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The Heterogeneity of Extraposition from NP e Island Insensitivity. EXNP is presented as an apparent exception t&tigect Con-
dition (Guéron 1980Culicover & Rochemont 1990

Jason Overfelt

University of Massachusetts Amherst ~ (5)  Subject Condition _
Haverford College A DP in Spec,IP is opaque for subextraction.

(6) * [Which animal, was[a documentary aboep |1 reviewede; last week?
1 Introduction @) [ A mane; | walked in[pp with blonde hair;

Strunk & Snider(2013 present experimental evidence that RC-EXNP is not subject

1.1 The Empirical Domain to theEmbedded-NP ConstraifgeeChomsky 19738

e Extraposition from NP. EXNP is a phenomenon originally discussedrinss(1967)

whereby a PP (1) or relative clause (RC) (2) is displacedwigid away from its host (8) Embedded-NP Constraint

An NP embedded in another NP is opaque for subextraction.

DP.
(9) *[Whai; did you take] a picture of a book abow |?
(1)  PP-EXNP ( . . .
N . 10) | consultedpp the diplomatic representative of
I met[op a linguist] yesterdayjpp from East Africal. [op @ small country witHpp border disputes; ]]] early today
(2) RC-EXNP [which threaten to cause a hugely disastrougwar

| met[pp a linguist] yesterdayrc who is from East Africg.

1.2 Modelling Extraposition from NP

e The General Consensus.Ross(1967 shows that EXNP is constrained to the first
CP (i.e.,Right Roof ConstraintGrosu 1973 Subsequent research found that loe The Extraposition Mechanism. Analyses of the EXNP mechanism are traditionally
cality is a function of the position of the hosBdltin 1978 1981 Guéron 1980 divided up based on whether or not the extraposed materiErgnes movement.
Rochemont & Culicover 1990

— Move EX
(3) EXNP from Objects (4) EXNP from Subjects ﬁxl
Ross (1967, Baltin (1978 1981, )

P /\ Rochemont & Culicove(1997 e /

IP EX3 -
— Base-Adjoin EX

IP TN J P
O/\ DPy IP Rochemont & Culicover (1990, Dp EX
' VP N Koster (2000, Kiss (2005,

T I° VP Webelhuth et al(2013 »

VP EX1 /\
VO/\DPl VP EXy e Calls for Base-Adjunction. The largely irregular properties of EXNP and other right-
V"/\ ward displacement phenomena have produced resistance/tmeat analyses.
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— Island Violations. Based on the
Rochemont & Culicovef1990 argue that EXNP can only be analyzed as bas
adjunction.

— Split AntecedentsWebelhuth et al(2013, based largely on the observation by

lack of Subject Condition effectd,3 Outlook

e_
e A Different Cut. A potentially more revealing division among EXNP analysigs{s
on the derivational relationship between the host and thrapased material.

(Perimutter & Postal 197hat EXNP can have split antecedents, have recen
argued that base-adjunction is most promising.

tly Host-Internal : Extraposed material is base-generatednside its host DP.
Host-External : Extraposed material is base-generatedutside its host DP.

(11) [op A man]; entered the room arfgpe a woman; went out

[rc Who were quite simila.

e Entertaining the Alternative. In as far as these data support the availability of a base-

generation mechanism, they are not evidence that only &djsection is available to
derive EXNP configurations.

— First, Fox & Nissenbaum’sli999 QR-Theory of EXNP provides a means of ob-

viating the island constraints above.

(12) i.  Quantifier Raising ii. Late-Merge
_ DP —_—

. EX1

~>

— SecondPostal(1999 observed thatumulative agreemerfGrosz 2009is found
with known instances of Right Node Raising (RNR).

(13) (?) The pilot claimed that the first nursgand
the sailor proved that the second nuese- [were spiek

If EXNP can feed RNRKIluck & de Vries 2013, (11)/(14) does not reveal any-
thing about the EXNP operation.

(14) [ [or A man]; entered the room | and[ [pp @ woman|; went out__ |

\/

[rc Who were quite similaf;.

Jason Overfelt

(15) A Taxonomy of Analyses for Extraposition from NP
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(21) a. We mefpp every bikerlcp who haseverridden on these trailg.

PROPOSALS
. . . )
Host-Internalism. The ability ofeveryto license an NPI in extraposed material b. *We met[pp some bikerscp who haveeverridden on these trailg.
Suggests that a Host-Internal Stl’ategy is available tovel &KNP. (22) a. The company Considerw every app“cant
(16) I bought every booK; yesterday that | hadeverbeen told to buys. [cp who was fromany of the local temp agencigs
b. *The company considerdgp some applicants

A New Empirical Generalization. Experimental evidence from the licensing of [ce who were fromany of the local temp agencigb

NPIs byeveryreveals the generalization it ). i ) )
e Something Special about the Restrictor Argument.These examples show thet-
(17) EXNPcantarget a RC in Spec,IP batinnottarget a PP in Spec,IP. eryis unable to license an NPI in material that is adjoined taitslear scope.

The Heterogeneity of EXNP.The positional asymmetry irl{) is the result of (23) a.  We metevery bikdep while riding on these trails
RC-EXNP and PP-EXNP employing different Host-Internal tratisms. b. *We met every bikefcp while everriding on these trails

i) RC-EXNP: QR + Late MergeHox & Nissenbaum 1999 (24) a.  The company considered every applicant
ii.) PP-EXNP : SubextractiorRoss 196y [cp because they were from one of the local temp agencies

* The company considered every applicant
[cp because they were froemyof the local temp agenciés

o

Putative PP-EXNP. Truth-conditional equivalence between the intended NH

modification and predicate-modification produces an ilnsif PP-EXNP from
This is so even if the DP headed byeryc-commands the NPI.

subjects.
(18) [ K[(NPNPR)NVPy] ] < [ 3x[NPxN (PRNVPy)] | (25) a. [pp Every girl]; leaves after shebecomes bored.
b. *[pp Every girl]; leaves after sheeverbecomes bored.
2 A New Connectivity Diagnostic e NPI-Licensing Generalization. Based on the data above, we can formulate the fol-
lowing generalization regarding when an NP1 is license@gry®
e Every Licenses NPIs.Ladusam1979 observed thagveryis capable of licensing a

negative polarity item (NPI) likenyor everin its restrictor argument, but not in its (26) An NPI is licensed byevery iff that NPI is contained in some phrase
nuclear scope. that is in the restrictor argument of every.

(19) a. Every|np boy who ateany of the potato salafl[yp becameill].
b. *Every[vp boy who became il] [yp ateanyof the potato salafl 3 EXNP Models and their Predictions

(20) a. Everynp girl who everbecomes borefl|yp leaves early.

* Every [vp girl who leaves early [vp everbecomes borefd 3.1 Host-Internal Analyses of EXNP

o

e Ross 1967 The extraposed material is subextracted from its host ajudned to the

e Something Special abouEvery. Ladusaw(1979 also observes that there is some- edge of VP.
thing special aboutverythat is key to licensing an NPI as opposedtmne

v
(27) We metlpp a linguiste; | yesterdaycp who is from East Africd;.

Jason Overfelt 3 joverfel@linguist.umass.edu
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e Fox & Nissenbaum 1999.The host undergoes an application of Quantifier Raising Koster 2000. Extraposed material is conjoined via an asyndetic conjonatith
(QR) and the extraposed material is late-merged into thieehigopy, which is subse-  some XP in the matrix clause that contains the acting 183t Extraposed material
qguently the copy that is deleted at LF. is semantically interpreted as giving “further specifioatito the acting host DP via

“set intersection” Koster 200@22-23, 25).

(28) a. [vep [vp we met|pp a linguist] last weeK [pp a linguist] |

b.  [ve [vp we met[pp a linguist] last week [pp alingtist (32) I [.p [xp met[pp a linguist] this morning]
[cpwho is from East Africd] | [.p: [cpwWhois from East Africd |]

e de Vries 2002 Extraposed material is part of a second occurrence of thexnciduse
conjoined with an initial occurrence of the matrix clausa &syndetic coordination
(cf. Koster 2000. Ellipsis targets everything in the second conjunct ekéepthe
extraposed material.

e Interpretive Prediction. Extraposed material will behave as if it were never in the
restrictor argument of the host.

Host-External : An NPI in the extraposed material will NOT be licensed
(29) | [e:p [vp et a linguist this mornindg.p &: by every

[vp fret[pp alinguist [cp who is from East Africd] thismernring]]]

e Interpretive Prediction. Extraposed material will behave as if it were at some poigt  An Acceptability Judgment Study
in the restrictor argument of the host

4.1 Experimental Design
Host-Internal : An NPI in the extraposed material WILL be lic ensed by

every e Questions.Experiment 1 was designed to address the following question

— Is an NPl licensed in extraposed material?
3.2 Host-External Analyses of EXNP

— Does the category of the extraposed material affect thadiog pattern?
e Rochemont & Culicover 1990.Expanding on Guérob980and Guéron & Mayl 984
extraposed material is adjoined to the verbal spine. Thaitlefi of Government in
(31 allows extraposed material to act as the complement of dDRRBs per 30).

— Does the position of the host affect the licensing pattern?

e Participants. 128 native English speakers were recruited using Amazoe&hdnical

(30) Complement Principle  (adapted fronRochemont & Culicover 19985) Turk. Participants were required to have an IP address ivand a 95% success
B is a potential complement of (a, B = X™®) only if a andP are in a gov-  rate on HIT completion.
ernment relation.

e Procedure.The experiment was hosted on Alex Drummond’s Ibex Farmiddaaints

(31) Government (adapted fronRochemont & Culicover 19985—36) were trained to provide acceptability judgments on a s 3

o governsB iff a c-commandg$ and for everyy (y = X™&) that dominatef

and excludes, either . . . . . . .
e Items. Sixteen experimental items with varying prepositions rpatsted theHost

(') B=y" or quantifier (every/some), itArgumentposition (object/subject), and whether the re-
(i) B=SPECy,or strictor underwentExtraposition The Categoryof the restrictor (PP/RC) was a
(i) there exists a segment gfthat does not dominafe between-subjects factér.

Jason Overfelt 4 joverfel@linguist.umass.edu



LSA 2015 The Heterogeneity of Extraposition from NP January 10, 2015

(33) a. Ex-situ/Every/Object 4.2 The Results
Park rangers removed every camper yesterday

. .(who was) at any of the sites with significant floodmg.. Statistical Analysis. Separate LMER models detected a significant effect 0.05,
b. Ex-situ/Some/Object [t| = 1.96) of Hostx Argumentx Extraposition for the PP da{@ = 0.132t = 3.260)

Park rangers remO\;]ed some (i[amper]:st?]/estirday_th anificant floodi but not for the RC data. The full 4-way interaction was maagjin significant
(who were) at any of the sites with significant flooding. (B—0.058t — 1.810,p~ 0.07).

c. Ex-situ/Every/Subject
Every camper was rre1m0ved ytesterd?yt/h it ith sianificant floodi A post-hoc analysis of Ex-situ subject conditions showedgaificant effect of
. (W o0 was) at any of the sites with significant flooding. Hostx Category(B — —0.131t — —1.990).
d. Ex-situ/Some/Subject

Some campers V\E\?Vrﬁorsvrgge;téi?iﬁﬁi sites with significant flooding e In-Situ Data. The results for the In-Situ data are as follows:

e. In-situ/Every/Object
Yesterday park rangers removed every camper
(who was) at any of the sites with significant flooding ~ -1.2- I

Unlicensed—-NPI Penalty In—situ

f. In-situ/Some/Object
Yesterday Park rangers removed some campers
(who were) at any of the sites with significant floodin¢

g. In-situ/Every/Subject
Yesterday every camper
(who was) at any of the sites with significant flooding was reetb

h. In-situ/Some/Subject
Yesterday some campers
(who were) at any of the sites with significant flooding wenaoged. 02-

I

=

=}
'

F——
F—e—
F—e—

1
o
)

Penalty (Elvery—Some)
o
»

o
)

PP/IOBJ PP/ISUB RC/IOBJ RC/ISUB
e Empirical Predictions. The empirical predictions can be summarized as follows:

— Host-Internal Prediction If an XP is generated in the restrictor of DP, an NPl in Figure 1: Mean difference between responsessieryandsomeby condition for
XP WILL be sensitive to the alternation betwegrerysomein that DP. In-Situ data with standard error bars.

(34) Unlicensed-NPI Penalty

a v [ppevery...]...xeNPI] b, *[ppsome...]...[xp NPI] _PPlIn-situ _RCIn-situ
Object Subject Object Subject
— Host-External Predictionlf an XP is not generated in the restrictor of DP, an NPI Every || 4.38(0.15) 4.65(0.16) 5.24 (0.14) 5.20(0.12)

in XP will NOT be sensitive to the alternation betwesmrerysomein that DP. Some || 3.90(0.16) 3.59(0.15) 4.59 (0.14) 4.54 (0.13)

(35) NO Unlicensed-NPI Penalty Ay | 0.48(0.17) 1.05(0.19) 0.66 (0.19) 0.66 (0.15)

a. *[ppevery...]...[xp NPI] b. *[ppsome...]... [xp NPI] Table 1: Mean response by condition for In-Situ data witmd&zrd error in parentheses.
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e Ex-Situ Data. The results for the Ex-Situ data are as follows:

Unlicensed-NPI Penalty Ex-situ

1 I [ |
©c o B PR
o ® o N

Penalty (Every—Some)
& S
N e

It
I

|
PP/SUB

©
o

o
(N
h

| | |
PP/OBJ RC/OBJ RC/SUB
Figure 2: Mean difference between responsesfagryand someby condition for

Ex-Situ data with standard error bars.

PP Ex-situ RC Ex-situ
Object Subject Object Subject
Every || 4.20 (0.16) 3.22(0.15) 5.19(0.13) 4.40(0.14)
Some || 3.70(0.15) 3.21(0.14) 4.52(0.14) 3.87(0.14)
A, || 0.50(0.18) 0.01(0.16)| 0.67 (0.14) 0.53(0.17)

Table 2: Mean response by condition for Ex-Situ data witmndgad error in parentheses.

4.3 Interpretation of Experimental Results

e New Empirical Generalization. The non-difference betweeeverysomein Ex-
situ/Subject/PP suggests that:

(36) EXNP can target a RC in Spec,IP but cannot target a PP in
Spec,IP.

5 The Source of RC-EXNP

5.1 Not Subextraction (Ross 1967, Baltin 1981)

e NPI-Licensing under Reconstruction. NPIs are licensed in the scope of their
licensor at LF and reconstruction can satisfy this requinetmlLinebarger 1980

Uribe-Etxevarria 1994de Swart 1998 Linebarge 1980 provides the following ev-
idence in 87)—(38).

(37) A doctor was not available.

a. - > 3: Itis not the case that there is a docxmsuch thai was
available.
b. 3 > —: There is a doctox such thaix was not available.

(38) A doctor who knevanything about acupuncture was not available.

a. - > 3J:ltisnotthe case that there is a doct@uch thak knew about
acupuncture andwas available.
b. *3 > —: Thereis a doctox such thak knew about acupuncture and it

is not the case thatwas available

e A Problem. Extraposed material, if it has undergone subextractioh,nged to be

« Host-Internalism. The observed Unlicensed NPI Penalties suggest that an NP ireconstructed into the restrictor eteryif the NPI is to be licensed. This is incor-

extraposed material can be licensedevery

A Host-Internal strategy is available to derive RC-EXNP andPP-EXNP.

Jason Overfelt

rectly expected to conflict with the requirement to intetie Antecedent-Contained
Deletion (ACD) site outside the VP (e.¢riengo & May 1994.

(39) | bought|pp every book | today

[cpthat | hadeverbeen told taA |;.

joverfel@linguist.umass.edu



LSA 2015

The Heterogeneity of Extraposition from NP

January 10, 2015

5.2 Not Asyndetic Coordination (de Vries 2002)

e An Interpretation Problem. Webelhuth et al(2013 point out that, given a quan-
tificational head, the phrases being coordinated couldnpiatly have different truth
conditions.

e Incorrect Truth-Conditions. Given a universal quantifier, the truth conditions of the
first conjunct entail the truth conditions of the second. sT$gntence is incorrectly6
predicted to meaihey took every guest to the hospital

(40) They[gp [vp took [pp every guest to the hospita) [g.p &:
[vp teek [pp everyguest who atanyof the potato salafite-thehospital]]]

5.3 Quantifier Raising and Late-Merge (Fox & Nissenbaum 1999%o0x 2002)

e Just Right. The QR-Theory avoids the interpretive problem of asyndsiardination
by interpreting the quantifier only onc@rbce ConversionEngdahl 1980Sauerland
1998 Fox 2002. The extraposed material can simultaneously be intexgiieside its
host to license an NPI and outside the VP to license Anted¢edentained Deletion.

(41) Phonological Form
| bought[pp every booK; today|cp that | was ever told tdy.

(42) Logical Form
[op every bookA1 [cp that | wasevertold to [,p buythe book x ]]]
A1l [vp bought|pp the book x || yesterday.

5.4 Summary
e The QR-Theory provides a means of handling many of the pacplioperties of
EXNP, including our new connectivity facts. °

— Locality : The locality of EXNP, like QR (e.gFox 2000 Reinhart 200§ is eco-
nomical.

— Exceptional DisplacementRCs are late-merged not subextracted.
— Island Insensitivity QR and late-merge provide means for obviating islands.

— Scope Marking The host is interpreted at the point of late-merge (#&lams ®
1974 Fox & Nissenbaum 1999

Jason Overfelt 7

— NPI-Licensing : Accounts for NPI-licensing in extraposed material by the
host.

RC-EXNP is able to employ the QR-Theory ofFox & Nissenbaum(1999.

The Source of PP-EXNP

e Narrowing the Possibility Space.Recall the new empirical generalization.

(43) EXNPcantarget a RC in Spec,IP baannottarget a PP in Spec,IP.

Various scenarios could give rise to the asymmetry.

i. A Single MechanisnPP-EXNP employs the QR+Late-Merge mechanism but it is
unavailable for targeting a PP in subject position.

ii. Distinct Mechanisms PP-EXNP employs some mechanism distinct from
QR+Late-Merge that is unable to target subjects.

6.1 Single Mechanism Analysis

Restricting Late-Merge. The most promising execution asserts that QR+Late-Merge
always derives EXNP, but Late-Merge is somehow limited.

PPs Don't Late-Merge?If PPs cannot be late-merged, then we already need an addi-
tional mechanism for PP-EXNP from objects.

Subjects Don't Permit Late-Merge? Blocking Late-Merge from targeting subjects
loses us the explanation of RC-EXNP.

Problem. We would require a very construction-specific rule: Laterygeis unavail-
able in the case that a PP in a subject host is being displayigdvard.

joverfel@linguist.umass.edu
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6.2 Distinct Mechanism Analysis

e The Subject Condition. The subject/object asymmetry we are observing with PPs

is reminiscent of the well-known positional asymmetry alied for leftward move-
ments?

(44) Subject Condition
A DP in Spec,IP is opaque for subextraction.

(45) a. *[Which linguist; is [a statue o€, |1 being builte; in your yard?
b. ?[Which linguist; is there[a statue o&;]; being builtein your yard?

e Subextraction. | suggest that PP-EXNP is derived via Subextraction. Weefoee
expect that it is unable to obviate tBeibject Condition

v
We invited|pp every linguiste; | yesterdaycp from East Africal.

* [pp Every linguiste; | was invited yesterdal:p from East Africal;.
\

e Reconstruction. Allowing this movement to be reconstructed to be interprétethe
restrictor ofeverywill permit the licensing of NPIs.

(46)
(47)

(48) Park rangers removed
[op every campef Jyesterday
[pp at any of the sites with significant floodifg
6.3 Summary

e Subextraction can account for the properties of PP-EXN&udsed here.
— Subjects are opaque for subextraction.

— Reconstruction produces an LF compatible with NPI-licegsi

The positional asymmetry in 36) is the result of RC-EXNP and PP-EXNP
employing different Host-Internal mechanisms.

i.) RC-EXNP: QR + Late Merge (Fox & Nissenbaum 1999
ii.) PP-EXNP : Subextraction (Ross 196y

Jason Overfelt 8

7 Putative PP-EXNP from Spec,IP

e Counterexamples. | argue that the large number of examples of PP-EXNP from
subjects in the literature (e.gGuéron 198Pcan and must receive a Host-External
analysis. Two candidates include:

— Pseudoarguments of the Vedrightward aligned NP is a complement-like mod-
ifier of the predicate.

— Truth-Conditional EquivalenceThe associative property of intersective quantifi-
cation produces the illusion of NP-modification from an umyglag predicate-
modification structure.

7.1 Pseudoarguments of the Verb

e Akmajian 1975. Akmajian(1979 noted that apparently displaced PPs might be better
analyzed as predicate-modifiers.

(49) [op A number of picture$ were takerjpp of John|;.
(50) I only had three pictures left in the camera, so | tookrtlog John.
(51) *Them of John were the best photos.

MoreoverBiring & Hartmann(1997 noted that the extraposed material in an EXNP
configuration must be phrase-final.

(52) a. [pp Theinformation|; was passed on to their new classmates
[cp that the party stopped.

b. * [pp The information; was passed ofgp that the party stoppeld
to their new classmates.

The fact that theof-PP in 63) need not be phrase-final suggests that it is has not
undergone EXNP.

(53) a.
b. A number of pictures were taken yesterdaypp of Johnny];.

A number of pictures were takgm of Johnny] yesterday

joverfel@linguist.umass.edu
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Possessivavith-PPs only modify NPs while commitativeith-PPs modify NPs or

7.2 Truth-Conditional Equivalence
predicates§0). The inability to interpret thevith-PP in 61) as a possessive PR (

e Intersectivity. A subset of natural language quantifiers have the propertgtef- level) suggests it is more depictive-like than it is an NPdifier.
sectivity. These are typically quantifiers that are ‘symioebr ‘weak’ or fit into
existentialthereconstruction Klilsark 1974. (60) a. #He walked in with a sister. possessive
b. He walked in with his sister. commitative
(54) 'NTERSEC_T'V'TY o _ _ . (61) a. #Alinguistarrived early with a sister. possessive
A generalized quantifie@ is intersective(Qy) iff the truth conditions of o . e .
b.  Alinguist arrived early with his sister. commitative

Q(A,B) depend only onANB.

(55) A linguist walked in. As expected, the relevant reading reappears once the fmstas$ subject position.

x.[x € [linguist] A x € [walked ir]]]

“There is arx such thak is a linguist anck walked in.” (62)  I'met[pp alinguist] this morning[pp with a sister.

(63) ? There igpp a linguist] arriving early[pp with a sister.
e Associativity. Intersectivity is an associative proper§6{. The consequence is that

the truth conditions of a sentence like7) and 68) will mutually entail each other. iy ersa Quantification.  If predicate-modification imitates NP-modification
through the associativity of intersection, then we prettiat the illusion of PP-EXNP

(56) [3[(NPPR)NVP ] < [3x[NP (PRNVPY]] will disappear when associativity is interrupted.

67 a A Imgws_t Wlt_h a l?ag walked in. _ This is the case with a non-intersective quantifier Bkery The two possible parses
Ix.[x & [linguist with a bag A x € [walked ir] no longer mutually entail each other. The predicate-maatifin reading now entails
“There is anx such thatx is a linguist with a bag and walked in.” the NP-modification, but not vice versa.
E

(58) a.  Alinguist walked in with a bag. (64)  [VI(NPNPR) = VP ] <= [Vx[NP«— (PRNOVPy] ]
Ix.[x € [linguist] A x € [walked in with a bagy (65) Every linguist with a bag walked in.

“There is arx such thaik is a linguist andk walked in with a bag.” vx.[x € [linguist with a bag§ — x € [walked ir{]

“For all x, if x is a linguist with a bag, thexnwalked in.” =
Every linguist walked in with a bag.

Vx.[x € [[linguist] — x € [walked in with a bafj

“Fox all x, if xis a linguist , therx walked in with a bag.”

This presents a confound whereby grammatical predicatéfizatibn structures pro-

duce truth conditions equivalent to the intended NP-moatifim structure. (66)

O T o 009w

e Depictive Modification. That predicate-modification does mimic NP-modification is
evidenced by the sensitivity of the phrase-final PRI&yvel/s-level predication, which

is characteristic of depictives but not NP-modifiers. _ . . ) - ) o

e Right-Adjoined Topics. Topics restricting the domain of quantification also seem

Observe thatvith-PPs come in two flavors: possessiveyel) and commitativest able to produce some kind of truth-conditional equivalence

level).
) (67) Everyone was fired in those departments.
(59) a.  Alinguist witha sisterwalked in. possessive a.  Everyonein those departments was fired. =
b. A linguist with his sisterwalked in. commitative b.  Inthose departments, everyone was fired.

Jason Overfelt 9 joverfel@linguist.umass.edu
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7.3 Unaccusative Residue Acknowledgements

e Guéron 1980. Guéron(198Q argued that PP-EXNP from subjects is only possibié, e ot comments on various aspects of this work, | wdiktito think Kyle Johnson,

with predicates of appearance or appearance into the di&ealohnson(1983 and a4, Bhatt, Brian Dillon, and Adrian Staub, as well as Emuah Chemla, Vaneeta
Coopmans & Roovergl 986 argued that the relevant class is unaccusatives. Ind

(68) does not obviously fit into either of the analyses above.

(68) A book arrived today by Chomsky.

e A Third Mechanism? Perhaps leftward movement and stranding analyKagr{e

1994 Wilder 1995 Rochemont & Culicover 199¥icente 2003 Sheehan 2030s

al, Vincent Homer, Gereon Muller, Yasutada Sudo, Andveeir, the Spring 2013
UMass Syntax Seminar participants, the UMass Syntax Wogkglarticipants, and the
UMass Syntax/Semantics Reading Group. Portions of thesareh have been presented
previously at WCCFL 32 and NELS 45. This research was funded Dissertation
Improvement Grant from the University of Massachusetts ArmhGraduate School.

available with true unaccusatives. However, it is wortmgiag out that unaccusatives

show the same effects that we have observed above.

(69) # Alinguist arrived today with a sister.
(70)  * Every movie began simultaneously by undergraduaterfilajor.
Conclusion

Host-Internalism. The ability ofeveryto license an NPI in extraposed material
suggests that a Host-Internal strategy is available tove &XKNP.

(72) | bought] every booK; yesterday that | hadeverbeen told to buyj.

A New Empirical Generalization. Experimental evidence from the licensing of
NPIs byeveryreveals the generalization ii%).

(72) EXNPcantarget a RC in Spec,IP baannottarget a PP in Spec,IP.
The Heterogeneity of EXNP.The positional asymmetry irvp) is the result of
RC-EXNP and PP-EXNP employing different Host-Internal tmeagsms.

i.) RC-EXNP : QR + Late MergeHox & Nissenbaum 1999
ii.) PP-EXNP : SubextractiorRoss 196y

Putative PP-EXNP. Truth-conditional equivalence between the intended NH
modification and predicate-modification produces an ilnsif PP-EXNP from
subjects.

(73) [ 3[(NP\NPR)NVP ] < [ 3([NPxN (PRNVPy)] ]

Jason Overfelt
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Notes

1Giannakidou1998 andHoeksemg2012 present challenges for the monotonicity
(Ladusaw 1979von Fintel 1999 and the Anti-Additivity gwarts 1998 analyses of NPI-
licensing byevery

2The NPI always appeared in a partitive construction to disage a free-choice in-
terpretation (e.gDayal 2009.

3SeeHaegeman et a[2014 for an interesting discussion of ameliorating effects for
the Subject Condition.
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Appendix A : Experiment 2

e The Question.Experiment 2 was designed to answer the following question:

— Does the ambiguity of a phrase final PP as an NP-modifier oligaedmodifier
contribute to the observed asymmetric licensing pattern?

e Participants. 64 native English speakers were recruited using Amazonshisleical
Turk. Participants were required to have an IP address iv@and a 95% success
rate on HIT completion.

e Procedure.See Experiment 1.

e Items. 16 experimental items manipulated tHest quantifier (every/some), it&r-
gumentposition (object/subject), and whether the restrictoramaentExtraposition
The prepositiof was always used to deter participants from a predicatefination
parse.

(74) a. Ex-situ/Every/Object
Park rangers removed every resident yesterday
of any of the sites with significant flooding.
b. Ex-situ/Some/Object
Park rangers removed some residents yesterday
of any of the sites with significant flooding.
Jason Overfelt 12

c. Ex-situ/Every/Subject
Every resident was removed yesterday
of any of the sites with significant flooding.

d. Ex-situ/Some/Subject
Some residents were removed yesterday
of any of the sites with significant flooding.

e. In-situ/Every/Object
Yesterday park rangers removed every resident
of any of the sites with significant flooding.

f. In-situ/Some/Object
Yesterday Park rangers removed some residents
of any of the sites with significant flooding.

g. In-situ/Every/Subject
Yesterday every resident
of any of the sites with significant flooding was removed.

h. In-situ/Some/Subject
Yesterday some residents
of any of the sites with significant flooding were removed.

e Empirical Predictions. The empirical predictions can be summarized as follows:

— Attachment Ambiguity Effectdf a phrase-final PP can be an NP-modifier, an
Unlicensed-NPI Penalty WILL be observed with subject hosts

(75) Unlicensed-NPI Penalty

a. /[Dpevery...]...[xpNPI] b. *[Dpsome...]...[xpNPl]

— Positional Asymmetry Effecttf an phrase-final PP cannot be an NP-modifier, an
Unlicensed-NPI Penalty will NOT be observed with subjecitso

(76) NO Unlicensed-NPI Penalty

a. *[Dpevery...] [xp NP|] b. *[Dpsome...] [xp NP|]

e The Results. An LMER model failed to detect a significant effea = 0.05,
[t| = 1.96) of Hostx Argumentx Extraposition for the PP dat = 0.073t = 1.448).

joverfel@linguist.umass.edu
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- Appendix B : Is Late-Merge Unavailable for PPs?
Unlicensed—-NPI Penalty of-PP

15-
e Is Late-Merge Unavailable for PPs?1 assert that the positional asymmetry we are

working with is empirical evidence that Late-Merge cannatice to PP-EXNP.

|
=
o

— Condition C AmeliorationFox & Nissenbaun(1999 interpret Taraldsen’sl981)
discovery that EXNP ameliorates Condition C effects as tkebdaux-effects
thought to be diagnostic of counter-cyclic adjunction.

Penalty (Every—Some)
)
[6;]
F—e—i
e

—+' (77) a. *lgave him a picture yesterdalp of John's mother].
0.0 b. I gave him a picture yesterd@y from John'’s collection].
| | | | The reliability of these contrasts have been called intcstjore by Safir (1999,
EXIOB EXISUB IN/OBY INFSUB among many others, and through a series of experimentddgarthy (2003.
The following examples are adapted from Merch2@®0into PP-EXNP configu-
rations.

Figure 3: Mean difference between responsesfa@ryand someby condition with
standard error bars. (78)  *1gave him every report this morningp on Bohy s division]

(79) *Ireported herto every cop last nighipin Abby;’s neighborhood
(80) *Ishowed her every picture todaypp from Abbys’s mantlepiecé

PP Ex-situ PP In-situ
Object Subject Object Subject — Scope-Marking EffectsA more telling diagnostic might be the scope-marking
Every 3.85(0.15) 3.03(0.14) 3.90(0.14) 4.23(0.15) effects of extrapositionWilliams 1974 Fox & Nissenbaum 1999
Some 3.28(0.14) 2.89(0.13) 3.46(0.13) 3.64(0.14) (81) Generalized Extraposition-Scope Generalization
Ap  0.57(0.19) 0.14(0.14) 0.44(0.16) 0.59(0.21) When a phrasg is extraposed from a host, the scope o# is exactly as

high as the attachment site@f (adapted from Bhatt & Pancheva 2004)

Table 3: Mean response by condition with standard error ingp#heses. ) ) ,
| have not provided judgments for the following sentencespéed from Fox2002

(82) Sam readpbp every booK before you didA [ppwith a red leather cover
a. before> V: Sam read the entire set before you read the entire set.
b. Vv > before: Sam read each book before you read it.

(83) Kim met[pp everyond before you could\

e Summary. The results of Experiment 2 reveal that:

— The difference in the presence of an Unlicensed-NPI Pesaljgests that an NPI [pp from the Psychology department
in a phrase-final PP is not licensed &yeryin subject position. a. before> V: Kim met them all before you could meet them all.
b. V > before: Sam talked to each guest before you could talk to
him/her.

— The data trend in the direction of the Positional Asymmetcgdunt.

Jason Overfelt 13 joverfel@linguist.umass.edu
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