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Abstract

Larson(1989 noted that rightward movement of a DP past a clausal adparct
necessitate a parasitic gap inside that clausal adjun&.pBiper argues that right-
ward DP-movement beyond certain adjunct clauses is movielnegiond typical
Heavy-NP Shift that is licensed by the need to bind the ptcagap. | show that
this correctly predicts a number of observations concertire exceptional na-
ture of the rightward movement involved. In particular,gstic gaps are able to
license rightward movement that is potentially unboundetisuccessive-cyclic.

Keywords: rightward movement, parasitic gaps, non-feature-drivemement,
unbounded movement, successive-cyclic movement

1. Introduction

It is possible in English to displace rightward, DPs of a @ertweight and
complexity. The example of this irLl) was explored initially byRoss(1967) as
Complex-NP Shifand is now commonly referred to &eavy-NP ShiffHNPS)!

YThis work owes an immense intellectual debt to the resedrahappears ilNissenbaum
200Q The present article has benefited greatly from discussitimKyle Johnson, Rajesh Bhatt,
and Brian Dillon as well as the many helpful comments anditisins of the anonymous reviewers
for Lingua Additional helpful discussion has come from Klaus Abelaptida Demirdache, Tom
Ernst, Jeremy Hartman, Gereon Miller, Eric Potsdam, ToepReg Peggy Speas, the participants
of the 36th Penn Linguistics Colloquim, the Fall 2010 Syraxninar at UMass Amherst, and the
Syntax Reading Group at UMass Amherst. Any errors or migsgntations of the ideas of others
are solely my responsibility. Parts of this research wereléd by a dissertation improvement
grant from the University of Massachusetts Amherst GraglGahool.

1Throughout this article | will adopt a convention employadPostal 1994hat sets rightward
shifted phrases off from the rest of the clause by means ofla.da
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(1) Sam broughe; to the party -{the potato salad he made last wgek

Engdahl(1983 12) claims that this instance of rightward displacemengjsable
of licensing an additional gap in an adjunct clause as shav®)i She classifies
this additional gap as a parasitic ggm) of the same type licensed, for instance,
by wh-movement in B).

(2) | offendede; by not recognizingpg; immediately —
[my favorite uncle from Clevelangd

(3) [Whao|; did | offende; by not recognizingpgs immediately?

The puzzle we will be interested in begins with the obseovaby Larson
(1989 that, in the case of rightward displacement, a parasificigabligatory as
shown in @). Interestingly, as botkEngdahl(1983 andLarson(1989 note, the
same is not true in the case of leftward displacement lik®&JnThere is a sense
in which the parasitic gap can be considered optional.

(4) *1offendede; by not recognizing my aunt immediately —
[my favorite uncle from Clevelangd

(5) [Whao|; did | offende; by not recognizing my aunt immediately?

In his work on this same paradigmlissenbaun{200Q 60) formulates the
generalization shown in6} to capture the pattern observed with rightward dis-
placement in2) and @).

(6) Larson’s Generalization
HNPS cannot appear to the right ofvR-adjunct unless that adjunct
contains a PG.

Part of what | will do in this article is argue for the revisegrsion of this gener-
alization that is found in%).

(7) Revised Larson’s Generalization
Rightward displacement of a DP beyond standard HNPS must ies
the binding of a parasitic gap by the displaced DP.

The revision will be motivated in part by an argument that displacement of
the DP in cases like2] is actually an instance of an additional and exceptional
application of rightward movement beyond standard HNP$ti&@®2 will argue

that standard HNPS like iri) is limited to the edge ofP (Bresnan1976 Stowell
1981 Johnson1985. For this reason, HNPS is generally unable to cross the
particular clausal adjuncts that are adjoined to a poséhmve the edge of° and
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are therefore beyond the reach of HNPS. | will further ardgoiéwing a claim by
Heck and Mulle (2000, that the contrast betwee?) @nd @) reveals that the need
to provide a binder for a parasitic gap is able to licenseittsignce of exceptional
rightward movement to a position that is otherwise inadbéss

Section3 will address the argument yostal(1994) that all structures like
in (2) are derived via Right Node Raising (RNR). | will present esimental
evidence supporting the claim that, while known coordirRMR constructions
are subject to an alignment constraint on the position ofstiered constituent
(theRight Edge RestrictigrPostal 1974Wilder 1995 Hartmann 2000Sabbagh
2007, the types of adjunction structures that are subject tdébhnd@sed Larson’s
Generalization inq) are not subject to such a constraint. | interpret thesdtsesu
as showing that there are some structures that are subjine Revised Larson’s
Generalization but are incompatible with a RNR analysis.

In sectiond4 we will further investigate this supposedly exceptionghtivard
movement driven by the need to license a parasitic gap. Wdimdl that right-
ward DP-movement that results in the binding of a parasitio i potentially
unbounded in the way th&abbagt{2007) argues can be true for coordinate RNR
constructions and as is generally thought to be the casedoe familiar leftward
A-movements. By examining clausal adjuncts at varioustisiglong the verbal
spine, we will observe that rightward DP-movement can bened by the need
to bind parasitic gaps in adjunct clauses adjoined beyoa@dge of/P, beyond
sentential negation, and even beyond the DP’s containiugsel (cf. theRight
Roof ConstraintRoss 1967Grosu 1973

Section5 then presents a formal analysis for the observations reptes by
the Revised Larson’s Generalization as well as the additiobservations that
are gathered in sectich The analysis | present draws heavily from the account
for parasitic gaps imNissenbaum 2000 adopt this basic representation for par-
asitic gap structures and suggest a slight modification & buch structures
are derived. Essentially, the cyclic (as opposed to cotoytelic) merger of the
parasitic gap domain produces a structure that cannot bepneted at LF via
standard methods of composition (etpim and Kratzer1998. | suggest that
it is the ability of the rightward DP-movement to ensure cangence of the syn-
tactic structure in the LF component that provides the resrgsmotivation for
DP-movement beyond what is possible with standard HNPS.

Section6 will conclude by summarizing the arguments and discussimges
of the implications of the results. To the extent that thelysis presented in
this paper is the correct analysis, it provides support fodes of grammar that
employ transderivational constraints. Such models mayvalis to begin to get a
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handle on the differences we observe between leftward ghtivard movements.

2. Revising Larson’s Gener alization

2.1. Low Adjuncts and High Adjuncts

The requirement for a parasitic gap in a clausal adjunctitaatbeen crossed
by the rightward displacement of a DP is a general phenomena&mglish. In
addition to theby-clause in 2), the pattern holds fdrecauseclauses®), rationale
clauses9), temporal adverbial clause$d), and others.

8) a. Sam bougle; because he enjoyquty; —
[a film about Bengal tigefs.
b. *Sam boughe; because he enjoyed the cinematography —
[a film about Bengal tigefs.

(9) a.  Timbrought; in order to show Pampg; —
[the pictures from his vacation last sumiaer

b. *Tim broughte; in order to show Pam the quality of his camera —
[the pictures from his vacation last summer

2] have encountered two ways in which the examp®safid 8)—(10) with a DP displaced
rightward over an adjunct clause without a parasitic gapbeamade more acceptable. The first,
which represents the shape of the original examples franson (1989, is to put a pronoun
in place of the full DP in the adjunct clause. The anonymougeveers provide the following
examples for which | have suppressed any judgments.

0] | offendede; by not recognizing him— [my favorite uncle from Clevelangd
(i) | offendede; by not recognizing him— [every team member of the Red Sogks

Second, the relevant examples can be made more acceptalfierasion of the prosody assigned
to the adjunct clause. The more phonologically reduced dijignat phrase is and the larger that
the intonational boundaries around the adjunct clausdterenore parenthetical the phrase seems
to become.

These are both issues that warrant much more attention taandble to afford them in this
article. However, in sectio, | report on the results of an acceptability judgement sty
attempted to control for the ability to treat the adjuncuska as a parenthetical. FollowiRgptts
(2002, I examine constructions in which a negative quantifiehernatrix clause binds a variable
in the adjunct clause. | also return briefly to the example§)iand (ii) in section5.2 where |
speculate on their potential grammaticality. As one anamysireviewer suggests, we might be
observing a resumption strategy in the parasitic gap domfsbernatively, we might extend the
formal analysis presented in that section to permit moveinen produces otherwise unavailable
binding configurations (e.drox, 200Q Reinhart 2006 Takahashi20086.



(10) a.

b.

Kim burnec; after readingpg; — [each article on parasitic gdps

* Kim burnede; after reading the abstracts —

[each article on parasitic gdps

Of course, the rightward displacement of DPs is not categhlyi contingent
on the presence of a parasitic gap. HNPS is almost defineceatighlacement
of a DP to the right of some PP or AdvP like ih1)—(14). Let us refer to these
examples in which a DP is displaced rightward over a phrabatrbial as cases
of “standard” HNPS.

(11) a.
b
(12) a.
b.
(13) a
b
(14) a
b.

Sam met the members of his bowling team in the parking |
Sam me#; in the parking lot fthe members of his bowling team
Pam closed the window in the children’s bedroom goftl

Pam closed; softly —[the window in the children’s bedrodm
Tim wiped the grill they pulled out of the shed clean.

Tim wipede; clean —{the grill they pulled out of the shéd

Kim gave a photo collage of their trip to Argentina
to her best friend.

Kim gavee; to her best friend —
[a photo collage of their trip to Argentipa

There is an interesting observation we can make concerhmgrdering re-
strictions that exist between the set of phrasal adverbiglsl)—(14) and the set
of clausal adjuncts inZ) and 8)—(10) that are subject to Larson’s Generalization.
Given a member from each of these sets, the phrasal adverbslprecede the
clausal adjuncti5)—(18).

(15) a.
b.
(16) a
b.
a7) a.
b

Sam met his team memb@ngthe parking lot [after getting fajital
* Sam met his team membegdter getting fajitals
[in the parking lot
Pam closed the windgaoftly| [in order to let the children sleép
* Pam closed the windo\in order to let the children slegfsoftly].
Tim wiped the gril[clear} [because he was going to use it
* Tim wiped the grill[because he was going to usdear).



(18) a. Kim gave a photo collag® her best friend
[by ordering one online

b. *Kim gave a photo collagfby ordering one online
[to her best friend

One way to interpret these facts is along the lines suggést&kinhart(1983
andErnst(1999 whereby we are seeing a difference in the attachment hefght
the elements in each set. In particular, the data suggestlthesal adjuncts that
are subject to Larson’s Generalization are adjoined to @ipoon the verbal
spine that is structurally higher than the position of theaghl adverbials.

The idea that these two sets of elements are distinguistsedilma their struc-
tural height finds support from tithoughmovement diagnostic iBaltin 1981
In the examples in1(9)—(22) below we see that the phrasal adverbials that can be
crossed by standard HNPS resist being stranded bghtheghmovement opera-
tion. This suggests that they must be part of a constituerttiticludes the verb
and which can be targeted for movement.

(19) a. [Meet his team members in the parking{dhough he willey,
Sam is still going to get fajitas first.
b. *[Meet his team membeisthough he wille; in the parking lot,
Sam is still going to get fajitas first.
(20) a. [Close the window softly though she die,
something still managed to wake the children.
b. *[Close the windoy though she die; softly,
something still managed to wake the children.
(21) a. [Wipe the grill cleafy though he dide,
Tim still managed to ruin the burgers.
b. *[Wipe the grill; though he did; clean,
Tim still managed to ruin the burgers.
(22) a. [Give aphoto collage to her best frigndhough she mag,
Kim is keeping the t-shirts.
b. *[Give a photo collage though she mag; to her best friend,
Kim is keeping the t-shirts.

The clausal adjuncts that are subject to Larson’s Genataliz, on the other hand,
behave differently with respect to this diagnostic. Thenepkes in 3)—(26) show
us that these clausal adjuncts do not necessarily need tarbefpthe constituent
targeted for the fronting operation.



(23)

(24)

(25)

(26)

[Meet his team members before going to pragtice
though he wille;, Sam is still going to get fajitas first.

[Meet his team membdgsthough he willeg
before going to practice, Sam is still going to get fajitastfir

[Close the window in order to let them sleep

though she dig;, something still managed to wake the children.
[Close the windowy though she dia; in order to let them sleep,

something still managed to wake the children.
[Wipe the grill clean because he needed to uge it
though Tim dide;, he still managed to ruin the burgers.

[Wipe the grill cleafy though Tim dide;

because he needed to use it, he still managed to ruin therburge

[Give a photo collage to her best friend by ordering one ohline
though she mag, Kim is keeping the t-shirts.

[Give a photo collage to her best frigndhough she mag;
by ordering one online, Kim is keeping the t-shirts.

Collectively these data are consistent with the claim thaigal adjuncts that
are subject to Larson’s Generalization adjoin to a posiiothe verbal spine that
is higher than the phrasal adverbials are capable of adminif we accept this
idea we are able to account for tthughmovement facts above by asserting that
the phrasal adverbials frorh1)—(14) are necessarily adjoined below the node that
is being targeted by the fronting operation. This is the@adkat they cannot be
stranded by the fronting operation as shownl1f8){(22). From the examples in
(23)—(26), it seems that the clausal adjuncts that are subject toh&&eneral-
ization are able to adjoin to a position either above or belmwnode targeted for
the fronting operation. However, as the ordering factsl®)-(18) reveal, even
the lowest point of attachment for these clausal adjunclisbeihigher than the
highest point of attachment of the phrasal adverbials.

2.2. Larson’s Generalization as a Function of Height

Distinguishing phrasal adverbials and the relevant setaafsal adjuncts on
the basis of their height of attachment will also put us in sifpon to provide an
account for why Larson’s Generalization holds. In otherdgpmwe can under-
stand why it is that standard HNPS can cross the phrasallaidisem (11)—(14)
but, under normal circumstances, cannot cross the setudgalladjuncts that are
subject to Larson’s Generalization. The ability of a rigatdmoving DP to cross
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a given element can be understood as a function of the stalidtaight of that
element.

There is previous research on HNPS that has basicallygetti¢he idea that
it is a movement operation that targets the edge of the finstimting vP-layer
(Bresnan 1976 Stowell 1981 Johnson1985.2 Following this research | will
assume that there is a position at the edgeRothat hosts a DP that undergoes
HNPS# Let us place the phrasal adverbials from above into a categfokow
Adjuncts that have a position on the verbal spine that issean@y lower than the
position targeted by standard HNPS. It is because of théwelalow position
of this class of elements that they can be freely crossed b $ak illustrated in
(27). The clausal adjuncts for which Larson’s Generalizatiolds will be made
members of an opposing class of High Adjuncts. They are sacésadjoined to
some XP on the verbal spine that is higher than the locus of $JNB shown in
(28).° It is because of their relatively high position that they siraply unable to
be crossed by an instance of standard HEPS.

SAlternative analyses of HNPS include Larsonl®988 1989 Light-Predicate Raising anal-
ysis and various leftward remnant movement analyses pex$en Kayne (1994 1999,
Rochemont and Culicovdd 997, Mimura (2009, and Wallenberg(2009 ch. 7). See€lakano
(2003 for additional evidence that supports such analyses.

41 will be more precise about the assumed theory of HNPS gebtib

5The higher attachment of clausal adjuncts is arguably qunedly intuitive as clausal ad-
juncts includingbecauseclauses, rationale clauses, conditionals, temporalnatljciauses, etc.,
seem to describe a relationship between two events/sigtir things of a propositional nature.
This basic intuition was spelled out in some detailllmpnstor(1994.

This picture of the acceptability of rightward DP-movem@nteminiscent of whaGrosu
(1973 calls theRight Roof Constraint This constraint has come to represent the exceptional
locality of rightward movement following Ross1967 307) original claim that all rightward
movement is clause-bounded. Subsequent research, thioaglyradually strengthened the lo-
cality conditions on rightward displacement phenomenauggsst that rightward movement of
some object is in fact bound to the edge of the first cyclic nbdé dominates that element (e.g.
Akmajian 1975 Baltin, 1981 McCloskey 1999. Assuming that at leastP is a cyclic node
(Chomsky 2001, e.g.,), this is precisely the state of affairs that the uis@n presented here has
lead us to. HNPS cannot displace a DP beyond the edg®.dfVe derive the effects of this
constraint by setting the necessary locus of standard HISRS&adge ofP.
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(27) HNPS over a Low Adjunct (28) HNPS over a High Adjunct

XP
i XP
VP VDP, vP
VP VP/\ High Adjunct
Vo/\el Low Adjunct Vo/\el

This height-based account of the data provides a ratherestiag way of
thinking about Nissenbaum’2Q00 version of Larson’s Generalization that was
presented in®). We are finding that an instance of exceptional rightwardieno
ment that is to a position that is otherwise inaccessibl¢stiodard HNPS is being
licensed in the event that the movement results in the bindira parasitic gap.
A more accurate description of the relevant paradigm, thven)d be as shown in
(29).

(29) Revised Larson’s Generalization
Rightward displacement of a DP beyond standard HNPS must ies
the binding of a parasitic gap by the displaced DP.

The empirical generalization that is represented by thisifation of Larson’s
Generalization differs from the preliminary version 8) {n that rightward move-
ment now does not always require the creation of a parasipdgcross a clause.
The Revised Larson’s Generalization 8] posits that the necessity of the para-
sitic gap is contingent on the structural height of the endleelcclause.

A prediction, then, is that rightward DP-movement over aistathat isvP-
internal, and therefore below the locus of HNPS, should egtiire an additional
gap. This prediction is borne out with subject-gap purpdeseses 80), which are
commonly thought to b&P-internal Faracj 1974 Bach 1982 Huettner 1989
Jones199)), as well as with rationale clauses that modify the embedikase
of a Raising-to-Object predicat8X).”

’SeePostal(1974 andBresnan(1976 for further discussion of the ability to target the shared
argument of Raising-to-Object predicates for HNPS.
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(30) a. Kim[vp gave Pamthe camergPRO, to take pictures of the birdls

b. Kim [yp gave Pame, [PRO, to take pictures of the birgls-
[the camera with a telescopic léns

(31) a. Tim expects the guy in the corner
[to be a jerk in order to impress people

b. Tim expects; [to be a jerk in order to impress people
[the guy in the corner on his phone

To summarize briefly, the rightward displacement operé&ioantingency on
a parasitic gap is itself contingent on the structural hieajithe adjunct being
crossed. It is only when the displaced DP crosses a claugat@dhat is ad-
joined above the locus of standard HNPS that an additiorabgaomes neces-
sary. This characterization of the data presented herenigasito a proposal by
Heck and Muller(200Q 4,9-11).Whscrambling, which is illustrated in example
(32), is a (mostly) banned movement in Germateck and Muller(2000 show
with the example in33), though, thatvh-scrambling can be triggered in multi-
ple wh-questions by the need to bind a parasitic gap. The conteasielen 839
and @3Db) further illustrates that the scrambling operation is ict f&quired in the
presence of a parasitic gap.

32) a. Wigq hat |yp der Fritz t; was, repariert]?
how has ART Fritz whatfixed

b. *Wiep hat [yp was; |yp der Fritz ty tp repariert]?
how has what ART Fritz fixed

(33) a. Wanrhatdie Mariawas; [cpohne e zulesen| dem
when hasART Mariawhat.  without to read ART
Fritz  t; zurickgegeben?
Fritzgat  returned

b. *Wannhatdie Maria[cpohne e; zulesen| dem Fritzgy
when hasART Maria  without to read ART Fritzgat
was; zuriickgegeben?
what, returned

This exactly mirrors the paradigm that is represented byRbeised Larson’s
Generalization. In both English and German, the need toigeca binder for a
parasitic gap is necessitating DP-movement that is otlserwot possible. For
the English data that fall under the Revised Larson’s Géizaten, | will argue
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in what follows that an instance of movement beyond stan#®N@S is being
licensed by the presence of a parasitic gap.

In section4 we will look at a number of predictions that such an account
makes. We will find that a parasitic gap does in fact licensénatance of ex-
ceptional movement that targets a position beyond whatssipte for standard
HNPS. Sectiorb will then provide a formal analysis for the empirical genieia
tion represented by the Revised Larson’s Generalizatiooweder, because the
remaining discussion relies heavily on the premise thatltiplacement opera-
tion we are examining is syntactic movement and the licensfra parasitic gap,
section3 will first briefly address an alternative analysis.

3. Parasitic Gap Licensing, not RNR

Postal(1994 made an influential claim that structures like those3i) pelow,
which | have characterized as being subject to the Revisesbh& Generaliza-
tion, in fact do not contain a parasitic gap. Postal argustead that all such
structures are derived via the same mechanism that is reigp@for deriving co-
ordination structures like irB§). For the purpose of this section, | will refer to the
types of structures in3d) and @5) with the theory-neutral terrdependent-gap
structurein reference to the fact that at least one gap position isrigr@ on the
presence of another gap position. | will distinguish themehespectively aad-
junctdependent-gap structures aswbrdinatedependent-gap structures. In order
to remain temporarily neutral about the status of the relegap position in34),
| will mark it with .

(34) Adjunct dependent-gap structure
Sam boughe; before Kim stoleé]; —
[an autographed picture of Jonathan Frakes

(35) Coordinate dependent-gap structure
Sam boughée; and Kim stolee; —
[an autographed picture of Jonathan Frakes

Coordinate dependent-gap structures were originallyjudsed inRoss 1967
and have been referred toRight Node Raising (RNR)ncePostal 1974 Postal

8RNR has been analyzed as backward deletion/elligRis$ 197Q Wexler and Culicover
198Q Hartmann 200Q Abels 2004 BosSkovi¢ 2004 Ha, 2008, Across-the-Board extrac-
tion (Maling, 1972 Bresnan 1974 Posta] 1974 1998 Sabbagh 2007, and multidom-
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(1993 fn. 12,1994 80) notes that it was generally accepted, following the ap-
pearance oEngdahl 1983that adjunct dependent-gap structures are derived via
rightward movement and parasitic gap licensinghis position is challenged di-
rectly byPostal(1994 80,96,111) on the grounds that a number of constraints on
the distribution of parasitic gaps induced by leftward mueet fail to constrain

the presence dfl. Noting further that these same constraints also fail tat fine
presence of the second gap in coordinate dependent-gapusés, Postal argues
that it is RNR instead of parasitic gap licensing that is oesible for all adjunct
dependent-gap structur&s,

This section presents an argument which, if correct, reguils to reject the
hypothesis that adjunct dependent-gap structures3eafd coordinate dependent-
gap structures like3b) are categorically derived via a single mechanism, namely
RNR. We will see here that a constraint on the derivation ofkmRNR structures
like (35) does not constrain the derivation of adjunct dependeptstyaictures in
(34).11 It must be concluded from these findings that it is in prineipbssible for
adjunct dependent-gap structures to be derived via a mscthather than RNR.

3.1. A Goal-Extraction Asymmetry

Postal(1974; Wilder (1995 1997 1999 andHartmann(2000 note that RNR
is subject to a constraint that requires the displaced alemoebe rightmost in
each conjunct before RNR can apply. This has been formadigedeRight Edge
Restrictionshown below.

ination (McCawley, 1982 Bleving 199Q Phillips, 1996 Wilder, 1999 Johnson 2007
Bachrach and Katzi2009. The exact mechanism (or mechanisms;Begos and Vicente 2010
andLarson 2012behind RNR are not of immediate consequence here and sbenskt aside.

9There are exceptions including attempts Pysetsky(1982; Huybregts and van Riemsdijk
(1989; Haik (1985 andWilliams (1990 to provide an Across-the-Board extraction analysis to
both adjunct and coordinate dependent-gap structuresharattempt byMunn (1992 to provide
a null-operator analysis to both structurBestal(1993 presents extensive argumentation against
any unified analysis.

10As Postal(1994 fn. 32) notes, it does not follow from this argumentatioatta parasitic gap
cannotappear in an adjunction structure. We are licensed to cdeauly that’] does not have to
be a parasitic gap. Therefore, Postal's conclusion reste@implicit premise that only a single
mechanism may target any given dependent-gap structurenyTknowledge, this has not been
demonstrated and, therefore, the alternative hypothesisatjunct dependent-gap structures can
be derived by either RNR or parasitic gap licensing is séilld:

Hoverfelt(accepteylpresents additional evidence from derived-island effaot relational ad-
jectives to illustrate that adjunct dependent-gap strestand coordinate dependent-gap structures
show differing behaviors with respect to properties of RNR.
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(36) Right Edge Restriction
In the configuration:
[a...X...]Conj.[g... X...]]
X must be rightmost withii andB beforeX can undergo RNR.
(adapted fronSabbagh2007, 355)

The following examples in37) are adapted frorwilder 1995 288-289 and pivot
on the argument structure of the ditransitive verb in theosdoconjunct. The
Right Edge Restriction is satisfied i84g with the PP frame, but cannot be sat-
isfied in 37b) with the double-object frame, which ultimately resultsimgram-
maticality.

(37) a. Timmee; and gave a presenté— [his best friend from collede.
b. *Tim mete; and gavee; a present -his best friend from college

The examples in38), then, are interesting as the contrast between the two
ditransitive frames is drastically reduced if not entirkdgt when we replace the
coordination structure with an adjunction structure.

(38) a. Tim metey in order to give a present fd; —
[his best friend from college.
b. Tim metey in order to give[]; a present —
[his best friend from college.

Of particular interest to the argument being made here ictmtrast between
(37b) and @8b). It is not the case in either string that the gaps are rigktrimo
their respective domains as required by the Right Edge iResir. Yet, 38b) is
more acceptable tha®7h). The examples below ir89) and @0) are intended
to help establish the generality of this pattern. The samérast in acceptability
arises between a coordinate dependent-gap structure (@dheariants and an
adjunct dependent-gap structure in the (b.) variants whemdlevant gap is part
of the double-object frame.

(39) a. *Sam interviewed; and showea; his secret laboratory —
[the members of the incoming class of graduate stuflents

b. Sam interviewee@; before showing]; his secret laboratory —
[the members of the incoming class of graduate stuglents
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(40) a. *Kim surprised; and offerede; a raise —
[everyone who showed up edly
b. Kim surprisecde; by offering(]; a raise —
[everyone who showed up edrly

This contrast between these structures in this environgenbe interpreted
as showing that the coordinate dependent-gap structueesuaject to the Right
Edge Restriction but adjunct dependent-gap structurescr® If this is the case,
then we have fairly strong evidence to suggest that the tywesyf structures are
not derived via the same mechanism. Moreover, seeing as@adjependent-
gap structures are not subject to this known constraint oR Rféme alternative
analysis for them seems to be required. Because this argueties on a contrast
between contrasts and because we are dealing with intsiiloout fairly complex
structures, the following section reports on an experintasigned to test the
hypothesis and intuitions reported here.

3.2. Experimental Evidence

An acceptability judgement study was designed to test tipetmesis that co-
ordinate dependent-gap structures are derived via RNRdjudc dependent-gap
structures may be derived via some alternative mechanisthislis so, we pre-
dict in the same way as above that coordinate dependenttgaguses, but not
adjunct dependent-gap structures, are sensitive to thde Rage Restriction. The
empirical predictions follow the same logic that we saw ia frevious subsec-
tion. We expect to find that a dependent gap in the doublesbhj@me, but not
in the PP frame, will result in a greater decrease in accéjpyadpven a coordi-
nation structure than it will given an adjunction structasein 37) and 38). As
we will see below, this experiment was also designed to enthat this pattern,
if observed, could be attributed to the creation of a depeiadap site. If there is

2wilder (1997 1999; Sabbagh(2007, andKluck and de Vrieg2013 have noted that right-
ward displacement is able to feed the Right Edge Restrictidrerefore, one concern with this
argument might be that an application of HNPS internal toati@nct clause in38h) is feeding
an application of RNR. The observation Bpss(1967 59) that HNPS is unable to target the first
object of the double-object construction suggests thatishot the case.

(i) *Tim gavee; a present -fhis best friend from collede

This fact rules out a RNR analysis for adjunction struct8&) and is precisely what blocks the
application of RNR in coordination structuresrg).
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no rightward displacement, we should expect to observéilieatontrast between
ditransitive frames in coordination and adjunct strucsuseneutralized.

3.2.1. Participants

Sixty-four native speakers of English were recruited fa study using Ama-
zon Mechanical Turk, a web-based service for crowd-sogrtsks'® Only par-
ticipants with a minimum 95% success-rate on a minimum of tE3ks were
accepted for participation. To prevent evaluating datenfrmn-native speakers,
participation was restricted to IP addresses in the UnitateS and participants
were asked to report their language abilities. Three ppatits reported a native
language other than English. The data from these partitspaere removed and
replaced. Another participant’s data was replaced on siggpbdf not properly
attending to the task. Participants ranged in age from 18 with an average age
of 36.0 years and a median age of 32.0 years. Of the 64 panitsip42% were
female and 58% were male.

3.2.2. Materials

The materials consisted of 16 items distributed acrosssihsa fully crossed
2x2x2 design that included the facto&ructure Frame andSitu A full ex-
ample item is provided in4l) and a full list of the experimental items can be
found in Appendix A. The factor Structure refers to whether item had an ad-
junct dependent-gap structurl@) or a coordinate dependent-gap structdriy.
Items differing on the dimension of Frame had the dependaptposition pre-
sented in either the Double-Object (DO) frandd.§ or the Prepositional Phrase
(PP) frame 41b). Finally, the factor Situ provided a set of controls thagganted
the shared DP either Ex-sitd1g or In-situ @16.

(41) a. Adjunction/ Double-Object / Ex-situ
No judge should contact, in order to give his scoresheet,
the contestants in this month’s competition.

b. Adjunction/ Prepositional Phrase / Ex-situ
No judge should contact, in order to give his scoresheet to,
the contestants in this month’s competition.

c. Coordination / Double-Object / Ex-situ

No judge should contact, and give his scoresheet,
the contestants in this month’s competition.

3Amazon Mechanical Turk can be accessedps://www.mturk.com
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d. Coordination / Prepositional Phrase / Ex-situ
No judge should contact, and give his scoresheet to,
the contestants in this month’s competition.

e. Adjunction / Double-Object / In-situ
No judge should contact the contestants in this month’s @&itign,
in order to give his scoresheet.

f. Adjunction / Prepositional Phrase / In-situ
No judge should contact the contestants in this month’s @&aitign,
in order to give his scoresheet to.

g. Coordination / Double-Object / In-situ
No judge should contact the contestants in this month’s @&aitign,
and give his scoresheet.

h. Coordination / Prepositional Phrase / In-situ
No judge should contact the contestants in this month’s @&aitign,
and give his scoresheet to.

All experimental items included commas setting off the selcoonjunct or ad-
junct phrase in exactly the way shown #1J. This was intended to relieve on-line
processing difficulty and to help participants assign therided prosody.

A concern with this experimental design, which was mentidorgefly in foot-
note 2, was that it does not guarantee for the DO conditiopsaiiticular that par-
ticipants would not interpret the adjunct clause or the sdamnjunct as a paren-
thetical with an implicit Goal/Recipient argument. Thisaségy would effectively
provide a means for bypassing any requirement to assignendept-gap inter-
pretation to these structures (viz., the Revised Larsoaisa&lization and Ross’s
(1967 Coordinate Structure Constrainand complicate the interpretation of the
resultst* Several steps were taken to discourage participants frimatialysis.

First, the ditransitive verb was always eithgive or tell, which were dis-
tributed equally among the 16 items. These verbs were chfoseheir general
relative dispreference for appearing with an implicit GBakipient as well as
their strong bias toward appearing in the DO frame. Accagdmthe corpus
database of ditransitive constructions compiledBogsnan et ali2007), giveap-
pears in the DO frame in %84.6 of its 1,666 occurrencestal@ppears in the
DO frame in %95.3 of its 128 occurrences. These properties iméended to en-

14SeeDuEinsky(ZOO'/) for argumentation that parasitic gaps are not licensedamemthetical
material byA-movement in the matrix clause.
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courage participants to incorporate a displaced DP int@thential gap position
and, thus, posit a dependent-gap when possile.

The second step was an attempt to block the possibility afitrg the adjunct
clauses and second conjuncts as a parenthetical. To dahthitieme argument
in the adjunct clause or second conjunct always containediable that was in-
tended to be bound by a quantificational matrix subject (&g.judge... his
scoresheein (41)). The example in42), which has been adapted froRotts
(2002 664), demonstrates that variable-binding into a pardittdds not possi-
ble.

(42) *No hiken, was, as sheadmitted,
prepared for the freezing temperatures.

Additionally, a negative quantifier was always used in thpesinental items
given their general inability for telescoping.

Finally, the In-situ conditions were added to act as costimi the Ex-situ con-
ditions. Presumably, participants would not posit a depaixdap in the adjunct
clause or second conjunct of these structures seeing as tisallowed by the
grammar. In as far as the In-situ conditions are acceptphiticipants would be
required to posit an implicit Goal/Recipient. Thereforesitu conditions will re-
veal the acceptability patterns that we should observedrt#ise that participants
are not constructing dependent-gap structures in thetixegnditions. It is from
this that we get the prediction that, if the relevant intécacbetween Structure
and Frame emerges, we should find it only in the Ex-situ camust

3.2.3. Procedure

After providing informed consent, participants clicked arink that took
them to the on-line experiment presentation tool Ibex Farnere the experi-
mental items were present&®iParticipants were told that they would be reading
sentences and evaluating their acceptability as senteridessglish. They then
received a short guided practice for using a 7-point Lilsedle where 1 corre-

15within an eye-tracking paradig@taub et al(2006§ demonstrate for standard HNPS that par-
ticipants form an expectation for a DP downstream when a wétio a strong transitivity bias
appears in its intransitive frame. Their conclusion, wHigim attempting to capitalize on here,
is that a strong transitivity bias on a verb will lead pagants to posit the gap of a rightward
displacement operation relatively early in their parsehefdtring.

lpex Farm was developed by Alex Drummond and can be accessed a
http://spellout.net/ibexfarm/
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sponded to “Completely Unacceptable” and 7 correspondé@ampletely Ac-
ceptable”.

The items were presented in a Latin-square design and wedemay dis-
tributed among 38 filler items. The filler items had a larggyantion of sentences
with a non-canonical word order including passive and deftstructions. A total
of 6 items were designed to be ungrammatical by includingkamd violation, a
case assignment problem, a violation of a selectionalicéstn, or having non-
English word-order. The Likert-scale with the correspoigdscale values were
presented along with each item, which was always presemtedsmngle line. The
experiment took an average of approximately 14 minutes mgpdete and partici-
pants received $0.50 in compensation upon completing ke ta

3.2.4. Results
The mean naturalness rating for each condition is presegrgghically in
Figure 1 and numerically in Table 1.

Ex—situ In—situ
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Figure 1: Mean acceptability ratings by condition with stard error bars

Ex-situ In-situ
Adjunction Coordination Adjunction Coordination

DO 2.72(0.16) 2.11(0.13) 2.84 (0.15) 2.84 (0.15)
PP 2.93(0.16) 3.54(0.16) 2.65(0.13) 2.44 (0.14)

Table 1: Mean acceptability ratings by condition with starterrors in parentheses.
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The data were analyzed using a linear mixed-effects (LME)agsion model
(Baayen et a).2008 with the| me4 package Bates et al.2014) in the statistical
computing environment R, version 3.1R Core Team2014. The fixed effects
of Structure, Frame, and Situ, as well as their interactia@se included as pre-
dictors and centered around 0 (Adjunction/DO/Ex-situ = Bpth subjects and
items as well as the predictors and their interactions wesgaed random slopes.
The model that was evaluated is provided4B)(

(43) Rating~ Structurex Framex Situ+
(Structurex Framex Situ+ 1|subjecj +
(Structurex Framex Situ+ 1|item)

This model yielded the results summarized in Table 2. Sicpniite at the
traditional a = 0.05 level was determined by an absolttealue greater than
2.00. With this criterion a significant main effect was rdeeafor the fixed ef-

~

B Std. Error t
(Intercept) 2.758 0.135 20.474
Structure  0.027 0.041 0.665
Frame -0.131 0.048 -2.736
Situ  0.066 0.081 0.824
StructurexFrame  0.127 0.049 2.610
StructurexSitu  -0.027 0.060 -0.459
FramexSitu -0.279 0.050 -5.638
Structure<Framex<Situ  0.178 0.056 3.156

Table 2: LME model results with estimate, standard errad,tavalue.

fect Frame and significant interactions were observed farc8tre< Frame and
Framex Situ. Importantly, there was a significant effect of the ¢iveay interac-
tion term Structure Framex Situ. From the pattern of the means shown in Figure
1, we see that the three-way interaction reflects a largeteffiethe choice of
ditransitive Frame for Coordination/Ex-situ structuresmpared to the small or
non-existent effect of Frame for all other conditions.

3.2.5. Discussion
It is the Structure Framex Situ interaction, that we are particularly interested
in. | interpret the observation that the choice of ditrausiframe effects ac-
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ceptability only in coordinate dependent-gap structuréb & displaced DP to
mean that it is only coordinate dependent-gap structurasatte subject to the
Right Edge Restriction. The absence of an effect of the ehofcditransitive
frame in adjunct dependent-gap structures in turn sugglestshese structures
arenot subject to the Right Edge Restriction. This strongly sutggtsat adjunct
dependent-gap structures can be derived via a mechanisnctifsom RNR1/

With this being said, there is a complication in the data thatorth address-
ing. Recall that there was a concern that participants miglait the intended
DO dependent-gap structures as parentheticals with ancitn@loal/Recipient
argument. Looking again at the observed condition meansragkt object to
the interpretation of the results that have been endorseekain contention that
the Adjunction/DO/Ex-situ condition are so similar to thdjanction/DO/In-situ
condition. One might contend specifically that the AdjuoctDO/EXx-situ mean
is inflated as a result of participants positing an impliaaBRecipient argument,
which they also managed to do for the DO/In-situ conditions.

There are at least two reasons to think that this was not tbe darst, there
is no principled reason why this alternative strategy wdwgte been available
to inflate the Adjunction/DO/EXx-situ mean, but participatiten failed to employ
it specifically in Coordination/DO/EXx-situ conditions. &ad, if such a strategy
were available, we would expect to find a significant posilinear relationship
between items in their Adjunction/Ex-situ and Adjunctiorsitu conditions with
respect to their acceptability of containing an implicfgament. That is, an item
that more readily permits an implicit argument analysisusth@lo so in both Ex-
situ and In-situ conditions and, thus, it should be possibjeredict one from the
other. A post-hoc examination of the data investigateddkpgectation.

1’An anonymous reviewer points out that one might be temptedhelude that, regardless of
the results, the experimental items are nonetheless umgasical given their remarkably low rat-
ings. To assuage such concerns | would note first that no & pradictions were made regarding
the magnitude of the acceptability rating judgment for ahthe conditions because these values
will necessarily be an artefact of the experimental desighthe particular fillers that were used.
Thus, as the anonymous reviewer notes, it is entirely pideishat we are observing a ceiling
effect. There is very good reason to think that is precided¢ydase. Recall that the experimental
items that the participants were asked to judge involveatively rare and complex construction
and were presented without supporting context to motiegenbn-canonical word order. More-
over, these constructions require participants to locatepmsit multiple gap positions for which
there is only indirect evidenc&taub et al.2006. Finally, unlike the examples presented 7%
(40), the experimental items also contained an intended diggntariable binding relationship
that is headed by a negative quantifier.

20



The acceptability metric was quantified by calculating facte item the dif-
ference between the estimated mean of the the DO and PP ioosdih the
Adjunction/Ex-situ conditions 4139-(41b)) and the Adjunction/In-situ conditions
((419-(411). Fitting a linear model to predict the Ex-situ conditidnsm the In-
situ conditions produced a non-significant linear funciiornvhich only 11% of
the variation in the Ex-situ conditions is explained by thesitu conditiongr? =
0.11, B = —0.25, %95CI[—-0.65,0.16], t = —1.32, p < 0.25). This provides no
evidence for claiming that the acceptability ratings of Atgunction/DO/EX-situ
and the Adjunction/DO/In-situ conditions are correlatedl athus, no evidence
that same strategy was employed in each case.

To summarize the discussion and the subsection, the evagersented here
supports the argument made above that RNR is not the onlyanesh respon-
sible for deriving adjunct dependent-gap structures. Toeatability judgement
study provided evidence that coordinate dependent-gaptstes are subject to
the Right Edge Restriction while adjunct dependent-gaysitaations are not.
This constitutes strong evidence that some alternativehamesm must also be
available for licensing a dependent-gap in an adjunct elaésllowingEngdahl
(1983 et seq., and based on the argumentation to follow, | willticare to treat
this alternative mechanism as rightward DP-movement amtidansing of a par-
asitic gap.

4. Potentially Unbounded Rightward DP-M ovement

| suggested above, following a proposaltdgck and Mulle (2000 aboutwh-
scrambling in German, that the need to provide a binder foaragitic gap li-
censes additional rightward movement beyond just the atandNPS operation
to SpecyP. In this section, | provide further evidence that this &#ddal right-
ward movement, given common conceptions, is in fact exoepti Perhaps the
most well-known difference between leftward and rightwardvement is that
rightward movement is subject to much stricter locality @itions than leftward
movement (e.gRoss 1967 Baltin, 1978 1981). This makes the idea that a par-
asitic gap licenses rightward movement beyond standard3{Efd thus beyond
the vP, an intriguing one. It naturally raises the question of hmwuch further
rightward movement licensed by a parasitic gap can go. Thieege presented
here will suggest that rightward movement is in fact pothtiunbounded, just
like its leftward counterparts.

We can start with the observation bgkoff (1970 that the scope of because
clause is ambiguous with respect to negati4) (
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(44) Sam didn’t leave because he was tired.

a. CAUSE > —
“Because Sam was tired, it’'s not the case that he left.”

b. — > CAUSE
“It's not the case that, because Sam was tired, he left.”

Relevant for the point being made here is that a parasitidrgapecauseclause
interpreted above negation can license movement of a DRoassh (459. This
example has been designed to be biased towards the wide-stepretation of
thebecauseclause and to block a RNR derivation with a double-objecistuc-
tion (see sectio®). Furthermore, we can note that the parasitic gap is negessa
to license the movemend$h).

(45) a. Timdidn'tinvitee; because he would have to gipe; a gift —
[the guy who throws such extravagant pafties
“Because Tim would have to give him a gift, he didn't inviteeth
guy who throws such extravagant parties.”
b. *Timdidn't invite e;
because he would have to give everyone a gift —
[the guy who throws such extravagant pafties
“Because Tim would have to give everyone a gift, he didn’itev
the guy who throws such extravagant parties.”

This example suggests that the movement of the DP that saaulie binding of
a parasitic is able to target a position that is not only beytire edge of/P as
argued in sectio.2, but even beyond sentential negation.

We can demonstrate that this is indeed what we are obseryiqdalcing a
negative polarity item (NPI) inside the rightward displdd@P. First, note that
an NPI such aanyin a DP that has undergone standard HNPS remains licensed
by sentential negatiordg). This is consistent with our conclusions above that
standard HNPS targets the first dominatufy

(46) a. Timdoesn'tinvite any of his superiors in the depaitirio parties.
b. Tim doesn't invitee; to parties -fany of his superiors in the departmpnt

Let us simply assume for the moment that the movement licebge parasitic
gap targets a position immediately above the clause contgérparasitic gap? If

Bwhat follows will support this assumption. Basically, | assaming the representation for
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we assume further that the ambiguity dfiecauseclause with respect to sentential
negation is represented structurally, then it should bsiptesto predict when an
NPI will be licensed following movement that is driven by agsitic gap® If the
becauseclause takes scope below sentential nega#@) ényshould in principle
be licensed in the derived position above the adjunct cl&u&m the other hand,
if the becauseclause takes scope above sentential negati8y) any should fail
to be licensed following the displacement operation asats/dd position will be
outside the scope of negation.

(47) Lowbecauselause (48) High becauselause
Neg
NPl becausP
vP becausP Neg vP —
—_— P
8. ...pO1... €.

parasitic gaps configurations proposedNissenbaum 20QQh. 2, which will be discussed in
more detall in sectiob.2

19Also relevant to the discussion here is the observatiomMbyr and Specto2010 that (po-
tentially string-vacuous) HNPS may result in otherwiseuailable wide-scope readings of a uni-
versal quantifier with negation. This is a potential cowgbeample to the claim that HNPS targets
a relatively low position in the structure. However, givaeit basic analysis for these observations
based orScope Economprinciples Fox, 2000, the facts are not incompatible with the system
to be built in sectiorb. Thus, a similar argument to the one here could be made whéreb
predicted that a parasitic gap in an adjunct clause abo\atioegorces a wide-scope reading for
a universal quantifier. Because these judgements are maiéad and less stable, they are not
included here. Instead, | thank Jeremy Hartman (p.c.) fogesting that | use the NPI diagnostic
that is presented.

201t is sometimes claimed that NPIs are simply unlicensed @énrtfatrix clause given a low-
scopebecauseclause Johnston1993 Chierchia 2004 Hsieh 2009. The usual account comes
from Linebarger'dmmediate Scope Constraiwhich asserts that an NPI and its licensor must not
be separated by another logical element. Howeveljrasbarger1987 339-340) andsuerzoni
(2006 372-374) note, the acceptability of examples [ik84, which is based on examples in
Partee 1993are predicted by allowing the negative polarity item to lbersed by covertly rais-
ing to a position between negation and tiecauseclause and, thus, avoiding a violation of the
Immediate Scope Constraint. Note that this is exactly th&igaoration achieved by the right-
ward displacement operation illustrated #v). The key to the acceptability of these examples,
as @499 shows, is that these constructions require a partitieetfip interpretation of the shifted
guantificational DP (e.d=ng 1991 Diesing 1992.
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These predictions are borne out #9] and £0) respectively. The (a.) variants
provide the source example and its interpretation while(lhe variants provide
the string that results from rightward movement and thenkogg of a parasitic
gap. The example iM) contains decauseclause biased towards scoping below
negation. With this interpretation, the rightward disgldd\PI remains licensed
in (49b). This suggests that its derived position is below negajtish as dia-
grammed in47). The more interesting case for our purpose i) (Here, like
in (45) above, thébecauseclause is biased towards taking scope above negation.
Rightward displacement of the DP with this interpretatidéthe becauseclause,
though, is now no longer acceptab®0f). This is expected if this sentence nec-
essarily has the structural configuration 48\ where the NPI has moved above
thebecauseclause and, therefore, outside of the scope of sentemggition.

(49) Context Tim wants to give the superiors in his department preséttisy
come to his parties. But, it's not for this reason that hetes/any of them
to his parties.

a. Tim doesn’t invite any of the superiors in his departmestause
he wants to give them a present.
—3Jx[superiofx) A CAUSE(invite(x, Tim), want-to-give-them-a-preséiim))]
“It's not the case that there is arsuch thaix is a superior and be-
cause Tim wants to give them a present, he invites them.”

b. Tim doesn’t invitee; because he wants to giyey a present —
[any of the superiors in his departmint

(50) Context Tim has to give the superiors in his department a preseheif t
come to his parties. For this reason, he doesn't invite artherh to his
parties.
a. Tim doesn’t invite any of the superiors in his departmestause
he has to give them a present.
CAUSE(—3x[superiofx) A invite(x,Tim)], have-to-give-them-a-preséiiim))
“Because Tim has to give them a present, it's not the casétbie
is anx such thak is a superior and Tim invites”
b. *Tim doesn'tinvitee; because he has to giyey a present —
[any of the superiors in his departmint

These examples serve to illustrate that a rightward displ&® can in fact target
a position beyond the edge @P. They also make the interesting point, to which
we will return shortly, that the position of the clausal adjiseems to determine
the position targeted by the exceptional movement of the DP.
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The next example ing1) is adapted fronNissenbaum 20Q@9. Here we see
a rationale clause modifying the matrix predicalaim while the rightward dis-
placed DP has its base position as the complement of the eletegrbike. As
expected from the Revised Larson’s Generalization, a fiirgap in the rationale
clause is necessary to license the movement of the DP.

(51) a. | claimedcp that | likedey| in order to get you to renpg; —
[that movie with Fred Astaire and Audrey Hepbltn

b. *Iclaimed|cpthat | likede]
in order to get you to rent a VHS cassette —
[that movie with Fred Astaire and Audrey Hepbltn

Examples like this suggest that, contra what appeamRass 1967 rightward
movement is not necessarily clause-bounded. The striigtgimilar example
in (52) shows that the same pattern emerges when a RNR derivatontislled
for with the double-object construction.

(52) a. Sam think&p that you likee |
because he saw you giype a present —
[one of the co-workers in your departmgnt

b. *Sam thinkgcp that you likeey |
because he saw you give someone a present —
[one of the co-workers in your departmgnt

These observations in conjunction with the more basic it&s of excep-
tional rightward movement identified in secti@rand sectior8 demonstrate that
rightward DP-movement is targeting positions beyond tha@diatevP that con-
tains the base-position of the relevant DP and even posigaternal to that DP’s
original containing clause. This naturally suggests thaPacould be rightward
moved a theoretically unbounded distance from its basergéed position. Do-
ing so, though, requires that the movement is appropriéitalgsed, which | have
suggested can be achieved by the need to bind a parasitic gap.

5. Licensing Rightward DP-M ovement

This section presents a formal account of the Revised LaS&mneralization,
repeated in%3), as well as the results of the previous section.

(53) Revised Larson’s Generalization
Rightward displacement of a DP beyond standard HNPS must ies
the binding of a parasitic gap by the displaced DP.
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Subsectiorb.1 spells out a theory for HNPS that captures the fact thatwigid
DP-movement generally cannot cross the clausal adjunatsate subject to the
the Revised Larson’s Generalization. Subsecidhprovides a system and for-
mal analysis for those instances where a parasitic gapsisewhat is otherwise
impossible rightward movement. The actual mechanics amptad largely from
Nissenbaum 2008nd involve the exceptional movement of the DP ensuring com-
positionality between the matrix clause and the parasé#j domain. In subsec-
tion 5.3 we will turn to the observation biissenbaun§2000 that constructions
with multiple clausal adjuncts adjoined to the verbal spggpire a parasitic gap
in each clausal adjunct that is crossed by rightward movénhargue that obser-
vation should be interpreted as evidence that the rightwemngement. Subsection
5.4addresses the seemingly contradictory results of thisoseahd sectior.

5.1. When Heavy-NP Shift Is Unlicensed

In order to formalize the basic analysis outlined in secga) we will start
by treating standard instances of HNPS like 5#)(as an operation involving
rightward movement of the DAROsS 1967, 56).

(54) Sam bough#; on the way home fthe documentary about Bengal tigers
| }

Rochemont and Culicovgl990, building onRochemont(1986, argue that a
DP that has been targeted for HNPS receives a focus intatioret! The follow-
ing question-answer pairs are adapted firRathemont and Culicovéi99Q 24)
where they are presented as evidence for this claim.
(55) a. Q:  Whatdid John purchase for his wife?
A: John purchased for his wife — a brand new fur coat.
b. Q: For whom did John purchase a brand new fur coat?
A: # John purchased for his wife — a brand new fur coat.

211t is important to acknowledge that research Asnold et al. (2000; Wasow and Arnold
(2003 and others has demonstrated that structural complexitynuativate rightward displace-
ment independent from the discourse status of the displkeleadent. This supports the claim by
Saito and Fuku{1998 that HNPS is a post-syntactic operation. While | agreeghah rightward
displacement lacking semantic import is arguably a postesyic phenomenon, the discovery
that such examples exist does not in itself prove that righdvdisplaced elements can never be
the result of syntactic movement. Furthermore, given thdesce presented in the sectidand
the observation that this movement can have informatiorcsiral effects, at least some cases of
rightward displacement must take place in the syntacticpmrant.
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We see from these examples that a HNPS configuration prosidiggitous an-
swer to the question irb6g but not to the question irbpb). The contrast can
be explained by assuming that this peripheral position irciwvtve find the DPa
brand new fur coais reserved for “new” or “non-given” information, roles pkd
by focused elements. It is for this reason, then, that trevagilt information for
awh-question can appear in this positidsbg. On the other hand, as part of the
guestioned material irb6b), a brand new fur coais in the conversational back-
ground. It, therefore, cannot play the role of focused ni@tand is incompatible
with the information-structural requirements on this pbaral position.
Assuming that this interpretation of the observation$i) @re correct, | will
treat standard HNPS as a discourse-configurational steuLg. Kiss, 2002 and
assume that discourse roles like Focus can be representexiapntax (e.gRizzi,
1997. This makes standard instances of HNPS an instance of-firdbten move-
ment whereby the displaced DP moves to a low focus dedicaisitign in an
articulatedvP layer (e.gLarson 1988 Marantz 1993 Belletti, 2001, Merchant
2013. The sentence irbd), then, will have the partial representation &6).

(56) XP
/\

X° FocusP

FocusP DP;

/\ the documentary..

Focus \oiceP \

\
\
\

\oice® AgentP \
DP AgentP '

Sam /\ \
Agent VP ~

VP PP |
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The standard treatment for such instances of movement wiwofgbse that it is
driven by the need for the DP to check a feature on Fo¢Ghomsky 1995
2001).22 For concreteness | will assume the same here and that thkichexf
this feature is the licensing trigger for HNPS.

The node XP in the structure above represents some addiixteaded verbal
projection (sed&srimshaw 1991, 1993. This position necessarily dominates the
low FocusP that hosts standard HNPS and, for us, represeniswest available
point of attachment for a clausal adjunct that is subjechtoRevised Larson’s
Generalization. Because standard HNPS beyond Spec,F&cuskcensed, and
because clausal adjuncts necessarily adjoin above Fosasierive the fact that
rightward displacement of a DP that is moving solely for foeull be unable to
target a position above a clausal adjunct that is subjedtedRevised Larson’s
Generalization.

Consider the sentence 13 and its simplified partial representation 57
to see this. Much like we saw in the diagram &8) in section2.2, movement
of the direct object that is purely for the purpose of focutidensed as far as
Spec,FocusP. An operation of movement that takes the DPuatinef, including
over this particular clausal adjunct, is unlicensed.

223pecific versions of a feature-driven approach to focus meve have been proposed by
Brody (1995 and Horvath (2007. Alternative analyses, such as the one offeredSagndroi
(2003, suggest that focus movement is prosodically-driven.aFtreory of focus movement that
relies on the satisfaction of requirements at LF, Kiss (2009.
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(57) a. *Sam bought; because he loved the cinematography
— [the documentary about Bengal tigegrs

*XP
XP DP;
/\ the documentary..

FocusP AdjunctP !
/\ A //
FocusP N because.. 7
Focus W

Sam boughe; - -’

Let us take this opportunity, then, to formalize the evabraimetric that
determines the movement to Spec,XP %7)(to be unlicensed movement. We
will be assuming wittBresnan(1977), Uriagereka(1999, Chomsky(2000, and
Epstein and Seely2002 that derivations proceed cyclically via multiple spell-
outs of the syntactic object under construction. The appba of an instance of
movement in a given spell-out domain will be subject to thHefwing economy
constraint in $8), which | have adapted frol@homsky 199Zited in Reinhart
2006

(58) Economy of Movement Metric (EMM)
If a derivation O of a spell-out domairx converges without some
movement operation, themlocks a derivation Pof a that includes
that movement operation.

For the types of cases we have been examining, the EMM salysftthee deriva-
tion of a spell-out domain containing a clausal adjunct engegs without an appli-
cation of rightward movement (i.e., a parasitic gap woultdgmunbound), then
rightward movement is disallowed in the derivation of thaelsout domair??
If XP in (57) is treated as a spell-out domain, the derivation of XP vatwerge

23] will return to what it means for a derivation to converge la¢ &nd of sectios.2 The
intuitive idea is that a derivation converges if the ressiinterpretable at the interfaces.
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without the additional rightward movement beyond HNPSsT&so given the ab-
sence of a parasitic gap in thecausP. Thus, movement over the clausal adjunct
to Spec,XP is blocked.

5.2. When Rightward DP-Movement Ensures Compositionality

We turn now to why it is that further rightward movement beg&@pec,FocusP
and past the relevant clausal adjuncts is permitted in thsepice of a parasitic
gap. | will suggest that it is the ability to ensure conveigenf the spell-domain
that contains the clausal adjunct with a parasitic gap thaatisfying the EMM
and licensing exceptional rightward movement. More speadlfi, movement of
the DP will ensure composition of the parasitic gap domath thie matrix clause.

| will be adapting the analysis that was proposedigsenbaun200Q ch. 2)
for parasitic gap licensing in examples likegy.

(59) Sam boughe; because he loveplg; —
[the documentary about Bengal tiggrs

Nissenbaum, lik€ontrerag1984), Chomsky(1986, andBrowning(1987), treats
the parasitic gap as the tail of a null-operator chain ingidedjunct claus& The
mechanics of this analysis employ the notion of multiplevd@g¢ional workspaces
(for instance, se€homsky 2000 whereby multiple syntactic objects can be con-
structed in parallel. In the derivation d69), there will be a point when the two
syntactic objects shown ir6Q) will have been constructed. The syntactic object
on the left is the matrix clause following HNPS of the DP fraiverb-adjacent
position and the syntactic object on the right is the adjufaise complete with

a null-operator chain. (I have chosen to suppress the eveatiion variable for
expository purposes.)

240ther analyses for parasitic gaps include Across-the-degraction Ross 1967 Williams,
199Q Munn, 1992, treating the parasitic gap as a bound null-pronomikayfie 1983 Cinque
199Q Frampton 199Q Postal 1993, as well as multidominationK@asaj 2010 and sideward
movementlunes 2001, 20049.
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(60) FocusP t AdjunctP :(et)
Ay.because-he-loveg)

FocusP {et) DP, Opy
the documentary..
/Cl because he loveyl
Focus vP

Sam boughxk;

As a null-operator structure, the parasitic gap domain wélinterpreted as a
type (et) abstraction over entities. Merging this AdjunctP with thpet FocusP
will ultimately present the standard methods of composifideim and Kratzer
1998 with a type mismatch. The insight frodissenbaun{200Q 45-46) is that
the HNPS operation effectively licenses the parasitic gaprieating a derived
predicate in the matrix clause with which the parasitic gamdin could be in-
terpreted viaPredicate Modificatior{Heim and Kratzer1998. To capitalize on
this observation, Nissenbaum suggests that the paraapicdgmain in fact must
be merged counter-cyclically below the displaced DP withtsfpe(et) [ FocusP.
The result is the representation below@i), Counter-cyclically merging the par-
asitic gap domain creates an intermediate piece of strithat is interpreted as
another predicate of individuals which takes the displdgBdas its argument.

(61) FocusP t

T

FocusP {et) DP;
the documentary. .

FocusP (et)|  AdjunctP :(et

1 Opy
Focus vP

because he lovey

Sam boughk;

While this analysis accounts for many of the properties oagiéic gap con-
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structions?® it is not straightforwardly compatible with the observasdrom the
previous sections. Recall the argument from sec@that HNPS cannot target
a position on the verbal spine that is higher than the lowesttf attachment
for adjunct clauses that are subject to the Revised Larsaergeralization. | sug-
gested instead that the need to bind a parasitic gap is irggegceptional right-
ward movement. We saw evidence in sectibtinat this rightward movement is
indeed targeting positions well beyond the reach of stahH&PS. These obser-
vations suggest that it is not the HNPS operation that isoresiple for licensing
a parasitic gap. Instead, as also suggestetidagk and Muller(2000 for Ger-
manwh-scrambling, it is the parasitic gap that is licensing thevement. We can
accommodate these observations, though, with only a misjostment to Nis-
senbaum’sZ000 analysis of parasitic gaps alongside a few other assunmgtio
which | will introduce below.

First, instead of forcing the parasitic gap domain to mexanter-cyclically
below the locus of HNPS, we will allow the parasitic gap domiai merge cycli-
cally above the locus of HNPS. The result is shown below6) (vhere thebe-
caus® has been adjoined to an extended verbal functional proje2tP that
dominates the DP that has undergone HNPS.

(62) XP : ?7
XP :t AdjunctP :(et)
TN Ay.because-he-loveg\
X°  FocusPt
/\ Opy
FocusP :et) DPy because he loved
/C the documentary. .
1
Focus vP

Sam boughxk;

As indicated, this will ultimately result in a type mismatittat renders th@

25SeeCulicover 200%or an extensive discussion of parasitic gaps construstion
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node uninterpretable by standard methods of compositlem{ and Kratzerl998.
Assuming that compositionality is a requirement for thevavgence of a phase,
then according to the EMM an application of movement thald@ermit inter-
pretation of theXP| node would be licensed.

| suggest that the rightward displacement of the DP over thenat clause
does exactly this. The resultis shown belowgB)(where the DRhe documentary
... has undergone an exceptional instance of rightward movepegond HNPS
and over the clausal adjunct to a position adjoined t@ node?®

(63) XP : ??

DP;
the documentary..
A

XP :t AdjunctP :(et) '\
Ay.because-he-loveg) \
X°  FocusP t |
O I
FocusP x; o /
P N because he loveyl o
Focus vP RN ‘

Sam boughk;

A few words will be necessary here to see exactly how comiposdf is

supposed to be ensured by this movement operation. Notatehb standard
treatment of movement frordeim and Kratzer 199&iill not actually help here.
The binder index that we expect to be inserted along with rmare will appear
immediately below the the landing site of the displaced O#s Tvould create a

26At this point, one might wonder whether the initial step ofwvement to the low FocusP is
always necessary or whether a single step of movement édesslely by the parasitic gap is
possible. In personal communication with Anton Karl Ingagacame out that, if the latter were
possible, we should find that rightward movement that is nppsrted by the discourse context is
available given a parasitic gap. Based on the analysis Ipeompsed here, this should in principle
be possible. It is not clear that this is the case, which migdan that HNPS is required to feed
further rightward movement. This issue presents a cleaction for further research.
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derived predicate immediately above node, but it would do nothing to
facilitate composition of theXP| node itself with the matrix clause.

To remedy this situation, let us make a second assumptionwviiMeontinue
to employ the basics of the treatment of movement proposki@im and Kratzer
1998 but we will assume that the binder index introduced with paration of
movement need not appear immediately below the moved elenseippose in
particular that the binder index can be merged counterigaltl to a position
non-local to the moved phrase so long as the result is secadptinterpretable.
It is this ability to non-locally merge the binder index thatikes the repair of
the type mismatch above i63) possible. As shown in64) below, after the
displaced DP moves and is adjoined to node, the syntactic operation
responsible for introducing a binder index counter-cyalictargets the type XP
node. This introduces an additional XP node into the stredfat is a typeet)
derived predicate. This in turn allows the previously ueiptetablg XP] node
to be interpreted as the semantic conjunction of the new tgpeXP and the
type (et) parasitic gap domain. The result is something that exaetiglfels the
representation for parasitic gap structures licensed diytwiard movement that
was proposed biissenbaun{2000.2’

2A non-trivial issue, which also pointed out biissenbaunf2000 and credited to Irene Heim,
is how the structure in6d) is actually being interpreted. In typical cases of clawflnction,
rationale clauses, temporal adverbial claubesauseclauses, etc. are thought to combine with
the matrix clause via a predication operation. Providingil&ifterpretation for the proposed
predicate modification structure would be far outside tlopemf this paper as each of the various
adjunction structures would require individual attentidhis recognized, however, that further
work is needed.
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(64) XP it

XP : (et) DP;
Ax.Sam-bougHix) A the documentary..
because-he-loveH)

XP : (et) AdjunctP :(et)
Ax.Sam-boughx) Ay.because-he-loveg)

TN

XP :t 1 Oy
Xo/%JSp ¢ because he loveyl
/\

FocusP  xg

Focus vP

Sam boughk;

Before concluding, let us return briefly to a pair of examplest were intro-
duced in footnote 2. | have provided these example§®h&nd ©66) below and |
have suppressed any grammaticality judgments for them.

(65) | offendede; by not recognizing him— [my favorite uncle from Cleveland
(66) | offendede; by not recognizing him—
[every team member of the Red Sojgks

According to a number of native speakers that | have corgulte examples in
(65) and ©6) are an improvement over examples lil®, (repeated here ag7).
The relative difference is whether the potential paragjéip site is filled with the
pronominahim or the full DPmy aunt

(67) *1offendede; by not recognizing my aunt immediately —
[my favorite uncle from Clevelangd

Both of the anonymous reviewers point out that the accelgtabf such ex-
amples would not obviously follow directly from the accouhét | provided in
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section2.2 or from the formal analysis that | have provided here.

Assuming that these examples are acceptable, one reviemes that they
can be made to fit with the proposed analysikiifi is taken to be indicative of
a type of resumption strategy employed inside the adjuraatsd. In the same
way that a binder must be supplied for a parasitic gap, so eéotdca binder be
necessary for this pronounced version of a parasitic gape riarginality and
dialectal variation that | have observed surrounds theaemples, then, could be
reduced to a speaker’s ability to spell-out a parasitic gagreovert pronoun.

Another possibility is that there is more than one path terlging exceptional
rightward movement. Assume wiffox (1995 2000, Reinhart(1995 2006 and
Takahash{2006 that movement can be licensed in the case that the resultis a
that produces a semantic interpretation that would haveraibe been unavail-
able. Assume further that pronoun binding is a semantic @inemon achieved
when a pronoun carries a binding index that matches the rgnididex of a c-
commanding DP Heim and Kratzer1998 Buring, 2009. A possibility to be
entertained is that exceptional movement of a DP past ongeafeievant clausal
adjuncts is licensed in the case that the result is an LF irchvhainew binding
possibility is introduced. Basically, by virtue of creajian LF with a semantic
interpretation that would otherwise not be available, nmoget of the DPs ingb)
and 66) would be licensed. This analysis would also correctly edamples like
(67) with the full DP my aunt Moving over the adjunct clause in this case would
not result in an LF that produces a semantic interpretatistindt from the in-
terpretation that results from movement to a lower positibhe true success or
failure of this analysis, though, would depend on distisping these cases from
other crossover phenomena, where we find that movement guenaun resists
allowing coreference between the moved element and thepron

To conclude this subsection, it is interesting to note thatultimate effect of
this analysis is that the movement of the DP is an instanceverft dype-driven
movement. Thus, it is analogous in ways to the independanglyed for covert
operation of quantifier raisingMay, 1985 Rooth 1985. In the same way that
a quantificational DP of typéet,t) must undergo an application of movement in
order to avoid the problem of a type mismatch with the tygte verb, so will the
additional step of movement at the point in the derivatioovghin 64) permit
composition of the adjunct clause and the matrix clauss.this ability to ensure
the convergence of the spell-out domain that, accordindi¢oBMM, licenses
what we have seen is exceptional and otherwise illicit kgtntt movement.

Assuming this analysis to be the correct one, we are alsadeaual interesting
conclusion about the EMM, which is repeated below.
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(68) Economy of Movement Metric (EMM)
If a derivation O of a spell-out domairx converges without some
movement operation, themlocks a derivation Pof a that includes
that movement operation.

The EMM as formulated is a transderivational economy cairgtr For us its ref-
erence set contains derivations that involve rightwardenwent beyond standard
HNPS and derivations that do not. Because this exceptionaement is type-
driven, the metric on which these derivations are beinguatall is not found in
the syntax or in the derivations themselves. Instead, venethnot a spell-out
domain converges is being determined by the ability to prirthe LF represen-
tation of that spell-out domain. The reference set commutadierformed by the
EMM, then, is in a sense interpretation-dependent in a watyistagain analogous
to QR according té-0x (1995 2000 andReinhart(1995 2009. The EMM must
have access to the LF component in order to determine wheatherstance of
movement affects interpretability.

5.3. Multiple Parasitic Gap Domains

Having seen up to this point that rightward DP-movement iipially un-
bounded when licensed by the presence of a parasitic gapinlaima next ques-
tion that arises is how this movement proceeds to its finalitapsite. It could
proceed by way of successive-cyclic operations of movenaars often thought
to be the case for leftward movements (e@homsky 1973 1977, or it could
proceed via a single long-distance stepSabbagh{2007) argues is possible for
instances of RNR of a DP that are amenable to an Across-thaedBaxtraction
analysis.

Let us consider the sentences @®), which have been modeled on examples
from Nissenbaum 200®4.

(69) a. Kim promotea; without callingpg:
because she wanted to gipg; a raise —
[the guy with a reference from Al Gdre
b. *Kim promotede; without calling[managememt
because she wanted to giyey, | raise —
[the guy with a reference from Al Gdre

c. *Kim promotede; without calling[pg]
because she wanted to gig®@meonga raise —
[the guy with a reference from Al Gdre
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d. *Kim promotede; without callingmanagement
because she wanted to gig®@meonga raise —
[the guy with a reference from Al Gdre

Nissenbaum notes of such examples with multiple adjuncisela that a parasitic
gap is required in each adjunct that has been crossed byshkckd DB For
Nissenbaun{200Q 61-64), this paradigm is a consequence of a requirement to
counter-cyclically adjoin clausal adjuncts to a positidioee the binder index
introduced by the HNPS operation. This effectively forcag and all clausal
adjuncts that appear to the left of the shifted DP to composie avtype (et)
node [FocusRin (60)). This in turn requires that they themselves be a tigig
parasitic gap domain. It is this way, in fact, that Nissembaccounts for the
preliminary version of Larson’s Generalization ).

In light of the claim that it is the presence of a parasitic gapain that is
licensing exceptional rightward DP movement, then thedligm in (69) can be
seen as revealing that this exceptional instance of movedoes not always pro-
ceed via a single application of movement. If this were tteecand movement of
a DP to a position where it could provide a binder for a paiagap were freely
available, it would be predicted that movement over an adjefause without
a parasitic gap would be licensed by the presence of a gargaj in a higher
adjunct clause. More concretely, in a structure like the sikedched in 70), the
presence of the parasitic gap in Adjungghould be able to motivate the excep-
tional step of movement over AdjungtRvhich lacks a parasitic gap.

28Nissenbaun(200Q 92) suggests that a gap is not necessary in each clausatadjuen they
modify different clauses. However, | do not share this judgst.

@i a. Sam thinkscp that you promote@; without interviewingpg;]
because he saw you giyey a raise —
the guy with a reference from Al Gore.

b. *Sam thinkgcp that you promote@; without interviewing Kinj
because he saw you giyey a raise —
the guy with a reference from Al Gore.
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(70) XP

TN

XP DP;
XP AdjunctR,
T~
vP AdjunctP, PaL -
TN P
v
Ve VP
A\ e

The contrast betweeB9g and E9b) suggests instead that each instance of move-
ment over each adjunct clause must be independently liderigseterms of the
analysis being built here, there appears to be a requirefoetite displaced DP
to move through a position above each individual parasédpmain.

Still assuming that the derivation of a syntactic objecbimes multiple spell-
outs, we can begin to formalize this requirement by assuithiagthere is an en-
riched inventory of spell-out domains that lie betwa#hand CP (cfChomsky
200Q 200) and by asserting that the adjunct clauses that are subj¢icetRe-
vised Larson’s Generalization necessarily reside in sgpapell-out domains
This constraint on the distribution of clausal adjuncts esigned to block pre-
cisely the type of configuration ir60h). The effect is that the EMM will need
to be satisfied multiple times, once in the spell-out domaint&ining the lower
adjunct clause and again in the spell-out domain contaitheghigher adjunct
clause. This means that the displaced DP must move througsitiom above the
adjunct clause that is in each spell-out domain. It is onlyhis way that each
parasitic gap domain can be permitted to compose with thexdause. To see
this let us look closer ab@g which is repeated below agJ).

291 will remain intentionally vague with regard to preciselgva these ideas should be formal-
ized. However, in sectiob.4 below, | will adopt the idea that spell-out is triggered wheer
the derivation produces a representation that would beergewt at the interface®pata 2006
Naritg 2017). Alternatively, one might pursue the idea that every pbi@amstitutes a spell-out do-
main (e.gMdiller, 2011) or even that every syntactic object produced in the couraederivation
is a spell-out domairHpstein and See|®002).
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(71) Kim promotede; [without callingpg ]
[because she wanted to gipg; a raisé—
[the guy with a reference from Al Gdre

We can pick up the derivation of this example at the point shaw(72).
In the lower spell-out domain XP, the fhe guy... underwent an instance of
exceptional movement to the edge of XP immediately abovevitteutP. In the
same way as we saw above, the EMM will have determined thaement of
DP; in the derivation of XP was licensed by virtue of repairing tlesulting type-
mismatch between theithout?, which contains a parasitic gap, and the matrix
clause.

(72) YP: ??

T

AdjunctP :(et)

Opy

/\
/\
/\ the guy

AdjunctP :(

K\ Opy

X° FocusP

P without callingy

FocusP X1

N

Focus vP

because.. givey a raise

Kim promotedx;

ThebecausP has been merged into the structure above as part of a higéler s
out domain YP. Recall that this will be required by our coastr against the two
AdjunctPs both being merged into the same spell-out dom&nTXe situation
now is a familiar one. An additional application of movemehbP; to Spec,YP
is licensed in the derivation of YP according to the EMM. ithss movement that
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will ensure composition of thbecausP and the matrix clause and, thus, ensure
convergence of YP. The result is illustrated by the exampl@3) where we see
the relevant partial representation for the sentencéihn (

(73) YP:t
YP : (et) DP;
the guy...
YP : (et) AdjunctP :(et) \\\
/<\1 Ony ‘

Yo XP:t \

XP : (et) X1

XP : (et) AdjunctP :(et)y ~~- -

/Ol Opy

X° FocusP _ ,
P without callingy

FocusP X1

/\
Focus VP

Kim promotedx;

While the present system will account f@9@/(71), we will require some-
thing more than what we have gathered up to this point in dadentirely account
for the ungrammaticality ofg9b), which has been repeated @4y

(74) *Kim promotede; without calling[managemeit

because she wanted to giyey, | raise —
[the guy with a reference from Al Gdre

Appropriately augmenting the system will be the purposeheffbllowing sub-
section. However, we can note here that we correctly ruleaodeérivation of
(69b/(74) whereby the displaced DP moves cyclically through the exfgeach
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spell-out domain. Recall from the discussion surround&¥) that, according to
the EMM, movement over an adjunct clause that is subjectédRévised Lar-
son’s Generalization is unlicensed in the absence of aitiargap. It is for the
same reason that movement to the edge of the lower spelleoudich containing
the without? will be blocked. We will return to this example in the follow
subsection where we will close the apparent loop-hole whighld currently al-
low movement directly to the edge of the higher spell-out dontontaining the
becausP and which would effectively circumvent the EMM violation.

5.4. An Apparent Paradox

Taking stock again, we have seen that parasitic gaps licelosement be-
yond standard HNPS and that the presence of multiple parasips domains
will require this movement to proceed successive-cydiicddn the other hand,
movement beyond standard HNPS in the absence of a paramitis ginlicensed
and ungrammatical. Given this, Nissenbaum’s example of-ldistance right-
ward movement ing1) above and the modified example 2] could be seen
as potentially problematic. In a system that forces the esgige-cyclicity of
movement with a principle like Subjacency (e.Ghomsky 1973 1977 1986
Akmajian 1975 Baltin, 1981 or an EPP-feature in a contemporary phase-based
approach Chomsky 1995 2000, there would be no non-stipulative way of sat-
isfying the EMM and licensing movement of the DP beyond tlamdard HNPS
operation to the edge of the embedded CP in those examplesspréEsents a para-
dox wherein the paradigm ir69) seems to show us that the relevant movement
proceeds successive-cyclically whilglf and 62) suggest that this movement
need not proceed successive-cyclically.

The paradox is only apparent, however, as both of theseigositan be ac-
commodated by following the claim isbe (1993 173—-176) anéfox and Pesetsky
(2005 generally, as well asSabbagh(2007) with respect to rightward move-
ment in particular, thaA-movement need not necessarily proceed successive-
cyclically.3? That is, successive-cyclicity is not an inherent propeftgymtactic
movement. Instead, independent principles of the gramnagrnequire that cer-
tain instances of movement proceed successive-cycligalyocal applications
of movement. | will argue here that this assumption aboutenwent, in addi-
tion to maintaining the EMM, provides a way of accounting tieese seemingly
contradictory data.

30See alsaden Dikken(2009 and references therein for a discussion of the non-existeh
successive-cyclic movement through Spec,CP.
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Let us begin by following SabbaghZ)07analysis of RNR and adopting the
basic framework of Cyclic Linearization proposed Bgx and Pesetsk{2005.
This system starts with the proposal we have already addipaéderivations pro-
ceed cyclically via multiple spell-outs of the syntactigexti under construction.
We will follow Ko (2007 in particular in taking (at least)P and CP to constitute
spell-out domains. When one of these phrases has been detyblailt, it is sent
to the phonological component where it is fed into a linestian algorithrmLin().
This algorithm will establish the relative linear order @fch syntactic element
and compile the information as a list. As each new spell-aumain is spelled
out, another set of linear ordering statements is estaalishhd compiled. As per
the principle below, linear ordering statements can onlgd#ed to the list.

(75) Order Preservation (Fox and Pesetskp005 6)
Information about linearization, once established at thet & a given
Spell-out domain, is never deleted in the course of a déoivat

Because ordering statements cannot be deleted, then duldbe the case that
an ordering statement established in one instance of gpetlentradicts an order-
ing statement established in a preceding instance of spgllinearization would
fail. An unambiguous (oantisymmetridollowing Kayne(1994) ordering of the
syntactic elements involved could not be produced. Thismmdlaat no PF rep-
resentation could be assigned to the syntactic object amutd therefore be
illicit.

To briefly illustrate, assume thatandf3 are spell out domains. At the pointin
the derivation when the first spell-out domairhas been completely constructed
(769, it will be spelled out and among the list of linearizatiaatements collected
will be A < X (read asA precedesX). If in the derivation of the higher spell-
out domainf3 (760, X moves out ofa over A into 3, then X will precedea
and everything in it at the spell-out ¢ The linearization algorithm then will
produce the ordering statemexit< A, which contradicts the ordering of these
two elements that was previously established. This m@kas illicit syntactic
object as it cannot be assigned a legitimate PF represamtati

(76) a. [« AX] b. *[gX[BaAX]]
Lin(a): A< X Lin(a): A< X

Lin(B): X <B <A

Movement out of spell-out domains is of course possible argkermitted in
this theory by requiring thaX moves to the edge af before spell-out{7g. In
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this case, the ordering stateménh& Ais established at the spell-out@f Further
movement oK into 3 now does not contradict the previously established orderin
statement at spell-out @& (77b).

(77) a [« X[AX]] b. [pX[BaX*[AX]]]
Lin(a): X <A Lin(a): X <A

Lin(B): X <B <A

In this way, it is spell-out that forces movement to proceactsessive-cyclically
through the edge of a spell-out domain. But, for any givetaimse of movement,
this is only in the case that the movement will alter the lireder of the syntactic
elements in that spell-out domain.

With this in mind, observe that rightward movemen®oWwill not necessarily
need to move through the edgeafConsider {8) in which the linear ordeA <
X collected at the spell-out af will be preserved at the spell-out Bfregardless
of whether or notX moves through the edge of. As Sabbagh(2007, 581—
582) argues, it is true for RNR, as it is for any instance of ement, that non-
successive-cyclic long-distance movement should in le@lways be possible
given that there are “no other specific constraints on [thsteince of] movement.”

(78) a [aAX] b.  [p[laAX]B]X]
Lin(a): A <X Lin(a): A <X
Lin(B): A<B<X

This is exactly how we account for the vanilla examples olitvgard move-
ment and parasitic gap licensing in sectm@ as well as the examples of long-
distance rightward movement and parasitic gap licensir{§2)y which has been
repeated asr’Q) below. When there is only a single parasitic gap licensingen
ment, it will in principle be possible for this movement tmpeed non-successive-
cyclically a potentially unbounded distance as nothingdarit to make any inter-
mediate stops.

(79) Sam thinkgcp that you likeey |
because he saw you giVegi/*someonéa present —
[one of the co-workers in your departmgnt

Let us consider the derivation of this example 80)(below while still as-
suming that minimallywP and CP constitute spell-out domains. The first stage in
the derivation, which is shown ir80g, has the embeddedP; constructed and
spelled-out. The next two stages of the derivation, whiehtath represented by
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(80Db), will see the embedded GRnd the matrixP, constructed and spelled-out.
At this point, DR will have remained inside the embeddé#® seeing as there
has been no motivation provided to do otherwise accordinggdeMM. In (??)
we reach the point in the derivation when the parasitic gapaio is adjoined to
the matrix clause. Now, even though movement of B@s not licensed when the
EMM was run at the previous instance of spell-out, the EMM p@rmit move-
ment of DR at the current stage in order to provide a binder for the jicamp
and ensure convergence of £F-urthermore, because PRad not previously
been ordered with respect to thecauseclause, the two may freely permute so
long as no other ordering statements are contradicted iproess.

(80) a. [wp, You like [pp one of the co-workers.. |1 |
Lin(vPy): you < like < DPy

b. [vp, Sam thinkgcp, that youlyp, like
[pp one of the co-workers.. |1 []]
Lin(vPy): you < like < DPy
Lin(CPy): that< you < like < DPy
Lin(vP;): Sam< thinks < that< you < like < DP;

c. [cp, Sam|yp, thinks|cp, that you|\p, like €1 |]]
because he saw you gipe; a present

[one of the co-workers.. ]1]
Lin(vPy): you < like < DPy
Lin(CPy): that< you < like < DPy
Lin(vP;): Sam< thinks < that< you < like < DP;
Lin(CP,):Sam< thinks < that< you < like < becausP < DP;

Of course, this type of long-distance non-successivekaicis not compati-
ble with the common treatment of movement as a result of ardgeglationship
(Chomsky 200Q 2007). It is typically thought that Agree is a necessarily lo-
cal operation that is unable to target elements acvBsand CP layers (e.g., the
Phase Impenetrability Conditiof€homsky 2001 However, | will claim in the
following section that the movement operation, which weehws far treated as
being motivated by the need to bind the parasitic gap, isdhrfan-feature-driven
movement. Thus, the step of movement over the adjunct cisuset triggered
by an Agree relationship and should not necessarily be sutpethe same lo-
cality conditions that constrain the trigger for what aresidered feature-driven
movements.
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At this point, though, it is still not clear under the anat/being developed
here that we entirely rule out the example frd#81§)/(71), which is repeated again
in (81) below. | have argued that non-successive-cyclic lontpdise movement
is possible and, given only a single parasitic gap domaithing will require the
rightward moved DP to stop at any intermediate position. ustrbe explained,
then, why movement of DPcannot be delayed until the introduction of the par-
asitic gap domain. The reason lies in the earlier assertiahddjunct clauses
that are subject to the Revised Larson’s Generalizatiadeés separate spell-out
domains along with an assumption regarding the nature dfitigeer for the oper-
ation Spell-Out. Let it be the case that spell-out is triggegmmediately whenever
a structure is built that would produce a convergent LF. Titerided effect is that
if a clausal adjunct that is subject to Larson’s Generabrais merged into the
derivation without a parasitic gap, spell-out will immetgilg be triggered before
the derivation proceeds. Important for the present disongs that spell-out will
be triggered prior to movement since the resulting strecivil converge accord-
ing to the EMM. What this means fo8Y) is that the rightward movement of QP
will be properly licensed by the presence of the parasitgigahebecausgbut
the movement will result in the production of contradictdinearization state-
ments in the course of the derivation.

Consider the derivation oB() below to see how this is the case. The first
step of the derivation ing1g shows the point at which thé® has been built and
spelled out. The stage of the derivation&1) is the point at which the spell-out
domain XP containing the lower adjunct clause has been. Bé@tause there is
no parasitic gap in thevithoutP requiring a binder, the EMM deems rightward
movement of DP over thewithoutP unlicensed at this point and it will remain in
the vP. At spell-out, then, a linearization statement will behga¢d stating that
DP; precedes thavithoutP. The example in81¢ shows the point at which the
spell-out domain YP containing the higher adjunct clause leen built. The
becausP is a parasitic gap domain and, therefore, rightward moweofeéhe DP
is both licensed and required to a position aboveseausP. However, because
this movement will result in a linearization statement wisays that thevithout?
precedes the DP, contradictory linearization requiresianse and the structure
is rendered unpronounceable and, therefore, ungramrhatica
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(81) *Kim promotede; without calling[managemeit
because she wanted to giyey, | raise —
[the guy with a reference from Al Gdre

a. [ve Kim promoted|pp the guy... ]4]
Lin(vP): Kim < promoted< DPy

b.  [xp [vp Kim promoted|pp the guy... ]1]
without calling management
Lin(vP): Kim < promoted< DPy
Lin(XP): Kim < promoted< DP; < withoutP

c. *lyp [xp [vp Kim promotede‘l] withoutP | l
because she wanted to gipg; a raise[pp the guy... ]1]
Lin(vP): Kim < promoted< DP;
Lin(XP): Kim < promoted< DP; < withoutP
Lin(YP): Kim < promoted< withoutP < becausP < DP;

In short, by not being able to move to the edge of the speldouatain containing
the lower adjunct clause (given the lack of a parasitic gaggtaf contradictory
ordering statements are produced by any subsequent righta@/ement.

The preceding discussion has employed several aspects syskem that has
been developed in this section. | have argued that apgitanf movement are
evaluated at the level of each spell-out domain. This has fmenalized as the
EMM in (58). | have also proposed that spell-out has a rolling trighat sends
the syntactic object off for interpretation at the integaovhenever the result
would converge at LF and, furthermore, that the adjunctsgauhat are subject
to the Revised Larson’s Generalization cannot occupy timeespell-out domain.
Looking back, we can see these pieces working together ia¢bheptability of
(699, which contained multiple parasitic gap domains thatrgme successive-
cyclic movement. The rightward movements over each adjciacise illustrated
in (73) are appropriately licensed by the presence of a parasficig each of
them. The result is that the displaced DP moves through the etleach spell-
out domain containing an adjunct clause. At each instantieedrization, then,
the rightward moving DP will continuously be linearized keetright of the ele-
ments being merged into the structure and, in this way, ittBvoeing involved in
contradictory linearization statements.
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We arrive at point, then, where the rightward DP-movemembiafrest is not
inherently successive-cyclic, but will proceed successiyclically when this is
made necessary by independent requirements in the grarhat.we have seen
in particular is that this rightward movement might proceadcessive-cyclically
in order to meet its licensing conditions and, as an efféxs, facilitates the lin-
earization of the displaced element.

6. Conclusion

The primary goal of this paper was to provide an account feraibservation
by Larson (1989 that rightward DP-movement past particular clausal actgin
requires a parasitic gap. As | argued in secothis rightward movement is ex-
ceptional in that rightward DP-movement is not otherwide édtarget a position
above these particular adjuncts. Inspired by an observatiéleck and Muller
200Q I suggested that the movement is licensed in the preserecparfsitic gap.
Using the basic analysis of parasitic gap constructiodissenbaum 2008s the
groundwork, | formalized this analysis in subsecti@isand5.2in terms of the
ability of this exceptional rightward to permit compositiof the matrix clause
and the adjunct clause. This analysis also has the benefibwig us to provide
an account for the fact that leftward movement over the satjumet clauses does
not necessitate a parasitic gap as we saw fi@)marfd 6) in the introduction. The
reason for the asymmetry can be attributed to the differem¢ieensing condi-
tions. Whereas rightward DP movement beyofdis exceptionally licensed to
ensure composition of a parasitic gap domain, leftward mmerd, such as wh-
movement, will be independently licensed to a position tkdtigher than the
clausal adjuncts that are subject to the Revised Larsonigf@ézation. The need
satisfy the scopal requirements of question-formatiot kziénse movement to
Spec,CP entirely independent of the presence of a claugal@dr a parasitic
gap. Thus, we expect to find, as we do, that a parasitic gapowithptional in
these cases.

It was also argued in sectiodsand 5 that rightward movement and the li-
censing of parasitic gaps is very much like RNR of DPs acogrdo Sabbagh
(2007. Both can in principle be seen as unbounded movement opesgsec-
tion 4) and may be forced to proceed successive-cyclically by dlwamce of
constraints placed on the interface components (sebjiofhe emerging picture
from these two studies on rightward movement is that theynaten principle
different from analogous types of leftward DP-movemente Revised Larson’s
Generalization and the unique locality conditions can ved as superficial
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differences that happen to be reflexes of the principlesnafaliization and the
EMM. Assuming the analysis in this paper to be correct, tla¢ déference be-
tween leftward and rightward movements does not lie in thaahanechanism
that is responsible for movement. Instead the observafflerelices may be at-
tributable to the particular factors that license and aamsiany given instance of
movement, leftward or rightward.

However, this still leaves us with a couple of questions. \@ig/some move-
ments linearized rightward and others leftward? And whyusth@ be the case
that standard HNPS is restricted to the edgerodnd that further rightward move-
ment, but not further leftward movement, requires sometamtdil mechanism.
The answer to the second question, | would like to specutadg,be found in the
correlation that exists, at least in English, between thection of an instance of
A-movement and the domain it targets. Leftw@&dnovements are those move-
ments that target a CP layer. The instance of rightward mewtexamined here,
on the other hand, is an instance Afmovement targeting theP layer (under
standard circumstances). Now, if we start to consider theadirse-function and
semantic interpretation of each type of movement, we begactount for their
locality conditions. As noted just abové/h-question formation independently
requires avh-element to take scope over an entire proposition at the téveP.
Still assuming that HNPS serves to indicate presentatiocak, then we seem to
be observing that this interpretation can be achieved detted of vP as opposed
to a position that has scope over the whole of the assertddro his behavior
can be accounted for by maintaining an interpretation-deeet version of the
EMM. Basically, if an intended interpretation can be ackatvia a derivation B
that lacks and operation of movement, a derivatioriiat includes that operation
of movement is blocked by D Adopting something along these lines would then
allow us to reframe the first question in an interesting wakly &re short move-
ments being linearized to the right, while long movemengstaaing linearized to
the left?

Appendix A. Experimental Items

1) a No judge should contact, in order to give his scorgsfieg the
contestants in this month’s competition.

b. No judge should contact, and give his scoresheet (to);dhees-
tants in this month’s competition.

C. No judge should contact the contestants in this monthispei-
tion, in order to give his scoresheet (to).
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d. No judge should contact the contestants in this monthispei-
tion, and give his scoresheet (to).

(2) a. No woman could meet, in order to give her yearbook (k@ per-
son she roomed with in college.

b. No woman could meet, and give her yearbook (to), the pesken
roomed with in college.

C. No woman could meet the person she roomed with in college, i
order to give her yearbook (to).

d. No woman could meet the person she roomed the in college, an
giver her yearbook (to).
3) a No fireman should befriend, in order to give his graee(io), the
homeless people outside the station.

b. No fireman should befriend, and give his groceries (t@ hbme-
less people outside the station.

C. No fireman should befriend the homeless people outsidsttie
tion, in order to give his groceries (to).

d. No fireman should befriend the homeless people outsidsttie
tion, and give his groceries (to).

4) a. No nurse could save, after giving her blanket (to), vicims of

the most recent tornado.

b. No nurse could save, and give her blanket (to), the victfithe
most recent tornado.

C. No nurse could save the victims of the most recent tornafier,
giving her blanket (to).
d. No nurse could save the victims of the most recent tornadd,
give her blanket (to).
5) a No landlady should evict, after giving her key (tog tenants caus-
ing trouble around the building.

b. No landlady should evict, and her key (to), the tenantsicattrou-
ble around the building.

C. No landlady should evict the tenants causing trouble reddhe
building, after giving her key (to).

d. No landlady should evict the tenants causing trouble reddhe
building, and give her key (to).
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(6) a. No boss would punish, by giving his work (to), the intewho
regularly show up late.

b. No boss would punish, and his work (to), the interns whallaaty
show up late.

C. No boss would punish the interns who regularly show up lage
giving his work (to).

d. No boss would punish the interns who regularly show up kate
give his work (to).

(7) a. No officer could calm, because he gave his warningtfie)people

who were parking in the street illegally.

b. No officer could calm, and give his warning (to), the peogple
were parking in the street illegally.

C. No officer could calm the people who were parking in theedtre
illegally, because he gave his warning (to).
d. No officer could calm the people who were parking in theedtre
illegally, and give his warning (to).
8) a. No man would thank, before giving his car (to), the tsaleorking
outside this restaurant.

b. No man would thank, and give his car (to), the valets waykint-
side this restaurant.

C. No man would thank the valets working outside this restatr
before giving his car (to).
d. No man would thank the valets working outside this restatjand
give his car (to).
9 a No women could contact, before telling her missioi), (tloe un-
dercover spy that the company hired.

b. No women could contact, and tell her mission (to), the urmesr
spy that the company hired.

C. No women could contact the undercover spy that the company
hired, before telling her mission (to).

d. No women could contact the undercover spy that the company
hired, and tell her mission (to).

(10) a. No chef would fire, after telling his recipe (to), treople that were
hired to help in the kitchen.

51



b. No chef would fire, and tell his recipe (to), the people tvate
hired to help in the kitchen.

C. No chef would fire the people that were hired to help in thehan,
after telling his recipe (to).
d. No chef would fire the people that were hired to help in thehan,
and tell his recipe (to).
(11) a. No captain would rescue, because he told his desiingb), the
sailors that were found stranded at sea.

b. No captain would rescue, and tell his destination (ta, ghailors
that were found stranded at sea.

C. No captain would rescue the sailors that were found sedatisea,
because he told his destination (to).

d. No captain would rescue the sailors that were found sédatisea,
and tell his destination (to).
(12) a. No inspector should interrogate, after telling hhique (to), the
person suspected to be guilty of the crime.

b. No inspector should interrogate, and tell his technidoig the per-
son suspected to be guilty of the crime.

C. No inspector should interrogate the person suspected tuiity
of the crime, after telling his technique (to).

d. No inspector should interrogate the person suspected tuiity
of the crime, and tell his technique (to).
(13) a. No boy should annoy, by telling his hobbies (to), thisgvho sit
next to him on the bus.

b. No boy should annoy, and tell his hobbies (to), the girl®wst
next to him on the bus.

C. No boy should annoy the girls who sit next to him on the bys, b
telling his hobbies (to).
d. No boy should annoy the girls who sit next to him on the bud, a
tell his hobbies (to).
(14) a. No librarian should scare, by telling her penalty),(tbe people
who keep books past the return date.

b. No librarian should scare, and tell her penalty (to), thegde who
keep books past the return date.
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C. No librarian should scare the people who keep books pasethrn
date, by telling her penalty (to).
d. No librarian should scare the people who keep books paséethrn
date, and tell her penalty (to).
(15) a. No salesman should encourage, before telling hiszen¢ib), the
people who are unsure about buying a car.

b. No salesman should encourage, and tell his motive (te)p¢ople
who are unsure about buying a car.

C. No salesman should encourage the people who are unsuie abo
buying a car, before telling his motive (to).

d. No salesman should encourage the people who are unsuie abo
buying a car, and tell his motive (to).
(16) a. None of the sergeants could gather, in order to telktnategy (to),
the commanding officers in charge of protecting the city.

b. None of the sergeants could gather, and tell his strategythe
commanding officers in charge of protecting the city.

C. None of the sergeants could gather the commanding offiners
charge of protecting the city, in order to tell his stratep).(

d. None of the sergeants could gather the commanding offiners
charge of protecting the city, and tell his strategy (to).
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