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On Argument-Adjunct Asymmetry of 

 Wh -Extraction out of  Wh -Island') 

                                        Yubun Suzuki

                     1. Abstract 

   The present article is an attempt to explain the weak-island status of 

wh-island in a way that would avoid a serious flaw of the Minimal Link 

Condition, which adjudicates argument and adjunct wh-phrases alike as 

equally unextractable out of the island. I will suggest that an argument 

wh-phrase, unlike its adjunct counterpart, can be directly generated in a 

clause-initial position and therefore does not cross the wh-island boundary. 

            2. Wh-Island as a Weak Island 

 Wh-island has been one of the central topics of generative literature 

since Ross (1967) . Although the island is often treated in the recent 

minimalist tradition as an instance of intervention effect in which an 

intervening wh-phrase interferes with the relation between another 

moved wh-phrase and its trace in the island. A lot of researches such as 

Cinque (1990), however, discern between weak and strong islands accord-

  1) This paper is based on my presentation "Yowai shima karano kou to hikou no 
     toridashi no sani tsuite (On the extraction of arguments and adjuncts out of 
     weak islands) at the 71st General Meeting of the English Literary Society of 
     Japan held on May 29, 1999 at Matsuyama University. I apologize for the 

     serious delay in writing out what I showed to the audience. I would like to 
     express my deepest gratitude for discussion and comments to Ichiro Hirata, 

     members of the Fukuoka Syntactic Circle, and the audience in the general 
      meeting.
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ing to the strength of barrierhood for extraction. Wh-island is considered 

by many to be a weak island along with factive island or the noun-

complement case of complex-NP island, as we can observe in the follow-

ing examples, where (1-3b), examples with the extraction of an adjunct 

wh-phrase, are ungrammatical while their argument counterparts in (1-3 

a) sound more or less acceptable: 

(1) a.  ??whoi do you wonder [whether we believe we can help ti] 
   b. *howi do you wonder [whether we believe we can help Bill t'] 

      (wh-island) (Rizzi 1990:81) 

(2) a. ?whoi do you regret [that Mary punished ti] 

   b. *howi does he regret [that we behaved ti at the party] 

      (factive island) (a. Zubizarreta 1982, b. Browning 1987:339) 

(3) a. ?*whati do you believe [the claim that John bought ti] 

   b. *whyi do you believe [the claim that John left ti] 

       (noun-complement case of complex-NP island) (Rizzi 1990:125) 

          3. Traditional Accounts of Wh-Island 

   There have been plenty of attempts to explain wh-island effects in the 

history of generative grammar. Chomsky (1977), one of earlier attempts, 

depends on the Subjacency Condition, according to which a wh-phrase can 

not move across two bounding nodes at one fell swoop. This condition 

predicts (lb) to be ungrammatical: how crosses the matrix S and the S of 
the immediately embedded clause at the same time because Comp of the 

latter clause is filled with whether and is not available as an escape hatch 

for how, as illustrated in (4a). (4b), in contrast, is perfectly acceptable 

since what can make a stopover at the embedded Comp slot and never 

passes two S boundaries at one stroke: 

(4) a. *howi [s ... wonder [s' [comp whether] [s we believe ... ti 1]]
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   b. I am wondering  whati Es Bill said Es' [Comp t ] [s you bought ti] ] 

This line of reasoning, although it sounds plausible, is defective in reality 

in that it erroneously predicts (la) to be as ungrammatical as (1b), 

because those two cases are structurally equal to each other with respect 

to the bounding theory. 

   A more recent account of wh-island in the minimalist framework is 

found in Chomsky (1995), where the Minimal Link Condition (hereafter, 

the MLC) , given in (5) , 

(5) The Minimal Link Condition 
   K attracts a only if there is no /3, /3 closer to K than a, such that 

  K attracts P.(Chomsky 1995:311) 

prohibits a wh-phrase from being moved across another wh-phrase: if a 
wh-phrase skips a possible landing site occupied by another wh-phrase, 

the link of the pre- and post-movement positions is not minimal and 

therefore illicit. This is no solution to the asymmetry in (1), however: the 

condition in (5) wrongly rules out both (la) and (lb). 

   These two approaches to wh-island phenomena are outstripped by a 
far-reaching approach to the bounding theory with the notion of barriers 

in Chomsky (1986) that originates from Lasnik and Saito (1984). In this 
framework, (lb) is an instance of severe violation of the Empty Category 
Principle (henceforth, the ECP), which requires a wh-trace to be either 

lexically governed or antecedent-governed: the trace of how in (lb) is an 

adjunct that is neither lexically governed by a verb nor antecedent-

governed by its antecedent owing to a wh-island barrier. The ECP does 
not reject (la), unlike the Subjacency Condition and the MLC: the trace 

of who in (la) is lexically governed by help. But this is not the end of the 

story. (la) is not perfect, if not ungrammatical. The degraded status of 

(la) is ascribed to the Subjacency Condition, a condition imposed on a



4Yubun Suzuki 

movement process which is reinterpreted in Chomsky (1986) as producing 

degraded acceptability. This condition was once used to "rule out" 

unacceptable examples in the days of Chomsky (1977), but its effect is 

taken to be weaker in the framework of barriers. 

          4. Criticism of Traditional Accounts 

   We saw three historically major approaches to wh-island in the 

previous section. Two of them, the account based on the older version of 
the Subjacency Condition and the approach capitalizing on the MLC are 

too strong in that they reject examples with the extraction of an argu-

ment wh-phrase like (la). 

   The framework of Chomsky (1986) appears at first glance to be quite 

promising in this regard, in contrast with the two other possibilities 
reviewed above. Further careful examination of wh-island phenomena, 

however, reveals empirical and theoretical problems of this seemingly 

favorable approach. 

   We begin with an empirical problem posed by the barriers approach. 

It attributes the "imperfect" status of sentences like (la) to the (newly 

interpreted) Subjacency Condition, a constraint weaker in effect than the 

ECP, and therefore it predicts examples like (la) to be neither perfectly 

well-formed nor utterly ungrammatical but located somewhere in 

between or moderately deviant. This prediction, though, fails to cover 

examples like  (6)  : 

(6) a. whati did you figure out [how to finance ti] 
   b. * [to whom] i do you remember [what they sent ti] 

      (a. Culicover and Wilkins 1984:157, b. Koster 1987:228) 

Sentences like (6a) are often accepted as absolutely perfect with the 

extraction of a DP wh-phrase out of infinitival wh-island whose specifier 

position is filled with an adjunct wh-phrase, especially how, whereas it is 
often next to impossible, as observed in (6b) , to extract a non-DP
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wh-phrase out of tensed wh-island. The fact is that acceptability judg-

ments of examples with the extraction of an argument wh-phrase out of 

wh-island vary from totally perfect to completely ungrammatical in 

accordance with various factors. This kind of fluctuation in judgments is 

not seen in examples with an adjunct wh-phrase. (7), for example, is as 

ungrammatical as (lb), although it has a similar felicitous syntactic 

context as (6a) : 

(7) *howi did you figure out [what to finance ti] 

   In sum, the barriers approach suffers an empirical problem of being 

unable to cover the variation represented by the two extremes in (6) . It 
seems that the factors aggravating the acceptability of examples with an 

argument wh-phrase include the tense of the island (notice the contrast in 

(8) ), the type of an intervening wh-phrase (see (9)) , etc. (see works such 

as Kluender (1998) and Koktova (1996) for other factors and arguments): 

(8) whati did you wonder whether *he fixed/?to fix ti 

                           (Coopmans and Stevenson 1991:359) 
(9) [which books]i did he tell you why/?whether/??when he wanted to 

   read ti(Ross 1967 as cited in Okuno 1989:281) 

Furthermore, there are acceptability-enhancing factors such as D-

Linkedness (see Pesetsky (1987) for the contrast between D-Linked 

wh-phrases and non-D-Linked ones) . It sounds eminently inappropriate to 

maintain the (newly interpreted) Subjacency Condition as a syntactic 

constraint governing wh-extraction in general when considerable fluctua-

tion of acceptability is observed. 

   Now we turn to theoretical problems the barriers approach poses. It 
is theoretically problematic for a central notion of a grammatical theory 

like the Subjacency Condition to give to examples a status of "mild" 

deviance, if we understand a linguistic theory in such a way that the 

computations carried out by a grammar can only deal with yes or no like
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a digital mechanism, but not anything in between. In conclusion, the 

approach to wh-island in terms of barriers poses both empirical and 

theoretical problems. 

                 5. A New Account 

   The purpose of the present section is to provide a new perspective to 

the wh-island phenomena that overcomes the problems discussed in the 

previous sections. We keep the spirit of the MLC as a strong constraint 
like the ECP and make a proposal that an argument wh-phrase can be 

base-generated in the forefront position of an interrogative clause so that 
it can evade movement and the MLC violation. As for the fluctuation of 

acceptability of examples with the extraction of an argument wh-phrase 

out of wh-island, we argue that it possibly derives from nonsyntactic 

factors independent of the MLC. We will not go into their details in this 

article, though. 

 (lb) is ruled out as a result of the violation of the MLC, because 

whether is closer to the sentence-initial C position than the adjunct 

wh-phrase how that is generated in the most deeply embedded clause 

when the uninterpretable wh-feature of the C tries in the course of the 

derivation to attract the "closest" wh-phrase in conformity with the MLC. 

As for (la), we propose that an argument wh-phrase can be base-

generated as the specifier of an interrogative C. If it is not "attracted" by 
C, it vacuously satisfies the MLC. This proposal is roughly illustrated in 

(10): 

(10) who do you wonder [whether we believe [we can help] ] 

TT 

 base-generatedno trace 

   At this stage of discussion, two important questions arise concerning 

the derivation of sentences like (10):
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(11)  a: How can who in (10) be licensed as a direct object of help with 

     respect to Case, 0 -role and selection when neither who nor its trace 

    is located in the most deeply embedded clause to which help 

    belongs? 

   b. Why is how in (lb) not directly merged as the specifier of the 

    interrogative CP? 

alb) is much easier to answer. Modification relations are established in 

a local configuration and so how in (lb), if directly generated as the 

specifier of the matrix CP, would be too far from the most deeply 

embedded verb phrase to be interpreted as modifying the verb phrase. 

The intended interpretation of (lb) is excluded in this way. 

(11a), in contrast with alb), is a recalcitrant problem. We will show 

some advantages of our new analysis of wh-island phenomena in the next 

section, putting off the presentation of a possible solution to the problem 

in (11a) until section 7. 

6. Evidence of the Absence of the Trace of Argument Wh-Phrase 

   In this section, we will show three pieces of evidence of the nonexis-

tence of the trace of an argument wh-phrase in the presence of wh-island: 

noun phrases unable to move across wh-island, parasitic gap construc-

tions, and across-the-board wh-extraction. 

6.1 Noun Phrases Unable to Cross Wh-Island 

   In this subsection, we will demonstrate the first piece of evidence, 

three types of noun phrases whose wh-trace is required to be left for some 

reason or other. These noun phrases, since they must originate in their 

premovement positions, are expected to be subject to wh-island, just like 

an adjunct wh-phrase is bound to be base-generated within wh-island for 

the purpose of establishing the local modification relation between the 

wh-adjunct and the constituent it modifies and therefore is not exempt 

from wh-island.
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   The first type of such noun phrases is an idiom chunk. When some 

noun phrase is an idiom chunk, it can not have an escape from wh-island, 

unlike a regular argument noun phrase, even if an idiom including this 

chunk as its subpart is analyzable in the sense of Napoli (1988) and the 

chunk is detachable from the rest of the idiom as verified by  (12a)  . This 

is corroborated by examples like (12b): 

(12) a. [what headway]i do you think you can make ti on this project 
   b. * [what headwayli do you wonder [how to make ti on this project] 

                                       (Rizzi 1990:79) 

We can easily explain the contrast between wh-questions with an idiom 

chunk noun phrase like (12b) and with a regular argument like (6a), if we 

assume with such works as Radford (1988:469) that an idiom chunk is 

required to be adjacent to the other part of the idiom (at "D-structure" in 

a traditional sense). The two subparts of the idiom in (12b), make and 

what headway, has to be contiguous to each other at some earlier stage of 

derivation, and therefore what headway is base-generated in the wh-island 

and does cross the island. The argument wh-phrase what in (6a) , how-

ever, can be directly generated, according to our new account, as the 

specifier of the main clause and evades the wh-island effect. 

   The second type of a noun phrase needing to be generated within 

wh-island is an associate of the existential expletive there. It can not 

move beyond wh-island boundary as exemplified by (13b), although it is 

wh-moved in a simple interrogative sentence like (13a): 

(13) a. [what kind of fish]i is there ti in the lake 

   b. * [what kind of fish]i do you wonder whether there is ti in the lake 

                                      (b. Frampton 1999:54) 

The contrast between examples like (13b) with an associate of an 

existential expletive as a wh-phrase and examples like (6a) with an 

argument wh-phrase is explicable in the light of the operation of the
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expletive replacement. Expletive there should be replaced with its associ-

ate noun phrase at the interpretative stage of derivation since it lacks 

interpretation and, if existent at LF, violates the Principle of Full Inter-

pretation. Therefore, the associate must be base-generated in a position 
from which it can move (upward) to the position of the expletive there. 

If the associate wh-phrase were allowed to be base-generated as an 

element of the matrix clause, (13b) would wrongly be ruled in. 

   The third type of noun phrases which are obligatorily introduced 

within wh-island is a predicate nominal. A predicate nominal can be 

wh-moved, but not across wh-island, as clearly shown in the contrast in 

(14): 

(14) a. [how big a  man]  i do you think John became ti 

   b. * [how big a man] i does Bill wonder [whether John became ti] 

                                    (b. Williams 1994:41) 

The contrast between examples with a predicate nominal like (14b) and 

with a regular argument noun phrase like (6a) does not pose any serious 

problems in our theory. If it is correct to assume that a predicate nominal 
ought to be in a position proximate to a copula-like verb to form a unit 

assigning 0-role compositionally to its subject, the predicate is not 

immune to wh-island. 

6.2 Parasitic Gaps 

   The second piece of evidence for the nonexistence of an argument 

wh-trace within wh-island is a parasitic gap construction. Parasitic gap 

constructions have been one of the central topics of generative grammar 

since Taraldsen (1981). A parasitic gap, unlike a real gap, is typically 

located in a position within an island out of which a wh-phrase can not be 

extracted. (15a) is a typical example of the parasitic gap construction in 

which ti represents a real gap while ei is a parasitic gap. An element 

occupying the position of a real gap undergoes regular wh-movement as 
is clear in (15b) whereas something introduced in the position of a 

parasitic gap fails to be moved as illustrated in (15c):
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(15) a.  what did you file tt without reading ei 

   b. what did you file tt without reading it 

   c. * what did you go home without reading tt 

Chomsky (1986) proposes an analysis of parasitic gap constructions in 

which the parasitic gap arises as a result of the movement of a null 

operator within the island rather than directly related with the fronted 

wh-phrase: 

(16) what did you file tt [OPi without reading ei] 

The null operator analysis is not free from problems. The analysis newly 

face such questions as how the null operator is interpreted as coreferent 

with the real wh-phrase and what are licensing conditions of the null 

operator. 

   Our nonmovement analysis captures the construction without having 

to answer these questions with the introduction of any additional device. 

According to our proposal, what in (16) is simply base-generated in the 

sentence-initial position and the two gaps are nonexistent. The Cases and 

0-roles of file and reading are assigned to the sentence-initial wh-phrase 

in a way to be clarified in the next section. If one wh-phrase is generated 

in each clause, there arise two instances of the same wh-phrase and 

sentences with only one wh-phrase like (16) never result. In this way, the 

origin of the parasitic gap is not a mystery and no special licensing 

conditions have to be contrived. 

   Our theory surpasses any theory trying to capture the parasitic gap 

construction with a device similar to the across-the-board application 

which brings two occurrences of the same wh-phrase in two different 

positions to one. Our approach does not hinge on such a device: we will 
see in the next subsection that the device of the across-the-board applica-

tion could be eliminated in a grammatical theory. 

   Our theory makes an encouragingly correct prediction that an 

adjunct wh-phrase is not possible for this construction, since an adjunct
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wh-phrase can not be base-generated in the sentence-initial position of a 

sentence for the reason given in the previous section. This in fact is borne 

out: 

(17) *wheni did you leave London ti [in order to visit Mary ti] 
                                     (Browning 1987:253) 

The ungrammaticality of (17) naturally follows in the light of the 

Principle of Full Interpretation, which requires an adjunct to be in a local 

configuration with the category it modifies for the purpose of interpreta-

tion. 

   Our theory is also advantageous in the explanation of the anti-c-

command condition (first proposed in Engdahl (1981) according to Kiss 

 (1985/86))  , whose effect is exemplified in (18) : 

(18) *a man who; ti looks old [whenever I meet e;] (Chomsky 1986:54) 

(18) is ruled out in the following manner. The traces are nonexistent and 
the v with accusative Case-feature in the adjunct clause must agree with 

the wh-phrase bearing the same feature in the sentence-initial position. 

This agreement, however, is unavailable because of the intervention of 

another unsatisfied Case-feature lying in the matrix I under the natural 

assumption that agreement is subject to locality. This is true whether 

who is base-generated in the specifier position of the relative CP or in the 

specifier of vP, the former being more likely since it is more economical 

without having to move the wh-phrase. In either case, the I with an 

unsatisfied Case-feature is closer to who in the specifier position of CP or 

  2) Examples like (i) are as problematic to our approach to parasitic gap construc-
     tions as other foregoing analyses: the matrix v with unsatisfied accusative 

     Case-feature asymmetrically c-commands the embedded v with the same fea-
      ture and therefore the wh-phrase in the sentence-initial position fails to check 

      off the uninterpretable Case-feature on the embedded v. 
     (i) who did you convince ti that you would be happy to visit e. 

                                               (Stowell 1985:315)
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vP than the v in the adjunct clause is at some relevant stage of derivation , 
because the I asymmetrically c-commands the  v.2 

6.3 Across-the-Board Wh-Extraction 

   Similar evidence is obtained from facts concerning across-the-board 

wh-extraction. An informant of mine finds (19b) to be ungrammatical 

under the interpretation where the adjunct wh-phrase modifies both of the 

two verb phrases in the conjoined structure in sharp contrast with perfect 

examples like (19a), where the wh-phrase in the sentence-initial position 

is related to the two main verbs: 

(19) a. I wonder [which books]i [Mary hates ti] and [Sam likes ti] 
   b. *I wonder [how fast]i [she asked her father to run ti] and [he 

      actually ran ti] 

  (19a) is recalcitrant to explain: one wh-phrase is related with two gaps. 
The only sensible proposal in the long tradition of generative grammar is 

the across-the-board rule application but this is a very special device that 

we do not want to adopt as one of the essential operations in a theory of 

grammar if possible. In addition to this, it is a mystery why the across-
the-board wh-fronting is not applicable to an adjunct as we can see in (19 

b). In our approach, in contrast, a wh-phrase that has traditionally been 

analyzed as resulting from the across-the-board rule application is simply 

base-generated as a specifier of some adequate interrogative C. A wh-

phrase never moves in examples like (19a). Nonlocal agreement fulfills 
Case-marking and 0-assignment is also available as we will see in the 

next section. An adjunct wh-phrase, however, needs to be in a local 

configuration with the element it modifies and the ungrammaticality of 

(19b) follows. 

           7. Answering Possible Objections 

   This section is devoted to an attempt to provide a solution to the
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problem of  (11a) presented in section 5 in a natural way. Our basic idea 

is that an uninterpretable Case-feature of help, its 0-role, the selection of 

the object DP by help are all satisfied without moving the wh-phrase from 

the object position in the embedded clause to the sentence-initial position. 

We might capture selection as a checking process but we will limit 

ourselves in the present paper to considering Cases and 0-roles, under-

standing selection in a traditional sense. 

7.1 Merge and Move 

   Assuming that Merge and Move, derivational operations, must fulfill 

checking of a formal feature, 0-assignment, selection, or modification, we 

start the derivation of (10) by merging v (an empty light verb selecting 

V (P)) and help without introducing the object who. This process is licit 

since the merge fulfills the selection of V by v. The initial process could 

be the merge of help with who because this also fulfills selection, but if 

this option is chosen the movement of the wh-phrase out of the wh-island 

invariably violates the MLC. The option of the merge of v with V leaves 

an uninterpretable Case-feature of v unchecked and an object 0-role 

undischarged at this stage of derivation, but we propose here that they 

could be satisfied later in a convergent derivation as long as Merge or 

Move fulfills checking, 0-assignment, selection, or modification and there 

are no other licit derivations that are more economical (*it you must buy 

is ruled out because you must buy it is more economical in that it does not 

move) . In sum, an option of generating a wh-phrase as the specifier of CP 

is available unless it is ruled out for independent reasons such as those 

given in the previous section. Even in a simple wh-question, a wh-phrase 
is preferably base-generated as the specifier of an appropriate interroga-

tive CP since the other option of a regular wh-movement is less economi-

cal involving a movement operation that the derivation with base-

generation lacks. The option with a regular movement is also necessary 
when we take noun phrases discussed in section 6.1 into consideration. 

Therefore, we do not claim that we should eliminate noun phrase wh-

traces altogether in a theory of grammar.
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7.2 0-Assignment 

   What we suggest in the previous subsection amounts to claiming that 

features and 0-roles do not have to be satisfied as early as possible when 

the option of a derivation with v-V merge instead of V-Obj merge is 

chosen. We argue this is the case. There is no convincing evidence 

showing otherwise. 

   Once v-help merge takes place, we is introduced as the specifier of v 

satisfying a subject 0-role and  [t can] is merged with vP satisfying 

selection. This means that a subject 0-role is discharged before an object 

0-role is satisfied. This seemingly counterintuitive derivation should be 

permitted if we stick to our new proposal. We insist that an order of 
0-role assignments does not have to be fixed as long as unwanted ill-

formed sentences are not overgenerated. This means that an object 

0-role could be assigned later in a derivation to a noun phrase as an 

instance of long-distance 0-role assignment, which is available when there 

is no intervening unsatisfied 0-role assigner or assignee, a consequence of 

capturing 0-role assignment as a "local" operation in a sense similar to 

feature checking but different from the strict locality required on the 

syntactic positions of a modifier and a modifiee. It might be worthwhile 

to make an attempt to grasp 0-role assignment as an instance of feature 

checking, but our framework needs a traditional conception of the 

0-theory. We will not go further into the detail in the present article. 

   Let us consider (10), reproduced here for convenience as (20): 

(20) who do you wonder [whether we believe we can help] ] 

   It is usually taken for granted that the object role is assigned first to 

the noun phrase in the complement position of the main verb and then the 

subject role is given through v to its specifier. In our new framework, in 

contrast, who in (20) has an option of being base-generated in the left-

most position of the sentence and the subject role is assigned first in the 

course of the derivation. When the derivation of (20) reaches the most 

deeply embedded vP = [vpwe [or [vphelp] ] ] , v with a subject 0-role
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asymmetrically c-commands help with an object 0-role and therefore v is 

required by the locality constraint on 0-role assignment suggested above 

to prevent help from assigning the object role to the subject we and the 

pronoun can only receive the subject role that v carries. We can now 
claim that our theory does not produce an unwanted interpretation of 

(20) in which someone can help "us". Later on, the object 0-role is given 

by help to who in the matrix clause. This long-distance 0-role assignment 

is licensed because, at the time the derivation reaches the matrix CP, who 

and the object role of help are the only unsatisfied elements and their 

relation is counted as "local". 

   This line of explanation is also applicable to the simplest examples 

like (21), where v fails to agree with, and assign agent to, John due to the 

intervention of another head with an unsatisfied 0-role, V, that is asym-

metrically c-commanded by v and therefore is closer to the object noun 

phrase: 

(21)  *Brian (patient) hit John (agent) 

Examples like (22) are also accommodated in our account: 

(22) *Who (=obj of tell) did you tell him (=obj of see) that he must see 

(22) is not acceptable under the parenthesized interpretation, although 

subject 0-roles are discharged in an appropriate fashion. This kind of 

unwanted interpretation could also be eschewed if we understand 0-

assignment to be governed by locality as seen above. When the derivation 
reaches [vP him [v. tell [cp that ... see ] ] ] , the object 0-role of see is 

prevented from being given to him by the intervening matrix verb with an 
undischarged 0-role that asymmetrically c-commands see. In this way, 

who is correctly assigned an object 0-role of see instead of tell. 

7.3 Case Assignment 

   In the previous subsection, we saw that the counterintuitive order of
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0-assignment in which a subject 0-role is assigned earlier than an object 

0-role in a derivation of a sentence is permissible so that an object 

wh-phrase can be base-generated in a sentence-initial position. We now 

turn to Case-assignment. 

   In (10), repeated as (20), the uninterpretable accusative Case-feature 

must be checked off under agreement between who in the specifier 

position of the matrix clause and the embedded v. When the derivation 
reaches [vPwe [v' v [vphelp] ] ] , v does not have to agree with we since 

the merge of we with v' is licensed by the assignment of a subject 0-role 

by v. This v remains active with respect to the accusative Case-feature 

and is able to be in an agreement relation with the wh-phrase in the 

sentence-initial position. At this stage of derivation, there is no inter-

vener, another verb or noun phrase with an unchecked Case-feature, and 

therefore the agreement in question is licit. 

   Once we permit this kind of "long distance" Case-checking, a ques-

tion arises regarding how to rule out ungrammatical examples with an 

accusative subject like (23): 

(23) *I am wondering who him likes 

When the derivation reaches the stage [vphim [V'v [vPlikes] ] ] , nothing 

precludes the accusative Case-feature on v from agreeing with a Case-
feature on him. When the structure is further expanded to reach the 

stage [cpwho [c'C [iphimi [i'I [vpti [v-v [vPlikes] ] ] ] ] ] ] , the nominative 

Case-feature on I agrees with a Case-feature on who since the intervening 

pronoun him has no unsatisfied Case-feature. These steps of derivation 
do not pose any problems as far as Case-features are concerned, but this 

derivation is ruled out when we take an EPP-feature into consideration. 

I bears an EPP-feature in addition to a nominative Case-feature. Fea-

tures on the same syntactic head constitute a bundle and are expected to 

agree with the same head. Therefore, if the EPP- feature on I agrees with 

him, the nominative Case-feature on I must also be in agreement with the 

pronoun. This makes it impossible to generate (23). Note also that it is
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all right for the EPP-feature and the nominative Case-feature to be 

checked in the same configuration of long-distance satisfaction by a 

wh-subject directly generated as the specifier of an interrogative clause , 
as shown in (24), which is not absolutely ungrammatical in comparison 

with examples with an adjunct wh-phrase like (lb): 

(24) ?*who do you wonder whether we believe can help us 

                                      (Rizzi 1990:81) 

These considerations lead to a conclusion that a subject noun is required 

to receive a nominative Case. 

                     8. Conclusion 

   In this article, we have proposed a new radical type of analysis of the 

contrast between an argument and an adjunct as a wh-phrase undergoing 

wh-movement out of wh-island. Various questions remain and we need to 

accumulate more supportive evidence , but we will leave them to the 
future research. 
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