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                         Reconstruction, Weak Island Sensitivity, and Agreement.

0. Introduction.

Locality effects induced by weak islands are not uniform. Wh phrases corresponding to arguments are by and large extractable from indirect questions, while various kinds of  non-arguments are not. Such  asymmetries have been the focus of much research for over a decade. The first part of this paper introduces a simple categorial approach to the asymmetries, trying to reduce them to the distinction between chains of category DP and of other categories at LF. Some recalcitrant cases will lead us to develop an approach to reconstruction processes based on three main ingredients: the copy theory of traces, LF deletion dictated by the principle of Full Interpretation (as in Chomsky 1995, ch. 3), and a representational definition of what counts as a “trace”. The study of the asymmetries will also lead us to look closely at the notion D(iscourse)-linking and to attribute distinct Logical Forms to D-linked and non-D-linked Wh phrases, derived  through the application of the theory of reconstruction. The second part of the paper will examine some cases in which agreement processes have been argued to depend on D-linking, such as Past Participle agreement in French (Obenauer 1994), and will interpret the facts in terms of the proposed approach to reconstruction.  

1. Wh Islands and Relativized Minimality Effects

It is a traditional observation within generative grammar that indirect questions give rise to island effects. Some elements naturally extractable from embedded declaratives are not extractable from embedded questions, as is shown by minimal pairs like the following in Italian :

(1) Quando hai detto che è partito ?

‘When did you say that he left?’

(2) Quando hai detto chi è partito ?

‘When did you say who left?’

The first sentence is ambiguous : it may be asking about the time of your saying something, or about the time of somebody’s leaving. The second only allows for the main clause construal : it is consistent with interpretation (3)a, but not (3)b.

(3)a   What is the time x such that you said at x [who  left]

     b * What is the time x such that you said [who left at x] 

The interpretive judgment can be turned into a well-formedness judgment if the extracted element is obligatorily selected by the embedded verb. For instance, a verb like comportarsi (behave) in Italian requires a manner adverbial 

(4)   Come hai detto che si è comportato?

       ‘How did you say that he behaved?’

(5) * Come hai detto chi si è comportato?

           ‘How did you say who behaved?’

It was proposed in Rizzi (1990) that the ill-formedness of (5) and (2) (in the relevant interpretation) follows from a general locality principle, Relativized Minimality, which blocks the required connection between the extracted element and its trace. Suppose that chains, the formal objects connecting antecedents to their traces, must be local in the sense that a chain link cannot be formed between X and Y in the following configuration

(6) … X … Z … Y …

if the intervening element Z has certain characteristics in common with X, hence has the potential for entering into the same kind of chain. What goes wrong in cases like (5) is that the Wh element chi in the embedded Spec of C intervenes between come and its trace in the mental representation (7), thus blocking the required chain connection. From now on, I will adopt the so-called copy theory of traces according to which a trace is a full copy of its antecedent (expressed within angle brackets, as in Starke (1997)), except that it is not pronounced:

(7)   Come hai detto [ chi si è comportato <come>]

I will adopt here the formulation of Relativized Minimality introduced in Rizzi (1998) as a general characterisation of  the notion “Minimal Configuration”, which different local linguistic relations are sensitive to:

(8) Y is in a Minimal Configuration with X iff there is no Z such that

(i) Z is of the same structural type as X, and

(ii) Z intervenes between X and Y.

In (7), chi, an A’ specifier of a Wh C, is of the same structural type as come and intervenes between come and its trace, thus blocking the required chain connection. Different types of locality effects on chains can be made to follow from this principle, which also accounts for other kinds of locality effects (see the reference quoted for a precise definition of “same structural type”, and for general discussion).

2. Asymmetries.

It was observed in the eighties that the locality effects tend to show various kinds of  selectivity in the A’ system. In particular, Huang (1982) made the influential observation that the island effect is particularly strong with adverbial Wh elements, while it tends to be weaker (and in certain circumstances seems to disappear completely) when the extracted Wh element is an argument, typically a direct object. So, (9)a is at least marginally acceptable in English, with  the Wh argument  which problem extracted from the indirect question, while (9)b, with extraction of the adjunct how, is strongly excluded (irrelevant traces are omitted):

(9)a ? Which problem do you wonder how to solve <which problem>     

     b * How do you wonder which problem to solve <how>?

The hypothesis that the main asymmetry was between arguments and adjuncts gave rise to an influential research trend, which culminated in the detailed  analysis of the asymmetries developed by  Lasnik and Saito (1984, 1992). 

However, other observations suggested that the empirical generalization is to be expressed in somewhat different terms. On the one hand, asymmetries were observed between movement of the whole argumental DP and movement of the DP specifier alone.  Consider a language like French, in which a Wh element like combien can be extracted from the DP it modifies:

(10)a   Combien de problèmes sais-tu résoudre ___?  (Obenauer 1983, 1994)

           ‘How many of problems can you solve?’

       b   Combien sais-tu résoudre [ ___ de problèmes]?

            ‘How many can you solve of problems?’ 

Now, if extraction takes place across a Wh Island, a clearly detectable asymmetry arises between the two cases of (11), with extraction of the DP specifier strongly excluded:

(11)a ? Combien de problèmes sais-tu comment résoudre ___?   

            ‘How many of problems do you know how to solve?’

      b * Combien sais-tu comment résoudre [___ de problèmes]?

            ‘How many do you know how to solve of problems?’

Similar phenomena have been observed in different languages, for instance in was … fuer  (what … for) split in Germanic varieties (de Swart (1992), Vikner (1995)), and Wh … d’altro (Wh … of else) split in Romance, illustrated by the following Italian paradigm:

(12)a  Che cos’altro hai fatto?

           ‘What else did you do?’

      b Che cosa hai fatto [___ d’altro]?

          ‘What did you do of else?’

      c ? Che cos’altro non sai come fare?

           ‘What else don’t you know how to do?’

      d * Che cosa non sai come fare [ ___ d’altro]?

           ‘What don’t you know what to do of else?’

The Wh phrase can pied-pipe the modifier altro (else), or strand it. <FN 1>  But the split is ill-formed across a weak island, as shown by (12)d. 

Moreover, Baltin observed that also predicate extraction from Wh Islands is strongly deviant, in clear contrast with (properly governed) subject extraction; for instance, both subject and predicate of a small clause are Wh movable in English:

(13)a   How many people do you consider ___ intelligent?           (Baltin 1992)

      b   How intelligent do you consider John ___?

But an asymmetry arises if extraction takes place from a Wh Island:

(14)a ?? How many people do you wonder whether I consider ___  intelligent?

       b * How intelligent do you wonder whether I consider John  ___?

Looking  at the asymmetries identified so far, a simple formal way to single out the possible cases of extraction is to notice that they all involve DP dependencies, as is the case in (9)a, (11)a, (12)c, (14)a. On the other hand, adverbial Wh phrases like how are presumably not DP’s, extracted combien plausibly is a QP in (11)b, assuming a structure like [DP [QP combien] de problèmes], (a similar analysis is possible for the Italian example, given that the extracted Wh element in (12)b-d, whatever its exact categorial status, must be less than a full DP, given the stranding of DP internal material); and the extracted predicate is an AP in (14)b. So, apparently, all and only the good cases of extraction involve an A’ chain of category DP. Let us now try to give this simple formal observation a theoretical status, and then turn to some apparent exceptions.

3. Connections of Chain links.

I will continue to assume that chains are defined by a chain formation algorithm applying on representations: any sequence of positions meeting the following formal definition is identified as a chain on a certain linguistic representation (be it LF, or the representation computed at the end of a Phase, in Chomsky’s (1999) terms): 

(15)  (A1,....An) is a chain iff, for 1 < i < n

     (i) Ai = Ai+1
     (ii) Ai c-commands Ai+1
     (iii) Ai+1 is in a MC with Ai
A chain is a sequence of positions which meet three conditions: they are all identical (in fact, they are distinct occurrences of the same element, with “occurrences” possibly defined as in Chomsky (1999), rather then being identified by indices, as in our informal notation), c-command holds, and each position is in a minimal configuration with another one. So,  whenever identity, prominence (expressed by c-command) and locality (expressed by Relativized Minimality, or MC as defined in (8)) hold of a sequence of positions, we have a syntactic chain. Such examples as (9)b, (11)b, (12)d, (14)b are ill-formed because the locality condition is not met. 

What about the marginally acceptable (9)a, (11)a, (12)c, (14)a? In Rizzi (1990), Cinque (1990) it was proposed that (certain) Wh phrases corresponding to referential arguments have access to a special, non local device to enter into a chain relation with their traces. In a nutshell, referential arguments can bear a referential index which allows them to be related to their traces in a binding relation, a relation not sensitive to Relativized Minimality, hence capable of holding  non-locally. This approach has been criticized on both conceptual and empirical grounds (see, for instance, Frampton (1991)). Here, in the spirit of Chomsky’s (1995) Inclusiveness Condition  <FN 2>  I would like to suggest an alternative account which keeps the core of the referentiality idea while eliminating the formal device of the referential index, which is replaced by the intended substantive relation.  

Linguistic theory must admit long-distance binding relations, e.g. between quantified expressions and pronouns. Such relations are sensitive to c-command, so that (16)b is excluded in the intended bound reading of the pronoun, but are not constrained by locality principles, binding can also hold across a strong island, as in (16)a:

(16)a     No candidate knows all the people who voted for  him
       b * The fact that no candidate was elected bothers the people who voted for him

It is natural to restrict such relations to DP’s, the only category which can enter into the full range of referential dependencies (only DP’s manifest a clear tripartite distinction between anaphors, pronouns and R-expressions). On top of c-command and the categorial restriction to DP’s, the binding relation also involves some kind of matching between binder and bindee, not as strong as the full identity of internal structure holding in chains (there are no reconstruction effects in cases of binding like (16)), but at least some condition of non-distinctness of grammatical features. So, let us state the relevant relation as follows:

(17) A binds B only if 

(i) A and B are DP’s non-distinct in grammatical features, and 

(ii)       A c-commands B.

Suppose that binding, as formally defined in (17), can be used as a device alternative to the locality principle (8) for  connecting  chain links, i.e. (15)iii is revised as follows:

(15’) … (iii) Ai+1 is in a MC with, or is bound by, Ai
This captures the observed generalisation: all the (marginally) acceptable cases in (9)a, (11)a, (12)c, (14)a involve a DP-dependency, hence they can use the non-local binding device to connect the relevant chain links, thus avoiding violations of RM. The binding option is not available for non-DP dependencies like (9)a, etc., so the only possibility to establish a connection is through the MC, which yields the observed strong locality effects. The basic split is then reduced to the uncontroversial distinction between DP and non-DP dependencies. <FN 3>

This very simple account is confronted with two kinds of empirical problems, which at first sight suggest that the approach may be both too strong and too weak. One problem is raised by argument PP’s, which seem to allow extraction from a Wh Island at the same level of acceptability as argument DP’s:

(18)a   Quale libro non sai a chi dare?

          ‘Which book don’t you know to whom to give?’

      b  Di quale libro non sai a chi parlare?

         ‘Of which book don’t you know to whom to speak?’

This suggests that an approach based on the simple categorial distinction between DP’s and everything  else may be too strong. There are also reasons to believe that it may be too weak. As pointed out in Cinque (1990), the extractability from weak islands is in fact limited to DP’s with special interpretive properties: only D(iscourse)-linked Wh DP’s, in Pesetsky’s (1987) sense, are optimally extractable. 

I would like to tackle these problems by maintaining the approach proposed in this section and using the theory of reconstruction to deal with the unexpected anomalies. If chains must be established at LF, reconstruction procedures may normalize the relevant structures on this level, turning the PP dependencies into DP dependencies in cases like (18)b, and turning DP  dependencies which lack the relevant interpretive property into non-DP dependencies. Before developing such an approach, it is now necessary to take a closer look the the “special interpretive properties” involved. 

4. D-linking and ambiguous How many questions.

The “special interpretive properties” seem to have to do with the range of the variable. Pesetsky (1987) had noticed some peculiar structural properties of  D(iscourse)-linked Wh phrases, Wh phrases in which the range of the variable is presupposed (either  given in the immediate discourse context, or assumed to be familiar, shared knowledge; from now on I will use the terms “D-linked” and “Specific” interchangeably). Comorovski (1989) observed that only D-linked Wh phrases are optimally extractable from Wh Islands, an observation developed by Cinque (1990) in his comprehensive approach to A’ dependencies. In fact, among the cases in which the extracted element is a question operator, the optimal ones are those in which the Wh phrase involves an overt  partitive form of the type Which one of DP, where the definite DP explicitly defines the range. At the opposite side of the spectrum of acceptability are “aggressively” non-D-linked Wh phrases, in Pesetsky’s sense (phrases that, because of particular lexical choices are incompatible with the D-linked interpretation, such as what on earth, what the hell in English) <FN 4>: 

(19)a ? Quale dei libri che ti servono non sai dove trovare?   

            ‘Which one of the books that you need don’t you know where to find?’

       b * Che diavolo non sai dove trovare?     

             ‘What the hell don’t you know where to find ___ ?’

Compare (19)b with the fully acceptable extraction of the same Wh phrase from an embedded declarative: 

(20) Che diavolo pensi di trovare in quel cassetto? 

        ‘What the hell do you think you will find in that drawer?’ 

If we put together all these observations, the empirical generalisation which seems to emerge is the following. D-linked Wh arguments are (at least marginally) extractable from Wh Islands. Everything else (non D-linked arguments, predicates, parts of arguments, adjuncts  of various sorts) is not.

Let us dwell on D-linking a bit. Some Wh phrases are incompatible with a D-linked interpretation, as we have seen. Others, such as Which NP, require or strongly favor such an interpretation. Other Wh phrases are systematically ambiguous. In such cases, it can be shown that  the D-linked interpretation correlates with extractability from a Wh Island. A particularly clear case of ambiguity is found with Wh phrases like How many and their equivalents in other languages (see the extensive discussion in Heycock (1995)).  Consider the following pair:

(21)a   How many problems do you think you can solve?

       b ?  How many problems do you wonder how to solve?

(21)a may well be uniquely asking about a quantity of problems, without requiring any special contextual condition; in particular, it may be felicitously uttered without presupposing any particular set of problems preestablished in discourse, and can be felicitously answered by indicating a mere quantity, the cardinality of the set of problems that you think you can solve; on the other hand, the marginally acceptable (21)b seems to presuppose a particular set of problems we have been talking about; in fact, it has often been noticed that such sentences invite  an answer providing not only the cardinality, but also the  membership of the set of problems you wonder how to solve: “three, namely problems 1, 4 and 7”.  If this set is part of a larger set of, say, 10 particular problems whose knowledge is shared, the answerer will naturally assume that also the membership of the set may be relevant information for the asker, hence feel inclined to provide it. 

The interpretive (and pragmatic) judgment involved in (21) is quite subtle, but it can be turned into an acceptability judgment if certain lexical choices are made which exclude, or make highly implausible, the D-linked interpretation. For instance, Frampton (1991) observed the following contrast:

(22)a * How many dollars do you wonder whether I think  are on the table?

       b ? How many books do you wonder whether I think are on the table?

According to Frampton, the contrast in acceptability is related to the fact that it is easy to imagine a context in which the question in (22)b may quantify over a specific set of books preestablished in discourse, whereas, under normal discourse circumstances, (22)a does not quantify over a specific set of dollars, so the question naturally admits only the non D-linked interpretation, asking about the mere cardinality of the set. Whence the non extractability from the island, if D-linking is a prerequisite for extraction. 

Frampton (1991), following Heim(1987), also observes that an environment in which the purely quantitative reading of How many is enforced is the existential construction (notice that  the overt partitive form is barred from this environment):

(23)a   How many books do you think there are t on the table?

       b * How many of the books do you think there are t on the table?

Then, as expected, a How many phrase moved from an existential sentence cannot be extracted from a weak island:

(24)a ? How many books do you wonder whether I think t are on the table?  

       b * How many books do you wonder whether I think there are t  on the table?

            (cf. I wonder whether you think there are many books on the table)

In a similar vein, Obenauer (1994) observes that some modifiers such as Up to how many NP … (in one hour), How many NP more… (than last year), etc. strongly favor the purely quantitative, non D-linked interpretation. I.e., while (25)a is fully ambiguous out of context, (25)b is naturally interpreted as focusing on the purely quantitative information, not presupposing any particular set of problems:

(25)a   Quanti problemi pensi di poter risolvere? 

            ‘How many problems do you think you can solve?’

       b  Fino a quanti problemi pensi di poter risolvere (in un’ora)?

            ‘Up to how many problems do you think you can solve (in one hour)?’

And in fact, such modifiers significantly decrease the extractability of the How many phrase from a Wh Island:

(25)a  ? Quanti problemi non sai come risolvere?

             ‘How many problems don’t you know how to solve?’

       b * Fino a quanti problemi non sai come risolvere (in un’ora)?

             ‘Up to how many problems don’t you know how to solve (in one hour)?’

Along similar lines one can interpreted the difficulty of extracting from a weak island a How much NP  phrase with mass nouns. Consider the following Italian examples. Such expressions as quanta benzina (how much gas), quanti soldi (how much money) cannot be  naturally interpreted, out of context, as quantifying over specific amounts of gas or money; and in fact they can be extracted from a declarative (ex. a) but not from a weak island (ex. b); on the other hand, if the specific interpretation is enforced by the explicit partitive form (ex. c), extraction from the weak island improves considerably: 

(26)a   Quanta benzina pensi di procurati?

           'How much gas do you intend to get?'

     b   * Quanta benzina non sai come procurarti?

             ‘How much gas don’t you know how to get?’

    c ? Quanta della benzina di cui hai bisogno non sai come  procurarti?

          ‘How much of the gas that you need don't you know how to get?'

(27)a   Quanti soldi pensi di guadagnare?

          'How much money do you think you earn?'

      b * Quanti soldi non sai come guadagnare?

          'How much money don't you know how to earn?'

    c ? Quanti dei soldi che ti servono non sai come guadagnare?

        'How much of the money you need don't you know how to earn?'

Consider also the fact that Wh movable idiom chunks like fare strada, fare progressi (make headway, make progress) normally  resists extraction from a weak island (Rizzi 1990):

(28)a   Quanti progressi/quanta strada pensi di poter fare con questo progetto?

      b  * Quanti progressi/quanta strada non sai come fare con questo progetto?

(29)a   How much progress/headway you you think you can make on this project?

      b * How much progress/headway do you wonder how to make on this project? 

The nominal part of the idiom doesn’t normally refer to a preestablish set of amounts (or kinds) of progress  hence the question can only naturally ask about the degree of improvement, and  no  D-linked interpretation is possible in this case; extraction is then excluded, as expected.

5. Reconstruction.

In the previous sections we have put forth hypothesis (30), as a general solution for the apparent exceptions to locality theory in the A’ system:

(30) A’ chains involving DP’s may be connected via binding, hence escape locality. 

We have also observed two classes of anomalies apparently suggesting that (30) is both too strong and too weak:

(31)a  A’ chains involving argumental PP’s may escape locality.

       b A’ chains involving non-D-linked DP’s may not escape locality 

The approach we will now suggest to (31) is that, if we adopt an appropriate theory of reconstruction, the anomalies disappear: on the relevant level of representation where chains are built, recontruction may reduce PP dependencies to DP dependencies, and necessarily transforms non-D-linked DP dependencies into some kinds of non-DP dependency. Hence the facts of (31) can be reduced to (30).  In order to do that, we have to adopt a specific approach to reconstruction.

Following Chomsky (1995, Ch. 3), I will assume that traces are full (unpronounced) copies of their antecedents, and that in the syntax of LF (or, in the syntax post-Spell-out) elements can freely delete, subject to the recoverability condition;  such deletion process can rectify Spell-out representations in various ways. I will combine this approch with the representational view of chains that we have previously introduced: a chain is any sequence of positions which meets a certain formal definition. For the sake of clarity, let us split the definition of chains in (15) into two definitions: a representational definition of trace, and then a definition of chain built in terms of trace:

(32) R is a trace of S iff: 

(i) R = S

       (ii) S c-commands R

(33)  (A1,....An) is a chain iff, for 1 < i < n

        (i) Ai+1 is a trace of Ai 
        (ii) Ai+1 is in a MC with, or is bound by, Ai
So, a chain is a sequence of positions such that each of them is a trace of the higher one, and is local to, or bound by, the higher one. <FN 5>  Let us take a representation at Spell-out like that of (18)b: 

(34)  Di quale libro non sai a chi parlare <di quale libro>

         ‘Of which book don’t you know to whom to speak?’

Suppose now that deletion can apply on this representation erasing the preposition di in the left periphery. This process does not violate recoverability because one occurrence of di is still present in the structure. Deletion of di involves the automatic disappearence of the phrase of which di is the head, the PP node. <FN 6>  So, after deletion, only the DP quale libro is left in the C zone:

(34’)  Quale libro non sai a chi parlare <di quale libro>

But notice that the representational definition of trace (32), applying on (34’) now gives a different result: only the sequence quale libro is c-commanded by an identical sequence, so that the preposition di is exported from the trace:

(34’’)   Quale libro non sai a chi parlare di <quale libro>

So, the trace “shrinks” as a consequence of the LF deletion of di, so to speak, to include only the material that meets definition (32). Once these processes have applied, the PP dependency becomes a DP dependency. Through this approach to reconstruction, an A’ dependency involving an argumental PP at Spell-out can be turned into a DP dependency at LF, and this takes care of  problem (31)a. (For an extension of the trace shrinking idea to the analysis of relative clauses see Bianchi (1999)).

As for problem (31)b, a possible way to go exploiting the same approach to reconstruction is now clear: it may be the case that non D-linked DP dependencies must always be “reconstructed”, giving rise to non-DP dependencies at LF (structural hypotheses on LF differences along partially analogous lines are explored in Dobrovie-Sorin (1990), (1992), Obenauer (1994)). But why should it be so? Again, the approach introduced in Chomsky (1995, ch. 3) suggests a plausible answer. Suppose that the principle of Full Interpretation is strong enough to require that, in questions, only the Wh operator, morphologically marked as such, is allowed to stay in the left periphery, whereas the lexical restriction is obliged to reconstruct <FN 7>. This can be achieved by the same mechanism used for PP reconstruction: in fact there is no reconstruction at all, but just free deletion in the left periphery plus the representational definition of traces, which redefines the portion of structure that counts as a trace after deletion has taken place. So, starting from a Spell-out representation like the following:

(35) Quanta benzina ti sei procurato <quanta benzina>?

‘How much gas did you get?’

the occurrence of the lexical restriction benzina deletes from the left periphery, yielding structure (35’)

(35’)    Quanta   ti sei procurato <quanta benzina>?

Now the representational definition of trace applies and as a consequence of deletion (and of the automatic procedure of structural readjustment mentioned in fn. 4) the trace shrinks to just the copy of the Wh operator in the left periphery:

(35’’)   Quanta ti sei procurato <quanta> benzina?

The DP dependency has now become a dependency between proper subparts of the DP, let’s say a QP dependency (again, we assume a structure like  [DP [QP quanta]  [NP benzina ]], with quanta a QP specifier of D or of some other DP internal projection). So that, when this procedure takes place across a weak island, e.g. converting (26)b (repeated here as (36))  into (37),

(36)     * Quanta benzina non sai come procurarti <quanta benzina>?

             ‘How much gas don’t you know how to get?’

(37)  Quanta non sai come procurarti <quanta> benzina?

the structure is ill-formed because quanta cannot be connected to its trace, neither locally (the definition of MC in (8) is not met) nor as a binding dependency (it is not a DP dependency, and therefore (17) is not met). 

This approach takes care of  anomaly (31)b, but the system now seems too restrictive: if Full Interpretation only allows elements morphologically characterized as operators to occupy Spec CP, lexical restrictions would always be forced to reconstruct, so that we would always end up with non-DP dependencies at LF, and also (marginally) possible cases  like (19)a, (22)b, (24)a, etc. would be incorrectly ruled out. In order to preserve empirical adequancy, the system must allow the lexical restriction to remain in the LF periphery with D-linked Wh phrases, so that a non-local DP dependency can be maintained at LF in such cases (see also Heycock’s (1995) argument, based on binding effects, for the conclusion that only non referential Wh phrases involve obligatory reconstruction, and the discussion in Fox (1999)). 

Why should it be so? Remember that D-linked means contextually given, or presupposed information. Now, this is reminiscent of the notional characterisation of topic: a topic is a contextually given element that is made salient and turned into a kind of “subject of predication”, with the predicate expressed by the comment. A topic is typically licensed in the left periphery. Adopting the structural approach to Topic, Focus and other left-peripheral configurations in Rizzi (1997), I will assume that an element to be interpreted as a Topic is licensed in the left periphery as the Specifier of a special  Top head, whose complement is interpreted as the comment:

(38) Il tuo libro Top, Gianni lo ha già letto

            ‘Your book, Gianni read it’

So, the intuitive idea we want to work out is the following: D-linked lexical restrictions are topic-like in that they express contextually given information. As such they can legitimately remain in the left periphery of the clause. This makes it possible to preserve A’ dependencies of category DP at LF without having to “reconstruct” the lexical restriction to an internal position, and such chain links can survive across weak islands through the mechanism of binding.

One possible implementation of this idea could involve the assumption that topics can be placed in topic position by covert movement as well. Suppose we have a representation at Spell-out like the following:

(39)      Top   [Quanti problemi] C  [non sai come risolvere <quanti problemi>]

Suppose that the lexical restriction is contextually given, presupposed, so that it qualifies as a possible topic. Then the lexical restriction moves covertly to the Spec of Top:

(40) Problemi Top  [quanti <problemi>] C [non sai come risolvere <quanti problemi>]

So that we end up with a LF meaning something like: “as for a certain set of problems, how many of them don’t you know how to solve?”. The relevant property of this representation for our purposes is that, as the lexical restriction is now licensed in the left periphery, reconstruction does not have to apply to comply with Full Interpretation, and a non-local DP dependency is preserved at LF. Other possible implementations expressing the same core idea are easily imaginable. <FN 8>

6. D-linked adjuncts are not extractable.

Adjuncts may be D-linked. More precisely, an adjunct can contain a D-linked DP. What should we expect in such cases? Let’s see what the facts seem to be. It is useful to compare cases involving D-linked adjuncts like Per quale ragione (for what reason) with near-synonimous sentences in which the corresponding DP Quale ragione is an argument of the verb:

(41)a   Per quale ragione credi che abbia detto che si sia dimesso?

           ‘For what reason do you believe that he said that he resigned?’

      b  Quale ragione credi che abbia dato/indicato per le sue dimissioni?

          ‘What reason do you believe that he gave/indicated for his resignation?’

If such phrases are extracted from a weak island, a detectable difference emerges, with adjunct extraction significantly more degraded (Rizzi 1990: 89-90):

(42)a *   Per quale ragione non sai se (abbia detto che) si sia dimesso?

              ‘For what reason don’t you know whether (he said that) he resigned?’

       b ?  Quale ragione non sai se abbia dato/indicato per le sue dimissioni?

              ‘What reason don’t you know if he gave/indicated for his resignation?’

This contrast is accounted for in Rizzi (1990) by capitalizing on the fact that the argument is Theta marked while the adjunct is not, an account not immediately available here. If, through the reconstruction procedure, the dependency in (42)a can be turned into a DP dependency giving rise to a LF like the following:

(43)   Quale ragione non sai se abbia detto che si sia dimesso [per <quale ragione>]

why can’t it be well formed, on a par with LF (45) corresponding to sentence (18)b (repeated here as (44)) in a case of an argumental PP?

(44)    Di quale libro non sai a chi parlare?

         ‘Of which book don’t you know to whom to speak?’

(45) Quale libro non sai a chi parlare [di <quale libro>]

The obvious difference that comes to mind is that the PP containing the Wh trace is an adjunct in (43), but not in (45). If Huang’s (1982) Condition on Extraction Domain (CED) applies on representations created in the syntax of LF, (43) can be excluded for this reason, and the contrast with (42)a and (44) is explained.

That this principle is relevant for the syntax of LF is supported by the observation (Longobardi 1986) that LF movement of a negative quantifier cannot take place from an adjunct. Consider the contrast between (46)a-b, the former involving an infinitival complement and the latter an infinitival adjunct; the former but not the latter  allows overt movement, as in (47)a-b; the former but not the latter allows a negative quantifier construed with a negation outside the infinitive, as in (48)a-b:  

(46)a   Gianni è andato ad incontrare Piero

           ‘Gianni went to meet Piero’

       b  Gianni è partito per incontrare Piero

            ‘Gianni left (in order) to meet Piero’

(47)a   Chi è andato ad incontrare?

           ‘Who did he go to meet?’

       b* Chi è partito per incontrare?

            ‘Who did he leave (in order) to meet?’

(48)a   Gianni non è andato ad incontrare nessuno

            ‘Gianni didn’t go to meet anyone’

       b* Gianni non è partito per incontrare nessuno

            ‘Gianni didn’t leave (in order) to meet anyone’

This follows if the negative quantifier must move covertly to the Spec position of the negative phrase in the main clause (Haegeman (1995) and references quoted there), where the negative head non attracts it, and if CED is relevant for LF-created chains. If we make the further step of assuming that CED applies directly on LF representations, rather than on overt or covert movement, this account immediately extends to LF (43) of (42)a. 

7.  D-linking and Past Participle Agreement.

In the remaining sections we will apply the proposed theory of reconstruction to explain certain interactions between D-linking and agreement processes. Obenauer (1994) made the important observation that past participle agreement triggered by Wh moved objects in French interrogatives is only naturally compatible with specific, or D-linked, Wh elements:

(49) Dis-moi combien de fautes tu as faites

     'Tell me how many mistakes you have made+Agr'

According to Obenauer, in connection with interrogative examples of this sort, "...l'accord n'est naturel que dans un contexte où  on parle de fautes spécifiques - probables, faciles à  faire,  énumérées dans une liste ..." (op.cit.:173). So, if a modifier excluding the specific interpretation is added, agreement becomes deviant:

(50)a   Jusqu'à combien de fautes ont-ils fait(*es), vos élèves?

           'Up to how many mistakes have they made(+Agr), your students?'

       b   Combien de fautes en moins a-t-il fait(*es) cette fois?

             'How many mistakes less (than last time) have they made(+Agr) this time? 

An analysis of this  incompatibility requires some assumptions on the nature of the agreement process (see also the discussion in Déprez (1998), Belletti (2000)).  Remember that a Wh specifier like combien can pied-pipe the whole DP, or be overtly extracted from it. In the former  case, Obenauer observes, past participle agreement is possible (if contingent upon D-linking), while in the latter case it is always excluded:

(51)a   Combien de voitures anciennes a-t-il conduit(es) t?

           'How many of old cars has he driven(+Agr) t?'

      b   Combien a-t-il conduit(*es) [t de voitures anciennes]?

           'How many has he driven(+Agr) t of old cars?

Why is (51)b always excluded? Following Kayne's (1989) theory of (past participle) agreement, we may think that agreement features on a functional head are licensed by the occurrence of a phrase with matching features in its Spec (on the nature of this licensing and its possible status in the system of Chomsky (1995), see infra). Since such features as number and gender are an intrinsic possession of DP's (they are “interpretable” on DP’s, in Chomsky’s terms), a DP in Spec is needed to license an Agr specification (here I continue to assume an independent Agr specification, as in Pollock (1989), Belletti (1990), Guasti & Rizzi (1999), etc.; if there is no such syntactic object and Agr features are directly assigned to a contentive head, say an aspectual head in Cinque’s (1999) hierarchy, nothing changes in the argument):  

(52)           AgrP

            DP         

                      Agr           ....

When the whole DP is moved, as in (51)a, it can move through the Spec of Agr, and agreement is possible. When the QP combien is extracted from the DP and moved alone, as in (51)b,  configuration (52), restricted to a DP bearing the appropriate features, cannot be created, and past participle agreement does not take place. So, the basic idea behind Kayne’s approach is sufficient to account for the contrast in (51).

Consider now the subtler observation that Obenauer made. When the whole object DP is overtly moved,   agreement is contingent on D-linking: According to Obenauer (op.cit.), (49) (as well as (51)a and similar examples) is only acceptable with a specific or D-linked interpretation, an interpretation which is inconsistent with (50)a-b due to the occurrence of modifiers such as jusqu'à , en moins. Now, it is obviously desirable to try to give a unitary explanation to the lack of agreement in (50)a-b and in the case of overt extraction of combien alone in (51)b. The proposed approach to reconstruction is able to do so. 

The structure of (49) at Spell-out is as follows, for the relevant part, with the Wh DP moving through the Spec of Agr and then to the C system:

(53) ... Combien de fautes [ tu as [<combien de fautes> fait(es)   <combien de fautes> ...]]

If the lexical restriction is D-linked, it is allowed to remain in the left periphery as a Topic at LF through the mechanism discussed in connection with (40) (see also fn. 8). So,  the structure is fine with the D-linked interpretation and past participle agreement, as in (49).                

But suppose that de fautes is not D-linked, as in (50). Then, LF Deletion of the lexical restriction must take place in the left periphery to comply with Full Interpretation. This  yields a representation such as (54), which is immediately converted to (54’) by the representational definition of trace: the trace in the Spec of Agr shrinks and the lexical restriction is automatically exported from it:

(54) ... Combien  [DP avoir [<combien de fautes>    fait(es) <combien de  fautes> ...]]

(54’) ... Combien  [DP avoir [<combien> de fautes   fait(es) <combien de  fautes> ...]]

But (54’)  is not well-formed yet: the Spec of participial Agreement now also contains non-trace material, but only a trace is a possible filler of this position: i.e., alongside (49) we do not have the following, with  fillers of this Spec position distinct from traces: 

(55)a * Il a [beaucoup de fautes] faites t

            'He has many of mistakes made t'

       b * Combien a-t-il [t de fautes] faites t?

             'How many has he t of mistakes made t?'

What excludes (55)a-b is Case Theory: Agr of Past Participle (AgrPP) is not a Case position (Belletti 1990, Friedemann & Siloni 1998), so a non-trace DP cannot stay there. Assuming Case-licensing to be a necessary licensing condition holding at LF for non-trace DP’s (i.e., a non-trace DP can stay in an A position at LF only if it is licensed by Case there), we exclude a representation like (54’). In order to comply with the Case licensing requirement, deletion must apply again on (54’) erasing the offending non-trace material de fautes from the Spec of Agr, thus yielding (54’’). This is immediately converted into (54’’’) by the representational definition of trace, which exports  de fautes from the trace in object position:

(54’’)  ... Combien   [DP avoir [<combien>    fait(es) <combien de  fautes> ...]]

(54’’’) ...Combien    [DP avoir [<combien>    fait(es) <combien> de  fautes ...]]

The non-trace material in object position is now legitimate, as it is in a Case position where non-trace DP’s can occur (whether this substructure actually stays in the thematic object position, or it has been moved to the Spec of a lower accusative Case marker is irrelevant for our purposes). So, (54’’’) is a well-formed LF associated to sentences like (50) in which the lexical restriction is not D-linked. We can now naturally exclude past participle agreement with non D-linked Wh: if agreement morphemes need to be supported at LF by a DP with matching features in local configuration (52), this requirement is not met by representation (54’’’), hence the non-agreeing form is the only possibility here.

It should be noticed that this view is immediately consistent with a conception of Agreement features which assimilates them to anaphor-like elements, elements which must be licensed by a local antecedent. It may also be made consistent with the view that Agreement features on inflectional elements are uninterpretable features which must be checked, or deleted from representations under local match with nominals (Chomsky 1995, 1998, 1999),  provided that such checking or deletion takes place at LF (so that the pre-LF adjustments deleting lexical restrictions in the left periphery can destroy the environment for the checking/deletion of Agr features, as our proposal requires). Our analysis is inconsistent with the view that Agr features are checked or delete in the course of the derivation, as soon as the local matching configuration is met: if this were the case, the different behaviors of D-linked and non-D-linked Wh phrases would not be expected, as both cases involve movement of a full DP in the syntax, the distinction emerging only in the covert component, under our analysis.  <FN 9>

In the terms proposed here,  the lack of past participle agreement with non-D-linked Wh phrases is treated on a par with the lack of agreement in the case of extraction of the Wh specifier of the DP  in the overt syntax:

(55)a   Combien a-t- il fait(*es) de fautes?

       b  Jusqu’à combien de fautes a-t-il fait(*es)?

Under the proposed approach, the two structures, quite different at Spell-out, have the same LF representation, and the absence of agreement is reduced to the lack of a DP in the Spec of Agr to support the agreement features in both cases.

8. AgrC and D-linking.

Obenauer (op.cit) also observes that the que (qui rule, fully productive in case of local subject movement in a relative clause, as in (56), is marginally applicable in cases of embedded subject extraction such as (57) (with an acceptability which varies considerably from speaker to speaker),  but it gives rise to significantly more deviant structures in cases like (58):  

(56)   Les hommes qui t sont ici

       'The men who are here'

(57)a ? Combien d'hommes crois-tu qui seraient capables d'escalader le Mont-Blanc?

            'How many people do you believe qui would be able to climb the Mont-Blanc?'

    b  ? Combien de députés crois-tu qui voteront la motion?

         'How many representatives do you believe qui will vote the proposal?’

    c  ? Combien de chefs d'état crois-tu qui viendront à la réception?

           'How many heads of state do you believe qui will come to the party?'

(58)a * Combien de personnes crois-tu qui tiennent dans une Twingo?

            'How many people do you believe qui fit into a Twingo?

       b * Combien d'effractions croyez-vous qui ont lieu chaque jour?

            'How many effractions do you believe qui take place every day?'

       c * Combien d'essence crois-tu qui est dans le réservoir?

            'How much gas do you believe qui is in the tank?'

                                    (examples from Obenauer 1994)

The factor discriminating (57) from (58) seems again to be D-linking, Obenauer argues. It is quite natural to have in mind a group of heads of states, or of representatives, or of brilliant climbers,  when questions (57) are asked, while questions like (58) don’t naturally allow D-linking: they ask about a purely quantitative information, it doesn’t matter which particular individuals will fit into the car, or which particular effractions take place, and the amount of gas in the reservoir won’t be, in the normal case, one of a set of amounts that were mentioned before in discourse.  So, why does que ( qui depend on D-linking?

If qui is the agreeing form of que, the overt morphological manifestation of agreement in C (Rizzi 1990), this case can be naturally unified with the previous one: AgrPP and AgrC are incompatible with the non-D-linked interpretation. In fact the same analysis carries over automatically. Let us first consider the D-linked case, permitting que ( qui to apply. The representation at Spell-out will be:

(59)   Combien de députés crois-tu [<combien de députés> qui [<combien de députés> voteront la motion]]

If the Wh phrase is D-linked, the lexical restriction will be allowed to stay in the left periphery qua topic-like element (“as for certain representatives, how many of them do you believe….”), the whole DP trace <combien de députés> will be allowed to remain in the Spec of AgrC of the lower clause at LF, thus supporting the agreement features, and the structure with the agreeing complementizer qui will be well-formed.

Consider now what happens in a non D-linked case, e.g. (58)a. The representation at Spell-out will be:

(60)  Combien de personnes crois-tu [<combien de personnes> qui  [<combien de personnes> tiennent dans une Twingo]]

here the non-D-linked lexical restriction cannot stay in the left periphery at LF, so it must delete. Under the representational definition of traces (32), this involves the automatic shrinking of the trace in the lower C system, yielding the following:

(60’)   Combien  crois-tu [<combien> de personnes qui [<combien de personnes>   tiennent dans une Twingo]]

This representation is ill-formed, as non-trace material de personnes ends up in a non-case position, in which traces only are licit. For instance, the following (61)b is ill-formed for this reason:

(61)a   Je crois [      que [Jean viendra]]

           ‘I believe that Jean will come’

      b * Je crois [Jean  qui [ t   viendra]]

            ‘I believe Jean that will come’

So deletion must apply again, yielding (60’’) which, through the representational definition of traces, is immediately converted into (60’’’):

(60’’)   Combien   crois-tu [<combien> qui [<combien de personnes>   tiennent dans une Twingo]]

(60’’’)   Combien   crois-tu [<combien> qui [<combien> de personnes   tiennent dans une Twingo]]

Now, LF (60’’’) is excluded because Agr in C in the embedded clause is not supported by a DP at LF. So the structure is ruled out on a par with the past participle agreement case with a non D-linked Wh element. <FN 10>

If AgrPP and AgrC are incompatible with non-D-linked phrases, AgrS clearly is not: it is obviously consistent with a non-D-linked (non-specific) Wh subject, locally moved to the C system:

(62)    Combien d'effractions ont lieu chaque jour?

          'How many effractions take place every day?'

This must be related to the major independent property that singles out AgrS from AgrPP and AgrC: AgrS is a case assigner/checker which licenses an overt DP in its Spec:

(63)   Beaucoup d'effractions ont lieu chaque jour

         'Many effracions take place every day'

So, the representation of (62) at Spell-out will be

(64)    Combien d'effractions  C [ <combien d’effractions> ont lieu chaque jour]?

If the Wh phrase is not D-linked, the lexical restriction will not be allowed to stay in the left periphery because of Full Interpretation, hence it will have to delete, as in (64’); the representational definition of traces will automatically yield (64’’):

(64’)     Combien  C [ <combien d’effractions> ont lieu chaque jour]?

(64’’)    Combien  C [ <combien> d’effractions ont lieu chaque jour]?

But this representation is fine, contrary to (54’) and (60’): Spec of AgrS is a case position, hence a DP containg non-trace material can legitimately occupy it, the Agr features are supported by a DP at LF and the representation is well-formed. In conclusion, the observed asymmetry between AgrS  on the one hand and AgrPP and AgrC on the other is reduced to the major independent difference between these Agr positions: AgrS is a Case assigner/checker, AgrPP and AgrC are not.  <FN 11>

As a final remark, we can observe that AgrPP is not always incompatible with a non-D-linked Wh phrase: it is incompatible when the Wh phrase moves directly from Spec AgrPP to the C system, as in (54), but it is not when the phrase passes through AgrS as well, in a passive or unaccusative sentence (example provided by Michal Starke):

(65)    Je me demande combien de femmes (en plus) ont été  admises cette fois

          'I wonder how many (more) women were admitted+Agr this time'

The relevant part the structure at Spell-out is the following:

(66)  Combien de femmes C [<combien de femmes> ont été [<combien de femmes> admises <combien de femmes>]]

If the Wh phrase is not D-linked, the lexical restriction must delete again in the left periphery, to comply with Full Interpretation at LF: the representational definition of traces will yield the following:

(67) Combien  C [<combien> de femmes ont été [<combien de femmes> admises <combien de femmes>]]

Here, contrary to (54’), the DP is legitimate in Spec AgrS, a Case position, hence a whole DP trace can occur in Spec AgrPP. Then, participial agreement is licensed in this case.

9. Conclusions.

The property determining the selective extractability from a weak island in A’ chains seems to be amenable to a  simple characterization in categorial terms: only A’ chains involving DP’s

can cross weak island boundaries. This can be interpreted by assuming that the non-local binding connection in chain formation is restricted to the category DP, the only category that enters into genuine referential dependencies; chain links involving other categories (AP’s, QP’s, AdvP’s, etc.) must meet the locality requirements of the Minimal Configuration (8), our current formal characterisation of Relativized Minimality.

Two anomalies apparently endanger this simple categorial approach to the asymmetries. On the one hand, argumental PP’s are extractable from weak islands on a par with argumental DP’s. On the other hand, argumental DP’s are extractable only when they have a special interpretive property, D-linking. These anomalies have led us to develop a theory of reconstruction building on the proposal in Chomsky (1995, ch. 3). We have adopted the copy theory of traces and the assumption that deletion may apply covertly to normalize logical forms, and we have combined these assumptions with the representational definition of traces: a trace is a portion of structure that is c-commanded by an identical substructure on a certain linguistic representation. Then, argumental PP dependencies can be normalized to DP dependencies at LF, thus allowing chain links across weak islands.

Non D-linked DP dependencies must undergo obligatory “reconstruction” of the lexical restriction as a consequence of the principle of Full Interpretation. They are then turned into non-DP dependencies at LF, and as such they must meet locality. With D-linked Wh phrases, the lexical restriction is contextually given, topic-like, and as such it can remain in the left periphery, licensed there as topics generally are. Reconstruction is not enforced in this case, the dependency can remain a DP dependency at LF, hence chain links can hold non locally via binding, and weak islands can be violated.

Obenauer has observed that  past participle agreement with questions in French is only possible with D-linked Wh objects. This is amenable to the proposed approach to reconstruction under the assumption that Phi features expressing Agreement on a functional head must be supported by a local DP at LF; non D-linked Wh objects undergo obligatory reconstruction, because of Full Interpretation, so that the relevant chain cannot be a DP chain at LF, and agreement is thus excluded. On the other hand, D-linked chains do not undergo reconstruction, the DP dependency can be maintained at LF, and past participle agreement is possible.  The analogous sensitivity to D-linking of the que ( qui rule can be explained along the same lines, under the assumption that qui is the agreeing form of the complementizer. AgrS differs from both participial and complementizer agreement in not being sensitive to D-linking. This can be related to the fact that AgrS is a Case licenser, contrary to the  agreement specification on past participles and C.  
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FOOTNOTES.

1.  In case of stranding, the preposition di obligatorily crops up. The presence of the preposition is apparently instrumental in permitting the violation of the Left Branch Condition, as is also suggested by combien extraction in French. We will not develop this aspect here.

2. Whether the Inclusiveness Condition actually bars indices is not entirely obvious. The  condition states that syntactic computations cannot introduce features that are not already present in lexical items. This precludes the possibility of introducing indices as a byproduct of movement, but does not exclude the possibility that indices may be features of lexical items, carried over when movement applies. Therefore, whether or not indices may be consistent with Inclusiveness ultimately depends on the theory of lexical representations. In any event, I will phrase the analysis in terms of a system that does not use this formal device.  

3. This approach involves a disjunction of devices for connecting chain links, clearly an undesirable property: why exactly these two devices, not just one, or more? A possible way to overcome the problem is the one suggested in Rizzi (1990): if UG possesses exactly two devices for connecting positions, being in a MC (what used to be called “Antecedent Government”) and being in a binding relation, it is inevitable that one or the other will be used in chain formation, and the principle defining chains can just state that a connection must be established.


A different approach which would directly eliminate the disjunction would be to assume that there is just one connecting device between positions (being in a MC), and that the relevant type of A’ DP dependency is licensed by some special featural make-up of the target position, which allows the A’ chain to survive across a Wh Island (or other elements creating weak islands) without violating Relativized Minimality. This view is proposed in Starke (1997), where the approach is also used to capture the fact the A’ dependencies of the relevant type are sensitive to strong islands (in fact, strong and weak islands can be unified under this approach). A similar approach is developed in Cresti (1995) in somewhat different formal terms. In this paper I will continue to phrase things in terms of the MC/binding distinction, but, as far as I can see,  the approach to reconstruction to be developed in the following sections can also be made consistent with these other lines of analysis (e.g. by stating that the special position allowing extraction from weak islands is restricted to the category DP at LF).

4. Frampton (1991), Szabolcsi & Zwarts (1997),  Cresti (1995), among others, argue that D-linking (while possibly favoring extraction in some contexts) is not the crucial notion (see also Szabolcsi (1999) for a useful overview). The critical feature permitting long A’dependencies, these authors argue, is the fact that the A’ trace is interpreted as an individual variable ( a variable of type e, in Cresti’s approach). The approach to reconstruction to be proposed  can be rephrased in such terms, even though the transparent link between D-linking and topicality, which we will capitalize on, would be lost.

5.  Splitting the definition in this way is also useful in that it allows us to simply express the principle of pronounciation of occurrences: in the general case, the occurrences that are traces are not pronounced; occurrences that are not traces may or may not be pronounced depending on their intrinsic nature: PRO and pro are not pronounced, other kinds of DP’s generally are.

6. No pruning convention is needed: under current assumptions, a phrasal node can only exist as a projection of a head; if there is no head, there is no phrase; as the PP node disappears, DP is automatically integrated in the structure as immediately contained within CP (in the sense that there is no node containing DP and not CP), so that no special procedure for the attachment of the DP is needed. True, this procedure changes sisterhood relations in that the DP is first merged as a sister of P and, after the latter is deleted, it becomes a sister of  C’, the CP Spec, but this seems unproblematic. See Chomsky (1999) for a discussion of other cases in which the modification of sisterhood relations seems to be possible without adverse consequences .  

7. Alternatively, it could be that reconstruction is enforced by a weaker principle (a principle conceptually similar to the Avoid Pronoun Principle and other such principles of structural economy) requiring minimal Pied-Piping on LF representations. In the text I will continue to assume that Full Interpretation is involved, but the rather subtle character of some of the relevant contrasts may favor the view that a weaker principle is involved.

8. Here I am assuming that (40) is a legitimate LF representation. (40) differs from (36), etc. in that the lexical restriction in the Spec of C is a trace of a licit higher occurrence, arguably a configuration which complies with FI, hence the (trace of) the lexical restriction does not have to delete in (40), the DP dependency survives at LF and the weak island can be bypassed.

An alternative not involving covert movement, nor any assumption on traces, could consist in assuming overt movement of the phrase quanti problemi to the Spec of Top, and then movement of the whole phrase to the Spec which hosts Wh operators (labelled C in (i), the representation at Spell-out; in Rizzi (1997) it is argued that C is to be identified with the Focus head in main questions); LF deletion of the lexical restriction and the ensuing “trace shrinking” in the Spec of Top would yield a LF like (ii):     

(i) Quanti problemi C  [<quanti problemi>] Top  [non sai come risolvere <quanti problemi>]

(ii) Quanti  C   [<quanti> problemi] Top  [non sai come risolvere <quanti problemi>]

i.e., meaning something like “For what x, as for a set of x many problems, you don’t know how to solve them?”  This representation would also permit a DP dependency to be preserved across the island at LF. I will not try to choose between (ii) and  (40) here. I will simply notice that (ii) requires the availability of a Top position lower than the position of question operators, which (40) does not.

9. Actually, the analysis of Obenauer’s effect could be made consistent with a derivational deletion of Agr features if  past participle agreement features were made directly sensitive to the topicality (or some other property) of D-linked phrases. As we don’t know of any independent reason to associate this special characteristic to Agr Past Participle features (as opposed to, say, subject agreement), we will not pursue this alternative here.

10. Overt extraction of combien alone from the subject is also incompatible  with qui for the same reason:

(i) * Combien crois-tu t qui [t de personnes] tiennent dans une Twingo   

This kind of example appears to improve slightly if the unmarked complementizer que is kept instead of qui. No such improvement is found in cases like (58), which remain completely impossible with que. Evidently, the extraction of combien alone from the subject position can very marginally satisfy the ECP in a way independent from que (qui (Kayne 1984, ch. 3: 68); whatever its nature, this option remains excluded when the whole subject is overtly moved, as in (58).

11.  Notice that ECP must be satisfied on the  subject internal trace in (64’’). I will assume that the agreement between the Wh operator and C (or the relevant head of the C system) in (64’’) suffices to do so. This kind of Wh agreement may be supported by any Wh operator, whatever its categorial status, hence it is quite different from the argumental agreement in Phi features involved with AgrPP, AgrS and  AgrC (of the kind involved in the que (qui rule, according to our analysis), which requires a  DP supporting the relevant Phi features on the agreeing head. Subject extraction across a null C in English does not seem to depend on D-linking, which suggests that the mechanism involved in the licensing of the trace of the extracted subject in English may be closer to the one involved in local subject movement in French, rather than to an exact analogue of the que (qui rule.
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