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We have found a way to anal yze the superficially unusual S and S
as perfectly well-behaved X structures, IP and CP, respectively.
Recal |l that the SPEC fier position of an XP category is the sister of

X . W have made use of this position in our analysis of possessives
as SPECs of NP (or DP); of NP (or DP) as SPEC of IP. CP, then, is

al so expected to have a SPEC position. It is reasonable to conjecture
that this is the position that WH phrases nove to, as illustrated in
(1).
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Evi dence for this analysis is provided by a phenomenon known as
the WH- I sl and Constraint: unlike an enbedded decl arati ve, an 'enbedded
guestion' does not permt extraction out of it:

(2) VWhat will [you think [that [he will put t here]]]
(3) *What, will [you wonder [where, [he will put t; t,]]]

If we assune that apparent |ong distance novenent, as in (2), is
actually the result of a sequence of short novenents, then the SPEC of
CP anal ysis of WH Movenent provides an i nmedi ate anal ysis of (2) vs.
(3). In (3), the SPEC of the lower C"' is filled (by where) so it is
not avail able as an escape hatch fromthe | ower clause. But in (2),
the | ower SPEC of CP is avail able.
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We can state the requirenment in the foll owi ng way:

(4) One step of novenent cannot 'cross' 2 IPs. [One instance of what
Chonsky (1973) called 'subjacency'.]

Then, the well-formed derivation in (2') must involve 2 steps, each of
themonly crossing only one I P

Topicalization is another transformation that conforns to this
constraint, as shown by the contrast between (5) and (6).

(5) This book, | think that he will put t here
(6) *This book, | wonder where he will put t

This is particularly interesting because it indicates that a
topicalized constituent nust use the SPEC of CP to exit from an
enbedded sentence, even though the place where the topic cones to rest
is not SPEC of the higher CP. This can be seen in exanpl es of
enbedded topicalization like (7) or (8).

(7) Mary thinks that this book, I will like t
(8) Mary thinks that this book, | should say that | like t

Chonsky (1973) al so used subjacency to account for the
unacceptability of extraction out of a subject by adding NP to the
list of 'bounding nodes':

(9) *Who did [[stories about t ] appear in the newspaper]

(10) One step of nobvenment cannot 'cross' 2 boundi ng nodes, where the
boundi ng nodes are I P and NP.

Chonsky (1986) was concerned with the stipulative nature of the
list of bounding nodes and with the fact that (10) falsely predicts
that not just subjects but objects are '"islands'.

(11) Who did [you read [stories about t]]

To solve these problens, he proposed instead (I sinmplify slightly)
that ALL XPs are potentially '"barriers', but that an XP that is the
compl ement of a lexical head (V, N, A, maybe P) is not a barrier.

This gives the subject-object asymmetry noted just above, since object
is conplenment of V. This new 'Barriers' theory al so accounts for the
observation of Huang (1982) that extraction out of 'adjuncts'

(i ncluding adverbial nodifiers) is barred:

(12) *Who did you go hone [because Mary nentioned t]

Adj uncts, by definition, are not conplenments of |exical heads. A few
problens still remain. First, since IPis usually not the conpl enent
of a lexical head, it ought to be a barrier. But then, if subjacency
prohi bits novenent across even one barrier (as Chonmsky conjectures),

t hen WH novement woul d be bl ocked al t oget her:

(13) Who [t left]

So Chonsky exenpts IP (rather ironically, since it was one of the
ori gi nal boundi ng nodes, though we are already famliar wth another
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| P exenption). Another obvious problemis that extraction of anything
out of VP ought to be bl ocked, since VP is not the conplenent of a

| exi cal head. Now things get tricky. Chonmsky proposes that an item
can escape froma barrier by adjoining to it. Metaphorically,
adjoining to a category gets a noving itempart way out. Ah, but now,
why are there ANY subjacency effects? Adjunction should void al
barriers. Chonmsky proposes that adjunction to argunents is illicit
(based, sonehow, on the 6-criterion); and adjunction to an adjunct is
prohi bited, well, because it is.

The final question is the hardest: What about Chonsky's original
i sland constraint, the WHisland constraint? W have exenpted IP; and
the enbedded CP in (3) is the conplenent of wonder. So there now
aren't any barriers for the novenment of what. The answer to this
question, unfortunately, goes well beyond the sinplified version of
the Barriers theory | have summari zed here. To see howit really
wor ks, you will have to |ook at Barriers and/or the summary of the
Barriers framework in Muwve o (pp. 69-73).
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