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1 Some distinct conceptions of, and motivations for, the “phse
and “cyclic Spell-Out”

(1) a. ‘Phases are “propositional”: verbal phrases withdtgument structure and CP with
force indicators, but not TP alone or “weak” verbal configimas lacking external
arguments (passive, unaccusative).” (Chomsky 2001:12)

b. ‘The choice of phases has independent support: these@oastruction sites, and
they have a degree of phonetic independence.” (Chomsky. 2201

(2) a. ‘Cyclic Spell-Out.. .takes place at the strong phasell' (Chomsky 2001:12)

b. ‘The domain of H is not accessible to operations at ZP; bh#ind its edge are acces-
sible to such operations.” (Chomsky 2001:14)

1.1 Successive-cyclic movement

Fox and Pesetsky (2004): phases are sites at which infarmatincerning linear precedence
among pairs of terminals is determined. The informationtrmunotonically increase at each
phase. Therefore, a prerequisite for further (leftwardyemoent of a given element within a
phase is that any overt material to its left must also mowesqaving order among terminals in
that phase.

(3) a. [cp1 To whom will he [yp; t say [-p, t that Mary [yp, t gave the book t]]]]?

b. to whom< gave< the book
to whom< that< Mary < VP2
to whom< say< CP2
to whom< will <he<VP1 (cf. Fox and Pesetsky 2004:6-7)

¢. ??kp1 To whom will he [yp; t say [-p2 whether Mary {p, t gave the book t]]]]?

d. to whom< gave< the book
whether< Mary < VP2
to whom < say< CP2
to whom < will <he<VP1

1.2 Strong islands

Uriagereka (1999): Spell-Out triggered by sisterhood of phrases (see also Nunes and
Uriagereka 2000, Fukui and Takano 1998, Sabel 2002, Jol2@#). ‘When Spell-out applies
to [a phrasal constituent], the computational system ngdohas access to its constituents and,
therefore, no element can be extracted out of it.” (Nunesunahereka 2000:5)

(4) a. *[cp [Which politician] did [p [pictures of t] upset the voters]]
b. *[cp [Which paper] did {» you readDon Quixote[pp before filing t]]] (Nunes and
Uriagereka 2000:2)
1.3 A#B

(5) a. Definitions of “phases” (or, alternatively, cyclicepOut) which are centred on suc-
cessive-cyclic movement and deriving weak islands define(€px 1999), maybe D
(Chomsky 2001), maybe aspectual / auxiliary heads (Bufi@dpas phase heads.

o

. Definitions of “cyclic Spell-Out” aiming to explain strgrisland effects define any
non-projecting phrasal sister of a phrasal constituestgubjects, adjuncts, and moved
XPs, among others) as a phase.

(6)  The two are not extensionally equivalent:

a. CP is standardly either the root node or the complement oP\Ms standardly the
complement of T/Asp/Aux. In the usual case, then, CP @Pdre “phases” from
the point of view of successive-cyclic movement/recorgiiom, but not from the
point of view of strong islands.

o

. Any adjunct headed by a preposition, or prepositionalglementiser, is a strong is-
land, but is not generally of the correct category to fit thecessive-cyclic-movement-
based definition ophase

(7) a. In that case, we may look for evidence of a dissociademveen whatever derives
these two conditions.

o

. What, if anything, do the two factors have in common?

2 Weak and Strong Islands
2.1 Successive-cyclic movement and weak islands
A’ movement is generally successive-cyclic:
(8) Hayi o’son -fia  si Carmen [t parau -kuentusi t]?
Who?wH[oBL].bored AGR Carmen FUT WH[OBJ.AGR -speak.to

‘Who is Carmen bored with talking to? (Chung 1994:18)

But longWh-movement of (referential) arguments is possible:
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(9) a. Hafa napattigi atumobit malago’ -mu [tu -mafa’mad]ik
What?L part LOC car WH[OBL].WANT -AGR WH[NOM].AGR -be.fixed
‘Which part in the car do you want to be fixed?'

b. Hafa napattigi atumobit malagu’ hao [u -mafa’'maolik t]?
What?L part LOC car AGR.want you WH[NOM].AGR -be.fixed
‘Which part in the car do you want to be fixed?’ (Chung 1994:18)

Weak islands (roughly) are created by the presence of onsetfaf A operatorswWh Neg,
etc. As weak islands are islands fof-lovement, they are handled naturally by Relativized
Minimality (Rizzi 1990):

(10) X a-governsY only if there is no Z such that
a. Zis atypical potentiak-governor for Y, and
b. Z c-commands Y and does not c-command X.

Extraction from a Weak Islanid possible, but with a distinct interpretation (Pesetsky7198
Starke 2001).

(11) a. #What do you wonder whether Belgamore discovered?

Belgamore and Belfedore lost their dog, and have been uessitdly looking for
it for 3 days. On the fourth day, Belgamore decides to go oatragnd continue
looking for any clue. Belfedore, tired and despaired, givesnd stays at home. In
the evening, Belgamore comes back very excited and. ..

Joey interrupts you as above but now says: ‘I wonder what&&gnd! Could it
be...?" and stops in the middle of the sentence, looking atsfarry-eyed. Again,
you stop reading and ask:

b. So? what do you wonder whether Belgamore discoveredkgS2801:11-13)

(12) ‘[Strong phase] Phis interpreted/evaluated at [the next highest strong ghealse.
(Chomsky 2001:14)

Branches on the feature tree of Starke (2001) have two tevels
(13) (Starke 2001:7)
Quantifier 6 A
Spec‘:ificQ 1‘0
Starke’s feature geometry leads us to expect that somet¥ithga [SpecificQ] feature can
extract over arbitrarily many [Quantifier] features:

(14) So? What do you wonder whether | wonder whether Belfedamnders whether Belg-
amore discovered?

If weak islands and extraction from them are plausibly régledo Relativised Minimal-
ity/ MLC (Starke 2001), they are not necessarily derived ymlic Spell-Out.

(15) Phase heads may have edge positions, but do not nelyesggger cyclic Spell-Out.
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2.2 Strong islands
Strong islands are determined by the structural configumaif two constituents.
(16) Astrong islands the non-projecting phrasal sister of a phrasal constitue
(A7) a {Y, {X,{A,B}H{Y,{C,D}}}
b. {Y.{(A.B).{Y.{C.D}}}}
(18) a. Y
X Y
P N
A B C D
b. Y
/\
(A,B) Y
P

cC D

Strong islands are generally taken to be more or less ales@fufNunes and Uriagereka
2000: extraction from strong islands is only possible tigtosidewards movement in parasitic
gap constructions).

(19) a. ‘An adjunct is a phrase whose sister is also a phragemdwose mother is not its
projection’. (Johnson 2002:1)

b. ‘If XP is in an adjunct position, nothing may move out of iJohnson 2002:1)
(20) a. *Who did [a friend of t] visit you yesterday?

b. *What did John talk to Mary [while most people were watchft?

¢. *Who did you say [which picture of t] Mary bought? (John=f02:2)
BUT:

Extraction of an Accusative-marked complement from witBimglish adjuncts:

(21) a. What did John arrive [whistling t]? (Borgonovo andeienan 2000:200)

b. Who did John build his house [for t]?

c. ? What did John fall asleep [while most people were watgtjih

AND:

Extraction of a possessor from within a subject DP:



(22) a. Chamorro (Chung 1991:110):
Hayi ti man-maguf famagon-fla t
Who? not Infl(p)-happy children-Agr(3s)
Whose children are unhappy?

b. Hungarian (Kriszta Szendrdi, p.c.):
Kinek gondolod hogy jol nez ki a kalapja
Who-dat think-2sg that well looks prt the hat-agr
Whose hat do you think looks good?

c. Russian(Aglaya Snetkov, p.c.):
Chiia ty dumaesh sobbaka pokusala Mariiu?
Who(f) youthink  dog(f) bit(f)  Mary
Whose dog do you think bit Mary?

Given these two cases, strong islands do almsolutelyblock extraction, even if they
severely restrict it.

(23) a. pp Who did John build his housej t' for t]]
b. [cp Who did John build his housef for t]]

No clear evidence for an edge position. And Abels (2003:96)}bars movement from
complement of X to [Spec,X], as no new structural relation ba established in this way. In
that case, edge positions in these PPs, at least, are alseptoally undesirable. So:

(24) Strong islands trigger cyclic Spell-Out, but do notesesarily have an edge position.
So thephase head€, v, D (etc.) determine landing sites, while strong islandsasg
conditions on null elements within them, and the two are alzted.

2.2.1 Strong islands and PF

Assume that strong islands are related to the need to estaistier among two phrasal sisters:

cf. Uriagereka (1999) reinterpreting the LCA, or Johnson (2802umerphologyprinciple,
whereby non-projecting phrasal sisters of phrasesageimeratedis elements with ‘their syn-
tax to phonology mapping values fixed’ (Johnson 2002:17js $aggests the following:

(25) Strong islands are constituents which have had thenatghical structure mapped to
linear order, in accordance with the syntaRF mapping procedure.

(26) Aterminal in a strong island must becoverableat PF.
(27)  Anitem isrecoverable at PRf:
a. It has phonological content; or
b. Itis licensed by a relation determined in the syrté mapping.

Two subcases of (27b) to be discussed here are adjacenctanththation of inflectional
morphology (both also used to account for interactions betwderivational cascades/ cyclic
Spell-Out domains in Uriagereka 1999).

2.2.2 English Accusative Case is licensed under adjacency.

(Almost) nothing can intervene between the verb and aciwesalbject:

(28) a. John merrily sang Christmas carols.

b. *John sang merrily Christmas carols.

Adjacency can only be defined at PF, as Chomsky (1995) asshatesyntactic structures
are hierarchical, but unordered, and so it is only duringsyreax—PF mapping that linear
order, and so linear adjacency, becomes a meaningful notion

= Extraction of English accusative-marked DPs from adju(@13.

2.2.3 Extraction accompanied by overt agreement

All the cases of possessor extraction from subjects in (@2xecompanied by inflection on the
possessum. See Bobaljik (2005) for the claim that morphicdbinflection is determined in
the syntax-PF mapping, although Uriagereka (1999) and Chomsky (20fd3@dy seem to be
moving the same way:

(29) ‘Structural Case is not a feature of the probesuT,but it is assigned a value under
agreement, then removed by Spell-Out from the narrow synf@komsky 2001:6).

= Possessor extraction with overt agreement in Chamorrogétiam and Russian (22).

2.3 Extensions

The double dissociation between factors determining ssiee-cyclic movement and factors
determining strong islands suggests that we should be ablae constituents with both, and
constituents with neither, factors:

2.3.1 Constituents with neither

Any complement XP whose head is not a phase head should hakerngoperty. E.g. VP:
successive-cyclic movement does not move through VP (lyngstson), and extraction from
VP is generally possible.

2.3.2 Constituents with both: subjects?

Subjects are strong islands. And DP is often assumed to teoaiated with an edge position.
If so, extraction from a DP subject will be restricted to th@ements which can occupy that
edge position.

The edge position of DP, in certain languages (English, Htng), is a “possessor” po-
sition, so extraction from DP will be restricted to possesgthis is impossible in English as
further movement from [Spec,D] would strand the possesgitie D° '-s (Chomsky 1995)).

So extraction from a subject DP (or a DP in an adjunct) reguif@ movement through a
“possessor” edge position, (ii) PF-recoverability vert Spec—head agreement in this case),
(iii) a non-clitic D°. As in (22) above.



3 Conclusion

(30) Phases (in the sense of Chomsky 208@Homains of application of cyclic Spell-Out (in
the sense of Nunes and Uriagereka 2000).

(31) Strong islands are not absolute barriers to movematithb distribution of traces within
strong islands is highly restricted by PF-related factors.

(32) Weak islands are plausibly reducible to RelativisediMality, and so are not related to
cyclic Spell-Out.

(33) Strong islands do not necessarily have an edge pasitiesk islands do not necessarily
trigger cyclic Spell-Out.

(34) To a first degree of approximation:

Cyclic
Spell-Out
T =
Edge[ + | Subjects| Objects
Position | — | Adjuncts| Other
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