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Remember the 80s?

(0)  Thingswewerethinking about

33 &..edME° (c) What did you file_ without reading _

(a)
. Getting Start ed
(D (8@ The bigidea: The ECP can be stated in terms of graph connectedness.

(b) The bigger idea: Important relationshipsin natural language can be
stated as conditions on graph connectedness.

(Some of) the basic data
(2) (a) ?[aperson]ithat they spoketo ti becausethey admired pgi
(b)  *[aperson]i that they spoke to ti because pgi admired them
(3) (a) ?[theperson];that John described ti without examining any pictures of pg;
(b)  *[theperson]ithat John described ti without any pictures of pgi being on
file
(4) (a) ?[theanimalg]i that they photographed ti because they weren®able to
give peanutsto pgi
(b) *[theanimals]i that they photographed ti because giving peanuts to pg;
was illegal

(5) Informal generalization . )
(In English) parasitic gaps which follow the @ealOgap are less acceptable
within left branches than right branches.

(6) Compare:
(8 Thebooks[sathat [sit became difficult to talk about ti]]
(b) *Thebooks [sdhat [s[nptalking about ti | became difficult]]

Why isthere an (a)/(b) distinction in (2)-(4)?



(7)

(8)

(9)

(10)

(1)

(12)

(13)

Subjacency

(6b) violates Subjacency. But, if we assume that P-gaps aren®formed by a
movement operation (Chomsky 1982), then appealing to Subjacency does not
capturethe (a)/ (b) distinction.

ECP
CstandardOECP (Chomsky 1981) does not help, since the gaps are properly governed
by alexical head.

ECP "~ laKayne (1981)
For an empty category ! and a c-commanding antecedent "
() proper government +
(i)  Thereexistsalexical category X such that X governs! and" iscontained
in some percolation projection of X.
\__ Superscripts percolate downward from governor to the
head of the governed category.

French P-stranding
In French, suppose P cannot inherit superscripts:
We capture
(a) *ce qué@lle tient " t;
that that she holdsto
@What sheis keen onO
but not
(b) cea qu@lle tient ~ fairet
that that she holdsto do
@hat sheis keen on doingd

g-pro jection (~percolation projection, but bottom-up)
Y isag-projection of X iff
(8  Yisaprojection of X or of ag-projection of X;
or
(b) Xisastructural governor and Y immediately dominates W and Z,
where Z isamaximal projection of a g-projection of X,
and W and Z arein a canonical government configuration.

What@acanonical govern ment configuration?

If, in the grammar of the language in question,

()] V governsNPtoitsright => [yW Z] English, French
(i) V governs NP to its left =>  [vZW] Japanese

Think of it like this (roughly):

Any projection of head H is a g-projection of H.

But, g-projections started by structural governors QrowQupwards along right-
branches (in English, right branching provides the canonical government
configuration).



(14)

(15)

(16)

(17)

(18)

(2)

(a) ? [the person]; that John described t; without examining any pictures of pg;

(b)  *[theperson]i that John described t; without any pictures of pg; being on
file

(10)

(@  *ce quelletient __t;
PPisag-projection of P, by (11a). But, assumingPisnot a
structural governor, the g-projection can extend no further. (11b) is
not satisfied.

(b)  ce qu@lletient ” fairet;
That Pisnot astructural governor doesn®matter, because the
relevant g-projection is VP, headed by structural governor V. By (11b),
PP (=[rr P VP]) isag-projection of V.

(8  Which book do you believe tj to be missing
(b)  *Which book do you believe thefirst chapter of t; to be missing

Connectedness

OK, but: P-gaps can precede the movement gap?
? a person who people that talk to pg; usually end up fascinated with t;
n I

(11) & (12) do not define a g-projection which includes” &!.

The same left-branch / ri ght-branch distinction obtains

(a)  ?[aperson]ithat peoplewho read descriptions of pgi usually end up
fascinated with t

(b)  *[aperson]ithat peopleto whom descriptions of pgi are read usually end
up fascinated with t;

(8  ?[abook]; that peoplethat discover thefirst chapter of pg; usually end up
liking

(b)  *[abook]ithat peoplethat discover [[the first chapter of pgi] missing]
usually end up disliking

Hypothesis:

For two empty categories locally bound by the same antecedent, the g-projections
of those empty categories must at some point @onnectQ i.e. amember of one g-
projection must be sister to a member of the other g-projection.

Lt

@ 1) *a person, who people tha talk to t; usudly end up fascinaed with him
(i)  *a person who peoplethat talk to t; usudly have money in mind



Or, moreformally ...
(19) Wecan definethe G-pro jection set, G,
(@) #9%,$=ag-projectionof %& $' G,
(b) 1'G
(b® ( dominates! and ( does not dominate %& (' G,

(20) Generalized ECP

Let!1..1j,!+1... ' nbeamaximal set of empty categoriesin atree T such that) a
c-commanding" , #j,!;islocally bound by "
(a) " G;jmust constituteasubtreeof T

1# j#n

i.e.  Theunion of the g-projection sets of all empty categories (in question)
must constitute a subtree.

and

b theremust exista* suchthat*' " G,jand * dominates" .
1# j#
j#n



(21) Subject parasitic gap case
aperson; who [people that talk to pgi] usually end up fascinated with { t; | politics}

I1 )
(2)
o
(2)
a person
(2)
who
(2)
1 (2)
usually
1 (2)
people end up
1 (2)
that fascinated
1 (2) (2)
e with NP/ €
1 p(2)
talk
1 1

to



(22) Adjunct parasitic gap case: left-branch gap
*the animals; that they photographed ti because [giving peanuts to pgi] wasillegal

I1 )
1
1
the animals
o 1
that
1
they
1
because
1
photographed e 2
A1) .
was illegal
2
giving
2
peanuts
2 2
to

o o®

Pl



(23) Adjunct parasitic gap case: ri ght branch gap B
the animals; that they photographed ti because they couldn®give peanuts to pg;
" I 1 I 2

the animals

because

photographed e they
B(1)
couldn't

peanuts

to e

(24) Logical structure of the Generalized ECP
A conjunction
(20a) Connectedness
*the animals; that they photographed t; because [giving peanutsto pgi] wasillegal
(20b) Dominance

* aperson; who [people that talk to pgi] usually end up fascinated with politics



(25)

However, note:

If, #j," must cccommand !, & " must be dominated by a member of the g-

projection set, then it must beimmediately dominated. Therefore, Dominance can be
reduced to Connectedness.

(26)

A.

Connectedness Condition for Empty Categori es

Let!1..1j,!+1... ' nbeamaximal set of empty categoriesin atree T such that) a
c-commanding" , #j,!;islocally bound by " . Then

{a} + (LL_J G,j) must constitute asubtree of T.
<]=n

Extensions

MultipleInterrogation (12.2-3)

Notethe following apparent contrast:

(27)

(28)

(29)

(30)

(3D

(a) *Weetryingto find out which man said that which woman wasin love with
the milkman.

(b)  ?Weetryingto find out which man said that which woman wasin love with
which milkman.

Superiority

(a) * 1@ liketo know where who hid it.
(b)  ?1@ liketo know where who hid what.
(c)  *1@ liketo know what who hid there.
(d)  ?1@ liketo know what who hid where

Hypothesis
For the multipleinterrogation interpretation, the wh-phrasein COMP (=" ) and the
wh-phrasesin A-positions (= !) are subject to the Connectedness Condition (26).

Left-branch / ri ght-branch asymmetry

(a) *Weetryingto find out which man thought that which woman said that
which boy wasin love with you.

(b)  ?We@etryingto find out which man thought that which woman said that you
werein love with which boy.

Connectedness and binding

(a)  ?John Smith, whose wife® feelings about whom have changed but little over
theyears...

(b)  *John Smith, whose feelings about whom have changed but little over the
years ...



(32) Generalized Connectedness Condition
Let!1..1j,!+1... ' nbeamaximal set of empty categoriesin atree T such that ) a
c-commanding" , #j, !jisuniformly bound by " . Then

{a} + (1U G,j) must constitute asubtree of T.
<]=n

B. Argumentsthat Connectednessis an S-Stru cture condition

(33) Parallelism
|@ liketo know where who hid it t;

G, for ti must not include who.
(34) Resumptive pronouns B
(@  * Which guysdid you say that you didn®know whether t were gonna be there
(b) 2r\/\r/]rcl)lt;h guys did you say that you didn®know whether they were gonna be
there or not?
C. Pied-piping
Possessive pied-piping
(35) I know who isreviewing whose book.
Whose is ungoverned.
OK for gerundives:
(36) * Weknow who feels sorry about whose having lost hisjob / suddenly disappearing.
But, not for derived nominals:

(37) ?Weknow who feels sorry about whose troubles/ sudden disappearance.

(38) Proposed solution:
Treat entire NP as relevant wh-phrase.

i.e.  Which linguist read which anthropologist® book

Therelevant interpretation does not involve pairs of linguists and anthropologists,
but rather linguists and anthropologist®© books.

39 Q: Whose book did you read?
A: John@ (b00k)
A: *John



(40) French pied-piping

(8) *Qui as-tu votZ pour?
Who have-you voted for

(b)  Pour qui as-tu votZ
For who have you voted

(41) If! isawh-phraseand Z' G,, then Zisawh-phrase.

(42) COMP of arelative clauseisfilled by a complementizer or wh-phrase only and
nothing else.

Massive pied-piping
(43) John, to speak to whom now would be a mistake, ...

(44) (a) John,whoit would be amistake to speak to now
(b)  ?/* John, to speak to who(m) now it would be a mistake,

(45) (a)  ??John Smith, the possibility of you marrying whom became areality only
yesterday ...
(b)  *John Smith, the possibility of who marrying you became areality only
yesterday ...

V. Conclusions

(46) Theleft-branch / right-branch distinction of parasitic gap distribution (with respect
to the @ealOgap) is captured by the Connectedness Condition.

(47) Moregenerally, Connectedness seems to extend to other non-local dependencies,
like Multiple Interrogatives, and Scope of Negation (data not presented).

(48) Argumentsfrom Parallelism and Resumption most strongly suggest that
Connectednessis an S-structure Condition.

(49) Generalizing Connectedness to wh-phrases provides a straightforward way to
license (massive) pied-piping.

(50) The Connectedness Condition undermines the distinction between gaps formed by
movement and those in the base (contra Chomsky 1982).

(51 It makesstrongimplicit arguments about phrase structure: i.e., theill-formedness
of unary branches, and (potentially) for non-coordinate binary branching.



