consider (50): 

(50) a. Le talent -A (de ce Jeune pIaniste) s'est manifesté lors 
dtl dernIer concert 
"The talent '1< (of this young pianist) manifested i tself 
at the last concert" 
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b. Le contenu 'le (de ce roman) a surpris maints critiques 
littéraires 
"The contents * (of this novel) surprises many li terary 
critics" 

c. Je n'ai rencontré la petite so~ur * (de Julie) que lors 
de son deux1ème anniversaire 
"1 only met the little sister * (of Julie) on her second 
birthday" 

d. Tous ces sCél.ndales poli tiques ont amoindri la crédibi
lité * (du gouvernment de droite) 
"Al! these political scandaIs have undermined the 
credibI11ty 'le (of the right-winged government)" 

The sentences above are al! ungrammatical if the paren-

thetized material is omIt ted; this provides a strong confirmation 

for the correctness of our claim. Inalienable possessors, like 

the themes of (deflnlte) process nominaIs, are obligatory argu-

ments; that 1S, the correspondlng e-role cannot be saturated in 

the lex1con, but must be llnked to a position in the syntax. 

Let us sum up the diScussion so far. lie have shown that 

there eY.lsts a correlation between the presence of the definite 

determiner and the assignment of certain a-roles: themes of 

process nOIl"lnals, and inalienable posses:;ors. Furthermore, both 

types of arqurnents Îlave been shown to be obligatory in the 

context of a def1rdte determiner. The obligatory chara~'ter of 
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these arguments accounts for the differences obl;erved in double 

dont constructions: recall that in the previous sub-section, we 

have attributed the difficulty of interpreting agents of deverbal 

nominals as PGs to their truly optional character. The Ide a was 

that if the argument may be saturated l.n the lexicon, then this 

option is chosen over the syntactlc realizatlon of a parasitic 

empty category. Since, as I(e have shown, inalienable possessors 

are obligatorily realized in the syntax, we account for the fact 

that inalienable possessors are mu ch more natural as pilrasltic 
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gaps in DDCs than agents are, :5 was evidenced by the contrast 

between (29)-(32) on the one hand, and (35)-(37), on the other. 32 

32 The obligatoriness distinction between inalienable 
possessors and agents shùuld he taken with caution, however, 
since it appears to be subject to lexical variation. For sorne 
nomlnals, the agent seems obligatory in non-generic sentences. 
Cumpare: 

(i) Les écr1ts restent 
"The writ1ngs remain - i.e. what is written remdns" 

(ii) Les écr1ts *(de cet auteur) ont donné lieu à plusieurs 
controverses 

(üi) 

(iv) 

"The wntlngs '* (of this author) have given rise to many 
controverS1es" . 

Les recuells de poésie se vendent peu 
"Collectlons of poems sell little" 

J'ai chez moi dans un tiroir les recueils de poésie 
'*(de Claude Beausoleil) 
"1 have a t home in a drawer the collections of poems 
'* (of Clause Beausoleil) Il 

1 do not know why this is so, a~d why the nomlnals above differ 
from those in (35)-(37) with respect to the ohligatoriness of 
thelr agent. These facts, however, support the proposaI just 
made ln the text, Slnce the agents of the nouns in (ii) - (iv) are 
easily interpretable as PGs in DDCs. Given our analysis, this 
behaviour 15 attr1butable to the obligatory character of the 
agents. 
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4.3. Speculations on Easy-Type Constructions in Noun Phrases 

We saw in Chapter 2 that there are two main types of 

constructions involving null operators: parasit~c gap construc

tions, and what l shall refer to collecti vely as ea~-type 

constructions, Le. easy-clauses, purposives, degree ad]ectlve 

complements, etc. l repeat examples representatlve of these two 

classes of constructions for convenience: 

(51) a. 

b. 

W'hich bookst did you file tt [OPt without reading et] 

John1 is easy [Op1 to talk to t1] 

The two types of constructions differ malnly in the l'lay in which 

the null operator is identified at S-Structure. Recall that 

constructions of the type shown in (51b) are predication struc

tures; the subject John is coindexed by predicat~on (P-colndexed) 

with the easy-clause. ThlS allows the null operator to be part of 

the predication cha ln which lncludes the subject John. Thus, at 

S-Structure, the null operator in (51b) is properly identified by 

the antecedent John Slnce it is P-coindexed with lt. Furthermore, 

t~e properties of P-~ndlces, namely that they are invisible to 
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the principles of Bindinq Theory, allow the identifier to be in 

an A-position. Note that free indexing between John and the null 

operator would result in a Principle C violation on the part of 

the trace ln (51bl, under the definition of Principle C we have 

adopted in Chapter 2. 

The manner in which the null operator is identified at s-

Structure i5 different in the case of para5itic gaps and 50 are, 

as a consequence, the structural conditions imposed on the 

antecedent. PG constructions are nat predicat10n structures, 

hence being part of a predication chain i5 not avallable as an 

option for the identification of the null operator. Therefore, 

the null operator (which must be identified at every level of 

representation under the ULP) must acquire an S-Structure 

antecedent through other means. It is irrelevant at this point 

what the exact mechanisms are; l will return to this in Chapter 

5, where largue that identification in the case of null opera-

tors in PG constructions is effected through the chain composi-

tion mechanism of Chomsky (1986b). 

50 far, in our survey of null operators in noun phrases, we 

have considered only the case of adnominal gaps in double dont 
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constructions. These, as we have shown extensively, display aIl 

the properties of parasitic gap construct1ons. But recall the 

conditions on null opera tors imposed by the Universal Licensing 

Principle of Chapter 2. The ULP requires that a null operator 1) 

be an argument at D-Structure, and 2) be properly Identified by 

an antecedent at least by S-Structure. We are therefore led to 

expect that, if these conditions are met, both types of construc

tions should be instantiated in noun phrases. That is, we expect 

to find the equivalent of easy-clause constructions in noun 

phrases just in case the null operator is an argument of the head 

noun, and provided It partlc1pates in an agreement chain. Such a 

construction should in addltlon display the characteristlc 

property of easy-clauses, i.e. the identifY1ng antecedent for the 

adnominal gap should be allowed to occur in an A-position. 

l would like to suggest that inalienable possession con-
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structions of the type given in (52) below instantiate such a 

possibili ty: a a 

(52) a. Marie-Eve a bougé la tête 
"Marie-Eve moved the head" 

b. Elle lUl a coupé les cheveux 
"She cu t him the halr" 

In these constructions, the possessor of the body-part must 

be interpreted as coreferent Wl th the clausal subject in (52a), 

and the dative cliUc in (52b).34 In the absence of an ante~e-

33 See 
(1987) for 
of which 
discussIon 
structures 

Kayne (1975), Guéron (1983,1985), Cheng & Ritter 
analyses of Inalienable possession constructions, aIl 
dlffer from the one presented here. The following 
does not take into account Inalienable possess 10n 
of the type given in (i) below: 

(il Vous leur avez tiré dans le ventre 
"You shot them ln the stomach" 

34 In fact, the two constructions illustrated display 
sllghtly dlfferent properties. One of them is that in (52b), the 
possessor cannot he coreferent with the matrix suhject; (52b) is, 
in fact, ungrammatical wlthout a clitic. This is likely due to 
the semantic properties of the verb: in the (a) case, the body
part does the action (though obviously hy will of the possessor), 
while in the (h) sentence, the possessor does somethlng to a 
body-part, elther her own (elle s'est coupé les cheveux, "she eut 
herselt the hau") or someone else 1 5 as in (52a). l 101111 return 
below to other differences between the two constructions. 
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dent, or where the antecedent is non-local, these structures are 

ungrammatical, as (53) shows: 

(53) a. * La tête a été bougée 
"The he ad was moved" 

b. * Elle lui a promis lde PRO couper les cheveux] 
"She promised hlm to eut the hair" 

(53b) is ungrammatical since the dative clitic, with which the 

possessor of cheveux must corefer, is too far away from the NP 

containinq the body-part N. These propertles recall those we have 

observed with null operator constructions; the fact that the 

antecedent, though obliga tory, need not be in an A' -posi t Ion 

suggests a paraI leI with constructions of the easy-type. 

l propose to analyze the sentences in (52) as involving null 

operator movement to the [Spec,DP] position of the noun phrase 
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containing the inalienably possessed noun. The examples above are 

thus assigned the representation in (54) :3~ 

(54) a. Marie-Eve! a bougé [Opi la tête t1] 

b. Elle luit a coupé [Opi les cheveux tl J 

Apart from the interpretation facts noted above, there is 

evidence in favour of a null operator analysis of these construc-

tions. We have shown in Section 4.2.3. that inalienable posses-

sor argumen t sare obliga t orily linked to a position in the 

syntax. ThlS strongly argues ln favour of a representation where 

the post-nominal posltlOn of the inal~enable possessor is 

occupH:d by an empty cateqory, as opposed to belng syntacticall y 

3 ~ There are clearly many differences between inalienable 
constructions and other null opera tor constructions, which l do 
not take into account here. The most salient difference is the 
restricted character of inalienable constructions: contrary to 
other null operator constructions. the operator here may cor
respond to on] y a subset of the possible arguments. Furthermore, 
of the (broad) class of ualienably possessed nouns which can 
enter into DDes (hence have their possessor expressed as a null 
operator - see Sectlon 4.2.), only those denoting body-parts are 
allowed in the present construction. These difference will 
hopefully follow from properties of these constructions which are 
lndependent of the condltions on the null operator itself. 
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unrealized. A further supporting argument for the representation 

in (54) is provided by the fact tha+- the island constraints on 

movement are operatlve within the domain of the noun phrase 

contain~ng the gap. To see this, compare the (a) and (b) examples 

in (55): 

(55) a. Je lui ai brûlé le bout du doigt 
"I burnt him the tip of the finger" 

b. * Je lui al brûlé le bout qui restait du doigt 
"I burnt him the part that ",as left of the finger" 

C55b) can be excluded as a Subjacency violation, but only under a 

movement derivation as in (56), where two barriers (CP and NP~, 

by inheritance) separate the null operator from its trace-

recall that in the Barriers framework, ad)unction to CP i5 

precluded altogether: 

(56) .•• [Op1 le [NP. bout (cp qui restait du dOIgt tt]l1 

In order to comply with the ULP, the null operator in (54) 

must be identified at S-Structure. The question then arises as to 

how the nul! operator cornes te be part of a predicatIon chaIn. My 
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suggestions jn this respect will remain speculative; further 

invest~gation of the propertles of these constructions is 

required in order to account for the whole range of structural 

frames in which they may enter. However, one llne of inquirv 

which seems promising can bp pursued along the following lines. 

Guéron (1983) has proposed that the noun phrases in inalienable 

constructions (la tête, les cheveux in (54») are reanalyzed with 

the main verb as a complex predica te, and in 50 dOlng lose theu 

referential Index. This 15 supported by two sets of facts: 1) the 

relationshlp between the verb and the noun phrase must express a 

"natural gesture", and 2) as pointed out by Kayne (1975:164-165), 

he ad nouns ln inalienable constructions cannot, contrary to 

referential nouns, be modifled by an adjective. Those two 

properties ar~ lliustrated in (57): 

(57) a. 

b. 

Elle a bougé/*lavé la tête 
"She moved/washed the head" 

Elle a bouaé la (*jolle) tête 
"She moved the (pretty) head" 

Now suppose that reanalysis is involved in (54a), yielding the 

representation below: 
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(58) Marie-Eve1 a [vp bougé OP1 la tête tl] 

Assuming that the noun phrases lose their referential index, then 

the index immeJiately dominating the null opera tors in (58) is 

the P-index borne by the VP (under predication indexing with the 

clausal subject). The V node is coindexed with 1tS maximal 

projection VP. Now if the DP contain1ng the null operator is 

reanalyzed as part of the complex verb, 1t IS plausible that DP 

(and its head D) st;are the Index borne by the verb. Thus, VIa 

Spec-Head agreement ([Spec,DP] aqrees with D), the null operator 

acqu1res the P-1ndex of the subject, and lS thus properly 

identified at S-Structure by its antecedent Marie-Ev~. 

The identification of the null operator in (54b), repeated 

belowas (59), must be Implemented in a slightly different way. 

This is expected, however, given the fact that (54b) has a 

different syntactlc behaviour and, as we shall show, plauslbly a 

different structural representation. 

(59) Elle luil a coupé [OPt les cheveux t1] 
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As we mentioned above, in (59), the inalienable possessor of 

cheveux must be interpreted as coreferent with the clitic. 

Coreference with a sUbject (as in RElIe1 a coupé OPt les cheveux 

tl) is impossible; compare with (58). This is obviously due to 

the type of verb involved, since replacing couper with bouger 

removes the obllqatory character of the clitic. l suggest that 

verbs llke couper optlonally sub-categorize a small clause 

complement, comprisinq a subject and a DP predicate, as in 

(60):36 

(60) VP 
/ \ 

V 
1 

coupé DP 

pro 

sc 
\ 

DP 
1 \ 

1 
D 

D' 
\ 

NP*' 
/ __ \ 

les cheveux t1 

36 That lS, couper obligatorily requires an SC complement 
structure if its complement is an inalienably possessed body
part, but does not do so otherwlse. 
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Let us first see how the indexing relations are established 

in view of the identIfication of the null operator, returning 

below to further mot1vating arguments for this structure. 

pro in (60) is the empty category assoclated with the clitic 

lui. Within a small clause, the predIcate {the DP dominating les 

cheveux) and ltS subject (pro) are P-coindexed. By Spec-Head 

agreement, D (the head of DP) and the opf'riltor ilre rOlndexed. 

Since D acquires the Index of OP, itself coindexed wIth 2fQ, it 

follows that the null operator is Identlfled by pro, by vlrtue of 

being part of the sarne predicate chaln. Note that under th1s 

structure, the clausal sub)ect is too far from the null operator 

to identify lt through predicate chaln formation. 

This proposaI flnds support in the fact that inallenable 

possession structures llke that in (59) display syntactic 

properties reminIscent of those found in causatIve constructions. 

Now the latter, an example of WhlCh lS glven ln (61a), have 

sometimes been argued in the literature to have a structure 
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similar to that given in (61b), where faire subcategorizes a 

verbal projection: 37 

(61) a. 

b. 
1 

V 
1 
1 

fait 

Elle lui a fait boire le lait 
"She made him drink the milk" 

VP 
\ 

VP 
/ , 

Spec V' 
1 / \ 

pro V DP 
1 L.J.. 1 

boire le lait 

As in (60), ~ro i5 the null category associated with the clitic 

lUI. It occupies the subJect position of the small clause in (60) 

and the subject position of VP in (61b). Falre causatives and 

inalienable possession constructlons of the type (59) share 

another property: when the sub]ect is lexical, it must 1) occupy 

a pOSltlon followinq the other VP- (or SC-) internaI con-

37 See, for instance, Zagona (1982), Rochette (1988). The 
structure in the text is a simplified version of the one proposed 
by Rochette for faIre causatives. 
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stituents, and 2) he preceded by ~, presumably for Case-theoretic 

reasons. Compare: 

(62) a. 

b. 

Elle a coupé les cheveux à Michel 
"She cut ~he hair (to) Michel" 

Elle a fait boire le lait à Michel 
"She made drink the milk (to) Michel" 

Though l shall not pursue the issue any further, a struc-

tural rapprochement bet~een faire causatives and inalienahle 

possession constructions with verbs like couper seems plausible 

in view cf these facts. If this is correct, then we have evidence 

for a structure like that proposed in (60). We also have an 

explanation for the fact that wlth verbs llke couper, the 

inalienable possessor interpretation hinges on the presence of a 

clitic (in our view, a small clause subject): only under this 

structure does the null operator ln [Spec,DP] comply with the 

identification requirement imposed by the ULP. 

325 

-



4.4. Summary 

To sum up the contents of this chapter, we have discussed 

aspects of the distribution of NP-internaI null op~rators at the 

ho Ievels of representation reJevant to the ULP, Le. S-Struc

ture and D-Structure. Vith respect to the fotiller level, we have 

argued tha t dOl'ble dont constructions are derived by null 

operator ffiovement, and that the null operator occupies, at s

Structure, the [Spec,np) position. Independent evidence has been 

adduced that this pos1tJOn is a COMP-like position in Romance, 

and Ulat 1 t serves a crucial role as an escape hatch for movemenl 

out of noun phrases. 

The D-Structure aspects of double ~ont constructions which 

we h~v~ addressed concern specifically the predictions made by 

the Universal Licensing Pnnciple proposed in Chapter 2. Since 

the UL? li,nl ts thE' occurrence of null opera tors to adnominal 

positlons that are e-marked by the head nouns, it pradlcts that 

only If a genit1ve coœplement lS e-marked can it be Interpreted 

as a paras1tic gap ln double dont constructions. The distribution 

of adnominal gaps observed in DDCs has led us to propose that 

inallenable possessors are arguments, in constrast with alienable 
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pOSsl~ssors "':dch are adjuncts. W'e have accounted for further 

contrasts in the correlation between the type of a-role involved 

and the posslbility of occurring as adnominal PGs in ter:ms of the 

obligatoriness of argument realizatl.on in the syntax. It has bp.en 

proposed that the defimte deteruner in French participates in 

the assignment of (obligatory) a-roles; this has been shown to 

obtain for themes of deverbal process nominals, as weIl a& for 

inalienable possessors. Flnally, we have suggested that the 

counterpart of easy-clauses is l.n fact Instantiated within 

nOlnlnals, as the ULP would lcad us to expect. lie have proposed 

that lnallenable possession constructions illustrate a case where 

the null operator ln [Spec,DP] 1S Identlfied at S-Structure na 

predication, and where, consequently, the antecedent need not be 

in an A'-position, contrary to the parasltic gap construction 

instantiated in nominals by DDCs. 

In the next chapter, l continue to Invli!stiga te the proper

ties of nul1 operators at S-Structure, focusing more partlcularly 

on the structural conditions under which null operators ln double 

dont constructIons are identiiled by their antecedents. 
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CHAPTER 5 

DDCS, LOCALITY, AND CHAIN COMPOSITION 

S.O. Introduction 

Nul! opera tors in general, and null operators in double dont 

constructions in particular, must be in a local relationship wi th 

respect to the A' -chain which l.dentifies them at s-structure. 

Recall that we have derived the need for an S-Structure antece

dent from the Universal Licensing Principle, one effect of which 

is that null operators must be licensed (and identlfied) at every 

syntactic level of representation. 

In this chapter, the locality conditions necessary for null 

operator identification are examined with particular reference to 

DDCs. One especially reveallng aspect of these constructions is 

that they instantiate configurations which are unattel'ted in the 

better-studled cases of PG constructions, i.e. adJunct- and 

subj ec t - in t ernal PGs. Fur thermore, unI ike Enghsh or other 

GermanlC lan'Juages on the basis of which the condltions on PG

licensIng have been more extensively drawn, French displays 

structures where the "rea l" gap is 1011 thin the subJect. As we 
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shall see, this is of part icular relevance to the issue of 

whether or not an anti c-command condition on PGs is required 

independently of the locality problem. 

The locali ty conditions holding between a null operator and 

the licensing chain in PG constructions have given rise, in the 

li tera t ure, to two main types of analyses. One is the chain 

composi tion analysls, advocated by Chomsky (1986b): under thlS 

view, the cha1n headed by the null operator must compose with 

another A '-chain under the locallty conditlon WhlCh governs chain 

format10n ln general, Le. Subjacency. The other approach, 

defended by Aoun & Clark (1984) and Contreras (1987, 1988) views 

the nll11 operator as an anaphor ln the sense of Generalized 

Binding Theory (Aoun 1981). ThIS analysis assimilates the 

locali ty condl t Ions on PG 11 censlng and the locality condl tions 

on anaphor blnding. 

In the course of th1s dissertation (see in partlcular 

Chapter 2) 1 it has been imp1icitly assumed that null operators in 

PG constructIons were identlfied through chain composi t10n. In 

the present chapter, the two analyses mentloned in the precedlng 

paragraph are discussed and assessed, in particular with respect 
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to the configurations displayed by adnominal PGs in double dont 

constructions. On the empirical side, it is shown that the data 

brought forth here favour the chain composition approach. 

Furthermore, largue that the availability of a chain composition 

mechanism in the grammar Ylelds an important conceptual advantage 

inasmuch as 1t is construed as a means to implement the requlre

ments impased by the Universal Licensing Prlnciple. Viewed in 

this way, It allows us to dispense vIth statements referring to 

the propertles of parasltic gaps proper; insteaù, these proper

ties fallow from the general principles Wh1Ch govern the proces

ses of identifIcation and chain formation. 

5.1. External Locality in PG Constructions 

We mentioned that the identIficatIon of null opera tors in PG 

constructIons is subject ta locality constraints; this is the 

relation we have labeled "external locality" in Chapter 4 (see 

SectIon 4.1.1) so as to distinguish it from "InternaI locality", 

i.e. Subjacency effects arising from null operator movement 

within the domaln containing the PG. As an illustration of 

e~ternal locality effects, compare the following examples, from 

Chomsky (1986b:57,621: 
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(1) a. Which bookl did you file tl [without OPI believing 
[Mary would like el]] 

b. 11: WhOI did you convinC'e tl [that Tom should visit Bill 
[before OPI we talk to el]] 

The two constructions are of similar complexity, yet only the 

first one one is grammat1cal. This difference can be attributed 

to the fact that the operator ln (la) may be extracted from the 

lower clause and land in the specifier posltion of the adjunct 

clause. In (lb), Subjacency prevents the operator from landing ln 

the specifler position of the that-clause. This ln turn suggests 

that in (lb), the null operator is tao far away from the real 

cha1n for the identificat10n procedure ta apply. 

An analysis of these locality effects must provide answers 

to two main questlons: 1) what lS the nature of the locality con-

straint? and 2) between which elements must the locality condi-

tion be established? That lS to say, it must be ascertalned 

whether it is the position of the "rea l" operator or that of the 

"real" gap which is relevant ta the locality constraint on null 

operator identification. l now turn ta a discussion of the main 
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approaches to locality mentioned ln the introduction; as we will 

see directly, they differ in the answers tney provide to the 

questions posed above. 

5.1.1. Chain Composition 

Chomsky (1986b) proposes tha t the two chains invol ved in PG 

constructions, i.e. the real chain and the null operator-headed 

parasitic chain, must undergo at S-structure a process of chaln 

composition, stated as follow~: 

(2) If C = (al, ••• ,an) lS the chain of the real gap and Cf = 
(~J , ••• ,~m) is the chaln of the parasitic gap, then the 
"composed chain", (C,C') = (al, .•• ,an,~l, ... ,~m) lS the 
chain associated w1th the parasitic gap construction and 
Ylelds lts 1nterpretation. 

The external local1ty condition discussed above is viewed as a 

condl tion holding between adjacent links of a chain. Composed 

chains are taken to behave ln a manner analogous to real (i.e. 

movement-den ved) chains, in that each hnk must be subJ acent to 

the next llnk up. In composed chains, then, Subjacency holds at 

the point of merging, 1.e. between the foot of the real chain and 
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the head of the parasi tic chain. Thus, the null operator heading 

the parasitic chain must be subjacent to the licensing gap. 

5.1.1.1. Anti-c-command 

The main motivation behind the Subjacency-based chain 

composition approach is Chomsky' s will to subsume under the 

locall. ty conh tion the effects that were previously attributed to 

the anti-c-command requirement. Recall th;;lt such a conditlon was 

invoked by Engdahl (1983) 1n order to account for the inabili ty 

of sub]ect traces to license PGs, a state of affairs exemplified 

by the contrasts below: 

(3) a. III which womant (tl [vp spoke to you (pp before OPI you 
recognized el))) 

b. WhlCh womanl did [you [vp recognize tl [pp before Opi 
you spoke to el))] 

Engdahl (1983) thus proposed that in PG constructlons, the 

paraSl tic gap may not be c-commanded by the real gap. In reC'ent 

literature, however, the validlty of an antl-c-command condition 

on PGs has been called Into questlon; l return dir€'ctly to the 

arguments in favour of this view. Explonng the possibill. ty that 
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anti-c-command does not hold, Chomsky C1986b} proposes to account 

for the ungrammaticality of (3a) through the chain composition 

approach. Since VPs are BCs and barriers, and given that they 

exclude subjects but not obJects, the contrasts in (3) are 

accounted for. In both cases, the non L-marked PPs are barriers: 

however VP constitutes an additional barrier in (3a) , and 

therefore the null operator is not subjacent to the subject 

trace. Hence, chaIn composition cannot apply.l 

The adequacy of the anti-c-command condition has been 

challer.ged on the basis of ho sets of facts. The first one 

concerns the well-formedness of PG constructions of the type 

shown in (4): 

(4) Who! did you [vp convince t! [OPt that you were going to 
denounce el]]? 

According to standard assumptions about X'-theory, since the 

embedded clause lS an argument of convince, i t is a daughter of 

1 Note that the de'lice used in Barriers for voiding barrier
ho ad of VPs (Le. adjunction) is flot available in PG construc
tIons, Slnce no movement crossing VP is involved. 
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the V' constituent domln.ating the verb and its direct object. 

Hence in (4), the real gap in direct object position c-commands 

the parasitic gap in violation of the antl-c-command requirement, 

though the sentence lS grammatical. There are ways to circumvent 

this problem; for instance Safl.r (1987b) argues that in struc-

tures like (4), the that-clause i5 extraposed, hence outside the 

c-command domain of the real gap. As evidence for thls view, 

Saflr pOlnts to a correlation between the pr~sence of that and 

the occurrence of PGs: namely, PG constructions degrade ln the 

absence of that (Le. (Sa) lS worse than (4)). On the ether hand, 

simllar sentences without parasitlc gaps are unaffected by the 

presence or absence of the overt complementlzer, as (Sb) shows. 

(5) a. Who! dld you cenvince t! you were gOlng to denounce e!? 

h. Who! did you convince t! (that) you were going to 
denounce hlS friends? 

Assumlng that a null complementizer must be properly 

governed (see Kayne 1981h, Stowell 1981:396ff), the contrast 

between (Sa) and (Sb) may be attributed to the fact that the 

complement clause must extrapose when containlng a parasitlc gap 

- hence in this case the null complernentlzer is not properly 
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governed by V. If thls analysis is correct and if indeed ex-

traposition takes place, then the well-formedness of PG construc-

tions like (4) does not argue against the anti-c-command require-

ment. 

The second set of facts concerns coreference between matrix 

objects and adjunct-internal NPs. Contreras (1984) has pointed 

out that (6a) is ungrammatlcal with the coreferent interpretation 

Indicated: 

(6) a.* We interviewed themt before hirlng those studentst 

b. We intervlewed theirt spouses before hiring those 
studentsl 

c. Which studentsl dld you interview tl before hirlng e1 ? 

The contrast between (6a) and (6b) suggests that the former 

15 a Principle C violation, wlth them c-eommanding those stu-

dents. But If obJects may c-command into adjunct clduses, then 

the real gap e-commands the parasltlc gap ln (6e). Therefore, the 

anti-c-command condition on PGs cannot be correct. 

336 



Though l will propose no alternative account for the 

ungrammaticalityof (6a), which remains an outstanding problem, l 

will assume that objects do not c-command into adjunct clauses, 

and that the anti-c-command requirement holds. There are two 

reasons for this. Flrst, as wlll be shown in Section 5.2, the 

particular configurations Instantiated in double dont construc-

tions provide sorne evidence that anti-c-command must hold 

independently of the locality const:-alnts. Secondly, ln Chomsky's 

system, in arder to subsume the whole range of a'lti-c-command 

effects. the locality constralnt must he reduced from l-Sub-

jacency to O-SUb]lCency.2 The notion of O-Subjacency, however, is 

problematic on both empincal and conceptual grounds. As Chomsky 

pOInts out, it requires that adjunction to non-argument PPs be 

allowed, thereby v01dlng the Adjunct Condl tlon entuely. Concep-

tually, a chain composlt1on analysls based on O-Subjacency lS 

susplcious ln view of the claim that grammars do not contun 

2 This 15 requHed in view of examples like (i) below (see 
Chomsky 1986b:64f for discuss1on): 

(il * whol tl [vp warned the men [cp OPt that they were about 
to arrest el) 

The operator 1S l-Subjacent to the licenslng trace (only VP 
is a barrier), though the sentence lS ungrammatical. O-Subjacen
cy, which requires that no barrier at aIl intervene, gives the 
rlght result in thlS case. 
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principles the sole purpose of which is to license parasitic 

gaps. As Browning (1987:203) observes, O-Subj acency, which 

Chomsky (19861::65) refers to as "government minus the c-command 

requirement" has no application elsewhere in the grammar. 1-

Subjacency 1 on the other hand, is independently required as a 

condi tlon on movemen t chains. 

5.1.1.2. Locality 

l thus assume that the anti-c-command condition holds, and l 

take the Subjacency condition on chain composi tion to be 1-

SUbjacency, as originally proposed by Chomsky (198Gb: 64). To see 

how a ]-Subjacency condition on chain composition handles the 

locality effects in PG constructions, consider again the examples 

in (1), repeated below for convenience: 

(7) a. Which book! did you [file t! [pp wi thout [cp OPI 
believing [Mary would like et]]]] 

b. * Who! did you [convince t! [cp that [IP Tom should [vp 
visi t Bill [p p beiore [c P Opt we talk to et]]]]] 
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In (7a), only one barrier (PP) intervenes between the null 

operator and the foot of the licensing chain, in corupliance with 

the l-Subjacency require:nent. 8y contrast, (7b) 15 rul~d out 

since several barriers (PP, VP, and the high~r CF) dominate the 

null operator to the exclusion of the real gap. 

5.1.2. Null Operators As Anaphors 

We now turn to the alternative analysis oÏ the external 

locality effects which attributes te null opera tors anaphoric 

properties. In the course of our discussion of double !lont 

constructions late~ on in this chapter, it will become apparent 

that this analySls, though conceptually attractive, fails to 

account for the whole range of locality effects. The present sub-

section addresses one particular argument which has been invoked 

as favounng the bind.i.ng approach over the chain composition 

analysis. l will show that the argument is inconcluslve, and that 

the data involved calI for a treatment which is altogether 

independent of the way in which locali ty constraintl> are en-

forced. 
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Apart from Subjacency, other sub-systems are available in UG 

which impose conditions of locality betwep.n two constituents. 

Thus a plausible cand1date for the lo~&lity effects displayed in 

PG constructIons is Binding Theory, and in particular Principle A 

whi:h requires that anaphors be bound within a certain domain. 

ThIS is the approach taken hy Aoun & Clark (1984) and Contreras 

(1987, 19B8) who argue that null operators in PG constructions 

are anaphors in the sense of Generalized Binding. 3 

One important differenee hetween this approaeh and the chain 

composi tian analysls 15 tha t under the hinding proposaI, the 

loeality restrIctIons hold between the null and overt operators, 

not between the null operator and the real gap. Essentlally, 

then, the positIon of the real gap 1S irrelevant to the blnding 

3 Aoun's (981) framf~work extenOos the Bindlng PnnClples to 
A'-blndlng. Under thls VIew, Wh-traces are A'-anaphors, and as 
sueh must be A'-bound in thei) governing category. There are 
IJl1portant dIfferences between Aoun & Clark 's and Contreras' 
proposaIs, WhlCh l 107111 not dlSCUSS Jn any detall here. It sho.!ld 
he mentloned that Contreras atter.lpts to proVlde a umfied 
treatment of nul1 opera tors ln PG con~tructlons and easy-clauses, 
purposlves, etc., ln terms of anaphor l'lndlrlg. Aoun & Clark limit 
theIr claim to null operators ln PG constru~tJons. They treat the 
relation between null operators in easj:"-clauses and their 
antecedents ln terms of predication Indexing, a view ! have 
adopted here; see Chapter 2 for discussion. 
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analysis, much as the position of the binJer (save for c-command) 

is irrelevant to the chain composition approach. l will return to 

this distinquishing aspect of the two analyses. 

Under Aoun & Clark 1 s oroposal, the governing category for an 

A'-anaphor in an A'-position is the superordinate S' (CP) contain-

ing the anaphor. Taking again the sentences ln (1) as an il-

lustration. this account yields the desired results, Slnce only 

in the (a) example does the null operator comply with Principle A 

of Generalized Bindlng Theory: 

(S) a. [cp Which bookl did you file tl without [cp OPI 
believing Mary would l1ke el]] 

b. * [cp Whol dld you convince tl [cP that Tom should V1S1t 
Bill before [c p OPI 'Iole talk to el]]] 

(Sb) is rulQd out since the null operator is free its governing 

category, WhlCh lS the clause headed by that. 

As supporting eVldence for their analysis, Aoun & Clark 

bring forth eVldence from French which, they argue, show that 

only the posltion of the overt operator lS relevant to the 
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locality conditIons. The data involve PG constructions where the 

real gap is wIthiu a tenseless Wh-island. Recall that extraction 

from within an infinitival Wh-Island is possible in French (cf. 

(9a)). The example in (9b) illustrates a simple case of parasitic 

gap withln an adjunct clause. 

(9) a. (cPI quel livrel Jean sait [CP2 à quiJ offrir tl tJ)J? 

"\lhich book does Jean know to whom to offer?" 

b. [<"Pl quel livre! Jean a offert tl à Pierre sans [CP2 

OPI avou mlS el sur la table) ) ? 

"\lhlCh book did Jean gi ve to Pierre without having put 
on the table?" 

As Aoun & Clark point out, while the adjunct clause hosting th~ 

null operator may be embedded w;, ._n a complement clause (cf. 

(lOa) ) 1 a parasitic gap construction is ungrammatlcal if this 

complement clause is a Wh-Island; this is shawn in (lOb): 

(10) a. [CPI quel llvrel Jean sait [CP2 t'i que tu as offert ti 
à Pl erre sans [CP3 OPi avoir mlS el sur la table])]? 

"\lhich book does John know that you offered to Pierre 
wlthout having put on the table?" 
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b. * [CP1 quel I1vrel Jean a su [CP2 à quiJ offrir tl tJ 
sans [CP3 Opt avoir mis et sur la table]]]? 

"Which book did John know to whom to offer without 
having put on the table?" 

The grammaticality of (9b) and (10a) is expected under both the 

chain composition and the generalized bindlng analyses. The null 

operator in both sentences is l-subjacent to the trace; it is 

also A' -bound ln 1 ts governing category (CPl ln (9b), CP2 in 

(lOa) by the overt operator quel livre ar/d the lntermediate 

trace ~, respecti vely. 

The ungrammaticality of (lOb), on the other hand, is unex-

pected under the chaln composition analysis, since the relatlon 

from the real gap to the null operator 15 the same as i t is ln 

the well-formed example (10a). Aoun & Clark argue that, by 

contrast, theu approach predicts the l11-formedness of (lOb). 

Intermedlate movement of the extracted abJect quel llvre through 

the Spec posltlon of CP2 15 imposslble Slnce thlS posltlon lS 

occupied by the Wh-phrase ~. Thu5 , no A' antecedent for the 

null operator is present wlthln CP2 (the govern1ng category for 

the null operator), ln vlolatlon of princlple A of the General-

ized Blnding Theory. 
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While 1 agree with part of the conclusion drawn by Aoun & 

Clark - viz. tha t the ill-formedness of (lOb) remains unexplained 

under the chai n composi tian analys1s 1 believe the facts 

brought forth do not constitute a compelling argument in favour 

of their proposaI. One assump'.:ion crucial to their account is 

that the adJunct clause 15 embedèed within CP2 ln (lOb); in other 

words, lt is construed 1011 th the embedded verb offrir and not with 

the matnx verb savon. Under a matr1x construal, the adJunct 

clause would be outslde the Wh-Island; the govermng category for 

the null operator would then be the matnx clause (CPl), which 

indeed contalns an A'-antecedent for the null operator. (lOb), 

under matrlX construal, would have the structure schematlZed in 

(11) : 

(11) CP1 
/ \ 

quel VP 
Il vreJ / \ 

VP AdjP 
/ \ / \ --

a su CP2 OPI /_, 
à qUI 

offrir 
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Aoun & Clark's account predicts that (lOb) should be grammatical 

if the adjunct clause is construed with the verb savoir. Nowa 

matrix construal is, for pragmatic reasons, dlfficult ta obtain 

with the lexical cholces ln (lOb); l t IS, however, perfectly 

possible ln (12a) below, where the additIon of même ("even") 

contributes to force the InterpretatIon whereby the adJunct ~ 

l'avoir décachetée is construed wlth the matrix verb (I.e. knew 

without haVlng opened). Thus the adJunct clause ln (12a) lS 

outslde the Wh-Island altogether. Yet (12b) wlth a parasltic gap 

is ungrammatlcal on a par with (lOb): 

(12) a. Jean savalt à qui renvoyer cette lettre sans même 
l'avoir décachetée 
"Jean knew to whom to return this let ter even wlthout 
havlng opened 1 t" 

b. 11 Quelle lettrel Jean savait à qUIJ renvoyer tl t, sans 
même avoir décachetée et? 
"WhlCh letter dld Jean know to whom to return without 
ha Vlng opened?" 

This suggests that the ill-formedness of (12b) has nothlng to do 

with the positIon of the overt operator with respect to the nu11 

operator, and more generally that It 1S lndependent of the 

locality problem. It seems reasonable te suppose that the added 

complexity lnduced by the presence of multlple traces renders thé 
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parasi tic gap Interpretation diff1cult to process. Whatever the 

explanation invoked for the 111-formedness of (12b), it will no 

doubt extend to (lOb) and, more importantly for our discussion, 

will apply regardless of the analys1s adopted to account for the 

external loeal1ty effeets. What may be safely concluded, then, is 

that the ungrammatlcality of (lOb)-(12b) is not a problem 

specifie to the chun composition analysis. 

l will heneeforth assume that the Subjacency-based chain 

compOSl tion analysls is the correct one. The investigation of the 

configuratlOns displayed by double dont constructions, to which 

we no,", turn, provides furlher evidence ln favour of this c1aim. 

As we shall see, the chaln compOSl t Ion analysis s tralghtforwardly 

handles a number of problems posed by the distribution of 

adnomlnal PGs. 

5.2. ODes and Chain Composition 

The present sectlon addresses a number of problems posed by 

double dont constructIons, concerning in particular the relation

ShlP between the null opera tor and the real gap. Because of the 

type of problems lnvolved, the discussion WIll of necessity take 

346 



~ 
1 , 

a technical turn and will at times require digressions into 

matters of detail and implementation. It wIll thus be useful at 

this )uncture to give a brief overview of the problems to be 

addressed. 

In 5.2.1 it is argued that, for reasons particular to 

French, VP i~ not an inherent barrier (in most cases) in this 

language. This provides a testing ground for distingulshing 

between locallty and antl-c-command in the case of subject 

traces; recall that subsuming the antl-c-command effects under 1-

Subjacency cruClally hInges on the ide a that VP 1 a barrier, 

excludes the subject. Next, ln 5.2.2, we explore cases where the 

configuration of DDes poses an apparent problern for the chain 

composItIon analysls. The dlfflculty is one of Incompatiblllty: 

while null operators wlthln argument PPs must ablde by the 1-

SubJacency condItIon on chaIn composl bon, the correspondlng 

(ungrammaticall extractIon must cross more than one barrler to 

vlolate Subjacency. l propose an alternatIve analysls for the 

extractIon cases under WhlCh the problem dIssolves. SectIons 

5.2.3 and 5.2.4 deal with adjunct clauses: we dlSCUSS theH 

structural posItIon, extractIon from wlthIn, as well as the odd 

fact that adnornlnal PGs do not occur wIthIn adJunct clauses. 
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Finally, an account is proposed to explain the exclusion of nDCs 

from tensed bi-clausal structures. It is argued that every 

derivation available for these constructions violat es either an 

independently needed constraint or the Subjacency condition on 

chain composition. 

5.2.1. French VPs and Tensed V Raising 

Let us start by examlning the simplest cases of double dont 

<:'onstructlons ln view of the chaln composItion analysls. A 

representatlve example lS given ln (13): 

(13) Un fumiste dont les ambitlons t [vp excédent (DP Op le 
talent el] 
liA f raud of whom the ambitions exceed the talel't" 

These structures fall stralghtforwardly under the l-Subjacency 

condltlon. DP 15 L-marked by the verb, hence not a barrler; thu5 

lrrespect l ve of whether or not VP IS a barner, the nul! operator 

ln (13) lS l-Sub]acent to the llcen~ang vanable. 
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The question of the barrierhood of VP leads, however, ta a 

more important issue and is thus worth examining here. For 

reasons having to do with independent propert1es of French, it is 

likely that tensed YPs are not BCs, hence not Inherent barrlers. 

It is a wldely accepted VIe.. that, follow1nq Ernonds (1978), 

tensed Ys ln French raise to 1 in the syntax. ln BarrIers it lS 

proposed, for Independent reasons, that a "lexIcal" INFL (i.e. an 

1 node hostlng V), acqulres the ablilty to L-mark Its complement 

VP. The con]Unctlon of these two assumptlons, as Kayne (1987) 

observes, leads to the conclusIon that ~n French, tensed VPs are 

always L-marked. ThIS entails that tensed VPs are never barrlers 

inherently, though it should be stressed that nothlng prevents 

them from acquirlng barrlerhood from a Be they dominate. 4 

ThIS property of French is relevant to the question dIS-

cussed in 5.1.1.1, i.e. whether an anti-c-command requirement on 

4 Gi ven Emands 1 (1978) proposaI, WhlCh 1 adopt here, (13) 
has in fact the ~tructurc given in (1), where tv is the trace of 
the raised verb: 

(i) ... [1 excédent] [vp tv [DP Op le talent eJJ 

For slmpllcity, 1 continue to use representations where the 
tensed verb is wlthln Vp, though l assume that tensed Vs are 
under l at S-Structur~. voiding barrierhood for VP. 
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PGs is required Independently of the locality constraints. We 

have answered this question positively, partly because of the 

conceptual dlfflculty associated with the notion of O-Svbjacency. 

French, ln Vlew of the propertles Just dlscussed, provides 

supportlng eVldence for this view. Recall that in Chomsky's 

(1986b) analysis, the inabllity of sub]ect traces to license PGs 

15 ascribed (ln the absence of an anti-c-command constraint) to 

the fact that VP, a barrier, always intervenes, hence bloc king 

the chaifi composItion process. But if tensed VPs are not barri ers 

in French, the ungrammaticality of (14) below cannot be accounted 

for ln this way. 

(14) * Un homme quil b [nous demandait (cp OPI d'embaucher 
ed) 
"A man who asked us to hire (him)" 

Compare wIth the grammatical (15), where the llcensing gap lS 

stIll outside of VP, but WhlCh differs from (14) in that the 

licenslng gap does not c-comilland the PG: 

(15) Un musicIen dontl les admirateurs ti [nous demandaient 
(cp OPI de reconnaître le talent ei JJ 
liA musician of whom the admirers asked us to recognlze 
the talent" 
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These contrasts bring support to the view that the anti-c-

command condition lS required independentlyof the l-Subjacency 

condition on chain composltlon.' 

5.2.2. Adnominal Gaps Within Argument PPs 

Double dont constructions pose an apparent problem for the 

chain composition analysis. The difficulty arises when the 

adnominal PG is within an argument PP, as ln the following 

examples: 

(16) a. Un bandit dontl les méfaits tl pèsent [p p sur r DP OPl 
la conscience el]] 
liA bandit of whom the misdeeds lie heavy on the 
conscience" 

b. Un candidat à la présidence dont les écarts de conduite 
t ont porté attelnte [pp à [op Op la réputation e]]] 
liA presidentlal candidate of whom the wrongdolngs have 
cast a slur on the reputation" 

o It should be noted that the argument wlll be weakened in 
the event that French requ~res Case matching between the llcens
ing trace and the PG; then the ill-formedness of (14) could be 
ascribed to factors independent of dnti-c-command. For evidence 
in support of anti-c-command where Case watching is not at stake, 
see the DDC facts noted ln footnote 11 of Chapter 4. 
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To put it succintly, the problem Is the following. Recall that 

extraction out of PPs i5 precluded in French, a fact that has 

often been ascribed to Subjacency. In the Barriers framework, 

this means positing both DP and pp as harriers. But the locality 

condition on chain composition requires that the null operator be 

I-subjacent to the licensing gap (t), which cannat be the case in 

(16) if the bracketed constituents are barriers. 

Let us now see in a little more detail why the tact that PPs 

are arguments in (16) is particularly problematic. Consider the 

corresponding extractions, examples of which are given in (17): 

(l7) a. 1< un bandlt dont quelque chose pèse [pp sur [op la con
science t)) 
"a bandit of whom something lies heavy on the soul" 

b. 1< le président dont Watergate a porté atteinte [pp à [op 
la réputation t]] 
"the president of whom Watergate has cast a dur on the 
reputation" 

Suppose that (17) are Subjacency violations, as in earlier 

frameworks where pp and NP (DP) were considered bounding nodes. 

Translating this idea into the Barriers approach, we must posit 
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that DP is a BC and a barrier; since pp is L-marked, it is not a 

barrier inherently, and hence must acquire barrierh~od through 

inheritance from DP. Again, if this is correct, the nul1 opera-

tors in (16) are not l-Subjacent to the licensing gaps and chain 

composition cannot apply. This is th~ wrong result since the ODes 

in (16) are grammatical. 

These facts suggest that either a l-Subjacency chain 

composition analysis of parasitic gaps do~s not work, or else a 

Subjacency account of the ill-formedness of (17) i5 incorrect. 

Additional facts involving DDCs provide support for the second 

conclusion. Consider the examples in (18): 

(18) a. * La seconde guerre mondiale, dont les horreurs t ont été 
[découvertes [pp après [DP Op la fin eJ]] 
"The 2nd World War, of WhlCh the horrors were dis
covered after the end" 

b. * La France, dont l'armée t a [combattu [pp pour [op Op 
l 'honneur e]] J 
"France, of whlch the army fought for the honour" 

The sentences in (18a,b) are ungrammatical under the relevant 

reading: it is impossible to interpret the bracketed no un phrases 

as referring to the end of the war and the honour of France, 
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respectively. Th~s there is a clear constrast oetween thes6 

sentences and the structurally ~imilar cnes in (16). But this 

contrast is not reflected in the number of barriers: again, 

assuming that that ~ubJacency rules out the extraction examples 

ln (17), both OP and PP arc barriers in each case. Now, the 

reason why theee data cast doubt on a Subjacency analysis of the 

extractlon tacts is that the contrast between the ODes in (16) 

and (18) oth~rwise find a very natural explanation under a 

Subjacency-based chain composition analysis. 

The difference between (16) and (18) lies essentially in the 

thematic relation of the PPs to the verbs. As we saw, the PPs in 

(16) are arguments. The PPs in (18), on th~ ~ther hand, are time 

and causal PP~, and it is plausible to assume that they are not 
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9-marked by the verbs. 6 e-marking dlstinctions are at the basis 

of the notion of L-marking, which in turn determines the status 

of constituents as barriers. It is th1 '3 intuitively appeal1ng to 

attribute the contrast between (16) and (18) to the numbers of 

barners Involve:d, and more specifically to the Idea that the 

non-argument PPs are barriers in (18) but, that the argument PPs 

are not barners in {16l. Assuming that DPs remun barriers in 

both cases, the deslred contrast immedla tely follows under a 

cha1n compositlon analysis: the operator is l-sub)acent to the 

6 l will assume that manner /cause/temporal PPs are not 0-
marked, whereas locatlves are (note that locat1ve PPs behave llke 
arguments wrt DDCs). This finds sorne support ln Koopman & 
Sportlche's (1985) observation that. wlth respect ta extractlOn 
over Wh-Islands, the former behave llke adJuncts, and the latter 
like arguments. The relevant examples below show that only 
locatives may extract ln thlS context: 

{Il *' vollà la façon dont! Je sus qUOI formuler t\ 
"thls IS the way ln WhlCh l know what ta word" 

(11) *' voilà la ruson pour laquelle! tu salS quoi acheter t! 
"thlS 15 the rea50n why you know wha t to bu y" 

(iiil *? vollà le moment OÙi Je salS quoi acheter ti 
"this IS the moment when l know what to buy" 

(iv) voilà l'endrolt dans lequel. /OÙi Je SalS quoi acheter 

"this lS the place in which/where l know what to buy" 
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licensing gap in (16), but net in (18). But if the FPs in (16) 

are not barriers, then the Subjacency analysis of the extraction 

filets in (17) no longer holds as stated. 7 

l wlsh ta propose another approach ta the l.mpossibillty of 

extractlng out of (argument) PPs WhlCh i5 compatible with a chain 

composition analysl.s of the corresponding DDCs, where the null 

operator lS '\onthln an argument PP. Recall the clalm we have made 

in Chapter 4, accordlng ta which extraction out ot noun phrases 

takes place through the [Spec,DP] positJ.on. Assuming thls, the 

bracketed DPs ln (16) and (17) dlffer in that the specifier 

contalns a null operator ln the first case, and a trace in the 

second. Thl <; Immedl a tely suggest5 an ECP analysls of the ill-

formed extractIon cases. l repeat the relevant structures below, 

where (19a) represents the grammat1cal case of adnomlnal PGs 

7 It 15 not clear how the contrast between the DOC cases in 
(16) and (18) can be accommodated under the Generalized Binding 
approach, Sl.nce ln general the dl.stributl.on of anaphors is not 
determined by the argument status of the domain contnning them. 
Compare: 

(1) Lucy lef t [without a picture of herself] 
(11) Lucy put the money [behlnd a plcture of herself] 
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within argument PPs (= (16», and (19b) ungrammatical extraction 

out of PPs (=(17»: 

(19) a. 

b. '1< 

tl .. [V [pp sur [op Opt [ .• N ., et]]]] 

[tilt [V [pp sur [DP t 1 1 r .. N .. tl]] ] J] 

Suppose, following Longobardi (1987), tha t 1ntermedute 

traces in specifier positions of noun phrases are 5ubJect ta the 

lexical government requirement. The grammat~cality of (] 9a) 15 

reconc~lable wi th the ungrammaticall. ty of (19b) under Chomsky 1 s 

(1986b) assumption that one barrier sufflces ta block qovernment. 

though more than one barrier is requued ta vlolate SubJacency. l 

now turn te the details involved ~n the ~mpleméntat10n of th15 

analysis. 

Consider first the extrachon case schematized in (19b) 

above. Assume, following Chomsky (1980:26), that the bracketed DP 

receives oblique Case from the preposit~on. \le can exploit 

another suggestion of Chomsky 1 s (198Gb: 36) to the effect that 

consti tuents bearing oblique Case are inherent /JarrIers. It then 
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follows that DP blocks lexical government of t' from the outside, 

and consequently that t: ~n (19b) incurs an ECP violation. 8 

The tact that DDCs are grammatlcal with argument PPs (cf. 

(19a)) now falls straightforwardly under a chain composition 

analysis. We have suggested that DP is an inherent barrier by 

virtue of being marked for oblique Case. But note that Slnce DP 

IS L-marked, It lS not aBC, hence does not transmit harrierhood 

o Another possibllity is that P ereates a M-{inimality) 
barrler, preventlng lexIcal government of the intermediate trace 
by V, on the assumption that Ps are not lexical governors. This 
lS the aniilysls proposed by Rayne \1984, ch.3, pp.!>lf) fo? 
simllar examples Invoiving empty QPs ln speclfier positions of 
noun phrases: 

(i) '" 

(11) lie 

(111) lie 

Jean n'a pas parlé [à [e de linguistes)] 
"John (neg) has not spoken to lingulsts" 

Elle a tlOP compte [sur [t d'amis] 
"She has too mu ch counted on frlends" 

CombIen a-t-elle 
tateursJ)? 

été applaudie [par [t de spec-

"How many has she been applauded hy spectators?" 

While a Mlnlmallty-based an,lysls 15 plaUSIble, we still need ta 
assume for other cases that DP lS a harrier ln addition to the 
non L-marked pp for the cases where adnomlnal PGs oecur withln 
non-argument PPs (see below). I WIll thus assume the analysis 
proposed ln the text; note that It also accounts for the ungram
matlcalltyof (l)-(iü). 
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onto the pp which dominates it. The PPs in (19a) are L-marked, 

hence are neither BCs nor barriers. Thus only one barrier - DP-

dominates the null operator, and no problem arises in view of the 

chain compositIon analysis. 

Under this analysis, the contrast between argument and non-

argument PPs with respect to their ability to host adnomlnal gaps 

also follows. Recall that DDCs are ungrammatical If the adnomlnal 

gap is withln a non-argument PP; example (18a) is repeated here 

as (20): 

(20) '* La seconde guerre mondiale, dont les horreurs t ont été 
[découvertes [p p après [op Op la ho eJ]] 

DP is an inherent harrler, as before; however in (20) the pp lS 

nat L-marked, hence IS also a barrler. The sentence is thus ruled 

out since chain compositIon cannat apply.9 

9 Our analysls is at odds with Pollock's (l988) clalm that 
aIl PPs - whether subcategorlzed or not - are L-barriers uniform
ly. It is not clear, however, how an analysls adoptlng thlS Vlew 
can account for the contrasts in DDC constructions brought forth 
here. 
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lie have made the assumption that the DP complement of a 

prepositIon must be a harrier. It could be ohject2d that this is 

not necessary, since in (20}, VP, though tensed, may nonetheless 

inhent barrierhood through the non L-marked pp it domlllates. The 

example would then be ruled out independently of the status of 

DP. Note however that this cannot be the correct analys1s, since 

(21) is unqrammatical, though in this case the licensing trace is 

ln obJect posItion: 

(21) '1< La seconde guerre mondiale 1 dont on a [v p découvert les 
horreurs t (pp après [op Op la fin eJ]] 
"The second \/orld \lar, of which one discovered the 
horrors af ter the end" 

5.2.3. Ad]unct Clauses 

It lS furthermore plausible to suppose tha t the barner-

lnduclng effect of obhque Case 15 limited to those const1tuents 

that may overtly bear Case fNtures, Le. noun phr::ases but not 

clauses. This lS in any event necessary to account for the tact 

that clausal complements of prepositions are not harriers in 

adJunct PG construct1ons llke that in (22): 
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(22) Voilà les livres que vous avez (rangés t (pp sans [cp Op 
avou lus el J 1 
"Here are the books that you put away without having read" 

Now 1 in the case of ad] unct clauses, a chaln compOSl tlon analysis 

of PGs 1S compatible wlth a Subjacency account of the correspond-

ing extraction, illustrated below for Frenrh: 

(23) ? Voilà quelqu' un que vous êtes partis sans avoir vu t 
"Here is someone whom you left W1 thout having seen" 

The character of the violatIon in {23} is rather mi1d, as 15 that 

of the Engllsh gloss. l have been assuffilng throughout that 

adjunct clauses (like the adjunct PPs W1 th nominal complements 

discussed above) are base-generated under VP, perhaps outside of 

a small VP' domlnatlng the verb and!ts arguments, as Chomsky 

(1986b:61) suggests: 10 

10 As evidence that acl)unct phrases may be base-generated 
under VP, it has been pointed out ln the literature that they may 
be fron ted a10ng under VP-preposing, as shown ln (1.): 

(i) lie sud she wo~ld 

cards, ar.d leave town 
dld. 

leave town l'Il thout paylng her credl t 
~nthout paying her credIt cards she 
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(24 ) 

VP' 
/ \ 

/ 

v XP 

VP 
\ 

pp = AdjP 
/ \ 

P CP 

Under thls structure, how can we explain the marginal status of 

extraction out of adJunct clauses? Browning (1987 :181) has 

proposed to account for the relati vely mild character of the 

SubJacency violatlon by way of the notion of "weak" barrier. She 

extends Belletti & Rlzzi' s (1986) idea that lower segments of a 

ca tegory may inherit barrierhood, although, being only segments, 

they will be weak barriers. For instance in (24), once the 

extracted constituent adjoins to VP, barnerhood of VP i5 not 

ent Hely voided; rather, the lower segment retains the status of 

"weak" barner. The relevant configuration is given in (25): 

(25 ) VP 
/ \ 

t" 1 

/ 
VP' 

/ \ 
V XP 

VP 
\ 

pp = AdjP 
/ \ 

P CP 
/ \ 

t '1 IP 
/_~ 
tl 
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In this view, movement from L to L crosses one barrier (the pp 

node) plus a weak one (the lower segment of VP). This analysis 

readily extends to French, where it also reflects the mild 

char acter of the violation .11 

There <4~:'" other posslbilities. Note in particular that our 

ECP analysis of (17) commlts us to the view thJt Intermediate 

traces must be lexlcally governed. A problem thus arises concern-

ing the intermedla te trace ln [Spec, CP] of the adjunct clause (~ 

in (25}). It cannot be lexically governed by P, since we assume 

following Kayne (1984) that Ps are not leXlcal governors. 

Horeover, lexIcal government by V does not hold Slnce PP is a 

barrler. On the other hand, the Sllght marginality of extractlcn 

out of adj unct clauses suggests that the ECP 15 complied Wl th. 

One solution WhlCh 15 compatlble wlth our hypotheses 15 ta assume 

that in the5e cases successive-cyclic movement through [Spec, CP] 

Il Recal! that Flnite Verb Raising 
hood for VP. ThIS would not affect 
clauses Slnce VP ln (25) r though not an 
by inhen tance from the adj unct PP. 
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is not obligatory. That is to saï, the intermediate trace may be 

absent from the specifier position of CP in (25), circumventing 

an ECP violatIon. Suppose, then, that movement is direct trom 

within the IP-Internal pOS1tion in the adjunct clause to the VP-

adjoined posltlon. In thls case, (not assumlng "weak" barriers 

this time), t'Wo barriers are crossed: CP (by inheritance from IP) 

and PP. Since thlS approach obviates the difficulty raised by 

lexIcal government of the intermedlate trace, l shall tentatively 

adopt it, although lt leaves open the question of why (23) lS 

less deviant than other two-barrier Subjacency violations. 1 2 

12 One consequence of thIS proposaI is that we also expect 
null operators ln PG cons tructions to be able (n th SUbjacency 
effects) to sklp the [Spec, CP] node of the adjunct clause. For 
lnstance, in ill-formed sentences lilte (lb), the operator cou1d 
land ln the spenfler position of the higher that-clause, giVlng 
rise to the representatlOn in (1) below. 

(i) Whol dId you conVlnce t! [cp Op! that Tom should vISit Bl11 
before [c l' we talk to el] J] 

This may not be a severe problem, for although (i) no longer 
const1 tutes an (external) locality problem, it 15 still ruled out 
as a Sub)acency violation. There may be more adverse effects to 
this proposaI, but l nU not explore them here. 
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5.2.4. No Adnominal PGs in Adjunct Clauses 

An apparent problem posed by DDCs is that adnorninal gaps are 

not found within adjunct clauses, though the condition on chaIn 

cC"rnposition is not violated. Note that object paraSltic gaps 

within ad]unct clauses, as ln (21), repeated below, are grammati-

cal in French, though perhaps sligh tly margInal for sorne spea-

kers. This is as expected under the chain compositlon analysls, 

since the null operator is l-Subjacent to the real gap ln object 

position - recall that only pp is a barrier. 

(26) Voilà les livres que vous avez [vp rangés t [pp sans [cp Op 
avoir lus e)) 
"Here are the books that you put away without having read" 

We are led to expect the occurrence of adnominal gaps in the 

same configuration, assuming that the nul1 operator lands in the 

[Spec,CP) position of the adjunct clause. This prediction lS not 

borne out, as the grammahcali ty j udgmen t on the double dont 

construction in (27) indicates: 

(27) a.?? Voilà quelqu'un dontl vous avez lu les oeuvres tl sans 
apprécier le talent el 
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"Here is someone of whom you read the works wi thout 
appreciating the talent" 

b. [vp lu [les oeuvres t] [pp sans [cp Op apprécier le 
talen t e)]) 

This appears to pose a problem for the chain compesi tion analy-

sis: the null operator in (27b) is l-subjacent to the licensing 

trace within VP, just as it is in (26), though only the latter 

construction is grammatical. 

However, further facts suggest that the deviancy of (27a) is 

independen t of the chain composi han anal ysis, and indeed 

independent of parasitic gap constructlons altogether. In fact, 

extraction out of adjunct clauses displays a similar gradation: 

whlle extraction of an object yields a marginal result, extrac-

tien of an adnominal complement is worse. Compare (28) and (29): 

(28) ? 

(29) *? 

Voilà quelqu'un que vous êtes partis sans avoir vu t 
"Here is someone whom you left without havlng seen" 

Voilà quelqu' un dont vous êtes partis sans avoir vu le 
fils t 
"Here 15 someone whom you left without havlng seen the 
son" 
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These contrasts pose a problem of their own within the 

Barriers framework, and Subjacency as it is canstrued cannat be 

invoked to explain them since the sanie number of barriers are 

crossed in both cases. Perhaps the degraded character of (29) 

reflects a processing difficul ty. If this lS correct, then the 

same explanation can be invoked ta explain the less than perfect 

char acter of adnominaJ. PGs W1 thin cla'l~al adjuncts .13 

5.2.5. DDCs in Blclausal structures 

5.2.5.1. Tense 

Let us now address a problem of a different sort posed by 

the distribution of adnominal parasitic gaps in DDCs. Recall from 

13 As onginally observed by A. Belletti (see Chomsky 1982 
for discussion), extraction of PPs out of adjunct clauses is 
significantly worse than the corresponding NP extractl.on. Compare 
(i) below with (28): 

(i) '1< Voilà quelqu 1 un à qui vous êtes partis sans avoir parlé t 

Cinque (1984) argues that sentences like (28) do not involve true 
extraction, but a null rest.;mptive pronoun strategy; another 
possibility explored in Chomsky (1982) is that these construc
tions are PG constructions Wl. thout real gaps. L. Rlzzi (p. c.) 
suggests that the contrast between (28) and (29) May be se en as a 
special case of this NP/PP asymmetry. 
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Chapter 3 (Section 3.4.3) the observation, due to Steriade 

(1981), tbat double dont constructions are ungrammatical in 

biclausal structures. \Ile pointed out that in fact, thl.S is true 

only in the case where the c1auee hasting the adnominal paraSl tl.C 

gap is tensed. That Tense is indeed the the hindering factor 1S 

evidenced by the contrasts in grammaticality displayed the DDe 

constructions below: 

(30i a. * Un peintre dont1 les admirateurs tl veulent que nous 
achetions les oeuvres ei 
liA painter of whorn admirers want us to buy the works" 

b. ? Un peintre dont. les admirateurs t, trouvent les 
oeuvres ei exceptionnelles 
liA painter of whom the admirers find the works excep
tional" 

c. Un peintre dontl les admirateurs tl ont résolu de 
diffuser les oeuvres el 
"A painter of whom the adrnirers have decided ta 
circulate the works" 

The adnorninal gaps in the examples in (30a-c) are within a 

tensed clause, a small clause and an infinitival clause, re~;pec-

tively. Thus the eliilllnation of Tense results in notable improve-

ment. 
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Suppose that the structure of the ungrammatical sentence in 

(30a) is as follows, wi th the null operator occupying the 

[Spec,DP] position: 1 " 

(31) dont. les admirateurs tl [veulent [cp que [1 P MUS 

achetions [DP OPI les oeuvres el]]]] 

As is stands, (31) is wrongly predicted to be grammatical 

under the chain composition analysis since only one barrier (CP, 

by inheritance fram IP) intervenes between the null operator and 

the llcensing trace. But recall fram Section 1.1.6.2 of the 

introductory chapter that tensedness is relevant to Subj acency. 

In part ~cular, the lowest tensed IPs in French/English are taken 

to be weak barrlers for Sub) acency (vs. the lowest tensed CP in 

Italian). Assuming, as seems natural, that this parameter is 

relevant to Sub] acency as applied to composed chains, the desired 

result is abtained. In (31), two barrlers l.ntervene between the 

null operatar and the licensing trace (IP, a weak barrier, and 

CP, bl' inheri tance - IP i5 aiso a AC). Note that al though IP is 

14 Other derivatl.ons are in princlple possible; however 
since the sentence is ul'grammatical ~t must be ruled out under 
aIl its derivations. l will return to the othe!:' possibilities 
below. 
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only a weak barder, the full star s tatus on (JOa) is expected: 

since chain composition is blocked, the sentence violat es not 

Subjacency, but the Univers al Licensing Principle. This is 

because in the absence of chain compositlOn, the null operator is 

unidentified and unlicensed at S-Structure. 

5.2.5.2. Chains and Case Realization 

A second derivation available for (30a) has the null 

operator moved up te the specifier position ef the embedded 

clause, as in (32): 

(32) dont1 les admirélteurs tl [veulent (cp OPi que [1 p nous 
achetions [DP les oeuvres el]]]] 

l have argued in Chapter 3 that complemen tizer gue cenverts 

into its morphological variant dont under Spec-Head agreement 

with a genitive nuU operator or deleted loTh-phrase. It seerns 

that r at least in standard French, this rule is obligatory. 

Assuming th1S, (32) is ruled out since que, although 1n a context 
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for genitive Case assignment by the operator, does not overtly 

manifest the qenitive Case feature. 

We mlght expect the structure to be rescued simply by 

converting gue into ~Jnt. The fact i5, however, that the lower 

complementizer in (32) May not surface as dont. Thus (33) is 

ungrammatlcal: 

(33) .. Un artiste dont les admirateurs veulent dont nous 
achetions les oeuvres 

The deviancy of (33) recalls the ungrammaticality of (34) 

wlth two complementizers realized as qui: 

(34) * Un livre que tu as dit qui tu pensais qui valait la 
peine d'être lu 
liA book that you said that (nom.) you thought that 
(nom.) vas worth reading" 

Under successive-cyclic extraction, only one complementizer 

may acquire overt nominative marking from a trace under Spec-

Head agreement. The striking parallelism between (33) and (34) 

suggests that a single constraint i5 being violated. Suppose that 
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complementizers which acquire overt Case features under Spec-Head 

agreement are computed as part of the chain ta which the con

stituent that transmits them Case belongs. Suppose further that 

French prohibits the occurrence of more than one element overtly 
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marked for Case in any given chain. 1 !! We thus formulate for 

French the following constra~nt: 

10 For the sake of completeness, it s'lould be noted that 
nothing precludes the occurrence of two overtly Case-marked 
complementizers in a sentence, provided they belong to distinct 
chains: 

(il Un livre dontl les détracteurs tt ne connaissent même pas à 
fond ce dont J il tralte tJ 
nA book of which the detractors do not even know well that 
with which i t deals" 

(ii) Un livre dont! le critique dont" il est question t, a 
sûrement dû parler tl 
liA book about WhlCh the cri tic in question must have already 
talked" 
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(35) Chain Condition on Case Realization (CCCR) 16 

In a chain C = (al, .•. an), only one instance of a may be 
overtly marked for Case. 

Note that the CCCR wlll also account for the imposslbllity 

of genitJ.ve dont to co-occur with a full-form genlt1.ve in 

(Spec,CP], even in those languages (such as Québec Frer.ch) WhlCh 

allow doubly-filled COMPs. The relevant contrast, rer.eated from 

Chapter 3, is given in (36): 

(36) a. La personne de qUl que je parle 
"The person of whom that l am speaklng" 

b. * La personne de qUl dont je parle 
"The person of whom that-gen l am speaking" 

1& An identlcal constraint was originally proposed by Kayne 
(1984:216) in order to rule out complex invers10n structures hke 
those in (i) an (il) below: 

(i) 1< 

(ii) 1< 

(iii) 

C'est-il faux? 
"It iS-1t faIse?" 

Il est-il là? 
"He is·-i t here?" 

Jean est-il là? 
"John is-it here?" 

On the assumptlon that clitics - but not lexical NPs - bear overt 
morphological Case in French (and that ~ is overtly nominative) 1 

the structures in (i)-(ii) are ruled out since the chains (ce,il) 
and (il, il, e) bear more than one morphological Case. 
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The CCCR refers to morphological realizatl.on, hence it 15 

likely to apply at either S-Structure of PF. While {34} and (36) 

are straigr..tforwardly ruled out, a unified treatment of (33) and 

(4) 1 (36) under the CCCR lmplies that the real chnn and the 

parasl.tic chaln in (33) are computed as one Slngle chain in new 

of S-Structure or PF procèsses. In other words, if indeed the 

ungrammatical1tyof (3) and (34) /(36) is to be attributed to a 

more general constral.nt, then thlS provides an argument that an 

S-Structure chaln composl tian process is indeed operative in PG 

constructIons. 

Recall that the problem we seelted ta solve concerns the 

ungrammaticalltyof adnominal gaps within tensed clauses. We have 

ruled out two posSlble deri vations, i.e. where the embedded null 

operator is within [Spec,DP] and [Spec,CP] at S-Structure. The 

first one \<las ruled out by the l-Subjacency condition, under the 

view thal tensed IPs are weak barri ers . 

The second derivation, as we have shown, violates one of two 

requirements imposed by the grammar of French: 1) the obligatori

ness of geniti ve Case-realization on a complementizer under Spec-
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Head agreement, and 2) the CCCR, which requires that chains 

contain no more than one overtly Case-marked member. Note tha t 

the affects of clausal Tense are in fact embedded in these two 

conditions, thus preservlng the lntultion that Tense 1S respon-

sible for the contrasts in the bl-clausal PG constructlons of 

(30). Genitl ve (or nomlnatl ve) Case 1S only v1sIble on complemen-

Uzer ~, Wh1Ch selE:cts tensed clauses. The "Infinitive" 

complementizers de and! never acqu1re overt Case through Spec-

Head agreement, hence never lneur a CCCR vl01atlon. 

5.2.5.3. Absence of Subject-Internal PGs 

1 have assumed throughout that in bl-clausal DDCs, the 

second gap is parasitic on the first one. Since both posItions 

are accessible to extraction, a succes5ful derivation of (30a) 

could in principle be achieved if the subject-internal gap were 

parasitic on the second one. But the ungrammaticality of (30a), 

repeated below as (37a) 1 s'lggests that a configuratIon like that 

in (37b) i5 unavnlable: 

(37) a. II< Un peintre dontl les admirateurs el veulent que nous 
achetions les oeuvres el 
nA painter of whom admirers want us ta buy the works" 

376 



b. . .. donti (lP [DP OPi les admirateurs et] veulent que 
nous achetions les oeuvres tt J 

The Sub]acency conditIon on chain composition is not at 

stake ln (37b): we have proposed in Chapter 3 that dont L-marks 

its complement IP, wlth the result that the specifier of IP, DP, 

lS also L-marked. Thus there are no barriers which dominate the 

null operator ta the exclusion of the licensing trace in the 

embedded clause. 

It was aiso briefly suggested in Chapter 3 that, due to 

parslng constralnts, the first gap must be interpreted as the 

real gap if i t is ln a context out of which extraction is 

possible. ThlS constraint \Hl! suffice to rule out (37a) under 
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the den.vation given in (37b).17 More generally, it predlcts 

that in a language like French, which allows (limlted) extraction 

from withln the subject posltlon, any s\..b)ect-lnternal gap must 

he a real gap. In other words, PGs vnthln sub]ects are absent 

altogether. 10 As J. Emonds has pointed out to me, thlS predictIon 

is supported by the Imposslblllty of Interpreting (38) below as a 

double dont constructIon: 

17 ThIS wIll not affect the ability of Enqlish subJects to 
host parasitic gaps, S1nce sub]ects ln Engllsh do not allow 
extraction from w1thin. Sinllarly, we expect subject-Internal PGs 
to be possible ln Ilalian, gi ven tha t Italian obeys the Sub]ect 
Condition. The followlng contrasts, pointed out to me by LuigI 
RizZI, bear out thlS predictIon: 

(i) ?? Questo ragazzo, di cui l'energia S1 legge negl1 occhi 
"ThIS boy, of whom the energy reads :!..n the eyes" 

(H) Questo raqazzo, dl cui l'energla eguagl1a l' lntelllgen-
za 
"ThIS boy, of whom the energy equals the intelligence" 

(i) has about the 5tatus of an ordlnary SubJect Condltlon 
violation (recall also that extractIon from 1071 thln pp 15 preclu
ded). The fact that (li) 1S signlfl.cantly better follows: the 
real gap is withi:1 the abJect ln (11), hcenslng a subJect
internaI parasit~c gap. 

19 An except ion to this mlght ari::;e under 
account If the sub]ect has been inverted to the nght 
gap, but l wIll ignore this possibility here. 

the parslng 
of another 
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(3S) Un enfant dont les parents parlent très peu 
liA child of whom th~ parents speak very lit tle" 

(38) can only mean that the parents of the child are taciturn; it 

cannot mean tha t the paren ts oi. the chi Id do not often speak 

about that chlld. Thus lhere is only one gap in (38) and it must 

be 1.n sUbject-lnternal posltlon, since the alienable possessor is 

an obhgatory argument of les parents, as l have argued in 4.2.3. 

The verb l2.arler, on the other hand, may be interpreted intransi-

t1vely. 

But why are there not ho gaps in (38)? The fact that parler 

cannot take as a complemept a parasitic gap is expected, since 

the VP does not contain a landing site for the nul! operator .19 

Given that the sen tence 1.5 ungrammat1cal under the relevant 

interpretat1.on, it must therefore be that the subject cannot 

contain a parasitic gap either. Thus the l.nabili ty of subjects to 

19 The speclfier position of VP will not be a proper landing 
site for operators if lt is either reserved to a certain class of 
[-Wh) quantifiers, adverbs or negation particles (cf. Obenauer 
1984, Rizzi 1987), or eise l.f [Spec, VP] 1S the base position of 
claus al subJects, as has recentIy bean proposed in the literature 
(see, a.g. Koopman & Sportiche 1988 and the references cited 
there) . 
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host parasi tic gaps seems to be a qeneral property of French, to 

be correlated, as we have suqgested, with the possibility of 

extraction from within this ~osition. 

There are two classes of apparent counter-examples to the 

claim that PGs cannot be subject-internal in French. The first 

one involves genitive complements of adjectives ln copular 

constructions. For instance, contrastwg with DB) is the example 

in (39) below, from Godard-Schmitt (1986: 216), which is grammatl-

cal under the double dont Interpretation. 

(39) un homme dont1 les enfants el sont fler::; el 
lia man of whom the children are proud" 

If (39) is structurally similar te (38), this interpretatlon 

is problematic for our view that the subj ect-internal gap must be 

the real gap. One possibli ty to account for the contras t between 

(38) and (39) would be te postulate that APs, l1ke DPs, contain a 

COMP-like position, thus deriving (39) with a PG in the cemple-

ment position of fiers. Alternati vely, we could adept Couquaux 1 s 

(1981) view that predicative sentences are deri ved by ralsinq of 

the subject from a post-copular small clause, as in (40): 
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l 
' .... 

(40) (les enfants] t sont [sc tl fiers de NP] 

Assuming with Kayne (1985:77) that small clauses may have a COMP 

position (Kayne cites Mouchaweh 1984 and Pesetsky 1984 for 

slmilar proposaIs), we derive the desired contrast. In (39)-(40), 

a landlng slte 1S available for the null operator base-generated 

as the complement of fiers, but no such landing site exists in 

(38) . 

The other c1ass of seemingly problematic constructions 

involves what ha'le been called "pronominal verbs" by traditional 

French grammarians (e.g. se douter "to suspect", se plalndre "to 

complaln", etc.). Contrary te other verbs with genitlve comple-

ments like parler, douter, etc., pronominal verbs allow the 

double dont Interpretation. ThlS is shown in (41): 

{41} a. 

b. 

un homme dont les ennemis tl se méfient et 
"a man of whom the enemi es mi s t rus t (him)" 

un enfant dont les parents ti se plaignent et 
"a child of whom the parents complain (about)" 
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A solution aleng similar lines could be invoked te account 

for the contrasts between (38) and (41). We could tentatively 

posit that pronominal verbs have a representation like (42), 

where g binds a null pronominal in the subJ ect pOSl t ion of a 

small clause: 2 0 

(42) les parents sei plaignent [sc prOl de NP} 

If this structure can be lndependently moti vated, then the 

occurrence of a PG in the object position of pronominal verbs 1S 

accounted for, there being agaln a proper landlng site for the 

null operator. l will, however, leave a detailed analysis of 

these constructions to further research. 

Returning naw to the mechanism of chain composition, l would 

like to address sorne of the conceptual objections which it has 

20 Pronominal verbs differ from reflexives in that the 
latter involve two distinct arguments; in Jean se lave ("John 
washes himself"), Jean corresponds to the agent, and se to the 
theme; simllarly for reciprocals, cf. Ils se parlent ("they talk 
to one another"). In pronominal verbs, se does not correspond to 
a theme argument. A small clause analysis lS thus compabble Wl th 
this fact, since the theme O-role is assigned ta the SC headed by 
the geni tive complement, while se binds a pronnmlnal ln the 
subject posit~on of the small clause. 
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raised in the literature. l will arque that, contrary to what has 

been claimed, the chain composition as construed under the wider 

framework of Universal LicensIng, is not conceptually deficient, 

but on th~ contrary provides a principled explanation of the 

syntactic properties of parasitic gaps. 

5.3. Der~ving the Properties of PG Constructions 

l have shown in this chapter that the chain composition 

analysis of PG constructlons provides a simple account of the 

conditIons under which null opera tors are licensed in double dont 

constructIons. The data brought forth here thus ~rings lndepen-

dent empIrical support to Chomsky's (1986b) analysis. It is 

important to note, however, that the chain composition approach 

has been argued against on conceptual grounds in the literature. 

Contreras (1987, 1988) has pointed out that the chain 

composition mechanism 15 specifie to parasitic gap constructions 

and has no applIcations elsewhere in the grammar. In fact, 

Chomsky's (198Gb) approach indeed stipulates that chain composi-

tion is an S-Structure process. Furthermore, the C-Subjacency 

condition on chain composition proposed in Barrier5 is, as we 
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mentioned, relevant only to PG constructions. Assuming, for the 

reasons cited in Chomsky (1982), that no mechanism should refer 

ta parasitic gaps proper, the objection is a valid one. 

However, under the framework we have developed 1n Chapter 2, 

the construction-specifie character of the chaIn composition 

approach dissolves. Under our view, chain compositIon is the 

mechanism by WhICh null opera tors satisfy the ULP, mueh as 

lexical government and antecedent government are the mechanlsms 

under which traces satisfy the ECP. Thus chaIn composItion does 

not apply to parasitlc gap constructions: chaIn composltlon 

applies ta null operators which are unidentibed, i. e. WhlCh are 

in specifIer posItIons outside of predicatIon structures. Now the 

fact that null operators outside of predIcatIon constructions 

have the properties they do (l.e. requinng an A'-antecedent, 

etc.) in fact follows, I believe, from their havIng ta be part of 

composed chains in view of the ULP. To put It dIfferently, the 

question we are now in a posit~on to pose 15 not: why does chaIn 

composition apply only to parasitic gap constructions?, but 

rather: why do null operator-headed cha~ns Wh1Ch are unlicensed 

by predication display the properties attrlbuted ta PGs? 
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An answer te this question immediately provides an answer to 

another sort of conceptual objection that has been raised in the 

literature aqalnst the chaln composltion approach, namely that it 

does not Bxplain why the licensinq chaln must be an s-Structure 

AI-chaln. As we shall see directly, the fact that chain composi-

tlon is the only means available for an operator in non-predica-

tien structures to be identified indeed predicts t))is very 

property. 

The claim l now wish to pursue is that aIl the syntactic 

propertles which have been attributed to PG constructions derive 

from the licensinq requirement imposed by the ULP, on the 

assumption that chain composition lS the mechanism which ensures 

licensing for null C~2rators outside of predication chains. Let 

us now see how these properties, repeated below ln (43), can be 

derived from more general prlnciples. 

(43) a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 

e. 

PGs are llcensed at S-Structure 
The "real" operator must c-cemmand the PG 
The real gap may not c-command the PG 
PGs are llcen-.ed by traces of movement to an A'
position 
The distance between the real gap and the parasitic 
chain is subject ta a locality condition (Subjacency). 
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(43a) foIIows straightforwardly from the ULP, which requires 

that aIl maximal projections (including null operators) be 

licensed and identlfied at aIl levels of representatlon. Thus 

null operators in specifler posltions outside of predicatIon 

structures need an antecedent as early as S-Structure. (43b) 1S a 

general property holdlng of Identiflcatlon relatIons: in arder to 

be identified, a constituent must be able ta structurally "reach" 

its antecedent. This is aIso true of anaphorlc relatlons, where 

the anaphor de pends on a c-commandlng antecedent for reference. 

Now, in the case of PG constructions, the antece~ent i9 the whole 

chain; it should sufflce ln prinClple for the chaln ta be 

accessible to the null operator through one of its llnks. Why 

must it be the operator which c-commands the PG? Note that glven 

(43c), the foot of the chaln may not c-command the parasitic gap. 

It thus follows that the only way in which the chaln lS acces

sible is if the head of the chain c-commands the PG. But why does 

property (43c) hold? As Chomsky (1986b) pOlnts out, the anti-c

ccmmand constraint follows from CondItion C of the Blnding Theory 

holding of composed chains: PGs are A'-bound gaps, hence cannot 

be A-bound in the domal~ of the head of thelr chain (i.e. in the 

domain delimited by the overt operator). Part of (43d) then also 

follows: since the he ad of the real chain must c-command the PG 
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in order for the real chain to be accessible as an identifier, 

then the head cannot be ln an A-posltion, lest Prlnciple C be 

violated. ThIS derlves the requlrement that PG licensers are A'-

bound, not A-bound. Flnally, (43e) reflects the fact that links 

of chalns in general must obey a locality condition, expressed by 

l-SubJacency. 

The remalning question is why movement is required, i.e. why 

base-generated null opera tors in resumptive pronoun constructions 

do not l1cense PGs. One posslbllity is that the relation of a 

null operator to a resurnptlve pronoun is one of P-coindexing. 

Un der the Vlew we have adopted, P-lndices are not computed in 

vlew of the Blnding Theory. Thus resumptive pronouns are not 

bound by null operators; i t could be that this prevents thern from 

belng part of the operator-headed chaln with which the parasitic 

chain must compose. Note that the presence of a lower link is 

cruclally requlred for chain accessibility in most cases, since 

the overt operator itself is too far, i.e. not l-Subjacent to the 

nul! opera tor. 

If these suggestions are valid, the chain composition 

approach, where chain composi tian i3 viewed as a means te 
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implement the licensing requirement imposed at aIl syntactic 

levels by the Universal Licensing Principle, ,rovides a prin

cipled explanatlon for the properties of parasItic gaps. ThIS is 

partIculary desirable Slnce the very theoretlcal Interest of PG 

constructions Iles pleclsely ln the assumptlon that thclr 

propertles should follow entirely from independent principles of 

UG. 

5.4. Summary 

In this chapter, l have addressed the questions ralsed by 

the particular configurations instantiated ln DDCs, ln view ot 

the claim that null operators must be identified at S-Structure. 

Problems raised by the distrIbution of adnomlnal PGs for the 

chain composition analysis have been shown to be only apparent. 

In particular, the occurrence of adnominal PGs within argument 

FPs has led us to explore an alternative analysis for the cor

responding extraction facts; we have proposed that the Impos

sibility of extractjng out of the nominal complement of prepOSI

tions is due ta the ECP, not to Subjacency, as has often been 

assumed. We have also accounted for the imposslbility of ad

nomInal PGs to occur in a tensed embedded clause; thlS was shown 
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to follow from Subjacency under a chain composition approach. 

Finally, we have addressed the conceptual problems associated 

with the chaIn composItion analysis; we have suggested that the 

Universal LicensIng Principle of Chapter 2 provides a prlncipled 

account under WhICh the propertles characterlstic of parasltic 

gap constructIons follow from general condItions on composed 

chains. 

389 



CONCLUSION 

As we have mentioned ln the course of this dlssertation, the 

particular interest of parasltic gap constructions for llngulstic 

theory lies in their marginal status. ThIS property makes it 

unlikely that the knowledge and Intultlons that speakers have 

about PG constructions arIse from any form of explicit Instruc

tion they would have been exposed to at any stage of thelr 

linguistic experience. It must therefore be concluded that these 

intuitions arIse directly from the general prlnciples made 

available by Unlversal Grammar. Furthermore, the very marglnality 

of the data involved renders unlikely the posslblllty that UG 

con tains prlnciples the sole purpose of WhlCh is to account for 

the properties of PG constructions. 

ihile the general goal is to have aIl the properties of PGs 

follow from independent principles, it is clearly the case that 

some of the mechanJsms proposed in the literature to account for 

the behaviour of P0 constructiùns have a stipulative character. 

For instance, Chomsky (1956b) stlpulé,tes that the chain compOSI

tion process must take place at S-Str~cture; moreover, the nOLlon 
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of O-Subjacency he advocates is unattested outside of PG con-

struct~ons. 

In thls thesis, l have proposed that the level at which 

chains must compose need not be st1pulated, but in fact follows 

from the Unlversal Licensing Principle, which requires that 

maximal prO]ectlons ln general - and null operators in particular 

- be llcensed and identlfied at every level of syntactlc repre-

sentatlon. Cha~n composltlon, under the view adopted here, i5 

slmply the means by WhlCh an operator unlicensed by predication 

acquires an IdentIfier. Thus chain composltlon 15 available in 

the grammar for the same reason that lexical government is 

ava~lable, l.e. ln order to enforce the requirement made by 

deeper principles (the ULP and the ECPI that features of null 

categories be recoverable. 

The Universal Licensing Principle proposed in Chapter 2 

yields other ln teresting results. It provides t among other 

things, a principled account of the fact that adjunct traces do 

not license parasitlc gaps. Recall that this property stems, 

under our analysls, from the inability of null opertors ta be 
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licensed as predicat es at D-St~ucture - hence te appear at thlS 

level in the adjunct positIons normally occupied by secondary 

predicates. Other consequences concern the distrIbutIon of 

resumptive pronouns. On the view that resumptIve pronouns ln 

languages llke French and English Inveive an operator base-

generated in the specifier 

fact that the resumptive 

ace urs only withln relativ~ 

pOSItion of CP, we have derlved the 

prcnoun strategy in these languages 

clauses. ThIS distrIbutIon arIses 

from the D-Structure condItIons on the licenslng of opera tors 

(overt or nul1): ln or der to be llcensed in a specifier posItIon 

at D-Structure. an operator must be part of a predicate chaIn, 

hence contained wlthin the specifier of a predIcatIve clause. 

Thus, such pronouns are excluded fram Wh-constructIons. By 

contrast, resumptlve pronouns WhlCh are "lexicallzed" traces are 

not subject to such a requirement, since the operator does not 

occupy the specifIer posJ.tlon, but rather an argument pasüIoll, 

at D-Structure. The D-Structure licensinq requlrements Imposed by 

the ULP on operators thus a110ws us to establlsh a typoloqy of 

resumptive pronouns based on their manner of derlvatlon, as weIl 

as on correlating syntactIc propertles. 
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Two of the consequences of the ULP have been explored with 

particular reference to double dont constructions in French. 

First, the idea that null operators cannot be adJuncts has proven 

of crucIal importance 1n view of the asymmetries dlsplayed by 

genltivc complements as parasitic gaps ln double dont cons truc-

tians. The asymmetries Involved have led us to argue that 

inalienable possessors are (obllgatory) arguments, and that, 

furthermore, the determiner is instrumental in the assignment of 

the Inalienable 6-r01e. Secondly, the requirement whereby a null 

operator must be identIfled at aIl levels of representatlon has 

led us into an Investigation of the conditions under which null 

operators wlthln noun phrases are Identified and licensed at s-

Structure. The constructIOns instantiated by double dont con-

structlOns have provided evidence in favour of the l-Subjacency 

based chain compositIon dnalysis. Furthermore, we have argued 

that the anti-c-command requlrement holds independently of the 

locality conditions. 

In the wake of our investigation of the properties and 

dIstrIbutIon of double dont constructions, we have made a number 

of proposaIs more dIrectly related to the grammar of French. ~e 

have analyzed dont as a genItive complementizer, overtly Case-
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marked for genitive Case via Spec-Head agreement. The question of 

extraction from within subjects in French was also addressed: we 

pointed out the limited character of such extractIons, and 

suggested an analysis, compatible with the Barrlers relational 

view of boundlng categories, to account for the grammatical cases 

of Subject Condition violatIons. This analysis makes crucial use 

of the properties of dont as a Case-marked complementlzer, and 

thus derives the correct results wlthout recourse to parametrlza

tion. 

Other issues addressed in this thesis were concerned wlth 

the proper analysis of extraction out of PPs in ~rench, the 

implementation of the locality conditions on PG licenslng - with 

particular reference to adnominal PGs wlthin argument and non

argument PPs, as weIl as other issues of Iocality partlcularly 

relev~nt to the chain composition analysis. 

FinaIly, it was suggested that, withln the broader context 

of the Universal Licensing Principle develvped in this thesis, 

the chain composition analysis Ylelds an important conceptual 

advantage: it allows us to derive from general conditions on 

chains, as weIl as from independently motivated structural 
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constraints on identification relations, the range of properties 

that have been attributed ta parasitic gap constructions. 
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