I. Kenesei
REVISITING W8 MOVEMENT

1. Trace theory has been one of .the most interesting
Attemp:; at renewing generative grammar. It is, in part, an
'outgrowth of efforts to reduce the power of t:;nsformations‘
by lihiting theif number and scope. Elsewhere I have al-
ready digcuééed one of the major transformations of the type
'fmdve a’s NP Movement (Kenesei 1982). In this éaper I will
examine Noam Chomsky’s claims concerning a unified Wh Move-
ment transformation as made in his paper "On @h Movement"
(1977) and in an‘article written jointly with ﬁoward Lasnik
on "Filters and Control® (1977). |

NP Movement was one 6f the few major transformations
-that‘have swallowéd up a number of old operations. Another
is wh Movement, which was thought to be limited to cases
where the wh-word (whéiher»an interrogative or a relative
pronoun) actually occurred in the structure or it was im-
mediately fecoverablé.jThé second half of the disjunction
refers to the optional deletion of relative pronouns, as

“shown in (1):

(1) a. the man (who) I saw
b. the book (which) I read about

c. the money (which) I believe he has stolen

The deletion of question-words is of course prohibited:



(2) a. ¥(wno) saw you?
b. ¥(who) 414 you see?
c. ¥(who) does John believe met you?

a. ¥(wno) does John believe.you met?

However, there 'is another type of structure in which both

embedded questions and relatives may appear: infinitival

'éonstructionsal
(3) He didn’t know where to go
He wondereé what to do
He told he who to see
He asked me " how to do it

of course question-words cannot be ommitted but relatives

~do require deletion of bh-phrases in some of the cases:

(4) a. This is the man to whom to give the presents. -
b. This is the man (xwhol to give the presents to.

c. ¥rhis 1s the man (¥who): for us to give the
presents to. '

a. ¥rhis is the man (to whom) for us to give
the presents.

e. This is the man (®who) to tell us the secret,

£. ®rhis is the men for who(m) to tell us the
secret.

Undeniably, wh Movement shows a number of common character-
istics. One of them is the ’‘gap’ it leaves in the sentence

from which a wh-phrase is moved. Another is the possibility



of moving a wh-phrase more than one cyclic node ‘up’ in
the tree if allowed by the intervening verb (a ’bridge’l},
as in (1lc) and (2c-d). Thirdly, wk Movement from noun
phrases is blbcked as predicted by Bach and Horn’s NP Con-
straint or some other device to the same effect.2 Finally,
no wh-phrase can be promotéd from a construc?ion intro-

duced by another wh-phrase (wh-island constraint), as in:

(5) a. ¥ihat do you wonder who killed ¢?

b. ¥the man who'you didn’t know what happened
to ¢

where t’'s are the traces of what and who, respectively.
. In order to generalize wh Movement Chomsky selects
these four characteristics as a specific configuration and

asks the following question:

"Where we find this configuration in some

'system of data, can we expluin it on the assump-
tion that the configuration results from wh-
~movement?" (Chomsky 1977, 86).

To elaborate: wh Movement has five characteristic properties
altogether; the fifth oné being the occurrence or recover-
ability of a wh-phrase. What Chomsky asks is simply whether,
if this fifth property is neglected and the other four are

demonstrable, we can be justified in speaking of wh Movement.

2. The first domain of wh Movement to be examined is

comparative constructions, a topic which has intrigued many



excellent minds. Even trace-theoretically oriented works

on it alone fill hundreds of pages, mainly due to Joan

Bresnan’s interests and her dispute with Chomsky and others.

Comparative constructions used to be described as

arising through an ‘identity of sense’.type deletion pro-

cess more or less along the lines of (59a-b):3

(6)

a.

b.

John is [AP strong [er [S' than [, Mary is

strongllll

S

John is stronger than Mary (is).

Now on a structure similar to (6) Chomsky intends to de-

monstrate that the properties of wh Movement are observable:

€7)

a.

b.

d.

Mary isn’t taller than [she was five years agol

Mary isn’t taller than [John believes [Bill
claims Cthat she was five years agoll]

gﬁary isn’t taller than [John believes C[the
claim Cthat she was five'years agoll]

xMary isn’t taller than (I wondef'twhether
she was five years agoll]

and draws an analogy between the sentences of (7) and those

of (8):

(8)

a.

b.

Mary isn’t different than [what she was five
years agol

Mary isn’t different than C[what. John believes
(that Bill claimed [that she was five years
agolll

xMary isn’t different than [what John believes

[Bill’s claim [that she was five years agoll]



d. xMary isn’t different than Cwhat I wonder
Cwhether she was five years agoll

Chomsky aléo asserts ﬁhét certain dialects have the sen-
tences of (7) with whatlin the clause under the same con-
ditions. of grammaticality.

As was suggested above, the ongoing discussion on
'cbmparativévconstrﬁctioné'1nd1cates thét theiéAstructure
is far fromfcléar at present. In fairness to Chomsky, how-
ever, it must’be grantedAthat there does occur a wh~word in
at least.some_of thg examples. Yet postulétingzthat partic-
ular wh=-word (bh&é) is perhaps an unfortunate choice, since
Chomsky’s rule (47), cited here under (9), was originally
meant ?o appiy to ordinary relative constructions (with
who or which in their COMP nodes), and not to ’headless’
ones ;- even though the relative pronouns may coincide in

some of the casés (eg} where).
(9) wh-phrase becomes null

Rule (9) is part of a series whose task is, roughly speaking,
to eliminate unnecessary constituents of the COMP node or
even the whole node, and is therefore complemented by two

more rules:

(10) a. that becomes null

for becomes null

of which one must apply since the COMP nodes of relative

constructions are doubly filled as a result of wh Movement
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into COMP, the only restriction being that complex wh-
-phrases (ég. those which have lexical content: preposi-
tions, poséessives) cannot délete.

But the extension of (9) with a stroke of the pen to
strihgs‘introduced.by what seems uncalled for or unjustified
to say the least. For that amounts to claiming that what
can be deleteq anywhere, which surely is not the case. The
oﬁly concession‘Chomsky,makee in orxder ;6 distinguish be-
tween what- and which-relatives concern§ their sematic
1nterprétation (Chomsky 1977, 92 and passim). furthérmore,
in contradiction to his principle of wh-deletion, it seems
that Chomsky does allow deletion of wh-phrases with
iexical content.as‘is clear frpm the following derivation.
Sentences like (11) are‘supposed to derive from‘structures
like (12), a procedure which evidently iﬁvolvés the dele-

tion of lexically filled constituents:

.

(11) more students flunked than thought they would
flunk

(12) more students flunked than Etwh—many (students)]‘
£ t thought Ethey would flunk331

_Chomgky of coﬁfée realizes the dahger of assuming there

to be wh-phrases wheré there is ﬁone to be found on the
surface -but shrugs off all possible objections by saying
that "it would.be rather paradoxicél for a language t6
conéain a geneia} rule of wh—movement_forming all compara-
'tives (and much else), along with g second rule (coqpara-
tive deletion) that 1s extensionally identical with-the

first over a subdomain of structures [...1" (89).
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. 3. Even more interesting is the second alleged con-
text of wh Movement, topic formafioh.4 It comprises three
types of structures: topicalization (13a), cleft-sentences

(13b), and pseudo-clefts’(l3c):

-

(13) a. This book, I have read.
b. It 1s this book that I have read.

c. This book is what I have read.

The structures Chomsky assigns to (13a-b) are given under

{(14a~b), respectively:

(14)_ a. Cga Lpoppe this bookd g, COMP CI heve read
whatl12 -
* © b. It 18 Cgw [qoppc this bookl [, COMP

- CS I have read whatlll

where 8" 1s a cy¢lic node as defined by the initial rules:

(15) R1l: S§" — TOPIC S’

(16) R2: §' —r COMP'{g".}- '

In the (b)type sentehces we can again discover a rather

unusual rule of wh-deletion, but we are for the moment more
1nterested in the (a) type sentences, since it is on the

basis of these that the dubious rules of (15-16) are set up.
Our first objection is similar to one made against Chomsky’s
derivation of comparatives; it differs only in that in the
present case there is no material trace of the wh-phrase and
the justification of the alleged wh Movemeﬁt hihges/entirely
upon the pfeseﬁce or absence of the four characteristic pro-

perties of wh Movement. One might be inclined to think that
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this analysis constitutes an exemplary case for Occam’s
razor. But then it may equally well be said this is a minor
metatheoretical point with no empirical import.

Our next objection will then be more of an empirical
nature.‘According to the rules of (15;16), 8" is a cyclic
node, a view supported in Chomsky’s opinion.bx-sentenées

such as (17):

(17) I believe that the books, John gave away to
some friends.

However, Emonds (1970, 1976) expressly claims that Topic-
alization, which is the rule that produces sentences like
(13a) and (17), 1is a root transformation and demonstrates

it on the following sentences:5

(18) a. xI_fear (that) [each part John examined

carefully]

b. xWe are going to the school play bépause
Cour daughters we are proud ofl

c. ®are you aware (of the fact) that Cpoetry
we try not to memorizel?

d. KDo you think (socialist theory many Czechs
would denyll?

e. ¥rhat Cthis house he left to a friendl was
generous of him.

The topicalizations in complement sentences are no better
than those in relative clauses or questions, which are the

only structures in which Chomsky disallows topicalization;
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" compare the following example from Emonds:

(19) " ¥1 have shown yéu the broom (that)
Cthese steps I used to sweep withl

Emonds’ analysis refutes Choméky’s claim to the cyclicity
of S", and consequently the generality of wh Movement in
toéicalizationg and clefts, since only the latter can be
" truly cyclic.

A‘;our iast objection, whiéh will be made more use of
below, féllows from a very simple fact: by no means can
Topicalization involve the subject of a matrix sentence,
élthough it 1s perfectly possible with the other two pro-

cesses of topic formation, clefts and pseudo-clefts, cf.

(20) a. ¥this book, is interesting
b. Iﬁ is this book that’s interesting.
c. 'This book is what’s interesting.
(21) a. xJohn} arrived yesterday

b. It is John that arrived yesterday.6

Now it is worth noticing that another type of topic forma-
tion, 'usually called Left Dislocation, does allow subjects

‘as well as other complements to be topicalized:

(22) a. This book, it’s interesting.

b. John, he arrived yesterday.

Observe also that (20a) will not improve if the alleged

wh-phrase 1is retained:

(23) ®the book, what is interesting.
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For the sake of our final argument let us accept Chomsky'’s

analysis, and suppose that in the following structure:

(24) Cgo Coop

EPP abogt whatl111] -

this bookl [g, comp [g I have written

the whole PP node rather than just what moves into COMP,

yielding (25):

(25) (g C this bookl C about whatl

TOP s' ‘comp

ES I have written ¢t 111

The question then is what can happen to the COMP node:. it
cannot be deleted, since it céntains lexical material, but
it must be -- for otherwise the result is ungrammatical.
This dilemma cannot be quibbled by making u§e of an ad hoc
filter: it could not choése between well-férmed and 111;
~-formed structures contaiﬁing complex wh-phrases in COMP.

For the time beiné I have nothing, to say abéut the
next two topics in Chomsky’s discussion of wh-phenémena,
indirect questions and infinitival reiatives,‘since no
quefy can be raised about wh Movement within them, espec-
ially‘as_far as questions are concerned;

.

4. Before turning to the last two contexts dis-
cussed—;n Chomsky (1977) a short digression on certain
aspects of trace theory will be necessary. Elsewhere I
reviewed in some detail the reasons for introducing, as

well as the functions of, two new elements in the grammar:
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empty nodes and traces (Kenesei 1979). Empty nodes are
generated by the base rules and there is a rather simple
mechanism to block surface structures which contain empty
nodes. Traces in turn are the result of movement trans-
formations, which mark them for identity, and are inter-
preted as anaphors of a special kind. )

' ‘Now a th;rd innovation is the node PRO represented
by the terminal identity element e under NP. It is thus
syntactically indistinguishable from empty nodes and traces
and is marked for coreference by means of beiné coindexed
with another constituent by rules qf control in the semantic
component. The notion of PRO is certainly akin to the deep
pfonoun hypothesis, with the important difference that PRO,
unlike ’ordinary’ pronouns such as he, it, etc., must und-
~ergo control or otherwise the structure will be semantically
uninterpretable.'PRO may be controlled by some other consti-
tuent or may be assigned arbitrary reference. Thuscin the
following three sentences, which are all structures of

obligatory control:

(26) a. John asked Bill C[what PRO to do3l
b. John told Bill [what PRO to dol

c. It is unclear Cwhat PRO to dol

- PRO 1s coreferent with the matrix subject (26a), the matrix
indirect object (26b), or is arbitrary in reference (26c).
The nodes ENP el exhibit the common property of having

no phonetic outcome. But while traces are on a par with the
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lexical NPs they are coindexed with as regards filters (ie.
none of the structures in (26) are grammatical if a lexical

NP or its trace replaces PRO), PROs are invisible for filters:
they simply do}not count as NPs as far as filters are con-~
cerned. It follqws, éhomsky and Lasnik argue, "that PRO and
lexical NPs (including traqe) are in complementary distribu-
tion in surface structure. Where Qe find PRO,-we can find
neither a lexical NP nor a trace, and conversely.” (Chomsky and

Lasnik 1977: 441)

5. The next context on which the effects of wh

Movement are claimed to be observable is too/enough plus

infinitival complements of adjective phrases as in

(27) John is tall enough [for us to seel

The sentence (27) is synonymous with (28) on one of its

readings, that is, when him is coreferent with John:
(28) John 1is tall enough [for us to see him]

Structures of the type of (27), but not those of (28},
exhibit the characteristics of wh Movement, most 1important-
ly the property of blocking extraction from complex NPs

and questions, according to Chomsky, cf.

(29) a. xThe job is important enough for us to insist
on th~ principle that the committee should
advertise.

b. xWho was the job good enough for us to offer to?
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Consequently, €he structure underlying (27) is, continues
Chomsky, (30b), which is ultimately derived from (30a),
whereas (28) essentially has the structure as shown by the

brackets,

.

(30} a. John is tall Cenough [, [for us to see wholl

'b. John is tall [enough Cs,,who for us to see t)

.The structure (30b) will then undergo obligatory wh-deletion
to get (27). But even Chomsky admits that multiple embedding
:91 such structureg under ’'bridge’ verbs results in sentences
'wﬁ;ch are "dubious or starréd", while their alternative’
éepteqces containing pronouns in place of the trace are

"highly prgferrqd," compare:

" (31) a. ‘the job is 1ﬁportant enough for us tc order

them to insist that the committee should
offer ¢t to John

b. the job is important endugh for us to order
them to insist that the committee should
offer it to John

But even 1f we ignore this and other minor difficulties,
such as the unexplained occurrence of which instead of
earlier'what, there still remains ample room for criticism.
The complement subject, it is claiméd, must always
be PRO, thereby distinguishing between (32a) and (32b-c),

which underlie ungrammatical sentences:

(32) a, John was clever [enough [for PRO to run awayll
(= John was clever enough to run away)
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¥

b. "John was clever Cenough Cfor him to run

awayll]

c. xJohn was clever Cenough [(for who to run
awayl)

Incidentally, unless the above restriction about the embed-
ded subject were in force, (32c) would under11§ the grém—
matical sentence derived from (32a) after wh and for dele~
tions both have applied. In other words there is no in-
dependent motivation for such a restriction except that only.
in this case would the insertion of a wh-phraeé and that of
a ’'real’ pronoun result in surface sentences of distinct
grammaticality., Besides, the requirement that.the complement
sﬁbject.always be PRO (cf. Chomsky 1977: 105) is blatantly
false in view of sentences like John ie too short for Peter
to see, sO it must be rephrased as a prohibition on the
occurrence of wh-phrases in subject position. That alone.
would suffice to justify the revision.of the 1niti§1 assump~
tion, but there are other reasons too.

If, in turn, there is a wh~phrase in the complement
sentence alongside with a subject PRO, this PRO will now
have to be blocked from being interpreted as coreferent with

the matrix subject, cf. (33a-c):

(33) a. John is clever [enough (for PRO to under-
stand who1ll

b, John 1is clever [enough {who for PRO to under-
stand tJ1}

c. John is clever (enough (to understand t11
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And while that is not impossible, relying on compatible data
like (34):

(34) the man Cwho he thought Lt would win3ll

‘where the wh-phrase, but not he, can be ‘associlated with the
head NP the man, 1t 1s at variance with Chomsky s treatment
'of 1nf1nit1va1 relatives, in which’ embedded subjects are.

represented by wh-phrases -=- all to be deleted subsequently;

cf. the derivation (35a-c).

(35) a.Cthe man Cfor who to fix the sinkl)
b.Cthe man(who for ¢t to £ix the sinkll

v

o.tthe man [to fix the sink1l]

In short, if we want to evo;d inconsistency, either all

- slots (whether subject or complement) are filled in by
wh-phrases in too)enough'plds‘comoiement cohetructions or
none. of them are. We have- shown that the® former option en-
tails an erratic relationship betweeh"real' pronouns and

. wh-phrases in these structures, whereas the'latter would
amount to giving up the idea of a general eh Movement trans-
formation. ,

Another difficulty arises in ‘connection with wh-ex-
traction from the embedded sentence. The sentence (39b) is
certainly ungrammatical, but questions formed of the ana-
logous construction which contains a pronominal anaphor are
not a trifle better, although Chomsky’s analysis predicts

that they should be grammatical; compare (36) below with
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(29b):

(36) "¥yho was the job good enough for us to offer
it to?

Since there is no wh-phrase in the embédded sentence, there
can be nothing to prevent the movement of who into the
matrix COMP node. | .

It is perhaps becoming 1ncreasingly'cléar that the
configurétion'meant to characterize wh Movement (cf. 1.)
simply doés not fit the data (with the possible.excep:;on
of comparatives). But, in accordance with what may be cal;ed
Chomsky;s pfinciple of grammatical argument,7 we still have

the problems of (32-35) as well as the ungrammaticality of
(36) to account for. As far as the structures (32-35) are
concerned, a possible sqiuti§n could be conﬁeived by invoking

_Equi-deletion or hnalyses of similar effect. Suppose, for

~example, that underlying (37a-b) are (38a-b), respectively: -

(37) a. John is tall enough to climb the wall.

‘ " b. John 1is tall ehough for him to climb the wall.

(38) ‘a. John 1is tall enough [for PRO to climb the wallll
b. John is tall [enough [for him to climb the wallll

where in (38) PRO"uhde;goes the usual assignment of control
and is 15 effect deleted together with for, while in (38) &inm
will be marked as non-coreferent with the matrix subject

John by the rule of disjoint reference -(Chomsky 1976).

This is a distinction at work in essentially similar struc-

tures, cf.:
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(39) a. John was eager {for PRO to winl

b. John was eager [for him to winl

.That 15,_strictly speaking, a non-deletion approach. One
could imagine replacing éRO with PRO-8¢lf and rely on Equi-
-deletion,-but»spch alternatives do not'affect fhe point
made here. The only consequence one must take ifAto account
‘18 whethef the NP Constraint is éonstrued as one which
ranges over transformationé.only or one which may involve
semantic interpretation as well, If the latter option is
accepted, PRO embedded in a complex NP (as in (40)) will

be assigned no control by a éonstituent outside that NP,

(40) xThe job is important enough [for us to insist on
CNP the principle [S' that they should offer
PRO to Johnl1l '

Besides, the Specified Subject Condition (or its equivalent)
can also do the job.8 ‘ . ' )

Such abbroad 1n£erpretation of a conshraint on transforma-
tions is not at all alién to ﬁrace theory. Indeed the very
first conditions on transformations were formulated more or
leea.in this fashion (Chomsky 1973), and some of them have
survived since. Assuming.PRO to replace wh-phraées will have
other additional advantages. For example, Chomsky explains
in another connection that the paradigm in (41) demonstrates
the workings of wh Movement in that whenever a wh-phrase has
been moved from an indirect object into COMP, it must leave
the preposition to stranded in the original position, that is,

no Dative Movement 1is possible prior to wh Movement (Chomsky
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1977:104):

(41) a. What 41d you give to John?
b. xWho did you give a book?
‘¢, Who did'you give a book_ to?

d, John is dumb enough to sell the Brooklyn
Bridge to.

e. John is dumb enough to sell the Brooklyn
Bridge.

(Note that the last two sentences are meant to be
synonymous. )

That is all right for Americah English. However, in British
English (41b) -and related constructions‘pass the grammaticality
test with no difficulty, yet sentences like (4le) are con-
sidered unacoeptable. In other words, a general constraint
on wh-ohrases in 1hdirect ohject position which prohibits
their participation in wh Movement will not do here, In
British English the constraint must 1nvolve PRO only and we
have no reason to suppose that the situation is markedly dif- _
ferent in American~English, where, we may conjecture, there;
can‘he an additional constraint on wh-phrases.

ﬁe have seen that none of.the too/enough plus com-
élemene constructions allow question words to be extracted,
whether or not they contein anaphoric pronouns, cf., (29b)
and (36). But this is not a property peculiar to the
structures under discussion. Consider the following ‘sen-

tences H



- 23 -

(42) al. John was so happy that he sang madrigals.
a2. ¥yhat was John so happy that he sang? -

bl. John polished the floor so hard that you
could see your face in it.

‘2. ¥4hat d1d John polish the floor so hard
! - that you could see in it?

c;.‘Mary left early to catch the train.

az. xWhat did Nary leave ear;y to catch?'

- No matter. what their exact constituent structure may be,

vthe sentences in (42) all contain some kind of adverbial
';}complements in'the form. of infinitival or tensed.clauses
mué~ and all of them prohibit the extraction of wh-phrases.
_That 15 to say, we may as well rely on wh Movement in order
vto explain the ungrammaticality of (29b) and (36), but we
st;ll_have to face up to the ungrammaticality resulting
‘from;the extraction of‘bh—onraees from adverbial clauses.
'Thus we can rather contemplate another general restriction,
this time a prohibition on the movement of any material out

of sentences embedded in advarbials.

6. Due to lack_of space I will now give a rather
oursor;-review of the 1aat alleged domain of wh Movement.
The phenomena referred to as tough Movements have tradi-
tionally puzzleo a number of outstanding linguists., In the
' previous discussions of sentences like (43a-b) I followed

their customary analysis, according to which (43b) is

derived from the structure immediately underlying (45&)
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through the movement of the embedded object NP into the
matrix subject position (cf. enough etc. and complements

above)s

(43) a, It is easy (for us) to please John.
. bs. John is easy (for us) to please.-

.

We can now proceed, without further ado, to examine the
structuree Chomsky claims to underlie the sentence in (43b).
For any atguments suppoaedly in favour ‘of the analyais the

.reader.ie teferred to Chomsky (1977:103ff) Thus in (44)

(44) a. John is eaay (for is) cs, for PRO to please
whol =~ .
. b, John ié'easy ﬁfof us) Cwho for PRO to please

:(44b)1s>def1ved ftom-(ide) through wh Movement into COMP

" followed Sy wh and for de;etion,‘ultimetely yielding (43b).
) 'Ne.argument will be advanced here ebout the restric-

tion of the occurrence of‘mh-phraees in the embedeed subject

' position -- although threefold requitements of the kind in-’

.voked in these constructions (demanding the insertion of

a wh-phrase in complement position, PRO in subject position

;1n addition to a for complement;zet) are certainly rare, Nor

:w111 I discuss the legitimacy of stretching the Heep subject

- predicate relationship so far as to claiming that eastness
is predicated of John or any other subject in the same way

as happiness or readiness is in the sentences: John is happy

(for_ue) to leave., The soup 8 ready (for us) to eat.
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But how can the problem sentences of the following

sort ralse resolved?

(45) g, that the theorem is truel is difficult to
prove ' :

Recall that Emonds (1970, 1976) made out a good case for a root’
'transformation of Intraposition to handle struc;ures of this
fkind, a view-fully accepted by Chomsky (for details see
;Chomsky and Lasnik 1977).-If 1n (45) the bracketed S’ was
.originally not adjacent to prove, it follows that it must

have been intraposed from somewhere outside the sentential

I‘complemen; of dtfftcult, as in the derivation (46a-b).

(46) a. NP is [,, difficult [g, for PRO to prove whichl
’ ‘ Lgr that the theorem is truell

b, Cg, that the theorem is truel is [difficult
LS;4fqr PRO to prove whichll

Howevef,'for that or any other'similax analysis to be correct
there ought to be an analogous'construction contaipning <¢

as matrix subject} cf. the following examples:

"(47) a. NP is illegal for John to leave
b. It is illegal for John to leave.
c. NP was proved that the theorem was true

d. It was proved that the theorem was true;

But no alternative exists for (46a), since the parallel
sentence containing the ‘dummy’ ¢ must be derived from

something like (48), according to Chomsky:
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(48) It is [difficult [for PRO to prove [that the
theorem is truelll :

Such constructions are claimed to be syntactically unrelat-
ed to their ’‘topicalized’ counterparts, ie. (45) in this
case. ' '

That is réiher a paradoxical situation foxr any
'proponent of gene:&l wh Movement who is opp&éed to pos-—
tulating‘sentences in subject position. The only way out
seems to be to disregard Emonds’ findings and allow S’
nodes to occur in subject position.10 This possibility
is argued forcibly by Halitsky (1975), who maintains
that there is no symmetry in the X-Bar Theory as develop-

ed by Chomsky (1970) and demonstrates that rules of the form:
(49) csSpec, V'1 ===+ Vy'?

mugt'also be possible if there is already a rule

tSpec, N’1-~-+ N’’. The rule (49) would be capable of generat-
ing tensed andlinfinitival sentential subjects on the one
hand, and, on the other, these sentential subjects would not
be dominated by the category NP, thereby recénciling Rosenbaum's
(1967) and Emonds’ (1970, 1976) positions.

' Although Halitsky’s idea is absolutely feasible,

it will contribute'nothiﬁg whatever to éolving the dilemma

of (46). It is an immediate consequence of Halitsky'’s amend-
ment (49) that the rule of Extraposition is resurrected as
a structure preserving (cyclic) transformation, so thé deriva-

tional relationship between the relevant structures NP--Pred--$§
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. and S--Pred'is, as it were, reversed with the latter now under-
lying the former. If then we were to believe that (46b) ulti-
-mately underlies (45), we would still have to account for
.the impossibility of Extraposition in, (46b), since after
;Extraposition in (46b) the result is something like (46a),

9in which the wh-phrase’ whzah precedes its antecedent. But the

:sentence which approximately has the structure ‘of CABL must
somehow be obtained Thus the paradox prevails and cannot be
resolved in the framework of general wh Movement.11

We will now continue discussing eaay plus complement

constructions by citing an example from Chomsky (1973).

One of his counterarguments against Raising was based on tne
asymmetry between (50a) and(SOb) At that time these two
sentences served to show that the surface subject szth in
(50b) cannot have been the object of. expeot at any point
of the derivation (including the one prior to its movement in-’
to matrix subject poeition);tsince it doesrnotbbenaue as‘

a proven objectVOf en‘emhedded verb; eg. Smith in (50a)

‘But having changed his’ view of the underlying structure

- of these constructions, Chomsky must now find a different |

reason why (50b) is not grammatical. According to him, (50a)

is derived from (50c);.so the structure underlying (50b)

must be (50d):

(50) a. smith was easy for Jones to force to recover.
b. ¥smith was easy for Jones to expect to recover., '

c. Smith was easy for Jones [for PRO to force who
CPRO to recoverll

d. Smith was easy for Jones Cfor PRO to expect
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[Lwho to recoverll

In order to block (50b), wh Movement in the embedded sen-
tence must be prohibited. However, - the structures in (51)
show that wh Movement is perfectly possible in the re-

levant contextse

‘(51) 3a;:whoﬂdo joupexpect to'recover?A
- b.]the7man (mho) Iﬁexpect to recover

a

:The only solution Chomsky 8 framework allows would follow
_from the requirement that "the underlying structure must
contain an embedded § as complement to eaay, with an "
-jobligatory PRO subject, as in the case of infinitival .
complements Cof . tao and enough] already mentioned.

‘ Chomsky 1977 103) That restriction is necessary to block
;the occurrence of wh-phrases in embedded subject position,

_ thus preventing ungrammatical sentences such as (52b) from

‘dbeing generated' :

(52)"a;lJohn.is easy [for who to talkl -

b. ?John”is easy to talk

This is simply a new way- of stating the'familiar restric-
tion on the transﬁormation tough Movement, via. that it
is not permitted to operate on embedded subjects.: Suppose
that we extend this restriction to subjects in ’lower’
sentences_saying that however deeply embedded the subject
is, it cannot be moved if it is a wh-phrase in the com-

plement to tough-predicates.



- 29 -

Putting aside all possible reservations wﬁich may arise from
formulating the constraint and'conqedin§ that it would

handle one type of 1;regula;1ty, let us now see another that
‘'no constraint mentioning subjects'could deal with. Neither

of the pair of sentences (53a-b)xseems Lo go through, although

both of (53¢-d) are grammatical::

.

(53) a. xThe_police are easy to arrest us.
b. xThe police are easy for us to be arrested by.
c. It 1s easy for the police to arrest us.

d, It is easy.for'us to be arrested by the police.

Even if all proposed analyses of.the constructions in
question-can block (53a), none Qf‘them (including Chomsky’s)
can prevent (53b). '

One possible explanation we can envisage would rely
on referring to tﬁe information ’deep subject’, since in
the cases of (103b),(106b), and(107b) itis apperently
the deep subject of some one of the eﬁbedded sentences
in the complemen£ to easy that éannot be associated with
the surface subject of easy. Owing to its neutrality with
respect to the existence of Raising,- this solution will,
1hc1dentaily, depr;ve (S0a=b) of their value as a counter-
example to Raising. Now whether easy plus complemept'con—
structions involve a transformational or an interpretive
rule is, I believe, a question that remains to be decided.12

To close this section I will put forward a perhaps

complicated though persuasﬂve argument based on problems
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of interpretation as related to syntax. Hankamer and
sag (1976) demonstrate among others that null anaphora can
arise in either .of two ways: in the case of 'deep anaphora’
the anaphor is not derived transformationally, but is
present in underlying representations énd is interpreted in
deep structure; in the case of ’‘surface anaphora’ the
:anaphor is derived transformationally by deletion and is
interpreted 15 surface structure. Deep anaphora must
represent semantic rather than syntactic units and, eapecialiy
"in the case of sentential deep anaphora [...,] any attempt
to assign an interpretation to a sentential deep anaphor at
a }atex than precyclic.stage runs afoul of the.possible
disintegration of its antecedent." (423) o

It is exactly sentential deep anaphora that we
have to do with in the case of (54a) as against (54b),
in which the anaphor arises throﬁgh syntactic deletion
(forAdiscusaion see Hankamer and Sag 1976:414). »

(54) a. John thought I must have passed the test
but I.didn’t even try.

b. John thought I must have passed the test
but I didn't even try to.

In fhe following‘sentencé only deep anaphora is
possible: o
(55) John 1is too difficult to please for us to try
(¥eo) :

According to Chomsky'’s treatment of these constructions
|
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utilizing Hankamer and Sag’s observations, the deep structure

of(54) is (56a), from which the surface structure (1lb) is

>

derived thfough wh Movement:

(56) a, Cg John-is Ctoo fdifficult [, for PRO to
(o] . 1.
.please wholl

L for us to trg CS PRO1 311  °

s
2 .
b. [ John is - Ltoo fdifficult € who for PRO
% ' 5y -
to please t 11 [y for us to try [g PRO) 111
: . 2 : '

Haqkamer and Sag’s theory ofvanaphora can be iéconciled with
more recent developmenté of trace éheory, aince the anteced-
ente of deep anaphors no 1onger can be said to disintegrate
 due to the effect of traces and the fact -that all deletions
are postponed until after surface structuzes receive semantic
interpretation. But even s0, wh Movement has a weak case here.
The 1nterpretation of the surface structure (56b) can choose
between the following two options. It can first assign
control to the (free) gentential‘anaphor in 52 by, as it were,

substituting 51 for £, PRO]. In this case the wk-phrase must

S
'remain uninterpxeted in the sentential anaphor. Or it may

. first assign control to both the wh-phrase and PRO in 5, and
bniy then 'substitute’ él for [g PROJ, In this case the PRO
'subject. in Sl.has already been assigned arbitrary reference,
so the subject PRd in the sentential anaphor cannot now be
controlléd by ue, the matrix subject in 32' which again renders
(56) ungrammatical.

The alternative solutions will face none of these

problems. If we consider (54) as the result of the trans-
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formation tough Movement from the structure (57)

(57) NP is (too [difficult L. for PRO to please Johnl]

5
E82 for us to try Cs PRO11])

through a transformation which places John in the matrix

~subject and leaves ajétacé in its original position, we

’can see that'therg is an easy way to associate [S PRO]

»

ug in €

with S,, since the object of please is the trace of John,

a bound anaphor, while the subject of S; is the unbounded

- anaphor PRO, which can be controlled by the s2 subject

S»PROJ,'and assigned arbitrary control in Sl.

Another possible solution postulates a lexicélly

filled matrix subject and a PRO in place of John in 51’

- The asaignment4of control is relatively straightforward, but

its description is too long to be included here.13

We have seen that neither Chomsky’s four criteria nor
the data he relies on are sufficiently clear to pfove that
the transformation wh Movemént can indeed account for the
phenomena presented, Furthetmore we have come across a nuﬁberv
of misstatements or perhaps even confusions, such as the
cyclicity of Topicalization or the insertion of.PRO in
subject butvwh-phrasea in object positions when Fhe resulting
sequences are 1ndist1nguiihab1e; A number of counterarguments
were given, which in the important cases lean towards a re-
formulation of Chomsky’s analyses in terms of the referentially
empty constituent PRO, especially as regards the last two

sets of data (5. and this section). However the notion of PRO
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to be adopted here is éomewhat different from what seems

to be generally accepted.

1_ PRO wés characterized in 4. as represented by

the terminal identity element e¢ and is ‘therefore not distinct
cyntactically from empty nodes and trace. But tPis_last

ptatement 1is a little too crude. A moment’s reflection will
ahow'that eﬁpty nodes and trace cannot be moved but PRO can.
For 1f empty nodes were moved the opetation would be point-
1695, since they could only be transposed to other empty
nodes according to the requirements of the structure

. prepcrving constraint, and such an operation would produce
!a'tree identical Qith the input. If a trace were moved
trace theory 1tse1f‘wou1d become useless, since the essen-
tial information traces convey would be ioct. But PRO does
move around; no<mctter_whichever analysis we subscribe to
1n_the cases discussed, the derivation of (58a~d) must

involve the movement of PRO.

(58) "a. John persuaded Bill [the doctor to be
examined PRO by ENP-eJ ]

b. John persuaded Bill (¢

‘ by CNPI the doctorl 2

1 to be examined PRO

c. John persuaded Bill CPRO to be examined
by Cthe doctorl 1]

d. John persuaded Bill to be examined by the
doctor.

If there were another [ e 1 in (58a), then of course the

NP
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movement of the NP containing PRO into the embedded subject
would be skipped over, that is, (58c) would be omitted, and
instead we would get something like (58b’) : '

(58) b’. John pgfsuaded B11l € #, to be examined
FNP e ] by.cNPl the dootorl]

" which underlies no grammatical Eentence for'?t least three
reasons. F;rét of all, the NP coindexed withbite trace is
precedéd by it, then there is an uncontrollable empty node
in the scrdctute, and fipally the rule of contxo} finds no
candidate for PRO in the embedded subject position as is
required by verbs of the peresuade type, Thus gven if the
cénstituentlkp e ) is regarded as PRO, the structure it is
ip will have to be starred, Before we analyse tlie con-
sequences of the movement of PRO we will discuss the cri-
terion of the 1néertion of PRO, Recall that Chomsky and
Lasnik (1977) rely oh the thesis of complemehtary distrubue
tion of PRO and lexical NPs or trace to determine the posi=
tions PRO can occupy (cf. 4.). But the thesis has aertain
drawbacks. _ -

First, it does not hold for the constructions treated
in 5. as is clear from Qhomsky'e own analysis of the data

(1977:100£f) and in the face of evidence such as (59a-b):

(59) a., John is too short (for PRO to see usl

b. John i8 too short for us to see him]

Then the thesis would require us to postulate PRO in some
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of the constructions which, according to Chomsky, contain

vh-phrasess:

(60) a. #The chicken is ready for uas to eat'{theigish)

b. ¥john 1s easy (for us) to please’ {gifl}

Clearly, no lexical NP can ocbur 1n the curly brackets.

| The trouble with.the oriterion is that Chomsky and
Lasnik try to overgeneralize their findings in con-
atructions like pqrauade NP CPRO to VPJ in order tolcover'
the domain of the earlier rule of Equi-NP Deleﬁion. But

some rule of Equi is still retained and operates on PRQ—aelf

NPe. These reflexives can occur Qherever full lexical NPs do.

Their deletion By Equi, however, leads to quite an un-

orthodox concept of deletion in cases 11Ee the féllowingt :
" (61) It ip illegal for PRO-self to leave

ﬁheré PRO=8@elf iiwneééisaty because lexical NPs can aleo
occupy that poaition and after "the rule qf control. [...)
assigns arbitrary reference to PRO [...] PRO-self deletes
by Equi® (Chomsky and Lasnik 1977:472). Obviously, if there -
i8 any deletion here it is not by Equi( there being no
other identical lexical node, but. it is a free deletion,
which must be rare or perhaps illegitimate in trace theory
on account of the principle of recoverability of Qele-,
tion.14
Now if PRO can be moved about, it is neither syn~

" tactically nor semantically oﬁ a par with the nodés-répre-

sented by Chp © 2¢ If then the thesis of complementary

-
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_ distribution is refuted, PRO must be capable of entering

,Aanf lyntadticaily appropriate position and the grammatical~
tty of. the lttuctures formed in this way will depend on
tho oontrol requirementn o! individual verbs and adjectivea
ﬂa;d other relevant conltituents 1n the matrix. sentence which -
lro 1n con'ttuctton wlth tho embedded lentence containing
the PRO.‘It tollown then that (115) can contain PRO instead
o! PRO-Qng. and conceivably (llda-b) alao have PRO in

place of the curly brackets.

_2PRO then will be diatinct from empty nodes and traces
 1n that it 1. subject to movemsnt rules and requires con-
;trol. In other wordﬂ, 1t is an unbound anaphor with null
.phonetio outcome, and as regards movement rules (but not
£11tet-) on a pat with lexical NPs. It is the control
:requitamenc that blocks both surface structures (52a-b),

:atnce there 1is no possible controller 1n themx

- (52)  a. PRO 1@ h;é John by NP
" b. John 18 hit ¢ by PRO

It £6llowa that there’ma§ also be structures which contain
two PROs in one clause, like (53), which underlies the

sentence (53b)x

(53) a. The chicken is too hot [ for PRO to eat PROJ

b. The chicken is too hot to eat.

For the rules of control two options are open: they may as-

sociate the matrix subject with the subject PRO or the ob-
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Ject (or in geheral the complement) PRO in thé embedded
sentence. If they take the.firsé choice, fhe object PRO
wili be left uncontrolled..if they choose the second, the
object QRO will be controlled by the ohiakén_and the way 1is
open for the émbedded‘subject PRd to be interpreted as hav-
:ing arbitrary reference.vNote that the assignment of arbit-
ftary teference must observe (at least) two prerequisites:
one is that the PRO in queation be the- subject of an in-
'finitival'c65struction, the aother that the constituent com-
.'manding the infinitival conatruction be specified for al-

llowing such assignment; eq. unalear, too, enough, tllegal,

‘as against know + wh force, happy ,
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NOTES

Why ie the only question-word that may be used in
matrix questions with non-finite (infinitival) pre-
dicates, eg., o \

(1) Why bother about Joha?

On the othe::hand, it is the pnly wh-word wh}ch cannot
be used,in.gﬁbgddad infinitives, eg.,

,(ii);?ﬂg dogah'c know why to leave.

2 1In hia'oflsinal.formulatﬁon. Chomsky'(i977;§6) quotes
_thQVComplex NP Conatfainf (cf. Ross 1967). For us, any
distinction is indifferent for the time beinglinsofai
as the constraint mentions dgletion in addition to
"extraction. ‘
. Bach and Horn'®s NP Comstraint is, incidentally, as
follows: '

"No ‘oonatituent that ie dominated by an NP can
be moved or deleted from that NP by a traneforma-
tional rule."” (Bach and Horn 1976:280)

3 According to one fypology of deletion phenomena (Grinder
1976), Ideutity-of-Senig Deletion comprises several
subcases besides Comparative Deletion, such as Gapping
(1), Sluicing (ii):

({) John killed the man and Mary —--- the woman..
(11) I know someone here plays tennis but I don’t
know who === ,

Other types of deletion are based on coreferential
identity (eg., cases of Equi), or are free deletions.

4 ‘'Topic-formation’ ie meant here as a term general
enough to cover related phenomena; although there is
no such label in Chomsky (1977), the three processes
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taken here to belong under Topic formation are
treated more or less in conjunction by him.

Grammaticality judgments are from Emonds (1970, 24),
the square brackets have been added to show the

domain of topicalization,

The paeudo—cieft variety is not given in (21.) since
it is ungrammatical for a different reason, namely,
the restriction on the distribution of who.

"po find evidence to suﬁport or to refute a proposed
-conditioﬁ'on rules, it does not suffice to list un-
explained phenomena; rather, it is necessary to present
.rules, i.e., to present a fragment of grammar. The
_confirmation or refutation will be as convinciné as the
fragment of rulea presented. [...] The status of condi-
tions on rules is empirical, but evidence can only be
indirect and the argument, one way or another, is
necessarily rather abstract ’and ’theory bound’."
(Chomsky 1977,.74; emphasis added)
The original formulation of the Specified Subject
Condition is thiss

"No rule can involve X, Y in the structure

con X waw By evs’Z ouw == WYV .00 ] L.,
. where Z is the specified subject of WYV in ﬁ." (Chomsky
1973, 239)

In addition, there are other structures of adverbial
. type which corroborate our analysis of too/enough

plus complement constructions, since they also allow
deletion of certain complements in the embedded sen-

tence, eg.,

(i) The two chairs were brought in for us

to sit on (them).



‘10

11

facts of grammar.,,.'

- 40 -

Neither does this construction allow question-word

movement out of the embedded sentence, yet if would

be futiie to suppose that there is some kind of latent

wh Movement underlying the derivation. Postulating

PRO would surely be mucb aimpler and cloaer to actual
For the tecotd it ahould be noted that there can

be an independent reaaon for preventing sentences’ 11ke

(41a2-b2~c2) from arising. Ray Cattell (1976) proposes

two constraints which will in effect limit'the number

of possible arguments, including wh-phrases, within the
domain of the predicate. The constraint of immediate

" relevance here, ie., the Overcrowding Principle, runs
g8 follows: "The number of NPs within a syntactic ‘

configuration must not exceed the number of argument

. places available for the verbs within {t." -

"However, Chomsky and Lasnik (1977).'wﬁn discuss the

relevant structures at some length, take no cognizance

of this option.

Even though Halitsky (1975) does not .,allow of any
ambiguous interpretation, it may be asked in defence
of Chomak; whether the assumption that there are both
sentential arnd dummy NP subjects while 8’s are generated
in a predicate-final posi@ion would help solving the
problem. I think it would not -- at least not without
a major modification of trace theory. For one thing,
passivization should be completely altered. The now
canonical treatment of passives takes (i) as the
underlying form of (ii):

(1) wnp Cyp was [,p en [op [y hit [

(11) Bill was hit.

Bi111 3113

Observe that the object NP of hit is in the same ’lower’
VP. Consequently, the deep structure for (iii) can be
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u#thipg but (iv):
i (iii)'That the theory was true was disputed.

(1v) NP [yp was Cap o8- EVP v disputel
S' that the theory was truel 111

where s' bae the same complement statue with respect
to- dzapute as NP with respect to hif, If we opt for
having S’ as’ subJect in (iv). which should be possible

.1u this version of Halzteky 8 amendment, Ve muat also
‘change (i) by ‘making. BZ11l the deep subject. But then

nothing will be left of the idea that traces reflect -

"'thematic’ relations like 'agent’, ’goal’, etec.

By letting the grammar deczde which way to go about 1:,

‘both (1) and (v) will ‘underlie (11)

(v) Ené Bill3 Cwas Cen [ hit L., 1311

ve NP

n‘juat as (111) can then be derived from both (iv) and

_(vi)k ‘

. _(vi) v‘ég that the'cheOry was true) (was Cen
S [dlapute fg eJ 11 " ' '
:vThe futility of such a posicxon will even be: . clearer

- 1f ve consider the multxple results 9of movement trans-

 ;'£otmations on these double deep structures,

12

Since the_precedipgﬂcounteraﬁsument'overléps'discualioﬁa
of Raising, I have élsd nade use of it in Kenesei (1982).
" &nother point worth noting is the ungrammaticality

'of the following sentence (from Chomsky 1973 263)s

(1) ®yohn is fun to see pictures of,

although wh Movement on piature-nominala is generally
yousible, cf.:

‘11) Who did you see picétures of?
(iii) the man I saw pictures of
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In view of Chomsky’s analysis of constructions involv-
ing picture-nominals in Chomsky (1973, 114ff), where,
as a consequence of earlier analysea..he makes the im-
plicit claim that (i) must be grammatical, this very
_example represents another instarce of internal contra-

diction. )
_Again;. Chomsky (1973, 265) confroants (iv) and (v):

(iv) Books are difficult to believe that Tom reads. .
(v) . This is the book that it is difficult to
~believe that Tom read,

and adds that (iv) is blocked, implying that it is
upgrammétical, while (v) goes through owing to

multiple wh Movement.. Now recall that according to
Cﬁomsﬁy (1977) the sentence (iv) is grammatical, though

'marginal’.

13 These are the outlines of the solution. The surface

structure of (54) is given under (i):

(i) fg -John is Ctoo Cdifficult C
o - . S
_PROJI

" C, for us to try [, PROI ©11]
_32 bt . S

for PRO to please
1 .

The S1

cycle there are two ways to assign control to [s PROJ:

and the S2 cycles will be passed. On the S0

(a) by first taking it to be identical with>sl,
cf. (ii):

(ii) tJohn is Ctoo C(difficult Cg
PRO1]]

[s for us to try [s for PRO to please PROJ 111
2 3

Then the subjeet PRO in 83 is controlled by us in 82.

for PRO to please
1 .

and the object PRO is assigned control independently

of S according to the requirements of too plus com-

ll
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plement constructions, ie. it will be controlled by
John, The subject PRO in 8, is of course assigned
arbitrary reference, while the object PRO, according to
the rules applying. to diffitcult plus complémeut con-
structions, will be taken to corefer with John; or

(b) it may happen that the two PROs in's, are first
assigned comtrol, and [S PROJ undergoes the assignment
of control only afterwards. In this case thé structure
will be unintgrpretqblé ginég the aubject PRO in‘s1 is
asgigned arbitrary reference, which, if taken over to
the subject of 83; will resuit‘in'ag ungrammatical sen-

. tence.’

That is, free deletion of lekicalncbnstityents. Chomsky
and Lasnik (1977) allow the deletion of arbitrary struc-
tures in arbitrary categories only if they are in COMP,
which makes it possible for them to delete wh-phrases
in CcOMP. " . ) 'v

Thinking over the role of PRO-éelf, it might eveﬁ
turn out that.since in effect PRO and PRO-self are also
in complementary distribution, they are the representa-~
tions of one and the samé element. On the other hand,
the free insertion, free deletion, and free inter~-
pretation (due co“the'assignment of arbitrary reference)
of PRO-self makes it a'uniquely powerful entity in the
siqmmar. In other words, with Pko—self anyth{ng‘goes.

The other source for the ambiguous (53b) contains no

object in the embedded sentence: The chicken is too hot

Cfor PRO to eatl.
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