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1. Introduction 

Review Article of t.bve-a 1 

Yubun Suzuki 

Kyushu University 

This article is a review of Howard Lasnik & Mamoru Sai to(1992)出ve―竺：

Conditions on I ts Application and Output published in Cambridge, Massachusetts 

by MIT Press as Current Studies in Linguistics 20. 

Since the imovation of the Government-Binding approach to syntax with the 

framework of barrier theory in Chornsky(1986), not a f四 linguistshave tried to 

improve syntactic theories based on that new framework. Lasnik & Sai to(1992), 

among others, deserves careful examination. This v.ork dates from Lasnik & Saito 

(1984)，¥.hose basic contrivance is partly adopted in Chomsky(1986). It might be 

clai瞑xithat the work to be reviewed in this article has mde戊onenearly a 

decade of revision and i叩）rovement.I hope that studying this review will 

contribute to the future research of syntax. 

2. Basic System 

The two major syntactic constraints are Subjacency and虹 (theEnpty 

Category Principle). These principles are to be seen in tum. 

First, the defini tioo of Subjacency is (1). It is based on the notioo ・ be 

subjacent to'in (2): 

(1) Subjacency 

X can nove from position a to position /3 only if a is subjacent to 

/3. 

(2) subjacent 

/3 is subjacent to a if for every r, r a barrier for /3, the 

maximal projection imnediately dominating r dominates a. 

The defini tioo in (2) is different fr⑳ ,and simpler than, that in Cham:却

(1986) in that the fonner is defined in tenns of ooe barrier while the latter 

depends upon two occurreoces of barriers. (2), therefore, is free fran the 
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criticism to the eff,む tthat syntactic mechanism might not ha¥e the ability to 

draw a line between 2 or more(x ~ 2) and 1 or less(x ~ 1). This advanta釦 is

achieved by the way of definition ~ere the maximal projection i血ぽiiately

dominating a barrier, rather than a barrier itself, is the boundi咽 category.

The definition of barrier is (3): 

(3) barrier 

r is a barrier for /3 if 
a. r is a maximal projection, 

b. r is not an A-bar binder, 

c. r is not L--:-marked, 

d. r dominates /3. 

The defini tioo (3) is remarkable COflPc:四 withChomsky's at least in three 

respects. First, it involves only inherent barriers excluding barriers by 

inheritance. Secood, there is no proviso that IP is a defective category情ich

never acts as an inherent barrier. Both of these chara::teristics are great 

departure fran Cha函 'sdefinition of barriers, but overcome its c叩 lexity

and訂oviso.Third, it e,四11>tsan A-bar binder(such as topical ized el臼臼":sand

曲-tooVedel直 ts)fran being a barrier. This enables the theory to make a 

delicate prediction as to whether the extraction out of an A-bar binder is to be 

pennitted. 

L-marking is defined as (4) : 

(4) L-nerking 

a L-marks {:J iff a is a lexical category that 0-govems{:J． 

We have to note here that Lasnik & Saito assune that I L-marl<s VP. This makes 

- the叫junctiooof adjwtets to VP in the course of曲-nvvenent.This 

is, again. an i暉>rOV日ient.That W is L-厩咋ed,and in fact 0-go¥enled, is 

shown by (5).由 reVP, unlike adjuncts, can cross wh-island: 

(5) ?John said he'd win the race and [win the race] I wonder如 therhe did t. 



(Roberts 19~:388} 

0-govemnent, which L-marking depends on, is defined as (6): 

(6) e -government 

a 8-governs /3 iff a is a zero-level category that 8-marks B. and 

a, /3 are siste応．

We now tum to the second major syntactic corstraint, the Empty Category 

Principle(ECP). ECP is <livid叫 intotwo parts: r-Marking and r-Fi lter. This is 

info叩 lly shown as (7) : 

(7)The向 tyCategory Principle 

a. t→ [+r]曲enlexically governed or antecedent-governed. 

t → [-r] otherwise. 

b. * ・・・ t[-r] ・・・ 

(7a) corres四 dsto r-Marking. A nonprooominal enpty cat改 0げ ismarked f +, l 

if it is properly governed by means of lexical goverr叩 ntor antecedent衣overn-

ment. r-Marking is suppa;ed to apply at S-structure and l.F. The,-feature is 

indelible. r-Filter applies at l.F: an叩 tycategory marked [-r] either at 

S-structure or at lF causes咽 rarmaticalityat L.F in the light of r-Filter 

unless it deletes by L.F. 

One of the two ways to receive [+r], is defined as (8): 

(8) Lexical Goverrurent 

a lexically gaverns [:J if 

a. a c-coomands[:J．and 
b. a assigns Case or a 0-role to[:J． 

The defini tioo of c-ccm叩 is(9): 

(9) C-a:mnand 
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a c-crn証 mお /3i ff neither a nor/3dominates the other and every 

branchi喝 nodedominati咽 adaninates/3． 

lt知 lddeserve mention that this definition of'lexical government'in fact 

presupposes government, because (96) makes reference to Case and 8-role, both 

of which, Lasnik & Saito assume, are assigned under government: 

(10) Govern叩 nt

a. a governs /3 if every maximal projection dominati喝 adominates 

/3 and conversely. 

b. If a governs /3, then a governs the head of /3. 

(10a) is equivalent to the mutual m-crnm叩 d. (106) is necessary to al low 

exceptional C.ase-Marking. kcording to Lasnik & Saito, V governs, and donates 

Case-assi如 ingabi I ity to, the enoedded Infl, which in tum gives Case to what 

is in Spec of IP. Another point to note is that the reference to Case-or 0-

assignments rather than just to government has the effect to prevent a matrix V 

from lexically governing an intenrtediate trace in the Spec of CP complement to 

that V, v.hich go¥erns, but never assigns Case or 0-role to the specifier of its 

complement. 

The other way to receive [+7), antecedent-gwemnent, is defined as (11):2 

(11) Antecedent-Government 

a antecedent-governs /3 if 

a. a binds/3，and 

b. /3 is subjacent to a. 

Antecedent-g<:Nerr配 nt,unlike lexical-government, does not directly capitalize 

on govemnent whereas, like Subjacency, it is defined ba5ed upon cr記 barrier.

Another conditioo is indispensable in Lasnik & Saito's system, Condition 

on Chains. This explains the difference between祖芯呻tIIDVetrents.and adjllllCt 

mov団臼1ts.



(12) C:Ondition oo Chains 

a. Every trace must be a member of a chain. 

b. Every chain must比veas its tai 1 an enpty cat⑫ory t厖tis 

licensed. 

Lasnik & Saito expect this condition to derive the effect that an adjunct trace 

can not appear at S-structure: it is 1 icensed neither by the Extended Projection 

Principle nor by the Constraint against VacuoIB Quantification nor by selectioo, 

where.as at LF it nrust exist in an appropriate position for interpretive reasons. 

This means that ooce an adjunct trace is assigned [-r] (at LF), it底 no

chance to delete and is ruled out by r-Fi 1 ter.如 argumenttrace, ho照 ver,does 

exist at S-structure and its intennediate traces, even if they are assigned 

[-r]. can delete by LF so that they may not be rejected by r-Filter. This way 

of distinctioo between adjuncts and argi_叩 ntsis some硝atbetter than the mere 

stipulation that adjunct traces and ar匹 nttraces differ in the level where 

r-Marking applies. This explains, for example, the difference in (13): 

(13) a. *Who1 do you think t1'that t; solved the proolem? 

b. How1 do you think ti'that he solved the proolem t1? 

In (13a),. the overt匹 lementizerprevents ti'from antecedent-governing tぃ

which is not lexically governed and hence must be antecedent-governed to satisfy 

ECP. In (13b), h叩 ver,t;'and t1 can be absent thanks to (12), and they can be 

res叩 by圧 lo如 ringand圧 raisingof the山phraseand r-Marked at圧，

where the c叩 1年 ntizeris deleted and如 notinhibit t1'fran antecedent-

-govemi喝 t1・

One thing remains to be seen, a condition on adjmction. Lasnik & Saito 

claim that叫 unctionmakes two independent maximal projections rather t向

just two se郡 ntsof the same maximal projection. This makes adjw℃tioo unable 

to evade barrieroood making unnecessary the stipulatirn in Chm函 (19&>)that IP 

can not be叫 oinedto. In our understanding,記 oolyhave to declare that an 

arg匹 ntresists adjmction. 
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3. Islmd Effects md Auxiliary ~tions 

In this section, we will see how the system in Sectioo 2 can explain 

various island phenonena sometimes with auxiliary assunptions. 

That-Trace Effect: (13), repeated here as (14), is dealt with the 

combination of the far-reaching assUH{)tioos (15) and (16): 

(14) a. *Whoi do you think ti' that ti solved the prchlem? 

b. Howi do you think ti' that he solved the prchlem ti? 

(15) Only X0 categories can be proper governors. 

(16) The index of SPEC is copied onto the head only if the SPEC and the 

head agree with respect to the feature [±WH] . 

In (14a), ti', since intennediate traces are assuned to be non-marked with 

respect to [±WH] and 'that' is [-WH], never copies its index ooto the comple­

mentizer, which, therefore, is not entitled to antecedent-govern tj. ti' itself 

is unable to antecedent-govern ti, because it is not X0 and nothing but X0 is 

alloved to antecedent-govern by (15). ti is assigned [-r] and violates F!P. In 

( 14b), we have a c~letely different story. (12) makes ti' and ti absent at S­

-structure. At LF, 'how', for interpretive reasons, lowers and raises resuning 

the two traces, t1' in the Spec of CP and ti in the original position. Now ti' 

(non-marked with respect to [±WI-I]) cwies its index onto the deleted comple­

mentizer posi tion(assumed to be non-marked with respect to [±w-1]), which 

successfully antecedent-governs ti. 

Subject Island: Exanples 1 ike (17) show Subjacency violation: 

(17) ?*h1 did [pictures of ti] please you? (Lasnik & Saito 1992:89) 

The subject N> is not L-mrked, hence a barrier. The antecedent of t,, the 

matrix C, acquires the index i, but is not daninated by IP, the category 

inmediately cbninating a barrier for- t.(the. subject l'P). Adjunctioo to the 

subject N> or IP does not evade the Subjacecy violatioo, becat.Be it multiplies 

the intervening mximl projectioos and is of no help. When we lock at adjunct 

wh-novement rut of the subject NP, it crIBSes one barrier(i.e. the subject NP) 



and the maximal projection inmediately daninating i t(IP) predicting an F.CP 

violation. This prediction is borne rut by (18): 

(18)如 1did [fixing it ti] bother Mary? (Manzini 1992:4) 

Thus, Lasnik & Saito's system is in confonnity with facts. In this respect, it 

is no wo函 thanChe諏幻＇s,如 rethe subject I¥P and IP are barriers deriving a 

strong辿 jacencyeffect and an印Peffect. 

凪jlllCtIsland: (19) s涵 Subjacencyand匹 violations:

(19) a. ??Who1 did they leave [before speaking to t1]? 

b. 如 1did they leave [before fixing the car t』?

lt is clear that the bracketed adj皿 ctcoostitutes a barrier. What innediately 

dominates this barrier varies according to the pasitioo of the ad.iunct. It does 

not四 tter.oowever，叫reit lies, hung from IP, adjoined to IP, hung fran VP, 

or ad.ioined to VP. lhder any one of these仄 ibilities,a~社rase noviぼ out

of the ad.iunct barrier does cross what inmediately dominates the barrier, 

causing &ibjacency violation, because adjunctioo mkes two independent maxi四 l

projectioos aid even a‘蕊邸1e11t'canbe counted as a full projection for the 

nmな ,eof Smjacency. This correctly predicts that (19a) violates Subjacency 

and (19b) violates(＆由jacencyand)印P.This way of四pla1ationmight be better 

than that in Cha函 (1986).In Barriers system, (strong)幽 jacencyis defined 

with two barriers and there nust be two barriers intervening a step of ro,日記nt

in (19a). Thus, the bracketed adjlBlCt叩 stnot belmg to VP. If it did, the ~— 
-phrase could be adjoined to VP nul 1 ifyi璃 theVP barrier and the rovenent買 ld

only Cl'"O$ one barrier wrongly predicting that (19a) is as fine as (20)，如re

CP is the only barrier: 

(20) Whatido yoo wcnder［匹J to fix t1 t』?

囲 Isl叫：給記 seein (20), an argument世phrasecan釦trut of an 

infinitival由 Island.An adjunct wh-.杜西，に加ver,can not do s:>: 

21 



22 

(21) *How1 do you wcnder [whatJ to fix tJ t』?

The compari改 11of (20) with examples like (17) and (19a) tells us that the 

Subjacency effect of 曲—Island is weaker. 肋— Island is a'weak'island. If wh-

Island is ters叫 asin (22), a Subjacency effect does証ise:

(22)?？VAiat i do you wonder［Vti'lether John saw t』?

It might be the case, as Manzini(1992) points out, that the existence of tense 

strengthens the effect of Subjacency and therefore island effect should not be 

judged in tensed islands.. If this is on the right track, Lasnik & Saito's 

system is too strict to allow ex項叩lesI ike (20) though it derives an ECP effect 

in (21), since the IP in the island is a barrier and the~—phrase cr函 ingthis 

IP does not nnve to a position daninated by the CP irmediately daninating the 

IP.. Oiansky{1986) is better, if not satisfactory, in this respect: there is a 

stipulation廿iatthe most deeply embedded tensed IP cCTIStitutes an inherent 

barrier(in addition to CP barrier in 曲—Island).

Complex NP Island(Relative): (23), an ex項1Pleof (infinitival) relative 

case of complex W Island, is ungr呵軍1tical:3 

(23) *the <hctor who1 I knCM [a suitable gift[OpJ to give tJ tot』]

（狛ini 1992: 137) 

Lasnik & Saito v.ould attribute the ungrcmnaticality of the cases like (23) to 

the double violation of Subjacency. First, the relative CP isa barrier and the 

曲—西asecr函ing the CP can not move to a匹 itiondominated by the N? 

iffl記diatelydominatiぼ theCP. Second, the IP in the relative clause is a 

barrier and the血由苓ecr函畑gthe IP can not move to a匹 itiondominated 

by the CP i叩 iatelydaninating the IP with its Spec filled with the relative 

operator. This is quite similar to the treatment in Barriers framework，晴re

the relative clause and the complex l'P are barriers inherited from the relative 

clause.and the IP i叩 iatelydominated by the relative CP, respectively. Thus, 

Lasnik & Saito's system makes a correct predictioo as far as the relative case 



of Canple.x NP Island is concerned. 

Complex NP Island(Noun-Complement)：叫!-movementout of the noon-complement 

case of匹 lext-P Island, as shown in (24a), is better than (23) and can be 

regarded as violating Subjacency only once: 4 

(24) a. ??Who; did you witness [John's attempt [to give artificial 

respiratim tot』]？

b. *H⑳ j did you witness [John's attempt [to give artificial 

respiratioo to Bill t』]？

The syst呻 revie記 din Sectioo 2 fails to treat (24a) properly. There is no noo-

-L-marked maximal projection crossed by the叫rphrase.Lasnik & Saito adept the 

auxi 1 iary assumption provided in Barriers frarrework that nouns assign oblique 

Case i暉心ingan inherent barrier. If the CP complement to Nin (24a) is an 

inherent barrier, the mo¥.ellent of the 炉—phrase crossing the l'P inmediately 

dominating the barrier CP causes Subjacency violation. (24b) is correctly 

treatedぉ anECP violation. Lasnik & Saito note that this would also exPlain 

the contrast such as (25): 

(25) a. Whoi did you see a picture of t1? 

b. ?*Who1 did you see a picture of friends of ti? 

In (25b), the c叩 lenentto picture is a barrier(ignoring'of'}. 

Topic Island:国 ik& Saito c叩 entrateon the matters of Topics．知 of

the topics about Topics is whether a Topical izatioo coofiguration constitutes a 

barrier or not. The facts in (26} tell us that it in fact does:5 

(26) a. ??[,POn the table; [,Pthis bookJいJohnput tj t』]］．
b.??the man (cpto whom1 [,Pthat book1[,PI gave tJ t』]］

(26a) is double topical izatioo. Topical ization is an IP-adj unction operation. 

It makes two independent IPs. The inne呻 tIP is not L-marked, hence a barrier. 

Subjacency violation arises, since PP era;;改~ the middle IP, the叩 xi110.l
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projection inmediately daninating the innennost IP barrier. A similar analysis 

is applicable to {26b). Topic Island is not considered in Chonsky{1986). We can 

say that Lasnik & Saito have enlarged the range of granmatical exploration. 

What is not clear here, however, is whether or not an adjtn1ct曲-rroveuentout of 

Topic Island produces an庄Pviolation. We will tum to this topic in the next 

section. 

There are nunerous auxi I iary assumptions in Lasnik & Saito: Generalized 

Proper Binding Condition, Clause Internal Incanplete Constituent Constraint, 

Superiority Condition, Extended lhifonnity Condition, and so forth. In the 

remainder of this section, LF Inflー脳ising,the exemption of an A-bar binder 

from being a barrier, and the treatment of a selected PP as a non-ar匹 nt,

among others, will be picked up. 

LF Infl-Raising: The raising of Infl is needed at LF to explain the 

contrast in {27), where there is no that-trace effect in the case of LF wh--

mov四ent{={27b)):6 

(27) a. *Whoi do you think ti・ that ti left? 

b.？翫iti thinks that whoj left? 

(27a) is explained in the first part of the present sectioo as an即Pviolatioo: 

[cthat](=[-WH]) fails to antecedent-govern t1 because the intennediate trace t1' 

（＝［士町］ unspecified) never cq>ies its index to C. The trace tj left by the LF 

movenEnt of ~J in (27b) nrust be antecedent-governed. Its LF representation 

would be something I ike (28): 

(28) whoJ,む 1C1 t1 thinks [clnfl』 tj幻 left

'that'has oo meaning and can be erased at LF. Infl, coindexoo with the subject 

曲—由ase due to the Spec-head agr年記ntunder IP, raises to叩 tyC and 

antecedent-g⑯ ms tJ f ran there. 

A-bar Binder as Non-Barrier: There is a subtle cootrast in (29): 

(29) a. ?*Who1 do you think that [pictures oft』areon sale? 



b. ??Who1 do yru think that (1p(pictures of t1L [1PJohn wanted tJ]]? 

Lasnik & Saito ascribe the degraded status of (29a) to Subjacency and Clause 

Internal Incanplete Constituent C:Onstraint proposed in Kuno(l<J73），［pictures唖

!.!_] being the relevant clause internal incomplete constituent. They claim that 

(29b) violates only the latter constraint. This means that the topicalized NP in 

(29b), an A-bar binder, is not a barrier. Thus, no Subjacenc:y'effect is expected 

in (29b). 

Selected PP as l'bn-Argt血ぅnt:The contrast i_n {30) and (31) is indicative of 

the fact that a selected PP is more difficult to extract oot of an island than 

a selected NP is: 

(30) a. *To whani did they leave before speaking ti? 

b. ??Whoi did they leave before speaking to ti? 

(31) a. ?*To whani did you witness John's attempt to give artificial 

respiration ti? 

b. ??Whoi did you witness John's attempt to give artificial 

respiratioo to ti? 

If the traces of the selected PPs in (30a) and (31a) satisfied ECP by lexical 

government, these two exanples収:uldonly violate Subjacency. The fact is that 

their grclllllaticali ty is買>rsethan a mere Subjacency violation. Lasnik & Saito 

group selected PPs and adjuncts together and regard the fonner not being 

lexically governed.給 wesee in (8), lexical govemnent requires Csぅoro-

-role. In the configurations l1ke (32), V and P jointly杢函gn0-role to I¥P: 

(32) VP 

✓ 入、
p NP 

What is 0-marked, therefore, is not PP but NP, as St叩 II(1981) prorな廷:i.Thus, 

the PPs in the examples above, though selected, behave like adjuncts and have to 

satisfy印Pby antecedent-go¥err叩 nt.7
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4. O..tstanding Oiaracteristics. Prd>lems and Extensions 

Several outstanding characteristics of Lasnik & Saito' s system wi 11 be 

picked up in this section. We wi 11 see their possible extensiais. Problems wi 11 

also be pointed rut. 

lF lowering & Raising of Adjunct wh-Phrases: An adjtn1ct wh:_phrase leaves 

no traces at S-structure because they are not pennitted by Condition oo Chains. 

It, however, nrust have a trace in its original positioo at lF for interpretive 

reasais. It first lovers to its original position and raises from there to pre-: 

-IP position leaving traces, which now are licensed by the constraint against 

vacurus quantificatioo. This way of derivation is crucial in the explanation of 

phenanena like that-trace effect seen in the last section. This idea dates to 

Lasnik & Saito(1984). 

In rur view, Condition oo Chains, which explains the absence of adjuoct 

traces at S-structure, can bedispenced with. It is a proper subpart of the more 

general constraint that tn1licensed elements can not appear in syntactic 

representatims. Adjtn1ct traces are ooly necessary at lF. Therefore, they must 

not appear at S-structure. This is, in a sense, econOlllY of representation. 

La5nik & Saito capitalize oo this way of derivation in the explanation of 

the adjuoct Yth-movement out of topic island: 

(33) ??l-bw1 do you think (that} this problemJ, Jdm &>lved tJ ti? 

'how' might belong to VP at D-structure, but at LF, it lowers and adjoins 

itself to the embedded IP, \eaves a trace there, and noves back to the Spec of 

the Ratrix CP via the Spec of the embedded CP. The resulting lF is (34): 

In (34}, ti and t1' are antecedent-governed by the embedded and the matrix Cs, 

respectively. What is noteworthy here is that the adjt.11Ct wh-phrase can move no 

lower than the enbedded IP. If it lov.ered a.s·deep as the embedded VP, the trace 

resurred there would fail to be antecedent-governed because of the barrier 

created by the ad.junction to IP of the topicalized NP. An adverbial like 'how', 



however, is usually thought to belong to VP. If it belonged to IP as in (34), 

there would arise sane probl臼s.First, a manner adverbial would wrongly be 

pennitted to appear at the sentence-initial匹 ition,which belo咽sto IP:8 

(35) a.紀 letely,Stanley ate his Wheaties. 

b. *In an efficient manner, John washed his car. 

Second, a manner adverbial知 ldbe predicted to elude W-Deletion. (36) shows 

that it is wrong: 

(36) Did John hit Mary with a stick or with a belt? -*He did </> with a 

belt. (Kuno 1975:162) 

Third, there would arise an interpretive confusion between a manner adverbial 

and a sentential adverb, because they both would belong to IP. 

Lasnik & Saito present, in a note, a rather ugly solutioo that, at LF, the 

Infl in the embedded clause adjoins itself to IP leaving no trace, now headles::; 

IP turns its categorial statぉ toVP, the moved IL-marks VP, the L-marking 

percolates to al 1 VPs, and the en飼 dedC with the index of the internむ:Hate

trace of'how'succ函 fullyantecedent-governs the original trace of'how' 

adjoined to VP: 

(37} howi… [ti'Ci [ vP I[ vpthis problemJ [ vPJoon [ vpt 1 [ vPsol ved t』]］］］］

This way of oolution, ho記 ver，阪叫dwrongly rule in (38), which Lasnik & Saito 

present themse 1 ves: 

(38)*Ha.v1 do you think that Mary j, Bi 11 told tj that [J曲 solvedthe 

problem ti]? 

In (38), if I raised, the Topic Island effect would disappear and t1 YOUld be 

properly governed. This type of改 lutionis also記 ird in the 1 ight of X0 (I) 

adjunction to X皿ax{Ip).

27 
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A-bar Binder as Non-Barrier: Lasnik & Saito exerrpt an A-bar binder like a 

topical iz.ed phrase from being a barrier to rule in (29b), repeated here as (39), 

which only violates廿記 ClauseInternal Incomplete Constituent Constraint: 

(39)?？附oido you think that [ 1 P [pictures of t山 [1pJohnwanted t』]？

There are cornterexanp l es, hcmever, 1 i ke (40) : 

(40) *I wonder vtioi [pictures oft山 youbought tj? 

If the topic in {40) constitutes a barrier, the deviance of {40) can be ascribed 

to the clause-internal constraint and Subjacency. 

It might be the case that a good theory皿ぉtbe able to disti暉uishthe 

cases like {39)¥Wlere the 曲—phrase and the topic are not in the same clause on 

one hand and the cases like {40) where they are in the雫 clauseon the other 

hand. That this has some significance is shown by (41a)，¥Wlere the 曲—phrase and 

the topic island are in the same clause in contrast with (33), repeated hereぉ

{41b), where those tvo elements belong to separate clauses:9 

(41) a. *John hoped that Mary YOUld find his hat, but I wonder ho町 [find

it] J she ever could tJ ti. 

b.??HCMi do you think (that) [this problemL, John sol悩 tjti? 

Selected PP as f'bnarguments: Lasnik & Saito consider that in the structure 

[vPV[PPP NP]]. V and P jointly assign 8-role to N> and PP, though selected, is 

non祖芯皿:nt,hence behaves as an adjunct. This explains the cootrast in (~) and 

(31), repeated here as (42) and (43): 

(42) a. *To whan1 did they leave before speaking t1? 

b. ??Who1 did they leave before speaking to t1? 

(43) a. ?*To whan1 did you witness John's attempt to give artificial 

respiratioo t1? 

b. ??Who1 did you witness John's attempt to give artificial 



respiratioo tot、?

This kind of explanation involves some problems. First, there are some islands 

(like (44) Factive Island and (45) Extraposition Island) v.hich selected世PP,

but not a wh-adjmct, can move out of: 10 

(44) a. To whan1 do you regret that you could not speak t1? 

b. *How1 does he函 retthat we behaved t1 at the party? 

(45) a. To wh⑳ 1 is it time to speak t;? 

b. *How1 is it time to behave ti? 

Sec叩， itis not clear how NP匹 lementto P receives a 0-role when PP 

pied-pipes. 

Third, if PP is not 0-marked, it would becare a barrier predicting that 

the simple cases of prepcsi tion stranding 1 ike（46) always violate Subjacency: 

(46) Whot did you speak [ppto ti]? 

In (46), PP is not L-marked, hence a barrier. The世phrasemoving out of PP 

does not move to a匹 itioncbninated by the matrix VP, which illlllediately 

dominates the barrier PP, a typical instance of Subjacency violation. 

lF lnfl Raising: The embedded lnfl has to raise to C at tF to antecedent-

-govern the trace of the raised睛.-subject:

(47) S-str: who1 t1 thinks that whoj Infl』 left

lF : whoj, who1 t1 thinks [clnfl』 tjleft 

LF lnfl Raisi暉 isalso needed to 1 icense the trace of the raised quantifier: 

（侶） S-str:eveゥone,Infl I left 

圧1 : [clnfl d [ 1 peveryone山山 e,left]] 

庄2 : [ 1 peveryone, [, pJnfl 1 [ 1 Pt1 e, left]]] 
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圧1is not allowed, since InfL fails to antecedent-govern t1 and e; with the 

middle IP irrrrediately dominating the innermost IP barrier. Thus, LF2 should be 

preferred: Infl first adjoins itself to IP and then the quantifier is adjoined 

to this IP. This is problematic. (49) is still unaccountable: 

(49) S-str: ・・・ that [1pJohn;[,Peveryonej InfL loves t;]] 

LF :…［,peveryonej [ 1 P InfL [ 1 pJohn; [ 1 Ptj ej lov怠 t』]］ ］ 

In the LF of (49), InfL fails to antecedent-govern tj and e;. ll1e ugly 

solution discussed over (37) would provide an account of (49) by rreans of the 

LF (50), where LF Infl Raising leaves no trace and headless IPs change to VPs, 

which are all L-marked by Infl as the result of percolation: 

(50) [vpeveryonej [vPinfL [vpJohn; [vptj [vPloves ti]]]]] 

This, ho記 ver,makes it mable to interpret an adverb appropriately, because 

sentential adverお andVP-adverbs both belong to'VP'at LF.記reover,if X0 

could move without leaving a trace, (51) would be ruled in: 

(51) 心 toBill Mary say anything? 

D-str: ［IPMary can [vpsay anything to Bill]］ 

S-str: Cani [vp[to Billh [vPMam [vpsay anything tj ]］］ 

If there is a trace of Infl in (51), it wi 11 be ruled out as an ECP violation: 

the raised Infl does not antecedent-govern its trace owing to the topic island. 

There is a way to explain (47)------(49) with:)ut reccurse to the ass叩 tion

that l.F Infl Raising leaves no trace and headless IPs al I becane L-ma北edW.

We might assune that the IPs in an adjunction configuratioo are independent 

maximal projections each of v.hich is a区蕊iblesite of adjunction. This will 

neatly explain (49): Infl can adjoin to the lowest IP. 

This Infl Raising is not to be al lov.ed in overt syntax. If Infl were 

adjoined to IP by S-structure, we would lose the explanation for 圧—trace

effect. The adjoined Infl would antecedent-govern the subject trace even if C 



dominates'that'. This is one of the topics that Lasnik & Saito do not pursue. 

This is also a nuisance in a vacuous topical iz.atioo 1 ike (52): 

(52) *I thought that John, left. 

If the subject trace is to be antecedent-governed by some coindexed X0, Infl has 

to be adjoinro to IP. The question what precludes Infl adjunction at S-structure 

remains to be answerro. 

Se邸 ntsas Separate Projctions: In匡snik& Saito's system, XP改芯記nts

which arise as the result of adjunction are regarded as separate projections for 

the purpa;e of barrier definitions. We have proposed around (49) that they can 

be considered to constitute independent庇以imalprojections also as adjunction 

sites. This ass叩 timhas another advantage. If X111亀"''sresulting from 

adjunction are separate projections for 0-theory, the prchibition against 

adjunction to arguments fol 1~心 In (53), V 0-ma改sXP at D-structure while V 

has to 0-ma改 tv.oXPs,晴icharise as the result of YP adjunct ion: 

(53) D-str: [v・ V XP… 

S-str: [v・V [xPYP[xP… 

This is a 0-Cri terioo violation. 

［士WH]他reeirent:The Spec of CP can copy its index on C head only if they 

agree with respect to ［士町］． This is crucial in 四—trace effect. The inter-

mediate trace in the Spec of CP(＝［士WH]unspecified) can ill{)()Se its index ooly to 

null C(＝［士WH]unspecified). Th is mechani呻 isalso available, in oor view, in 

the cases of the adjl.B1Ct ~—nnve叩nt out of Facti ve Island and Extraposi tion 

Island: 

(54) a. *How1 does he I"¥熔 retthat we behaved t1 at the party? 

b. *How1 is it a shame that they behaved t 1? 

Our propooal here is that ・that'in these constructions are not deletable not 

only at S-structure, as testified by facts, but also even at LF representation. 
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Whatever its reason might be, the overt双叩lementizeris [-WH]，Yti'lich is in 

conflict with the feature of the intennediate trace of the adjunct 曲—phrase(=

［士WH]unspecified).Thus, C, lacking an appropriate index, fails to antecedent-

govern the original trace of the…adjunct. 
5. Concluding Remarks 

The work reviewed in this paper sho匹 alot of i暉 rovernentscompared with 

the Barriers fr呻 work.We have seen several characteristics and found problens 

which resist an easy solution. This theory, however, will constitute a basis for 

further syntactic research. Lastly, 記 haveto confess that there are a lot of 

minor assumptions and problens(e.g. tense effect on island) ignored in this 

tiny review. 

NnE3 

1…I was stimulated to write this review by the discussion in the Fukud<a 

Syntactic Circle. I express thanks to its members. The bracketing and 

indexing of the ex項印lescited are mine. 

2…Lasnik & Saito dare to unite antecedent-governrent with lexical-

-govenment. The united.definition, th喰h,seem to us to be sooewhat 
farfetched. 

3…The grannaticali ty rises when the nominal head is indefinite and a subject 

is relati vized as in (i) : 

(i) This is a paper that we need to find someone who understands t. 

(Cinque 1四：147)

4…There are well-forned exceptional examples like fan畑畔ethe claim 

configuration. In this kind of exanples, there is no possessive NP and 

V-N sequence coold be a semantic uni t(e.g. nake the claim = claim). 

5 ・・・ The f叩 usexanple (i) is rather exceptional: 

(i) the man to v.hom I iberty you could never grant 

6…There are fluctuation in the j凶邸tentof cases I ike (27b). 

7 ・・・ Lasnik & Saito worry about the slight difference in acceptability 



between (30a) and (30b). 

8… (35a) is Cited fran Jackendoff (1切2:50)and (35b) from距屈jima(1990:280).

9… (41a) is cited from Em:nds(1976:32). 

10 ・・・ (44a) and (45) are cited from Cinque(l労0:29)and (44b) fran Browning(1987 

:339). 
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