
LIN G646, Readings in Syntactic Theory 
22 Feb 05, Matt Wagers 

Richard S. Kayne, ÒConnectednessÓ 
Linguistic Inquiry, 14: 223-248. 
 
 
Rem em ber the  80 s? 
 
(0) Things we were thinking about 
 

(a)    (b)    (c) What did you fi le _ without reading _ 
 
I . Get t i ng Start ed 
 
(1) (a) The  bi g i dea:  The ECP can be stated in terms of graph connectedness. 

(b) The  bi gger  i dea: Important relationships in natural language can be 
stated as conditions on graph connectedness.  

 
(Som e of )  the  basic data 

(2) (a) ? [a person] i that they spoke to ti because they admired pgi 
(b) * [a person]i that they spoke to ti because pgi admired them 

(3) (a) ? [ the person] i that John described ti without examining any pictures of pgi 
(b) * [ the person] i that John described ti without any pictures of pgi being on  

fi le 
(4) (a) ? [ the animals] i that they photographed ti  because they werenÕt able to  

give peanuts to pgi 
(b) * [ the animals] i that they photographed ti because giving peanuts to pgi  

was illegal  
 
(5) Informal generalization  

(In English) parasitic gaps which follow the ÒrealÓ gap are less acceptable  
within left branches than right branches. 

 
(6) Com pare : 

(a) The books [SÕ that [S it became difficult to talk about ti ] ]  
 (b) *The books [SÕ that [S [NP talking about ti ]  became difficult] ]  
  
 
 W hy  i s the r e an  (a) / (b)  d i st i nct i on  i n  (2)-(4)? 
 
  



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

 
(8) ECP 

ÒStandardÓ ECP (Chomsky 1981) does not help, since the gaps are properly governed 
by a lexical head. 

 
 (9) ECP ˆ  la Kayne (1981) 
 For an empty category !  and a c-commanding antecedent "  
 (i) proper  government  +  
 (i i) There exists a lexical category X such that X governs !  and "  is contained  

in some percolation projection of X. 
\ __ Superscr ipts percolate downward from governor  to the 

head of the governed category.  
(10) Fre nch P-st ra nding 

In French, suppose P cannot inherit superscripts: 
 We capture 

(a) *cei  quÕelle  tient ˆ  ti  
  that  that she  holds to 
  Ôwhat she is keen onÕ 
 but not 
 (b) cei  quÕelle  tient ˆ  faire ti 
  that that she  holds to do 
  Ôwhat she is keen on doingÕ 
  
(11) g-pro ject i on   (~percolation projection, but bottom-up) 
 Y is a g-projection of X iff 
 (a) Y is a projection of X or of a g-projection of X; 
  or  

(b) X is a structural governor and Y immediately dominates W and Z,  
   where Z is a maximal projection of a g-projection of X, 
   and W and Z are in a canonical government configuration. 
  
(12) WhatÕs a canon i cal  govern m ent  con f i gur at i on? 
 I f, in the grammar of the language in question,  
 (i)  V governs NP to its right =>  [Y W Z] English, French 
 (i i)  V governs NP to its left => [Y Z W] Japanese 
 
(13) Think of it like this (roughly) :  
 Any projection of head H is a g-projection of H. 

But, g-projections started by structural governors ÒgrowÓ upwards along right- 
  branches (in English, right branching provides the canonical government  

configuration).  
 

 
 



(2) 
(a) ? [ the person] i that John described ti without examining any pictures of pgi      
(b) * [ the person] i that John described ti without any pictures of pgi being on  

fi le 
 
 (10) 
 (a) *cei quelle tient ˆ  ti 
   PP is a g-projection of P, by (11a).  But, assuming P is not a  

structural governor, the g-projection can extend no further. (11b) is  
not satisfied.  

 (b)  cei quÕelle tient ˆ  faire ti 
That P is not a structural governor doesnÕt matter, because the 
relevant g-projection is VP, headed by structural governor V.  By (11b), 
PP (=[PP P VP]) is a g-projection of V.  

 
(14)  (a) Which book do you believe ti to be missing    
 (b) *Which book do you believe the first chapter of ti to be missing 
  
I I . Connectedness 
 
(15) OK , bu t : P-gaps can  pre cede the  m ovem ent  gap1 

? a person who people that talk to pgi usually end up fascinated with ti  
  "      !  
 (11) & (12) do not define a g-projection which includes "  & ! . 
 

The  sam e lef t -bra nch /  ri ght -bra nch di st i nct i on  obtai ns 
(16) (a) ? [a person] i that people who read descriptions of pgi usually end up  

fascinated with ti  
(b) * [a person]i that people to whom descriptions of pgi are read usually end  

up fascinated with ti 

(17) (a) ? [a book] i that people that discover the first chapter of pgi usually end up  
liking 

(b) * [a book] i that people that discover [ [ the first chapter of pgi]  missing]   
usually end up disliking 

 
(18) H ypothesi s: 
 For two empty categories locally bound by the same antecedent, the g-projections  

of those empty categories must at some point ÒconnectÓ; i.e. a member of one g-
projection must be sister to a member of the other g-projection. 

 
  
 
 
 

                                                
1 Cf. (a) (i) *a personi who people that talk to ti usually end up fascinated with him 

(ii) *a personi who people that talk to ti usually have money in mind 
 



Or , more formally ... 
(19) We can define the G-pro ject ion  set , G!

 

(a) # $, $ = a g-projection of % &  $ '  G!  

(b) !  '  G!  

(bÕ) (  dominates !  and (  does not dominate % &  (  '  G!  
 
(20) Genera l i zed ECP 

Let ! 1 ... ! j , ! j+1 ... ! n be a maximal set of empty categories in a tree T such that )  a  
c-commanding " , # j, ! j is locally bound by "  
(a) 

!  

"
1# j#n

G! j must constitute a subtree of T 

 
i.e. The union of the g-projection sets of all empty categories (in question) 

must constitute a subtree. 
 
 and 

(b) there must exist a *  such that *  '

!  

"
1# j#n

 G! j and *  dominates " . 

 



(21) Subject  para si t i c gap case 
 a personi who [people that talk to pgi]  usually end up fascinated with {  ti |  politics}  
  "       ! 1           ! 2 

 
 
 



(22) Adjunct  para si t i c gap case: lef t -bra nch gap 
*the animalsi that they photographed ti because [giving peanuts to pgi]  was illegal  
 "          ! 1     ! 2  

 
 



(23) Adjunct  para si t i c gap case: ri ght  bra nch gap  
the animalsi that they photographed ti because they couldnÕt give peanuts to pgi  
 "          ! 1         ! 2 

 
 
(24) Logi cal  st ru ctu re  of  the Genera l i zed ECP 
 A conjunction 
 (20a)  Connectedness 
 

*the animalsi that they photographed ti because [giving peanuts to pgi]  was illegal  
 

(20b)  Dominance 
 

 * a personi who [people that talk to pgi]  usually end up fascinated with politics 



 
(25) However, note: 
 
 I f, # j, "  must c-command ! j, & "  must be dominated by a member of the g-
projection set, then it must be immediately dominated.  Therefore, Dominance can be 
reduced to Connectedness. 
 
(26) Connectedness Condi t ion  for Em pty Categori es 
  

Let ! 1 ... ! j , ! j+1 ... ! n be a maximal set of empty categories in a tree T such that )  a  
c-commanding " , # j, ! j is locally bound by " .  Then 
 
{a}   +  (

! 

"
1# j#n

G! j) must constitute a subtree of T. 

 
I I I . Extensions 
 
A. M u l t i p l e I n t er r ogat i on  (¤2.2-3) 
 
Note the following apparent contrast: 
 
(27) (a) * WeÕre trying to find out which man said that which woman was in love with  
   the milkman. 

(b) ? WeÕre trying to find out which man said that which woman was in love with 
which milkman. 

 
(28) Super ior ity 

(a) * IÕd like to know where who hid it. 
(b) ? IÕd like to know where who hid what. 
(c) * IÕd like to know what who hid there. 
(d) ? IÕd like to know what who hid where 

 
(29) H y pot hesi s 

For the multiple interrogation interpretation, the wh-phrase in COMP (= " ) and the 
wh-phrases in A-positions (= ! ) are subject to the Connectedness Condition (26). 

 
(30) Lef t -bra nch /  ri ght -bra nch asym m et ry  

(a) * WeÕre trying to find out which man thought that which woman said that 
which boy was in love with you. 

(b) ? WeÕre trying to find out which man thought that which woman said that you 
were in love with which boy. 

 
(31) Connectedness and bi ndi ng 

(a) ? John Smith, whose wifeÕs feelings about whom have changed but little over 
the years ... 

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

 



(32) Genera l i zed Connectedness Condi t i on  
Let ! 1 ... ! j , ! j+1 ... ! n be a maximal set of empty categories in a tree T such that )  a  
c-commanding " , # j, ! j is uniformly bound by " .  Then 
 
{a}   +  (

! 

"
1# j#n

G! j) must constitute a subtree of T. 

 
B. Arg um ents tha t  Connectedness is an  S-St ru ctu re  condi t i on  
 
(33) Para l lel i sm  
 IÕd like to know wherei who hid it ti 
  
 G!  for ti  must not include who. 
   
(34) Resum pt i ve pr onouns 

(a)  * Which guys did you say that you didnÕt know whether t were gonna be there  
or not? 

(b) ? Which guys did you say that you didnÕt know whether they were gonna be  
there or not? 

 
C. Pi ed-pi p i ng 
 
Possessi ve p ied-pi p i ng 
 
(35) I  know who is reviewing whose book. 
  
 Whose is ungoverned. 
 
OK for gerundives: 
 
(36) * We know who feels sorry about whose having lost his job /  suddenly disappearing. 
 
But, not for derived nominals: 
 
(37) ? We know who feels sorry about whose  troubles /  sudden disappearance. 
 
(38) Pro posed solu t ion : 
 Treat entire NP as relevant wh-phrase. 

 
i.e. Which linguist read which anthropologistÕs book 
 
The relevant interpretation does not involve pairs of linguists and anthropologists, 
but rather linguists and anthropologistÕs books. 

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



 
 
(40) Fre nch pi ed-pi pi ng 

(a) *Qui  as-tu   votŽ  pour? 
 Who  have-you voted for 

 (b) Pour qui  as-tu  votŽ  
  For who have you voted 
 
(41) I f !  is a wh-phrase and Z '  G! , then Z is a wh-phrase. 
 
(42) COMP of a relative clause is fi lled by a complementizer or wh-phrase only and 
nothing else. 
 
M assi ve p i ed-pi p i ng 
 
(43) John, to speak to whom now would be a mistake, ... 
 
(44) (a) John, who it would be a mistake 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 a reality only  

yesterday ... 
(b) * John Smith, the possibility of who marrying you became a reality only  

yesterday ... 
 
I V. Conclusi ons 
 
(46) The left-branch /  right-branch distinction of parasitic gap distribution (with respect 
to the ÒrealÓ gap) is captured by the Connectedness Condition. 
 
(47) More generally, Connectedness seems to extend to other non-local dependencies, 
like Multiple Interrogatives, and Scope of Negation (data not presented). 
 
(48) Arguments from Parallelism and Resumption most strongly suggest that 
Connectedness is 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) I t makes strong implicit arguments about phrase structure: i.e., the ill-formedness 
of unary branches, and (potentially) for non-coordinate binary branching. 


