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Feature Checking meetsthe Criterion Approach
Three ways of saying only in Romance and Germanic

Josef Bayer & Alexander Grosu

1. Introduction
1.1. Background

The received wisdom within the verson of Generative Grammar known as the Theory of
Government & Binding was that a quantified nomina whose ‘understood’” scope properties
do not correspond to its overt position may achieve a suitable scope position through covert
movement, specificaly, through the gpplication of a process known as Q(uantifier) R(aisng).
This position, which was vigoroudy advocated in May (1977, 1985), came under atack at
the end of the eighties from scholars who either argued againgt LF as a component of the
grammar (e.g., Koster 1987, Lappin 1991) or e se proposed that the process cdled ‘QR’
should be alowed to apply to quantified and non-quantified nominas dike (Reinhart 1991).
More recent developments in linguidtic theory, in particular, the versgon of the Minimdist
Program in Chomsky (1995), led to an even more radically modified view of LF. On the
one hand, covert phrasd movement, and more generdly, covert raising of a category (i.e,
covert Move-a) was ruled out in generd as uneconomica, Move-a, aswdll as phrasd Pied-
Piping, being licensed only in the overt component by the need to ensure ‘convergence’ at
the PF interface. On the other hand, Minimaism dlows anew kind of process, the raising of
features. Importantly, neither phrases nor features can rase in order to ensure
interpretability, but only in order to prevent a ‘crash’ at one of the two ‘interface levels’
This view is thus in sharp conflict with May (op. cit.); as Horngtein (1995) puts it, the
minimdigtic grammar of movement is ‘semanticdly myopic.’ In short, the primary movement
process is the raising of a sngle feature, and the primary driving force behind this processis
the need to check off uninterpretable features. Within Minimalism, there are two waysin
which an ‘interpretable’ operator feature can achieve scope by raising: () if it happensto be
matched with an uninterpretable feature on the target of movement and thus raises in order
to check off the latter, or (b) if it is Pled- Piped by another feature of the lexica item to which
it belongs. Option (b) islicensed by the (unavoidable, in Chomsky’ s view) sipulation thet all
the formal features of a lexicd item are automatically ‘dragged dong’ when one of them is
‘dtracted’ by atarget for checking purposes.

It needs to be stressed that the checking processes envisaged by Chomsky are different
in spirit from the “criteria proposed in Rizzi (1991), dthough the two share an operationd
configuration, the Spec-Head configuration. Rizz’s criteria involve the matching of two
interpretable features, and moreover adlow an dement endowed with such features to
convey them to an underspecified recipient by what he cdls ‘dynamic agreement’ (see his
treatment of French direct questions). Nonetheless, the chasm between the two views may
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be less deep than it initidly seems. We would like to suggest that *drict” Minimaism can be
modified to incorporate Rizzi’s tranamisson mechanism without fundamentaly dtering its
conceptud orientation, if it is acknowledged that not every type of movement is triggered by
a‘suicida’ atractor. Assume, for example, that an XP is endowed with a festure which is
[+int(erpretable)] but occupies a position in the phrase marker that does not dlow it to be
fully interpreted. If such objects reach the LF interface, they will induce a crash. To become
fully interpretable, they need to move to a postion which fills in the missng specification.
Assume for concreteness that an operator Op in situ has a set of [+int] festures one of
which requires Op to have scope over an appropriate domain. Then we can say that a
scope domain *attracts the features of Op. But attraction here is not exactly what it isin the
standard cases, because the domain to which Op needs to raise is contentually defined,
and — as dready pointed out — this operation ultimately involves the maching of
interpretable features. In short, the particular implementation of criteria ala Rizzi that we
suggested above condtitutes a limited extenson of Minimalism which preserves the view that
movement is licensed by the need to ensure convergence at the two interfaces, while
alowing two types of features to achieve this god: (a) [-int] features are attracted and seek
to ‘commit suicide’, and (b) un(der)specified [+int] features, which seek to attain full
interpretability. In short, it seemsto usthat a marriage of Chomsky’s and Rizzi’sviewsin the
way just outlined makes conceptua sensg, if it turns out to be empirically needed.

1.2 Goal

In thisarticle, we pursue a number of interrelated theoretica and descriptive goas. On the
descriptive 9de, we compare and contrast three digtinct syntactic congructions with
essentialy the same semantic import, one of which has not, to the best of our knowledge,
been carefully described in the earlier (at leest, generative) literature 0 far. These are
illugtrated with synonymous Itdian, English and Romanian examples in (18)- (1c); for ease of
reference, we will cal such congtructions (1), (1) and (111) respectively.

Q) a LasolaMaiasd e presentata 0]
b. Only Mary showed up. (D)
c. {Sngura Maria, Mariasingura} s-aprezentdt. (1

What distinguishes these congructions is that the force of only seenin (1) is conveyed by
agreeing adjectivesin (1a) and (1c), which are moreover DP-internd in the former and DP-
externd in the latter (dl these items are in boldface). Furthermore, (1)-(111) are increasingly
condrained in ther digribution in that order in ways that will be made explicit below.
Findly, while some verson of (I1) seems to exig in dl the languages with which we are
familiar, (1) and (111) gppear to be less common; out of the five languages we address in this
sudy (English, French, German, Itdian and Romanian), only French exhibits dl three.



On the theoretical side, we will propose aunifying andysis of (I)-(111) which derives their
digtributiona properties from their featura make-up; in paticular, we will argue that
increasing didributiona redrictions corrdate with increasing ‘deficiencies in the Formal)
F(eature) set of the boldfaced items in (1) (and their counterparts in other languages). A
more generd theoretica innovation that we will argue for, and which goes hand in hand with
the already proposed @) generdized verson of Chomsky's checking-driven F-rasing
mechanism, which, recdl, incorporates (A’) Rizzi's semantics-oriented criteria, is that the
grammar of movement must recognize two types of covert movement, with distinct
properties. Bayer (1998) offers abundant empiricd evidence for this didinction, and
proposes to andyse it in terms of Move-F, which he views as a purely mechanica process
of the Computationad System dictated by the ‘suicidd greed’ of uninterpretable FFs, and
Move-a, which he views as a semanticaly-oriented operation that resembles QR, but differs
fromitinthat it is not smply adjunction, but rather movement to the specifier of a (potentid)
projection headed by an operator feature which is adso inherent in the phrase to be moved.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. In section 2.1., we illugtrate the
operation of mechanism (A) in a congtruction other than the three which form the focus of
this paper, and the ability of operator FFs to spread across the boundaries of *left-branch’
idands. In sections 2.2. and 2.3., we discuss congtruction (1), showing how interpretable
operator features can ‘spread’ within such domains as DP and PP, crossing, in the process,
the (language-specific) idand boundaries that separate a DP from itsimmediately containing
PP, as wdl as a left-branch DP from its containing DP. -- In section 3., we argue that the
spread of operator FFsis blocked in constructions of type (I1) by the lack of categoria FFs
in items like the boldfaced one in (1b). We will argue that the only way for such items to
achieve scope wider than their overt podition is to take part in ‘long distance movement, an
operation reflected in sengtivity to prepogtiona and left-branch idands. -- In section 4., we
show that congtructions of type (I11) are acceptable only if items like the boldfaced one in
(1c) can acquire appropriate scope on the basis of their overt position. Covert F-spread or
long-distance movement is ruled out by the assumption that the kind of items under
consderation fail to make their operator FFs visible to the computationa system

2. Feature-spreading as a licensing factor
2.1. Spec-Head Agreement and c-command

We begin by illugrating the workings of mechanism (A) -- in paticular, of its (A’)
component -- in an unrelated congtruction, specificaly, one where an operator fegture
originates within the Spec (of the Spec, etc.) of a DP that undergoes overt Pied- Piping.

Congder the English dataiin (2) and the pardld didecta German datain (3).

2 a.  [Which student’s mother’ s canary] did you poison?
b. [No student’s mother’ s canary] have | ever poisoned.

3 a [Wechem Studenten  seiner Mutter  ihren Kanarienvogel] hast du vergiftet?
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which  sudentpar his  motherpat her canaryacc have you poisoned
‘“Which student’ s mother’ s canary have you poisoned?
b. [Keinem Studenten seiner Muitter ihren Kanarienvogel] habeich je vergiftet.
no  student par his motherparher canary have | ever poisoned
'No student’s mother’ s canary have | ever poisoned.’

Observe that the features WH or NEG associated with the boldfaced items occur within the
Spec of the Spec of the bracketed DP. These festures are demonstrably responsible for a
number of properties of these data, in particular, for the fact that the bracketed DPs in (2)
occur in the leftmost pogstion of a ‘verb-second (V2) configuration (something thet is
permitted in English only under specid conditions), and the fact that negetive polarity items
are licensed within the VP, suggesting that the boldfaced items have scope over VP (see the
(b) subcases of (2)-(3)). Importantly, not only are the boldfaced items necessary for the
presence of such effects, but they moreover cannot induce them from just any position within
acontaining DP, as shown by the deviance of the dataiin (4).

(4) a ?*[A canary that which student owned] did you poison?
b. *[A student with no canary] havel (ever) seen.

In short, the bracketed congtituents in (2)-(3) induce the same effects as when the maximal
DP is the minima one tha includes operators, as is the case, for example, in which/no
canary.

In past literature, there have been a variety of attempts to andyse Pied- Piping and scope
out of Spec effects, none of them fully satisfactory with respect to data like (2)-(3). For
example, Safir (1986) suggested, with respect to a different Pied-Piping configuration
(iludrated by the height of the lettering on the covers of which), that the minima wh-DP
undergoes (cyclic) extraction out of higher DPs and ultimately adjoinsto the top DP; such an
account does not obvioudy generdize to data like (2a), because which in the example just
given can undergo long extraction out of DP, while left-branch items like those in (2a)
cannot. Reinhart (1987) smply stipulated that specifiers (of specifiers) may bind in caseslike
(2)-(3). In her account, a DP in SpecDP carries areferentia index and an operator index in
order to diginguish angphoric and variable binding. Nothing is assumed, however, about
feature percolation and its consequences for Pied-Piping. Chomsky (1995) sketched an
account of the obligatoriness of Pied-Piping in cases like (28) which did not require the
boldfaced item or its features to raise from their overt position, but his account does not
obvioudy generdize to other instances of Pied-Fiping, and does not offer a solution to the
scope effects, either. What we want to show now is that the (A’) component of mechaniam
(A) provides a straightforward account of both the Pied-Piping and the VP-scope effectsin
(2)-(3). To seethis, congder the following (partia) representation of the top DPin (2a, b).



(5) DP
DP D
DP D’ D NP
N
D NP
| |
which/no student ‘s mother ‘s canary

We have refrained from indicating the internal structure of the minimal DP because we do
not wish to take a stand on whether the boldfaced item is under D or under SpecDP. If itis
under D, its operator properties automaticaly project to its maximal projection, that is, the
minimd DP. If it isin SpecDP, we need to assume a null D with an unspecified operator
feature that recaives specification from the boldfaced item in SpecDP by mechanism (A’);
this specification will automatically spread to DP. Now, if we make the further assumption
that the possessive morpheme ‘s can be endowed with an unspecified operator feature, the
trandfer mechanism (A’) will apply twice, ultimately ensuring that the operator features of the
corresponding boldfaced item become properties of the maximal DP. We note that the
sequence of operations we have sketched is applicable regardless of whether the phrasesin
SpecDP are base-generated in this position, or whether they are raised into it from SpecNP.
-- Comparable operations may be assumed to take place in the derivations of (2b) and (3a
b).

The fact that the maxima DP inherits the operator properties of the boldfaced items
enables it to raise to the specifier of a suitable category (CP or NegP), and also ensures that
polarity items within VP are ¢-commanded, and thus licensed, by an appropriate operator
feature. Since the raising of DP to SpecCP or SpecNegP has automatic scope effects, it
seems reasonable, given the (extended) (A)-type mode we are assuming, to attribute this
process to its (A’) component. At the same time, the fact that this type of movement is overt
requires an appea to Chomsky’s notion of ‘featural strength’, or some equivaent device
that is not semanticaly-oriented. -- We do not claim that this is the only way in which these
results can be achieved (for example, the theory in Kayne 1994 seems capable to achieve
them in different ways), and we certainly do not clam to have a generd theory of Pied-
Fiping, which, to the best of our knowledge, nobody has (constructionspecific and
language- specific variation, as well as optionality under certain circumstances, remain largely
unexplained). We do believe, however, that the Minimaist approach incremented with
criteria offers anaturad dternative to earlier stipulative accounts.

As has often been noted, the congtructions in (2)-(3) are not obvioudy suitable for direct
semantic intepretation, and there have been a vaiety of proposds to implement
‘recongtruction.’ It seems to us that the proposals in Chomsky (1993) offer a rather natural
implementation. We remind the reader that the proposal under consideration assumes that



A’-chains are generated with full copies of the moved phrase, and that such chains undergo
independent deletion operations in both the PF and the LF portions of the derivation. The
deletions on the branch of the derivation that end a LF are driven by the need to ensure
interpretability by semantic operations. To illudirate, we indicate the materia that needsto be
deleted in (6a, b) to achieve a suitable input to semantics for (2a) and (2b) respectively. --
With respect to (6b), we assume that the item no is‘split’ into sentential negation and an
exigentid quantifier, an operation thet is needed independently of chain formation, and that
may well be accomplished by post-LF purely semantic operations”

(6) a  [Which student'setherscanary] did you poison [whieh student’s
mother’ s canary]
b. [No student-smetherscanary| have | ever poisoned [#e student’s

mother’s canary]

2.2 Adnominal adjectival operators and feature spreading within DP

Having illugtrated the operation of the generdized (A) mechanism, we now turn to a closer
examination of congtruction (1).

A number of languages dlow agreeing eements with adjectivdl morphology that are
internal to DP and induce a construa similar to the one that results from the combination of
DP with only or its counterparts in other languages. We illudtrate this state of affarsin (7)
and (8) with data from Itaian, French and German, noting that Romanian and English do not
dlow such congructions. These adjectives are invariably pre-nomind, even in French and
Itaian (where post-nomina APs are quite common; see Cinque 1993: 255f), and moreover
do not adlow (adverbid) modification of any kind; two properties that point to probable
functiona status. We provide data in which the containing DPs occur in both subject and
object postion with ‘malice aforethought’; the precise reasons will become clear in section
4,

(7) a Lasol -a Mariag e presentata
thedone-AGR Maria REFL is presented
‘Only Mary showed up.’

b. La seul -e rdne peut resoudrece  probleme
the done-AGR queencan solve  this problem
‘Only the queen can solve this problem.’

c. Diealleinig-e Konigin kann dieses  Problem [6sen
the aone -AGR queen can this problem solve
‘Only the queen can solve this problem.’
(8 a Ritengp Ila sol -a regina  la  rappresentante vera

congder-1 the done-AGR queen the representative true
de-l popolo



of-the people
‘I view only the queen as the true representative of the people.’



b. Je consdére la  seul -e reine comme la  représentante
| condder the done-AGR queenas the representative
légitime  du peuple
legitimate  of-thepeople
‘I view only the queen as the legitimate representative of the people’

c. Ichhdtedieallenig -e Konigin fir die legitime Vertreterin
| hold thedone -AGR queen for the legitimate representetive
des Volkes
of-the people

‘I view only the queen as the legitimate representative of the people’

To avoid unclarity, we note that we have glossed the boldfaced items as ‘dong smply
because they are typicaly homonymous in the corresponding languages with words that
mean ‘unaccompanied’, ‘unaided’, or ‘only’ in phrases like the only girl he ever loved.

For completeness, we note that (I)-type constructions belong to a somewhat eevated
regiger in Itdian, French and German, and dso that English and Romanian go one step
further in disalowing such congructions atogether. For example, the datain (9)-(10) can at
most have some of the meanings mentioned at the end of the preceding paragraph, but not
the one that interests us here.

9 a.  The{sole, *done} queen can solve this problem.
b. | view the{sole, *aone} queen asthe legitimate representetive of the nation.
(10) a Sngur -a regina va rezolva problema  aceasta
done -theeAGR quenwill resolve problem-thethis
‘The queen, who is done, will solve this problem.’
b. O condder pe sngur-a regina  drept reprezentant -a
her consder-I ACC done-the-AGR queen as  representative -the
legitima a poporu-| -Ul.
legiimate  of people-the-AGR -GenrAGR
‘I view the queen, who is aone, as the legitimate representative of the people.’

We will consder in section 4. how parametric variation involving such ‘adjectiva operators
can best be stated.

Let us now consider what the LF of data like those in (7)-(8) might look like. To the
extent that the adjectives at issue have the essentid import of ‘only’, they need to be
construed as propositiona operators (see Bayer, 1996 for detailed judtification). To achieve
this outcome, they must c-command (at least) the clause's C(omplete) F(unctiond)
C(omplex) in the sense of Chomsky (1986), that is to say, the verb and (the traces of) dl its
arguments (we will return to this point in subsequent sections). How can this result be
achieved? We will argue that the following sequence of operations applies: (i) the operator
feature spreads to DP, (ii) DP is covertly reordered to a scope postion if it isnot dready in



such apogtion, (iii) suitable ‘tampering’ with a chain that contains the operator leavesit in an
appropriate scope position.

Step (i) is unproblematic, given (the (A’) component of) (A). Cinque (1993) proposes
that a variety of adnomina (adjectival) modifiers of N occur in the Spec of a number of
wdl-defined functiona projections, while leaving open the possibility that a least some of
the items which do not exhibit demonstrably phrasal properties are in functiond head
positions. With respect to the kind of datain (7)-(8), we find the latter kind of andysis more
plausible than its dternative, and will in fact assume it in what follows (note that semanticaly
plausble adverbid modifiers of the adjective, such as French tout and German ganz
‘completely’, are decidedly out). Nonetheless, we outline the feature-oreading mechanism
under both anayses.

Under the head andlysis, the DPs in (7)-(8) have essentidly the Structure in (11) (we
eschew the issue of the exact nature of the functiond category by labeling it ‘“W(P)’, while
noting that it must be able to license agreement between the adjective, the noun, and D).

(11) DP
D /\/VVF)\
‘ w NP
la Lla Maria
la Fule reine
die dlenige Kdnigin

Grimshaw (1991) proposed that the functional categories of ‘extended projections agree
with the lexicd category in categorid features, for example, the lexicd and functiond
categories of anominal extended projection were al assumed to carry the features [+N,-V].
One way of recongructing this idea within a framework that employs festure checking is to
assume that the noun carries an inter pretable N(omind) festure and that dl the functiona
heads of its extended projection carry uninterpretable N festures. This will force the N-
feature of the noun to raise covertly by successve adjunction operations to dl the functiona
heads above it, checking off their uninterpretable features one by one. Since a each such
step, the category that hosted an adjunct on the preceding step raises, too, the operator
features of the adjective under W will raise to D, ultimately spreading to DP.2-- Under the
Spec andlysis, the head W is either empty or contains the adjectiva suffix. In the spirit of
Chomsky (1993; 1995), let us assume the former, which yields the Sructurein (12).
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(12) DP
D WP
SpecWP w’
T
w NP
I I
la la £ Maria
la saule reine
die dleinige Konigin

The null head W now carries, in addition to an uninterpretable N-feature, an underspecified
operator feature. In virtue of the mechanism (A’) (dynamic agreement), the adjective
gpecifies this feature, which, in virtue of Head-to-Head raising, will reach D and -- by
trangtivity -- ultimately DP.

Step (i) is needed only in the derivation of (8). Provided that the surface subject is “high
enough” to have scope over the CFC, the DP in (7) does not have to undergo further
rasing. Actudly, the status of (7) warrants closer consideration because the overt presence
of DP in a scope postion does not automatically mean that the operator will take scope
from that podtion. Thus, Bayer (1996) proposed that operators like the one under
consideration cannot end up in just any position that guarantees clausal scope, but only inthe
Spec of a specific category, which he labdled ‘PrtP (Particle Phrase) and which, he
argued, includes VP as a complement of its head. This view fals under the theory of
quantification developed by Beghdli & Stowdl (1995), which proposes to account for
relative operator scope in terms of the reative hierarchica height of functiond projections,
and which has dso proven beneficid for the characterization of the linear order of operators
in languages where linear order reflects relaive scope, such as Hungarian (Kiss, 1991,
Szabolcs 1995). Note that, under the assumption that VP is a complement of Prt, PrtP is
the hierarchicaly ‘lowest’ of the scope-oriented functional categories. We note that,
according to Bayer (1996), the DP in data like (7) is not itsdf in SpecPrt, but one of the
copiesthat it created in raising from SpecVP is. What is needed, then, in order to achieve an
interpretable LF is the application of sep (iii), and in the following way: everything but the
operator must be deleted from the copy in SpecPrtP, nothing but the operator must be
deleted in the lowest copy, and any additional copies must be entirely deleted.®

In the derivation of datalike thosein (8), step (ii) is unquestionably necessary, snce DPis
clearly not in aclausal scope position in overt representation. Note, however, that step (ii) is
inconggtent with the hypothesis advanced in Chomsky (1995) to the effect that dl covert
movement is Move-F. Consstency with this hypothesis could only be achieved, if the
operator features (together with the remaining FFs) raise and adjoin to Prt; dthough it must
be stressed that Move-F is supposed to fall outside the known processes of categorid
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movement, such a process would perhaps resemble head movement more than phrasa
movement (cf. Brody, 1998: 382). Bayer (1996: 57-59) presents a number of arguments
againg scoping of Prt by heed movement. To the extent that head movement equals Move-
F plus Pied-Piping of the minima morphologicd carrier (perhgps a phonologicad word),
these arguments gpply to Move-F as wdl. While Move-F would immediatdly dlow
operator features to reach a proper scope postion, this implementation of step (iii) seemsto
be dl too easy. We return to the issue of the choice between andyzing QR as Move-a or
Move-F in section 3.

2.3. Feature Spreading from DP into PP

We now turn to DPs which, just like those in (8), fail to be in scope position in overt
representation, but which, unlike those in (8), are complements of a P. These data provide
an indication of the kind of factors that could in principle adjudicate between fegture raising
and phrasal raisng for scope assgnment (see comments on step (i) in the preceding
section), but in actud fact, no decison is yet possible, for reasons that will become apparent
below.

Consder the data in (13a-c), and note that the boldfaced items have the same force as
those in (7)-(8). For completeness, we add the superficidly smilar Romanian datum in
(13d), which, just like (10), disalows thiskind of construd for the boldfaced adjective.

13y all re ha palao [ppcon [pp la sol -a regingl]
the king has spoken with the done -AGR queen
‘The king has spoken only with the queen.’

b. On ne peut plus compter[pp SUr[pp la  seul -e reing]]
one not can more rdy on the done -AGR queen
‘One can no longer rely only on the queen.’

c. Man kann sich nicht [/ auf[pp die alleinig-e Konigin verlassen|]
one can REFL not on the done-AGR queen rdy
‘One cannot rely only on the queen.’

d. Nuse ma  poate conta [pe[ sngur-a reginal]
not REFL more can rdy on adone-theeAGR queen
‘It isno longer possible to rely on the queen, who isdone.’

Assuming that the operator festures of the boldfaced adjectives reach the containing DP by
the mechanisms discussed in the preceding section, we are now faced with a potentidly
surprising result: On the one hand, we may expect DP to move to SpecPrtP (or its operator
and remaining FFs to move to Prt), just as in the derivation of (8). On the other hand, we
may expect -- given the very reasonable assumption made in Chomsky (1993) to the effect
that congtraints on movement are insengtive to the overt/covert status of movement -- that
the data in (13a-c) should be deviant, because overt movement cannot strand Ps in the
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corresponding languages. That the data at issue are not deviant points to the conclusion that
the PP ‘idand’ boundary is circumvented in some way.

The solution we wish to propose was suggested to us by a comparable, if weaker,
contrast found in relation to left-branch condituents. While the |eft-branch constraint on
overt extraction is weaker in German data like (3) than in English data like (2) (presumably,
because neither the stranding of an &ffix nor the reordering of a non-condituent are involved,
see Chomsky 1995: 263), most speakers nevertheless withess a clear effect, asillustrated in
(14a-b). But such an effect is absent in comparable type-(I) congructions, as illustrated in
(14c).

(14) a [[Wdchem Studenten] sane Andchten] meing  du, seien
whichhat Student his  views think  you aresys;

berticksichtigt worden?
taken-serioudy  become
‘“Which student’ s views do you think were taken serioudy?

b. ?7Welchem Studenten] meingt du, [ t seine Ansichten] seien
berlicksichtigt worden?

c. [[Demalleinigen Kénig] sane Andchten] snd bertickschtigt worden.

thepat done  king his  views are taken-sioudy become

‘Only the KING' s views were taken seriously.’

The contrast between (14b) and (14c) is unsurprising, in view of what was said in section
2.1 about the data in (2)-(5): the operator FF in (14c) can spread to the largest containing
DP by exactly the kind of local steps that were posited for (2)-(3), thus crcumventing the
need to violate the left-branch condraints of German. What we want to suggest is that a
gmilar tack is possble with respect to the data in (13a-c). Thus, a number of writers have
provided evidence that Ps function in certain respects very much like dternative redlizations
of Case. For example, Grosu (1994) shows that affixal Case and Ps function in the same
way with respect to a variety of matching and norr-metching effects in reative dause
condructions of various kinds. Galman (1996, 1997) shows that certain German
vocabulary items that fail to exhibit overt Case inflection, for example, nichts (‘nothing’),
may not occur in environments where some oblique Case, in particular, Dative, is required
(see (154)). Nonetheless, thisitem can occur as complement of the P mit, which requires
precisely dative Case, asillustrated in (15b). Grosu (1994) provides extensive evidence that
in German and various other Indo- European languages, Ps always count as oblique Case for
the purpose of the (non)-matching effects he studied. All this suggests that in (15b), P
satidfies a requirement that is violated in (15a), namdly, that items like nichts needs to
exhibit some oblique Case morphology in oblique contexts.

(15 a *Peter hat nichtswidersprochen.
Peter has nothing objected
‘Peter has objected *(to) nothing.’
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b. Peter ig mt nichts zufrieden.
Peter is with nothing satisfied
‘Peter is satisfied with nothing.’

Now, if Ps can function as dternative redizations of Case in dtuations like those just
described, it seems reasonable to assume that they function as redizations of Case in other
respects as well, in particular, in further extending an extended nomind projection. If so, we
may assumethat Ps are, or at least can be, endowed with an uninterpretable N feature, with
the result that the N-feature that has raised as far as D(P) will further raise to P, and
ultimately spread to PP. The assumption of N-feature movement to P has a clear advantage.
Being independently motivated, it explains why PPs are trangparent to certain kinds of
processes, afact that has caused various researchers to propose unconventional accounts.*

2.Particle Operators

We now turn to constructions of type (I1). As aready noted in section 2.2, items with the
semantic force of only need to be construed as propositional operators. Bayer (1996)
argues that this congtrua can sometimes be draghtforwardly derived from the overt
representation, in particular, when this particle is base-generated in the head position Prt, as
seems to be the case in (16). Bayer dso observes that there are other Stuations where the
needed condtrud is not obvioudy derivable in this way, because the particle appearsto form
a condtituent with congtituents smaler than VP, for example, with subjects, objects or PPs.
Data that point to this concluson are provided in (17). Observe that the proposed
condtituent [only XP] occurs in the firgt pogtion of what is plausbly a V2-condruction in
(17b), and in the focus position of a cleft congtruction in (17¢)), two postions that have
been widely regarded as rdliable diagnogtics for congtituency.

(16) John can[only [play the piano]

(17) a Johncan play [only [the piano]].
b. [Only [the piano]] can John play.
c. It's[only [by working hard]] that we will ever achieve anything.

Now, under the view that the strings within the more inclusive sats of brackets in (17a-c)
form condituents, additional dready familiar covert operations will need to gpply. In (17a),
for example, covert raising is unavoidable Jugt asin the cases we examined in sections 2.2
and 2.3, we are faced with the dilemma of whether this operation congtitutes festure raisng
to Prt, or phrasd raising to SpecPrt followed by sdlective ddetion in the resulting chain.

Now, consider (18a-c), which are essentidly synonymous with (13a-c) respectively, and
compare them with the corresponding subcases of (19); for completeness, we have added
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Romanian examples in (18d) and (19d), snce Romanian does have the kind of congtruction
under congideration here.

(18) a Il re ha palao solo con la regina
the king has spoken only with the queen
‘“The king has spoken only with the queen.’

b. On ne peut plus compter seulement sur la  rene
one not can more rey only on the queen
‘One can no longer rely only on the queen.’

c. Man kann sch nicht nur af de Konigin verlassen.
one can REFL not only on the queen rdy
‘One cannot rely only on the queen.’

d. Nu se ma poate conta numai  pe regina.’
not REFL more can rdy only on gqueen
‘It isno longer possible to rely only on the queen.’

(19) a *ll rehaparlato con solo laregina
b. *On ne peut plus compter sur seulement larene.
C. *Man kann sich nicht auf nur die Konigin verlassen.
d. *Nu se mai poate conta pe numai regina.

The only observable difference between (18) and (19) is that only is attached to aPPin
the former and to the DP complement of P in the latter, so this difference must be somehow
responsible for the contrast in acceptability between the two sets of data. What we want to
suggest, following Bayer (1996), is that the operator features of only, in contrast to the
operator features of the kind of adjectives we studied in sections 2.2 and 2.3, are unableto
spread ‘upwards beyond their overt position for reasons that we will make explicit below.
If 0, in data like (19), either the complement of P or its operator features must raise directly
to SpecPrtP or Prt respectively. Note that the unacceptability of the datain (19) pardld the
unacceptability of P-stranding in the corresponding languages. -- In contrast to Itdian,
French, German and Romanian, Rdranding is possible in English, and -- correlatively --
data like (19) are dso possble. To be entirely accurate, some speakers of English prefer
data of the form shown in (18) to data of the form in (19), but data of the former kind are
nonetheless often usad in English, while in German, French, Itdian and Romanian, they do
not seem to be ever used.” In support of the claim just made, we offer a sample of attested
English data pardle to (19); these have gppeared in print, and thus cannot be dismissed as
mere ‘ speech errors .

(20) a George Lakoff has pointed out to me that on the basis [of [only the facts
consdered so far]], it would be unnecessary to state the Sententia
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Subject Condtraint ... (J.R. Ross, 1974)
b. ... syntactically appropriate [to [only the non-preferred reading of
the ambiguity]] (P. Gorrell, 1987)
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c. It has scope [over [only the matrix-clause eement it bindg]]
(A. Davison, 1988)

d. The computation "looks [at” [only F and a sublable of K]]
(N. Chomsky, 1995)

Another set of data where regtrictions on scope pardld restrictions on extraction is found
with |eft-branch congtituents. Consider the dataiin (21)-(22).

(21) a Which student’s canary did you poison?
b. *Which student’s did you poison canary?

(22) a (?)[[JOHN’s canary] only] have | poisoned.
b. *[{[JOHN’sonly], [JOHN only]’s} canary] have | poisoned.

While for various speskers (22a) may suffer from the postposition of only -- witness that the
test cannot be made with focus-preceding only --, the example seems to be clearly better
than those in (22b). We will congder the (possble) implications of the facts in (18)-(22)
after making a proposd on the factors which, in our view, block the upwards spread by
local steps of the operator festures of the boldfaced items.

According to Bayer (1996), particles such as only cannot acquire categorid status unless
they appear in a potential scope position, which, in core cases like (13), is a sister to VP2
The reason for thisis that particles -- in contragt to functional eements such as D and C --
lack inherent syntactic categoria features, an assumption that is motivated by their highly
promiscuous behaviour, thet is, by ther ability to combine with virtudly any potentialy
phrasa category. Building on an ideain Rothstein (1991), one may say that only isa*minor’
functional category, that is, a category that has no categorid FFs to project, but only
semanticaly-oriented ones. As far as their external syntax goes, phrases of the form [Prt
XP] or [XP Prt] have the essentid distribution of XP. Within the framework we proposed in
section 1.1, we can express this state of affairs by assuming that Prt has a completely
unspecified interpretable categorid feature, which needs to derive its specification from the
categorid FFsof XP,; if we furthermore assume that the unspecified categoria FF of Prt can
optionally be strong, we can account for [ XP Prt] orders by assuming overt raising of XPto
the particle's specifier. -- Now, just as a+wh DP or a +neg QP fails to be a question or a
negative satement dl by itsdf, [Prt DP] does not amount to a focus congruction dl by itsdlf.
The operator fegture inherent in Prt can only play arole in the semantics, and this is only
possible if a suitable scope position has been reached. Thus, a‘PrtP is a phrase headed by
an operator feature inherent in Prt. According to thisreasoning, [only [the piano] in (17a,b)
is smply a DP with an unlicensed operator feature, while [only [play the piano] in (16) is
categoridly a VP and semanticaly a PrtP in virtue of the fact that the operator feature
inherent in Prt can now have appropriate scope.



17

Morphologicaly, particles are invariant dements, that is, dements which lack an
inflectiond paradigm dtogether. From the perspective of Grimshaw (1991), only cannot
even abgractly ‘agree’ in categorid features with N, since it has no categorid features (by
assumption). Trandated into a festure-checking framework, this generdization takes the
falowing form: only lacks not only inherent (interpretable) categorid features, but adso
uninterpretable categoria features. When combining with a DP, it cannot attract the
interpretable N-feature that has raised to D, o that in cases like (19), D+N can in principle
rase to P only directly, without adjoining to only. If so, the operator feature of only is
unable to get a ‘free ride on an independent raising process, and thus cannot reach P(P).
The operator festure of the particle will then reach the conceptual-semantic interface without
being able to attain a suitable scope posgition, and the derivation will crash due to aviolation
of the Principle of Full Interpretation (Chomsky 1986).

Let us now return to the pardlelism between redtrictions on overt movement and
restrictions on the scope of particles that were noted in connection with (18)-(22), and let us
address it in conjunction with the effects reported on in Bayer (1998; 1999) which we
dready aluded to in section 1.2. Given Chomsky’s (1993) hypothess that congtraints on
movement gpply in both the overt and the covert mode, the paradldism just noted points to
the concluson that (18)-(20) and (22) involve long distance covert movement. Bayer
(1998) observes that some speakers find (16) with focus on the piano more fdicitous than
(17a). The difference is subtle and seems to be more pronounced in pairs such as They
didn’t call any student at home and They called no student at home As aso reported
there, preliminary experimental work using speeded grammaticality judgements and the sdif-
paced reading technique suggests that comparable digtinctions are reflected in on-line
comprehension. This ties in with the concluson that QR is a ‘marked’ operation. Reinhart
(1993; 1997) and Fox (1994; 1995) urge, on the basis of different data, the even stronger
conclusion that QR is permitted just in case it yields a reading that is not attainable without
movement; unless further qudifications are added, this position would make the factualy
incorrect prediction that data like (17a) are out, Snce, given that focus is confined to the
phrase the piano, (16) achieves a non-digtinct reading without movement. Be this as it may,
what matters for our purposes is that data that involve QR have a more or less marked
gtatus, and thus stand in contrast with dataiin which covert operations on fegtures have either
no semantic import or no semantic motivation; an illudration of the former is provided by
English sentences without auxiliaries, where, according to Chomsky (1995), \Afeatures
covertly rase to T(ense) and Agr; illugtrations of the latter involve festure percolation in DP
and PP as dready discussed. Bayer (1998) sought to account for the digtinct status of the
two kinds of processes by taking the position that processes like V-Rasng in English and
percolations of the sort described above are instances of FF-Raisng (i.e, Move-F with
Pied-Piping of the remaning FFs), while QR is an indance of phrasd raisng. Let us point
out, however, that with respect to the assumptions about bare phrase structure and covert
movement, the term “phrasa movement” may be mideading from the outsat. If Greed-driven
covert movement is semanticaly motivated, the dement to be moved is an amagamation of
[+int] features, not a morphosyntactic entity such as a DP or a PP. The quetion isthen how
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much will be moved covertly a atime. Chomsky suggeststhat it is a Sngle festure that may
under certain conditions Pied-Pipe other features. We fedl, however, that this issue hasto be
resolved empiricaly. There is, for example evidence that covert movement may undo

Principle-C effects.’

If so, a plausble reason may be that the semantic structure to be raised can involve more
than smply the feature that heads the QP. Seen from this perspective, covert movement of
an operator may be the movement of a [+int] feature that can carry dong other [+int]

features, essentidly giving rise to LF Pied-Fiping. The gist of the proposal in section 1.1
was, recall, that both non-semantically and semantically oriented operations on festures can
be andyzed as driven by the need to ensure convergence a the LF interface, dthough this
god is achieved in diginct ways. Now, the data in (2)-(3), which we andyzed in terms of
the semanticaly oriented mechanism (A’), do not have the marked datus of QR
congructions. The crucid difference between the two kinds of Stuation in which mechanism
(A’) is activated is that in (2)-(3), the configuration needed for activating it is achieved in
virtue of Merge, while in data with QR, a suitable configuration can only be achieved by a
f-propelled operation of Move. The congtructions with marked/unmarked status can then
be characterized as follows. Operations dictated by the need to diminate [-int] features, or
by the need to identify un(der)specified interpretable festures in configurations created by

Merge, are unmarked; operations of the latter kind that aso appea to Move are marked. --
To avoid any possible confusion, we hasten to stress that we do not predict marked status
for just any congtruction in which phrases have wider scope than their overt position, but
only for those that must resort to QR; for some discusson of wide-scope effects that can
circumvent appealsto QR, seg, e.g., Tsa (1994) and Reinhart (1997).

In conclusion, we propose the (A) mechanism as an operation which is entirely driven by
non-semantic forces but enables semanticaly relevant forma features such as operator
features to surface in places which do not count as idands in spite of ther
morphophonologica locatedness in the string; we propose in addition an (A’) process of
covert movement which is entirdy driven by semantic forces. This latter process comes
cose to the familiar QR-style movement but -- given the Minimaigt reinterpretation of
linguidic theory -- must be seen somewhat differently. Two aspects are rdevant: (@) it can
be naturdly integrated into the gpec-head agreement mechanism of the criterion gpproach;
the earlier adjunction gpproach can perhaps entirdy be dispensed with, a least if the
Beghdli & Stowel gpproach proves to be equivdent; (b) self-propelled covert movement
may be movement of [+int] festures, but there is no necessity of assuming with Chomsky
that it is nothing but the movement of a single feature. To the extent that it makes any sense
to speak of covert XP-movement, i.e. movement of the semantic Side of XP, we concede
that covert movement may dso be covert Move-" . We think this will do as much harm as
taking Move-F as covert head movement. As far as we can see, whatever account of
language- specific Rstranding options is assumed can be extended to data like (19)-(20)
regardiess of whether the displacement process affects phrases or just FFs. As for the
deviance of (22b), it can be attributed either to the fact that QR purports to reorder a nor+
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condgtituent (i.e., to the factor which, according to Chomsky (1995: 263), blocks data like
(21by)), or to the fact that only purports to combine with a non-contituent

4. DP-external adjectives

We now turn to congtructions of type (111). These are found in French and Romanian, but
not in Italian, and despite initia gppearances to the contrary, they do not exist in English or
German ether. Destriptively, they exhibit the same kind of agreeing, non-modifigble
‘adjectives with operator import as condructions of type (1), with the notable distinction
that these adjectives St outsde DP, rather than within it. Just like the non-agreeing particles
discussed in section 3, they can in principle either precede or follow DP, subject to certain
conditions of ‘reative heaviness that will be made explicit bdlow. We provide a firgt
illusration of type-(111) constructionsin (23), using both French and Romanian data

(23) a Seul -e la redne / lareneseul-e peut encore nous aider
done-SG-F the queen can dill us hdp
‘Only the queen can ill help us’
b. Singur-| regin-| / reginjsingur-| nema  poate guta.
done-SG-F  queen-DEF-SG-F usdill can hdp

‘Only the queen can till help us’

While (I11)-type congructions have remarkably pardle propertiesin both languages, we will
use data from both languages in what follows, and this, because each language sheds light on
certain agpects about which the other is slent. Thus, the fact that the adjective agrees with
DP in number and gender is only orthographicaly detectable in French, but in Romanian, it
is phonologicaly detectable as well. At the same time, French has cleft and complex
inverson congructions, which Romanian lacks, and these give a more complete picture of
the privileges of occurrence of the items that form the focus of this section.

The datain (23) illugtrate the fact that the adjectives under consideration agree with their
DPs, as well as the fact that they can both precede and follow the latter. The fact that they
are DP-externd is extremely clear in pre-DP postion, since they precede the definite article
in French and do not host the endlitic definite article in Romanian, as DP-initid adjectives
do. To illugrate the last point, observe that in (24a), which is not atype-(111) construction, it
isthe first of the two prenomind adjectives that hosts the endlitic, while in (24b), whichisa
type-(111) congtruction, the enclitic is hosted by the second adjective.

(24) a Interesant-a noua idee a regind....
intereing-the new idea of queenthe
‘The interesting new idea of the queen...’
b. Singura nobil-a noastra regina...
done noble-the our queen
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‘Only our noble queen ...’

DP-externa status can aso be demonstrated with post-DP adjectives. Thus, in French and
Romanian, DP-internd post-nomind ‘ordinary’ adjectives may either precede or follow a
complement of N, depending on its ‘heaviness'; i.e,, the adjective needs to be quite heavy in
order to follow the complement, asillusirated in (25)-(26).

(25 a Lasecretare intdligente du roi...
the secretary-F  intdligent-F of-the  king

‘The king'sintelligent secretary...

b. *Lasecretaire du roi intdligente...

C. Lasecretare du ro g9 bdle e intdligente..
the secretary-F  of-the  king sobeautiful-F and intdligent-F
(26) a Secretara inteligenta a regdui...

secretary-the-F  intdligent-F of king-the-Gen
‘The king'sintelligent secretary...

b. *Secretararegeui intdigenta...

C. Secretara regdui atat de frumoasas  intdigenta..
secretary-the-F  king-the-GEN  so beautiful-F and intdligent-F

In contrast, the kind of adjectives under consideration here can absolutely not occur
immediately before a post-nomina N-complement, but can occur after such a complement
(subject to certain conditions, see below). (278) and (28a) demonstrate that the only
possible reading that emanates from these sentences is the irrdevant non-quantificationa
reeding:

(27) a Lafille seuledu roo  peut encore nous ader.
thedaughter  done of-the king can dill us hdp
‘The unaccompanied daughter of the king can gill help us’
b. Aafille du roo  seulepeut encore nous ader.
thedaughter of-the king done can dill us hdp
‘Only the king's daughter can Hill help us’
(28) a Fiica sngura aregdui nema poate guta
daughter-the done  of king-theeGEN us dill can  hdp
‘The unaccompanied daughter of the king can gill help us’
b. ZHica regdui sngura nema  poate guta
daughter-the  king-the-GEN done usdill can hdp
‘Only the king's daughter can Hill help us’

Having argued for the DP-externd postion of the adjective and having touched on
matters of relative heaviness, we wish to show that comparable consderations of relative
heaviness play an important role in determining the acceptability of A+DP and DP+A
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congructions. This is not immediately apparent in (23), where A and DP are presumably
balanced for heaviness, but becomes detectable in data like (27b) and (28b), which are only
acceptable if the boldfaced item is intonationdly separated from the preceding DP and
caries rdatively heavy dress (two factors that are usudly taken to contribute to
‘heaviness); in contragt, if the order of DP and A is reversed, acceptability is
graightforward and unproblematic. Importantly, if the length and complexity of DP is
increased to a sufficient degree, stress and intonationa insulation of A are no longer sufficient
to salvage the congruction, asillustrated below:

(29) a *La fille dnée denotre noble roi  seule  peut encore nous sauver.
the daughter edestof our noble king done-F can d4ill us save
b. *Fica cea mare a nobiluu  nostru rege sngura ne ma
daughter the edestof nobleeGEN  our king done-F usdill
poate sava
can save
‘Only the eldest daughter of our noble king can Hill save us’

Hard to pin down as the notion ‘heaviness may be, it has sometimes been noted that non-
referentid nominds (in particular, indefinite ones) count as ‘heavier' than referentid ones
(Postal, 1974). In keeping with this observation, the order A+DP is preferred when DP is
indefinite

(30) a {Seul un mirade/ ?*un mirade seul} peut encore noUS SaUve.

done a mirade a mirace done can dill us save
b. {Sngura o minune/ ?*0 minune sSngura} nema poate sava
done a mirade a mirade done us dill can save

‘Only amiracle can Hill save us’

Findly, definite persond pronouns, which generdly count as quite ‘light’, are usudly
unacceptable in the order A+DP:

(31 a {Hle seule/ *seule €dle} peut encore nous Sauver.

dhe done doneshe can dill us save
b. {Ea sngura/ *dngura ea} nema poatesdva
she done done she usdill can save

‘Only she can gill save us’

Nonetheless, as Georges Rebuschi (p.c.) pointed out to us, the deviant versons of (31)
become acceptable is the pronoun is heavily stressed and used deictically, i.e., accompanied
by a pointing gesture (something that arguably turnsit into a proper name). -- In short, to the
extent that the notion ‘heaviness' is understood, the acceptability of A+DP vs. DP+A orders
is determined to a Sgnificant extent by relative ‘ heaviness’
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A further property of the condruction under condderation that takes us closer to
proposing an andysisis that the adjective, just like the homonymous items of constructions
of type (1), resst modification even by items that make conceivable semantic sense. Thus,
the French and Romanian items tout and complet respectively, which function essentidly
likethe Englishitem all in she was all alone in the room, are completely impossible in (23),
(27)-(28) and (30)-(31). On this bas's, we propose that the operator adjectives of type-
(111) congtructions are functional heads, much like those of type-(I) constructions.

The amilarity between the adjectives of type-(I) and type-(111) constructions goes in fact
one step further: both belong to the nominal extended projection (although, of course, to
different ‘levels of that projection). Thus, in contrast to the categoria ‘promiscuity’ of the
particles of type-(I) congtructions, the adjectives of type-(I11) congtructions seem to attach
to DPs only. We illugrate this contrast between type-(I1) and type-(I11) operators with
respect to predicative nominas, which are NPs, not DPs.

32 a Jean et {seulement/ *seul} ouvrier.
Jean is only done-M-SG  worker
b. lon e {numa /*singur} muncitor.

lon is only done-M-SG  worker
‘John is only amanua worker.’

We are now ready to propose a structure for type-(I11) consgtructions. We submit that
these differ minimaly from type-(1) congtructions in that the functiond projection headed by
the adjective is below DP in the latter and above DP in the former; this is schematicaly
shown in (11) (reproduced below) and (33) respectively.

(11) DP
D /\/VVF)\
‘ w NP
la Lla Maria
la Fule reine
die dlenige Konigin
(33 ZP
Z DP

D NP
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sule la reine
sngura -a regin-

We have used different labels for the two functiond categories because the items that head
them exhibit, despite many samilarities, dso some important differences. After noting one
further amilarity, we turn to the differences.

Since both Ws and Zs exhibit the same adjectival morphology and inflectiona properties,
we see no reason to assume a difference in their interpretable categoria features.
Furthermore, in order to capture the fact that both are members of the nominal extended
projection, we need to extend to Z the kind of assumption we proposed to make about W
in section 2.2.: that Z includes an uninterpretable N-feature (or D-feature) which forces the
interpretable categorid feature of N that has covertly reached D to further raise to Z. We
will not consder in detall the mechaniams that ensure morphological agreement within the
nominal extended projection (see footnote 2), but it seems to us that whatever mechanisms
are responsible for agreement in (11) can also be assumed to be operative in (33).

Having outlined a number of properties shared by W and Z, we now address the
difference dluded to two paragraphs earlier, and which concerns the distributiond privileges
of WPs and ZPs. Whereas the former can occur in overt representations both in positions
that do and in positions that do not have scope over the clause’'s CFC, as can be seen by
examining (7), (8) and (13), the latter are only fdicitous in postions that do have such
scope. We proceed to support this claim.

In addition to the pre-verbd subject position, type-(111) congtructions may occur in cleft-
focus postion and in the ‘topic’ position of ‘complex inverson’ congtructions, as illugtrated
in (34)-(35). In view of the fact that Romanian does not have such condructions, we are
forced to limit our illustrations to French. *°

(34) a Cest{seule la directrice du consal  d adminidration,
it is done thedirectress of-the councl of-adminigtration
lareneseule} qui  estencore enmesure denous aider.
thequeendone who is dill inmeasure of us  hdp
‘It is{only the directress of the adminigtrative council, the queen only}
who is dill in apogtion to help us’

b. Cest{seul unami desonfils, sonfils seul} queleroi
it is done a friendof his son hisson done tha the king
est encore pret a recevaoir.
is dill readyto receive
‘Itis{only afriend of hisson, his son only} thet the king is ill
willing to see’
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(35 {Seulelarenela rene seule} est-dle encore capable denous ader?
donethequeen thequeen done isshe dill capable of us hdp
‘Isit only the queen who can Hill hep us?

In contrast, type-(111) congtructions may not function as post-verba subjects, direct objects,
P-objects'verba PP complements, and foci of pseudo-deft congtructions, as illustrated in

(36)-(39) respectively.

(36) a Lepdasou résde{(*seule) larene la rene(*seule)}...
thepaace where lives done thequeen thequeen done
b. Pdatul in care locuieste{(*sngura) regina,
palace-the in whichlives done queenthe
regina (*sngura)} ...

queentthe done
‘The pdace in which only the queen lives...

(37) a Leroi et pré& a recevoir {(*seul) unami deson fils
theking is  readyto receive done a friend of his son
son fils(*seul)}

hisson done

b. Regde e gaa sa primeasca { (*sngur) un prigten d fiului
king-the i ready SUBJ receive aone a friend of son-the-GEN
sau, pe fid lu (*singur)}.

hs ACCsonthe his done
‘Theking iswilling to see { only afriend of his son’s, his son only} .

(38) a Ja envoyé cette letre {(*seule) anotre reine, a(*seule) notre reing
| havesent this letter donetoour queento done our ueen
anotre rene (*seule)}.
toourqueen done
‘| sent this|etter (only) to the queen.’

b. M-am uitat {(*sngura)la regina noastra, la (*sngura)
me-have-1 looked done a queenrthe our a done
regina noastra, laregina  nostra  (*singura)}.
gueerrthe our at queenthe  our done

‘I looked (only) at our queen.’

(39 a Ce que je reusss a vor est({seulement, *seule})
that which | manage to see is  only aone
la  surface du lac(*seule)}.

the surface of-the lake done
b. Ceeace  reusesc sa vad e ({numai, *sngura})
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that-which manage-l SUBJsee is  only aone
uprafata  lacului (*dngura).

aurface-the lake-the-GEN  done

‘What | manage to seeis just the surface of the lake!’

Particularly sgnificant are the facts that (34b), which is the cleft verson of the unacceptable
full versons of (37a), is acceptable, and that ZPs in pseudo-cleft focus postion (which,
unlike the cleft focus pogtion, is not a CFC-scope position) are unacceptable. -- In short,
the contrast between (23) and (34)-(35) on the one hand and (36)-(39) on the other
unmistakeably points to the generdization that ZPs need to have scope over the clause's
CFC in overt representation. More carefully put, ZP's need to occur in podtions where
‘tampering’ with their chain (see step (iii) of section 2.2.), if necessary, enables Z to take
CFC-scope.* The boldfaced qudification is motivated by the existence of acceptable
condtructions in which Z and DP are discontinuous in overt representation, and in which Z
has CFC-scope; 2

(40) a La rdne a  seuleladtorité dedissoudre le parlement.
the queen has done theauthority of dissolve  the parliament
‘Only the queen has the right to dissolve the parliament.’
b. 2a rene peut seulenous ader dans cette Stuation difficle
the queen can doneus hdp in this dtudion dfficult
‘Only the queen can 4ill help usin this difficult Stuation.’

(41) a Regina are dngura dreptul sa dizolve parlamentul.
gueerrthe has done right-the SUBJPRT dissolve paliament-the
‘Only the queen has the right to dissolve the parliament.’
b. ?Regina ma poatesngura sa ne gjute.™
queenrthe dill can aone SUBJPRT us hdp
‘Only the queen can ill help us’

(42) a Seulepeutencore nous saver notregrande e noble  rene
donecan ill us save our great and noble queen
b. Sngurane ma poate sdva marea S nobila noastra regina.
done usdill can save great-the and noble-the our queen
‘Only our greet and noble queen can ill save us;

The discontinuities in (40)-(41) arise due to the combined effect of overt V-Raising out of
VP and DP-Raisng out of ZP, sranding Z in SpecVP. The discontinuity in (42) is arguably
due to a stylistic process that postposes DP out of ZP. We note that (42) is digtinct from the
more usud French/Romanian data with post-verba subjects, such as (36), because, in
contrast to the latter, (42a-b) belong to avery devated sylidtic register, and the post-verba



26

subject must moreover be quite ‘heavy’ and intonationaly insulated from the preceding
context.

The distributiond regtrictions on ZPs we have just noted are straightforwardly accounted
for is we assume that the operator features of ZP, in contrast to those of congtructions of
type (1) and (1), are unable to undergo QR, for some reason. On the background of our
account of data of type (1a) and (1b) there is a natural solution. Recall that (1a), La sola
Maria s e presentata, is licit because FF(sol-) can trave to the top node of DP, and since
DP is presumably in a proper scope position by virtue of being in subject pogtion, the
operator feature corresponding to sola islicensed. Were the DP in question in a nor+subject
position, it would have to undergo covert movement in the sense of QR. In (1b), Only
Mary showed up, the particle was said to be a head which turns the whole phrase into a
certain semantic entity (essentialy a quantified phrase), while being syntacticaly inert. Since,
according to our assumptions, only does not have a syntactic feature that could project, it is
the DP which projects. Agan, if thisDP isin subject pogtion, the particle has scope over a
CFC. If it is not, [xp only XP] has to undergo covert movement to SpecPrtP essentialy
identifying the head of PrtP. Consider now (1c), {Singura Maria, Maria singura} s-a
prezentat, and assume the DP in it is a ZP of the kind shown in (33). What isthis ZP like?
It consigts of a head, singura, which isan inflected adjective, and a DP which agrees with it
at least in gender and number. In terms of bare phrase structure, it differs in one important
way from [pp only DF: It is headed by AGR. With respect to checking, it dso differsin one
important way from [pp D [sol-AGR NP]: The DP-externd agreeing head must have a D-
feature which attracts and is checked ether overtly by the complement DP or covertly by
FF(DP). These two options which we will not explore in more detail are attested by the two
basic orderings between the external operator and the DP. The DP-internd agreeing
+operator adjective (or its AGR-part), on the other hand, must have an N-feature which
attracts FF(NP). Consider now (11) and (33) which we repesat here for convenience:

(11) DP
D /\/VVF)\
‘ w NP
la Lla Maria
la Fule reine
die dlenige Kdnigin
(33 ZP
Z DP
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D NP
sule la reine
sngura -a regin-

In both cases, we view Move-F as a semanticaly blind morphologica process. In (11),

FF(NP) raise to W, and FF(WP) raise to D. Both processes are driven by the need to
check the respective head’ s N-feature as encoded in the AGR(eement) of D. In the second
process, the +op feature of sol- getsafreerideto D, and will, as a consequence, be present
a the DP-node. In (33), FF(DP) raiseto Z, -- unless DP raises overtly, which aso gives an
attested result as we have seen. In ether case, Z has a D-feature which is checked off by
FF(DP). Assume now that in order to undergo QR, XP must be such that its head bears the
+op feature. The two familiar cases are the type-(I1) congruction and the type-(I)
congruction: The relevant head in (1) is Prt. The rdlevant head in (1) is a derived feature
complex that appears in the functiona categories D or P. Congtruction (I11), as shown in

(33), differs from both of these cases because Z, seule/singura, is grictly spesking not a
functiond head. Its functiond part is AGR. Checking this featurd complex by raisng of

FF(DP) will not have the required semantic effect because now AGR will disgppear without
+0p becoming a feature of the forma head of the phrase. We think that it is precisgly this
lack of forma marking which disables ZP to undergo semantically motivated movement to a
pre-VP scope position. Notice now that seule/singura does contain +op abet not asits
formal head. If ZP has moved to the canonica pre-VP subject position asin (23), (30), (31)
or if Z has been stranded in such a pogtion as in (40)-(42), and if this pogition is sufficiently
“high” to enable +op to take scope over the CFC VP, then QR becomes unnecessary. The
scope requirement is accidentally met because of ZP' s gppearance in subject position. What
about clefting and complex inverson as exemplified in (34) and (35) respectively? All we
can say a this moment is that any account of these congtructions in French will Fave to
guarantee that +op is ultimately copied into a position higher than VP. To summarize, our
account of the pre-/post-V asymmetry observed in connection with the type-(I11)
congruction rests on the idea that QR presupposes forma marking of XP with +op, and
that under close scrutiny such forma marking is absent in ZP.* It follows that those ZPs
which enable +op to take scope must have moved to a scope position by a process thet is
independent of the motivations underlying QR.

Before concluding, we will teke a look a some data of English and German that we
briefly dluded to at the beginning of this section. The data, which are illustrated in (44),
share superficid properties with both type-(11) and type-(I11) constructions.

(44) a {Thequeen alone, *alone the queen} can till hep us™
b. {DieKodnigin allein, allendieKonigint kann uns noch hdfen.
the queen  done  done thequeen can us dll hdp
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Just like the operator dements of type-(I11) condructions, the boldfaced elements in (44)
are homonymous with items that mean ‘unaccompanied’ or ‘unaided.” On the other hand,
these dements are uninflected, just like the particles of type-(I1) congtructions. The latter
property is not dgnificant for English, where adjectives are dways uninflected, but it is
potentidly sgnificant for German, where adnomind adjectives are inflected. To see whether
the congtructions in (44) are of type (I1) or (I11), we need to check their distributional
privileges n post-verba contexts. The following data show thet they are alowed in such
contexts, and thus point to the conclusion that they are of type (I1).

(45) a Thisproposd concernsthe queen alone.
b. Thisremark was meant for you alone.

(46) a Diesinteresset {dieKonigin allein, alleindie Koénigin}.

this concerns the queendone adone the queen

b. Ichhabedieses Buch {der Konigin allein, allein der Konigin}
| have this book the-DAT queen done done the-DAT queen
gezeigt
shown
‘1 have shown this book to the queen done.’

c. Dies war {fir dieKonigin allein, alleinfir dieKonigin}  bestimmt.
this was forthe queen done donefor the queen meant
‘This was meant for the queen done’

5. Summary of results

In this paper, we have addressed three syntactic constructions with comparable semantic
import, but with digtinct digtributional properties and distinct cross-linguistic privileges of
occurrence. The congructions (I)-(I), which were discussed a some length in Bayer
(1996), have been partly reanalyzed here; construction (I11) has been -- to the best of our
knowledge -- neither described nor andyzed in the earlier generative literature. We have
proposed to andyze their intra-linguistic and cross-linguidtic distributional propertiesin terms
of differences in the featurd make-up of lexicd items with operator import thet individua
languages may or may not have. In particular, we proposed that in constructions of type-(1)
the operator’s features may percolate up the phrase marker as a consequence of purely
forma and non-semantic checking operations. Constructions of type-(11) have only operator
features, and that these are forced to undergo movement to a scope position unless such
movement is blocked by known congraints on Move-a. Type-(l11) constructions reved an
asymmetry between pre- and postverba position by virtue of the fact that their operator
feature is not formaly represented in a way that would permit QR-style movement to a
scope position. A semanticaly well-formed structure can only be achieved in those cases
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where the relevant phrase is dready in a potentia scope postion for reasons that have
nothing to do with semantics proper.

In analyzing these various congtructions, we pointed to the need to recognize two types
of covert movement operations, one purely forma and one semantics-oriented. The present
results support conclusions about two types of covert movement that were reached in Bayer
(1996; 1998; 1999), but they clearly go beyond that in presenting a more fine-grained
picture of the interaction between the syntax of inflectiond morphology and semantic
interpretation. In doing so we have shown that important ingghts from both the Criterion
approach by Rizzi (1991; 1997) and the feature-checking approach of Chomsky (1995)
can be successfully integrated into a more unified account.

FOOTNOTES

[1] See Bech (1955/57: 76ff), who seems to have been the first to propose that negative
dements like German kein are in fact ‘cohesve forms of negaion and the indefinite
determiner ein. On this point, see dso von Stechow & Geuder (ms.) and Landman (ms.).

[2] We have congtructed our account in terms of the categorid feature of the noun
because Chomsky (1995) considers that categoria features are interpretable, and thus
undeletable, in contrast to say, Case features, which he views as uninterpretable. The view
that categoria features are interpretable is not unchalengeable, but not unreasonable, either
(we note that various forma semantic theories podit a tight correlaion between syntactic
categories and logica types).

Note that the covert rasng of formd features does not obvioudy account for
morphologica agreement within DP, since a least some of the agreeing festures are viewed
as uninterpretable (eg., Gender and Case), and if they take part in usud checking
operations as the N-feature raises from head to head, the uninterpretable festures would be
deleted too soon. We leave open the treatment of morphologica agreement within DP.

[3] Szabolsci (1995) points out that in data with subject quantified phrases, the Beghdli
& Stowel hypothess would seem to assume an ‘improper chan’, thet is, one in which
movement to an A’-podtion is followed by movement to an A-position, on the assumption
that the specifiers of such phrases as Beghdli & Stowel’s Didt(ributive)P or our PrtP
probably are A’-postions.

The force of this objection is unclear to us. Fird, the notion ‘A-podition’ isfar harder to
characterize on independent grounds within amode that assumes functiond categories than
in the LGB model, snce such pogtions as [Spec, TP are dearly not argument positions in
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the LGB sense of ‘(potentid) theta-podtions” We thus see no conceptua problemswith
assuming that SpecPrtP is an A-podtion. Second, the kind of reassons that exclude
‘classcd’ improper chains, asin (i), do not apply here.
(i) a It was asked by John [who had seen Mary].

b.*Who was asked by John [ t had seen Mary].
In (ib), instead of insarting a dummy in the [-theta] pogition in the matrix subject position, as
in (ia), who has raised from SpecCP, an unquestionable A’-postion, to the matrix subject
position. Since who has ‘used up’ its Case feature within the lower clause, it cannot check
the matrix Case feature. This situation does not arise in cases like (6), where movement is
confined to a sngle verba extended projection. In short, we see nothing obvioudy
‘improper’ aout the chain that the Beghdli & Stowell approach would assume with respect
to the examplesin (7).

[4] To illugtrate, Ross (1967) smply gtipulated that PPs are in fact NPs. Moritz & Vdois
(1994) proposed covert movement of DP to SpecPP, an operation that is somewhat
suspicious for French (the language they udied), since it is never overtly attested. Various
other proposals could be adduced.

[5] Kayne (1998) denies the need for covert movement even in such cases. Thisresult is
purchased at the cost of a large number of overt movements. For space reasons, werefrain
from discussing the implications of his proposd here,

[6] Owing to astrange and ill-understood requirement of Romanian grammar, regina is-
- in fact, must be -- construed as definite despite the absence of the enditic definite article.
By and large, if the complement of a P conssts of a single word, in particular, a noun, the
enclitic is morphologicaly suppressed and semanticdly ‘understood.” If the complement of P
congsts of more than one word and the enclitic can in principle occur, a definite reading is
obtained, only if the enditic is morphologicaly present. This phenomenon is not found with
al prepostions, for example, cu ‘with’ condtitutes an exception.

[7] See dso Ross & Cooper (1979) for relevant judgments.
[8] We will not consider here examples in which only takes scope over non-propositiona
domains, as, for example, in (i) and (ii), where only functions as a‘ scalar’ operator.

(1) John could see only THREE/FEW of the soldiers.

(i) The rdatives of only THREE/FEW soldiers showed up.

For discusson and for a proposal on how to unify the quantificational and scalar uses of
only, see Bayer (1996: ch.2).

[9] See, for instance, Guéron & May (1984) and May (1985: ch.4) on extraposed result
clauseswith so:

(i) a *I told her; that the concert was attended by many people last year who

made Mary; nervous
b. | told her; that the concert was attended by so many people last year
that | made Mary; nervous
See dso the discussion of antecedent-contained deletion, especialy conclusons about the
congruction’s satus in the context of Minimalism (see Kennedy, 1997: 684ff).
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[10] We have used ‘heavier’ DPs with the order A+DP because data like (i) are

unacceptable.

() *C et seule lareine qui peut encore Nous sauver.

We conjecture that the focus pogition of clefts, which is an automatic stress position, is more
sengtive to reative ‘heaviness than norma argument postions, and aso that seuleis
presumably somewhat heavier than la reine. This distinction seems not to be sgnificant
enough to block the A+DP order in data like those in (23).

[11] The kind of ‘tampering’ that takes place in cleft congtructions like (34) depends on
one's anaysis of defts. If the focus phrase is reordered from within 1P, as proposed, for
example, in Kayne (1994), we have a sraightforward chain, and tampering has its usud
sense. If the focus phrase is base-generated in its surface postion, as proposed, for
example, in Chomsky (1977), some extension of the notion ‘chain’ appears to be needed.
In any event, some form of ‘recondruction’ is certainly needed in defts in genera and in
datalike (i) in particular.

() C ettseuleune photo delu-memeque le roi  serait

it isonlly a  picture of hmsdf that the king would-be

pret a accepter

ready to accept
To sidfy Condition A of the Binding Theory, une photo de lui-meme must be
recongtructed in the postion of object of accepter, while seule needs to retain its surface
position under a base-generated analysis, or undergo recongtruction to a position that has
CFC-scope under amovement andysis.

[12] The difference between the a- and b.-examples in (40) and (41) seemsto rest on
the fact that meaningful verbal eements need to be within the scope of the operator in overt
representation. Thus, main verbs can cetanly rase overtly in French and Romanian
(Pollock 1989), but if they raise to the left of the operator in congtructions like (23)-(24),
the result is degraded, e.g.:

(i) ?Larene boit sule du  Dom Pérignon.
the queen drinks done some Dom Pérignon
‘Only the queen drinks Dom Pérignon.’
(i) ? Regina bea  dngu| Oampanie decdlitate.
queen-the drinks done  champaign of qudity
‘Only the queen drinks high qudity champaign.’
The (b) sentences in (40)-(41) are thus arguably somewhat harder to accept than the (a)
sentences because modals have more content than the verbs be/have.

[13] Claming thet +op is missng in the forma syntactic representation of (33) and that
this fact prevents ZP from undergoing QR does not imply that +op is the only trigger for
QR. Aswe pointed out aready, there are reasons to believe that QR can aso apply to XPs
which are not quantified in the narrow sense. What is a issue here, however, isthe fact that
ZP will fal to activate a PrtP because formaly it does not amount to more than a DP.

[14] In section 3, we proposed that the unspecified categorial FFs of operator particles
that can both precede and follow XP need to be adlowed to be ether strong or wesk. The
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English operator particle alone has necessarily strong unspecified features, Snce it is only
alowed in post-XP position.
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