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Scientific theories are organically conditioned just as much as religious emotions are; and if we
only knew the facts intimately enough, we should doubtless see ‘the liver’ determining the dicta
of the sturdy atheist as decisively as it does those of the Methodist under conviction anxious
about his soul. When it alters in one way the blood that percolates it, we get the methodist,
when in another way, we get the atheist form of mind. (James 1905:p.14)

1 Varieties of syntactic dependencies
The constituents of a sentence are related through a wide array of dependencies.

reflexive binding
reciprocal binding
control

Anaphoric dependencies

predicate-argument agreement
Morphological dependencies DP concord
case assignment
association with focus
NPI licensing
ellipsis
variable binding
quantifier scope
thematic role assignment
wh-movement
NP-movement
comparatives
Displacement VP-preposing
scrambling
head movement
resumption

Semantic dependencies

Much of the work in syntax over the last forty years has been devoted lo figuring out the properties of cach
of these dependency types and the conditions under which it can be established.

Ross’s discovery of islands (CSC, SSC, CNPC, LLBC) was the watershed event in this regard, as it was the
first to identify a range of viable general principles that restricted a wide variety of dependency types. Even
in the face of the glory of discovery of such general constraints, Ross remained rightly concerned about the
fact that his constraints did not apply 1o all dependencies.
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This leaves a problem: given a grammatical dependency, how do we know whether the island constraints
should apply? One way to address this problem is empirical. By looking at the properties of some depen-
dency, we can determine whether it abides by the island conditions and if so, mark it as island sensitive.
However, what would be preferable would be a theory of syntactic dependencies that deduced their island
sensitivity.

2 What makes a dependency island sensitive?
2.1 Ross (1967) '

In the Standard Theory of the 1960s, basic configurations were established by the base rules, while transfor-
mations were responsible for establishing many of the dependencies listed above. While Ross’s constraints
were explicitly designed to apply to relations that were transformational established, he noted that some of
the transformations were sensitive to islands, while others were not.

(1) Topicalization

X — NP — Y
OPT
1 2 3 =
2 1 0 3]

a. CSC: *This hat, the gloves and were on the table.
b. SSC: *This hat, that he was wearing was certain.
c¢. LBC: *John's, I stole bike.

(2) Leftdislocation

X - NP — Y
OPT
i 2 3 ==
2
2 1 [4pro] 3]

a. CSC: My father, I hardly ever see him and my mother when they’re not glaring at each other.
b. SSC: My father, that he's lived here all his life is well-known to the cops.
¢. LBC: My wife, somebody store her handbag last night.

Ross's proposal to distinguish these two transformations is as follows (pp.256-257):

(3) If the structural index of a transformation has n terms ay, g, .. ., Uy, it is a reordering transforma-
tion if its structural change has any «; as its kth term, or if o; is adjoined to its kth term, where
i# k.

If a transformation reorders a;, and its structural change substitutes the identity (null) element or
some ay, i # k, for the dth term of the structural index, the transformation is a chopping transfor-
mation. Other reordering transformations are called copying transformations.

(4) Chopping transformations arc subject to the constraints of Chapter 4 (the island constraints - RF),
copying rules arc not.

A modern translation (almost): islands apply to gap-leaving movement rules (see below about there-replacement
! gap

Ross posits an additional property that characterizes island sensitive dependencies: unboundedness of ap-
plication
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2.3 Opening the floodgates

The picture we’ve arrived at, circa 1981, is fairly straightforward, even if it we don’t as yet have an expla-
nation for why the constraints apply as they do.

However, even this much presupposes that we know which phenomena come under the purview of move-
ment and which ones fall under representational conditions. However, there are a number of causes for
concern:

» In Chomsky (1981), the locality of A-movement derives in large part from representational conditions
on the anaphoric NP trace.

& May (1985) argues that scopal interpretation is determined via a movement operation, QR.
+ Huang (1982) argues for abstract movement of elements that are not displaced on the surface.

One puzzle concerning the latter proposals is that these instances of movement don’t obey the same local-
ity conditions seen in uncontested instances of overt movement. In one case, the standard constraints on
movement are too strong, and in the other, too weak.
(21) ni zui xihuan [shei mai de shu]?
you most like  [who buy prt book]
‘Who do you like the books that £ bought?’

(22) 1told someone you would visit everyone. (3 >V, ¥V > 3)

This mismatch arises in a number of recent movement-based proposals to account for an array of depen-
dencies that do not, at least apparently, involve displacement, and seem subject to different conditions than
movement.

e Anaphoric dependencics (Kayne 2002)
s Agreement (Kayne 1989)

Case assignment (Chomsky 1993)

e Association with only (Wagner 2006)
o NPI licensing (Guerzoni 2006)

o Control (Hornstein 1999)

So, even if islands are tied to movement, how can we tell what's moving?

And indeed this problem has been compounded in Chomsky's Agree-based conception of movement, where
the same operation is responsible for establishing agreement relations, case assignment and movement.
Moreover, since the Agree operation has been defined to instantiate intervention-based locality, it raises the
question of the source of Ross’s domain-based locality effects, as there is no longer a grammatical condition
that will enforce them.

This raises a fundamental question that I'm sure we'll be grappling with over the next two days: where do
istands come from? I sce three possible answers:

& Narrow syntax
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e interface conditions (semantics, phonology)
s processing effects

In the rest of this talk, I will suggests that the first of these possibilities is correct, at least for domain-based
islands. Specifically, I will argue that it is the computational properties of the syntactic derivation which
give rise to island effects. To do this, I will need to sketch an alternative conception of narrow syntax.

3 Tree Adjoining Grammar and Domain Combination

Island-constrained dependencies are derived as a result of structure composition (Frank 2002)

Local dependencies, including local movement are established within a minimal syntactic do-
main, an extended projection (an elementary tree).

Adjoining rewrites a node in an elementary tree by an auxiliary tree, a minimal recursive piece
of phrase structure (with categorially identical root and foot nodes) (Joshi 1985).

Applying this idea to wh-questions:
(23)

Dani T vp

| P
will v Dp
| |

sing 1




9 The Varieties of Syntactic Dependencies

projections do not have the recursive character necessary for auxiliary trees: their root and foot nodes do not
match.

30) c DP

¢ TP D /NP\

[ ’
did DP/\T , the N (C

- TN claim
you T VP
N
vV DP

hear
‘What about an alternative derivation, in which we instead substitute DP in, and adjoin the result.

3D DP that DP wrote

I

what book Sofia  did DP hear DP

PN

.
you  the claim C

This is blocked by a formal condition that guarantees that TAG derivations will have a simple context-
free/Markovian character.

(32) Well-formedness of steps in a TAG derivation must be determinable 6;1 the basis of the two elemen-
tary trees that are being combined.

hear-headed elementary tree is not an auxiliary tree and therefore cannot adjoin in. Thus, these cases
of extraction are blocked not by explicit stipulation, but rather from the TAG mechanism for structural
composition together with assumptions about the nature of elementary trees.

5.2 Relative Clauses

(33) * What bock did Karen meet the guy {who had written £]?

What trees would we need to derive this?

(B4) a. cp
DP; c
/\
what book ,
DP; C
———
who /\
C T
|
that /\,
Dp; T
|
b ve
| N
had Y Dp,

written i
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b. c
&
d!d Dp/\

P
you

P
py
/\
T \%4
N
v Dp

| N
meet D NP
| =,
the NP (C
|
N
|
suy

Problem: (34b) violates the CETM and the theta criterion, since C' is not selected in this elementary tree.

Adverbial Islands are ruled out on similar grounds.

(35) * What did you fall asleep [because you were reading t]?

36) a cp
DP; C’
|
what /\
C TP
because DP/\T'
PN
you o f vp
|
were v DP;
| |
reading t
b, c
C TP
|
did /\
DP T
PN /\
you
T VP
/\,
vP C
fall aslecp

5.3 Raising passives and naked infinitives

The recursion property of auxiliary trees also provides an explanation for the contrast in acceptability be-
tween cases of raising passives from ro-infinitival and naked infinitival complements.

(37 a She was expected [to leave the party]
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One reply to these facts might be that the dependency between the focused element and its base position
is not syntactic (i.e., i's not derived by movement), and as such need not be localized within a single
elementary tree. However, focus movement respects island constraints, suggesting that it is derived via the
same process involved in wh-questions and the like:

(47)  *Jénos JULISKAT; hallotam [a hirt [hogy elveszi feleségil ¢; } (E. Kiss 1995:p.224)
John Julie-acc  heard-lsg the news that takes as wife
‘As for John, it's Julie who I heard the news that John will marry.’
Examples like (45) receive a straightforward treatment under vP phases: overt position is at a phase edge.
(48) Anna [,p Petert; akarja [cp ¢; hogy [,,p t; megldtogassam ;111

This derivation is essentially identical to the one assumed for garden-variety wh-movement with the sole
difference concerning the final landing site.

In the TAG context, though, there is no way to generate such examples in a manner parallel to English cases:

If the embedded clause’s object argument, Pefert in (45), is generated as part of that clause’s
elementary tree, there is no way we can adjoin the matrix clause in such a tree to produce the
kind of interleaving seen here.

Burning question: should these examples be given a treatment like the English cases or not?

There is evidence that Hungarian focus movement does not pass through lower vP. Presence of a lower focus
does not block the possibility of raising to higher focus position.

(49) a. Anna AZ AUTOT; akarja [ hogy GYORSAN; javit-s-am meg t; t; | (Kenesei 1994:p.316)
Anna the car-acc  wants that fast repair-subj-1sg PV
‘It is the car that Ann wants me to repair (and) FAST.
b. Janos JULISKAT akarja hogy VACSORARA hivjuk  meg. (E. Kiss 1995:p.224)
John Julie-acc  wants that dinner-for invite-we PV
‘It is Julie who John wants that we invite for DINNER.

What is the right derivation, then?

(50)  Anna [},p Petert; akarja [cp ti hogy meglitogassam ¢; ||
An alternative: focus movement as tough movement

(51) Anna|,p Petert; akarja {cp O; hogy megldtogassam 1; ||

Under such a tough-movement derivation, the focused element is base generated in (or externally merged
into) the matrix clause. Translating into a TAG context, this would mean that we would not need to gencrate
this element in the cmbedded clause’s elementary tree. Instead, we could provide a focus position in the
matrix cluusc)n which the focused element-qould substitute.

(52) op
|
Petert pp ’ g .
|
Anma FocP T
/\, l
pbr F hogy  pf, v
/\ |
I vp i i vr
Pas
akaru CP
*

meghitogissam

Robert Frank — Maryland Mayfest 2008, 9 May 2008 14

Recall the properties of tough movement:

1. Unbounded

(53) a. This construction is easy to analyze .
b. This construction is easy to try to analyze ¢.

c. This construction is easy to convince a linguist to try to analyze ¢.
2. Island sensitive

(54) a. *This construction is tough to find someone who has analyzed t.

b. ?*This construction is tough to figure out how to analyze.
3. Case mismatch

(55) a. Itiseasy to like her.
b. She is easy to like.

4. Matrix agreement

(56) a. Itiseasy to admire them.

b. They are easy to admire.

5. Scopally unambiguous.

(57) a. Many people are casy to talk to. (many' > easy, *easy > many) Epstein (1989)
b. ltis easy to talk to many people. (many > easy, casy > many)
(58) a. Every book by Chomsky is tough to convince 3 students to read. V>3,#3>V)

b. Itis tough to convince 3 students to read every book by Chomsky. (V > 3,3 > V)

Properties | and 2 are those of garden variety wh-movement, but 3, 4 and 5 are not.
Evidence for generating focus in matrix clause:

¢ Case assignment: nominatives from a lower clause that are focused in a higher clause can show up as
)

"W
. n//

*For some speakers llus is the only posslbxlny. while others permit nominative to be retained (Gervain 2002).

(1} Janos| "kétdolog 1i szeretné,  ha 'sikeriifne 1,
John  two things-nom  would like il succeeded

Moveover the nominative/nccusative alternation appears to correlate with differences in scopal interpretation.

(2) a. Janos két gyercke szeretné, ha sziiletne  mindenkinek. (A. Szabolesi, p.c.)
John two child-poss.nom would like-del if were born everyone-dat
*John would like everyone to have two children’

b. *Jinos két gyerckét szerelne/szeretné,  ha szitetne  mindenkinek,
John  two child-poss.ace would tike-def/indef if were born everyone-dat

c. Jdnos két gyercket szeretne, ha gyorsan megsziiletne.
John two child-ace would like-indel il quickly were born
“There are two kids that John would like 10 be born quickly (say, his two sisters’ kids)®

1"l leave open the proper analysis for these retained nominatives.




