1Second Draft: October 2000First Draft: August 2000Minor revisions: February 2001Antecedent Contained Deletion and The Copy Theory of MovementDanny Fox, Harvard UniversityStructures with Antecedent Contained Deletion (ACD) have figured prominently inattempts to understand the mechanisms that account for the interpretation of quantifiers innatural language. The interest in these structures stems from the fact that they provideone of the strongest arguments that covert movement is a necessary piece of the account(Sag 1976, Larson and May 1990, and many others). The argument, however, turns out toconflict with a fairly well motivated idea regarding the nature of movement rules, namelythe idea that movement is a copying operation which does not eliminate an element fromits base position (the copy theory of movement).My goal in this paper is to argue in favor of a specific resolution for the conflict. Ibegin by introducing some assumptions about the interpretation of chains and thestructure of relative clauses. Once these assumptions are in place, the conflict is resolvedwith the aid of Lebeaux’s (1988) proposal that movement can be followed by lateinsertion of an adjunct extended to covert movement by Fox and Nissenbaum (1999, inprogress). In other words, the resolution turns out to have a familiar logic: the conflict isvery similar to the conflict that Chomsky (1993) notes between the copy theory ofmovement and the observation that movement can sometimes obviate Condition C, andthe resolution in both cases is basically identical. Furthermore, the resolution provides anaccount of a wide range of otherwise puzzling facts, thus supporting the assumptions thatit utilizes as well as those that enter into the formulation of the conflict itself.

2 1. The ProblemIt is well known that VP deletion is possible only if the elided VP bears someresemblance to an antecedent VP. I will state this parallelism requirement in the simplestpossible way, ignoring interesting questions that arise from various counter-examples: 1 (1) Parallelism: An elided VP must be identical to an antecedent VP at Logical Form(LF).2 1 One (potential) counter-example, which bears on the issues discussed in this paper, has to do with the factthat some properties of DPs that are relevant for Binding Theory (BT) don’t seem to have effects in theelided VP (Vehicle Change, VC). Brody (1995) and Wyngaerd and Zwart (1991) argue that VC resolvesthe conflict between the structure in (2) and Parallelism. However, this is not obvious. There are manyways to think of VC under which the conflict is not eliminated. It is possible, for example, that VC shouldbe dealt with not by relaxing Parallelism, but rather by revising certain assumptions about the way BTshould apply to elided material. (See Fox 1993 and Williams 1995 for proposals along this line.)One problem with the idea that VC resolves the conflict is that (in and of itself) it does not accountfor Sag’s correlation between ACD and Scope (section 5, but see Brody’s proposal, which deals with thisproblem), as well as for additional evidence that ACD resolution requires QR (Pesetsky in press). My hopeis that the results of this paper will provide further evidence for a definition of Parallelism that rules out LFstructures such as (2).2 Throughout this paper, I will pretend that variable names don’t matter for Parallelism. The truth is,however, that they do matter: variables that bear different names must be bound from parallel positions (seeRooth 1992 for an account of this generalization.) Nevertheless, ignoring variable names will not haveharmful effects since the variables will always be bound from parallel positions (but see notes 28 and 29).

3Parallelism can be used to investigate the nature of LF structures. In particular, ACDsuggests that quantificational phrases are sometimes not interpreted in their basepositions. To see this, consider the sentence in (2). If the universal quantificational phrasewere interpreted in its base position, the antecedent VP would contain the elided VP, andconsequently the two VPs would not be identical. This means that if Parallelism is to besatisfied, the object in sentences such as (2) cannot be interpreted in its base position. Elided VP (2) John [VP likes every boy Mary does <likes t>]. Antecedent VPIf, however, the object is interpreted in a VP external position, the structure satisfiesParallelism: (3) [every boyMary does < likes t>] John likes tThis observation argues that there is a covert operation that can move a DP from its baseposition without affecting the phonology of a sentence (Quantifier Raising, QR). Theargument has been reinforced by the corroboration of various intricate predictionsregarding the scope of a DP that has to move for ACD resolution. (See Sag 1976, Larsonand May 1990. See also section 5.1.)The argument in my view is quite impressive. A syntactic operation, which isneeded under what is arguably the simplest theory of semantics (of the type developed,for example, in Heim and Kratzer 1998), seems to provide a simple account of ACDwhich generates non-trivial yet correct predictions. However, the account of ACD (and

4consequently the argument) relies on the assumption that traces are fairly impoverished intheir representations, and, as such, is in conflict with the copy theory of movement.3Under the copy theory of movement traces are copies of their antecedents, as in (4), and itis therefore far from obvious that (covert) movement can account for the fact that ACDconstructions satisfy Parallelism. (4) [every boy Mary does <likes t>]John likes [every boy Mary likes t].4To further appreciate the conflict, let�s consider an argument for the copy theoryof movement that relies on Condition C of the binding theory. The argument is based onthe observation that certain types of movement do not affect Condition C, an observationthat is mysterious if traces are informationally impoverished but is expected under thecopy theory of movement.In (5)a, for example, wh-movement removes the name John from the c-commanddomain of the pronoun he. Nevertheless, coreference between the two elements is 3 This conflict was noted in Fox (1995). There the resolution was based on an economy condition thatallowed the copy at the tail of the chain to be eliminated when needed for ACD resolution. (See, also, Fox1999a; 2000, Sauerland 1998, and Merchant forthcoming.) The current paper demonstrates that theapproach to extraposition developed in Fox and Nissenbaum 1999 allows us to eliminate the economycondition with some empirical advantages (see notes 8 and 36).4 The careful reader might wonder about the representation that t should get under the copy theory ofmovement. To answer this question certain assumptions about the structure of relative clauses need to bemade precise. Specifically one needs to be precise about the nature of the phrase that undergoes wh-movement in relative clauses. See 1.3.2.

5impossible (but see note 9). Similarly, in (5)b, QR can move the universal DP outside thec-command domain of the pronoun him. (Notice the availability of inverse scope inSomeone introduced Johni t o e v e r y f r i e n d o f h i s i.) QR should, therefore, allowcoreference between the pronoun and a name contained within the DP, but it doesn�t. (5) a.??Guess [which friend of John’si] hei visited t.b.??/*Someone introduced himi to every friend of John’si. �[every friend of John’si] Someone introduced himi to t.Neither wh-movement nor QR can reverse the verdict of Condition C. Thisobservation is mysterious if traces are informationally impoverished as in (6) but isexpected under the copy theory of movement, which postulates the structures in (7). (6) a. [which friend of John’si] hei visited t b.[every friend of John’si] Someone introduced himi to t (7) a. [which friend of John’si] hei visited [which friend of John’si] b.[every friend of John’si] Someone introduced himi to [every friend of John’si]The argument for the copy theory of movement is based on the observation thatmovement cannot change the verdict of Condition C. This argument is in conflict withthe argument for movement based on ACD. The latter is based on the idea that movementcan change the verdict of Parallelism and crucially depends on representing traces assimple variables (as in the representation in (3)). If traces are copies as in (4), it is notclear that the output of QR can yield structures that satisfy Parallelism.Why are Condition C and Parallelism so different? Why is it the case thatmovement is incapable of obviating a violation of Condition C, and yet is capable of

6obviating a violation of Parallelism? If we adopt the copy theory of movement, we seemto get the right results for Condition C but the wrong results for Parallelism. If we adopt atheory of movement that postulates impoverished traces, we get the right results forParallelism but the wrong results for Condition C. In this paper I attempt to provide asolution to this puzzle. The basic idea is that, contrary to appearance, Condition C andParallelism are not different. Movement is a copying operation and as such is incapableof obviating a violation of Parallelism in the same way that it is incapable of obviating aviolation of Condition C. The appearance that movement is obviating a violation ofParallelism is very similar to the appearance that movement in other cases (discussed inLebeaux 1988) is capable of obviating a violation of Condition C. In both cases it is notmovement per se that obviates the violation. Rather, it is movement that allows for thelate insertion of an adjunct, thus circumventing the need to ever create a configuration inwhich the violation occurs. But before this idea can be presented in any detail somethingneeds be said regarding the interpretation of the syntactic structures derived by movement(viewed as a copying operation). 2. The Interpretation of ChainsChomsky (1995) points out that the copy theory of movement simplifies syntax in twoways. First, the theory eliminates the need to postulate new objects (traces) beyond run-of-the-mill lexical items. In this sense, it brings us closer to a view of syntax as arecursive procedure that does not access anything but the lexicon. Second, the copytheory turns movement into a simpler operation; it is practically identical to theelementary structure-building operation (merge), differing only in that it takes as input anobject that has served as input for an earlier merger (move is re-merge).

7How do the copy theory of movement and the traditional alternative compare withrespect to semantic interpretation? The traditional alternative creates structures for whichinterpretable mechanisms have been postulated: traces are interpreted as bound variablesand moved operators (second order predicates) are integrated into the structure (byfunction application) once the operation of lambda abstraction is postulated. (See, amongothers, Heim and Kratzer 1998.) Can the same mechanisms be used when the copy theoryof movement is adopted? Probably so: the semantic component can treat lower copies asvariables. But, the adoption of the copy theory of movement opens other possibilities aswell. Specifically, if operator variable constructions are to be formed, the copy at the tailof the chain can be converted to an element that contains a variable in various ways. InFox (1999a), I suggested that this copy is converted to a definite description yieldinginterpretations similar to those of the following paraphrases:5 (8) Which boy Mary visited which boy?Paraphrase: Which is the boy, x, such that Mary visited the boy x? (9) every boy A girl talked to every boy.Paraphrase: For every boy, x, there is a girl who talked to the boy x.The boy x in the paraphrase is modeled on definite descriptions in natural language suchas the man John. I assume that these definite descriptions are interpreted by predicatemodification of man’ and lx(x=John’) with the resulting predicate serving as argument of 5 The suggestion was based on a proposal made in a different context by Rullmann and Beck (1998). In thecurrent paper I spell out my suggestion in greater detail, and the resulting proposal is simpler (for reasonsmentioned in note 3).

8the determiner. This means that two operations are needed to convert the copy at the tailof the chain to an interpretable object:6 (10) Trace Conversion: a. Variable Insertion: (Det) Pred � (Det) [Pred ly(y=x)] b. Determiner Replacement: (Det) [Pred ly(y=x)] � the [Pred ly(y=x)]With Trace Conversion together with l abstraction, the structures created bymovement/re-merge are interpretable: 7 6 Irene Heim (p.c.) points out that the definite article is the only determiner that can appear in naturallanguage in the environment ___ NP a where a denotes an element of type e. This observation, shesuggests, might make it possible to derive Determiner Replacement as a necessary consequence ofVariable Insertion.7 Trace Conversion yields the right interpretation for chains that are headed by DPs in which D isconservative. Because natural language determiners denote conservative two-place predicates, there are noempirical problems that arise from Trace Conversion. Furthermore, Trace Conversion might play a role inan account of conservativity. Assume that there was a determiner whose denotation D was notconservative. In most cases discussed in the literature, this means that figuring out the truth value ofD(A,B) requires verifying membership in B for individuals that are not members of A. However, given thecopy theory of movement and Trace Conversion, the (characteristic function of the) second argument of Dis a partial function defined only for elements that are members of A (B:= lx.B(theAx) = lx:A(x).B(x)). Itis reasonable to assume that this situation would yield systematic presupposition failure (of the sort weobserve in Most students don’t have a car and every student drives his car to school, Beaver 1992).

9 (11) Which boy Mary visited which boy? --Trace Conversion -->which boy lx [Mary visited the boy x]? (12) every boy A girl talked to every boy. --Trace Conversion -->every boy lx [a girl talked to the boy x]?Trace Conversion, which allows chains to be interpreted, affects the representation oftraces. However, in and of itself, this does not change the consequences of the copytheory presented in 1.1. It is still predicted that movement will not obviate a violation ofCondition C and Parallelism; we still get the right results for Condition C and the wrongresults for Parallelism. To see this, consider the effects that Trace Conversion has on thestructures in (7)b and (4). A copy of John is still present in the representation of the tracein (7)b and the violation of Condition C is still correctly predicted: (13) [every friend of John’si] Someone introduced himi to [every friend of John’si].� [every friend of John’si] lx Someone introduced himi to[the friend of John’si (identical to) x] Chierchia (1995) also suggests that there is a possible link between conservativity and the copy theory ofmovement.For additional evidence in favor of Trace Conversion, see Fox (in progress) and Sauerland (inprogress).

10Similarly, a copy of the antecedent VP is still present in the representation of the trace in(4) and a violation of Parallelism is still wrongly predicted:8 (14) [every boy Mary does <likes t>]John likes [the boy Mary likes t (identical to) x]3.The Proposed SolutionMy proposed solution for ACD will be based on the idea that relative clauses can bemerged with an NP after a DP that contains the NP has been moved (late insertion).Furthermore, the solution will depend on a particular assumption regarding therepresentation and interpretation of relative clauses. These ingredients are spelled out in3.1 and 3.2.3.1. Late Insertion Recall the observation that wh-movement and QR are incapable of obviating a violationof Condition C, which was accounted for by the copy theory of movement. It is wellknown that the observation doesn’t always hold. Specifically, wh-movement can bleedCondition C as long as the Condition C violation is due to a name contained within an 8 In Fox (1999a, 2000), developing ideas of Fox (1995), I proposed that grammar allows for a more radicalreduction of traces than that which results from Trace Conversion. In addition, I proposed that reduction isrestricted by a principle of economy (see notes 3 and 36).

11adjunct to the w h - phrase (Freidin 1986). This is seen when we contrast (5) above(repeated as (15)a and (15)b) with (15)c. (See also van Riemsdijk and Willaims 1981.) 9 (15) a.??/*Someone introduced himi to every friend of John’si. �[every friend of John’si] Someone introduced himi to t.b.??/*Guess [which friend of John’si] hei visited t.c.Guess [which man that Johni likes] hei visited t.In (15)c, in contrast to (15)a and (15)b, movement is capable of bleeding aCondition C violation. Is this compatible with the copy theory of movement? Chomsky(1993) suggests that it is, once one adopts Lebeaux’s (1988) proposal that relative clauses,and more generally adjuncts, can be added to a structure countercyclically. The relativeclause that Johni likes can be merged with the NP man after wh-movement, yielding thestructure in (16)a, which (under the assumptions made in this paper) is converted byTrace Conversion (and l abstraction) to the structure in (16)b: (16) a.[which man that Johni likes] hei visited which man.b.[which man that Johni likes]lx. hei visited the man x.In order to account for the unacceptability of (15)b, Chomsky claims, again followingLebeaux, that complements cannot be added countercyclically due to the projection 9 Not all speakers get a clear contrast between (15)b and (15)c. One possibility is that the variation injudgment reflects a variation in the analyses of certain constituents as complements or as adjuncts (seeSch�tze 1995, Dowty 2001, Partee and Borchev 1998). See Kuno (1997) for skepticism regarding thesignificance of the contrast in (15), and Safir (1999) for an argument that the contrast emerges in a domainwhere Kuno�s skepticism does not apply.

12principle. Given the set of assumptions adopted here, this idea can also be stated in termsof properties of the final representation. Adding the complement of John’si in (15)b aftermovement would yield the structures in (17), which are uninterpretable (due to aviolation of the theta criterion).10 The relational noun friend in the base position ismissing an argument, and the definite description is consequently uninterpretable.11 10 This is an advantage since it eliminates the need to postulate the theta criterion as a constraint onderivations (i.e., the projection principle). The theta criterion (as a constraint on representations) followsfrom the assumption that LF structures need to be interpreted, and is thus a "bare output condition" (seeChomsky 1995, Heim and Kratzer 1998). In general, the proposal made in this paper does not depend onproperties of the derivation and could probably be stated in terms of constraints on the final representations(see Brody 1995).However, Uli Sauerland (p.c.) points out that the projection principle might be needed to rule out aderivation of (15)b in which the NP friend of John�s is merged to the determiner which after the latter hasundergone w h -movement. Alternatively, one could imagine that movement of the determiner without itscomplement would be ruled out by the locality conditions on Head Movement.11 Optional complements might appear problematic. However, it is not obvious that they raise problems thatare unique to this context. That is to say, many things that one might postulate in order to reconcile optionalcomplements with the theta criterion could be adopted here with no additional complications. Suppose, forexample, that one adopts the assumption that optionality results from two distinct lexical items (onerequiring a complement, type <e,et>, the other disallowing it, type et). The only way for the complement tobe merged with an interpretable result is if the type <e,et> element is selected from the lexicon, and thenlate merger would be ruled out for the reasons specified in the text. What if one assumes that optionalityresults from an operation that shifts the type of an <e,et> element to et? Nothing changes if the operation

13 (17) [which friend of Johni’s] hei visited which friend —Trace Conversion--> [which friend of Johni’s] lx. hei visited the friend x.So late insertion of an adjunct derives a structure in which the adjunct is missingfrom the tail of the chain. This accounts for the circumvention of a Condition C violationin (15)c, and will play a central role in the proposal for ACD. But first we have to discussthe way late insertion might interact with covert movement.Under a model of grammar in which covert operations must follow all overtoperations late insertion (an overt operation) cannot follow covert movement. However,Fox and Nissenbaum (1999, in progress) argue that late insertion can interact with covertmovement in exactly the same way that it interacts with overt movement (though seeNissenbaum in progress for an important caveat). More specifically, they argue thatextraposition of adjuncts from DP should be analyzed as involving QR of the DPfollowed by late insertion of an adjunct.To understand the nature of the claim, consider the sentence in (18). Fox andNissenbaum argue that this sentence is derived by covert QR followed by late insertion;the DP a painting (the DP from which, under traditional accounts, the adjunct hasextraposed, henceforth, the source DP) undergoes QR to VP where the NP painting islater merged with the adjunct by John. (18) We saw a painting yesterday by John. applies in the lexicon. If the operation applies in the syntax, there will have to be a constraint that wouldrule out counter cyclic application of the operation at the tail of the chain.

14a.b. QR (�covert�) c. adjunct merger (�overt�)Wei Wei Wei VP VP a painting VP a painting by Johnti ti ti saw a painting yesterday saw a painting yesterday saw a painting yesterday[A painting by John] lx we saw [the painting x]This order of operations is expected if covert and overt operations apply at the same cycle(as proposed in Brody 1997).12 More specifically, it is a direct consequnce of a view ofcovert movement proposed by Bobaljik (1995, 1999), Groat and O’Neil (1996), andPesetsky (1998), which we might call the phonological theory of QR. Under thephonological theory of QR, movement is sometimes covert not because phonology canpronounce pre-movement representations but rather because it can pronounce the copy atthe tail of a chain. The correct word order in (18) is derived under the assumption that QRapplies to the right: the source DP is pronounced in its base position because themovement is covert, and the adjunct is pronounced at the right periphery where it ismerged.13 12 After arguing for a single cycle, Brody moves on to argue that derivations should play no role ingrammar (see note 10 as well as Brody 1995).Brody’s single cycle grammar has no covert phrasal movement, and (as pointed out by Bobaljikp.c.) is not obviously compatible wih the analysis that Fox and Nissenbaum provide for extraposition, atleast not the way that the latter is stated.13 See Nissenbaum (in progress) for a view of grammar whereby the derivation in (18) does not depend onthe phonological theory of QR. Nissenbaum presents intriguing arguments in favor of his alternative

15 Fox and Nissenbaum derive various predictions from this analysis, and I willpresent those that will be important for our discussion of ACD, namely those that have todo with scope and Condition C. The prediction for scope is straightforward. Becauseextraposition involves covert movement of the source DP to the position where theadjunct is merged, and because, due to the late merger, reconstruction is impossible, it ispredicted that the scope of the source DP would be at least as high as the extrapositionsite.14 That this prediction is correct was already noted in Williams (1974; chapter 4), andit is stated below as Williams’ generalization. 15 (19) Williams’ generalization: When an adjunct b is extraposed from a �source DP�a, the scope of a is at least as high as the attachment site of b (the extrapositionsite). proposal. However, the content of this paper does not depend on the choice between the two, and I willtherefore keep to the more familiar proposal.14 If an adjunct is present only at the head of a chain, and if scope reconstruction results from interpretingonly the tail of a chain (i.e., the head of the chain is deleted at LF), then late merger will blockreconstruction; the adjunct would not be interpretable as a modifier of the source NP. Exactly theseconsiderations are needed independently (as pointed out by Fox 1999a) to account for correlations betweenscope reconstruction and Condition C. Notice that in both cases there is an argument against "semanticreconstruction". If semantic reconstruction (via higher type traces) were possible, it would not conflict withlate insertion of an adjunct.15 Williams, in contrast to Fox and Nissenbaum, focused on comparative- and result-extraposition, and noton extraposition from NP. It is also worth noting that he did not make the complement/adjunct distinctionwhich is very central for Fox and Nissenbaum (see (27) below and note 18).

16To illustrate the correctness of Williams’ generalization I will make use of ascopal ambiguity discussed by Sag (1976) and Williams (1977) and illustrated by thesentences in (20). (For a more complete illustration of the generalization see Fox andNissenbaum in progress.) (20) a.I read a book before you did.b.I read every book before you did.To understand the ambiguity, focus on (20)a. Under one interpretation, the sentenceasserts that there exists a book such that the speaker read it before the addressee read it.Under another interpretation, the sentence asserts that the speaker read a book before theaddressee read one. As both Sag and Williams argue, one interpretation results from astructure in which the indefinite a book is inside the antecedent for VP ellipsis, while theother interpretation results from a structure in which the indefinite is outside theantecedent VP and binds a variable in both the elided and antecedent VP.The correctness of Williams’ generalization is illustrated by the contrast in (21)and (22). (21) a.I read a book that John had recommended before you did.b. I read a book before you did that John had recommended. (22) a.I read every book that John had recommended before you did.b. I read every book before you did that John had recommended.The (a) examples are ambiguous in the same way that the examples in (20) are. The (b)examples, by contrast, are restricted to the interpretation in which the source DP isoutside the antecedent VP and binds a variable in the elided VP. The reason is

17straightforward. The extraposition site is above the before-clause, hence outside theantecedent VP. Consequently, by Williams’ generalization, the source DP must beinterpreted outside the antecedent VP. In terms of the theory, for the (b) sentences to bederived the source DP must move to a position above the before-clause where the relativeclause can be merged, and therefore the source DP must have scope outside theantecedent VP.Let us now move to the predictions that the analysis of extraposition has forCondition C. Because extraposition involves post QR insertion of adjuncts, it is predictedto have effects on Condition C of the binding theory (identical to the effects that wereobserved in the case of wh-movement, (15)c). Evidence that this prediction is correct isprovided by the following contrast from Taraldsen (1981): (23) a.I gave himi a book yesterday that Johni liked.b.??I gave himi a book that Johni liked yesterday.Although the contrast is subtle (for reasons that will be addressed shortly), itseems that the indicated coreference is possible in (23)a, but slightly marked in (23)b.This is expected under Fox and Nissenbaum’s approach to extraposition: in (23)aCondition C is obviated because the adjunct that John liked is merged with the source DPat the landing site of QR, yielding an interpretable structure in which the name John isnot c-commanded by the coindexed pronoun:16 (24) I [[VP t gave himi a book yesterday] a book that Johni liked � 16 Notice, however, that it is not clear why (23)b cannot be derived in the same way (i.e., with stringvacuous extraposition). Below, I suggest that it can, and that the contrast reflects a parsing preference thatdisfavors string vacuous extraposition (see p. 21).

18[A book that Johni likes] lx. I gave himi [the book x]The standard explanation of Tarsldsen’s contrast in (23) is that extraposition is amovement operation and as such is capable of bleeding Condition C. Evidence againstthe standard explanation and in favor of an explanation based on late insertion is providedby the contrast in (25). (25) a.? I told himi about your new argument the other day that supports John’sitheory.b.* I told you about hisi new argument the other day that supports John’sitheory.In (25)a extraposition obviates a violation of Condition C.17 This follows from thestandard explanation as well as from the one based on late insertion. However, the factthat in (25)b extraposition does not obviate a violation of Condition C is extremelypuzzling under the standard explanation; the pronoun himi in (25)a is in a higher (surface)position than the pronoun hisi in (25)b; therefore, if extraposition is a movementoperation capable of bleeding Condition C in (25)a, it should also be able to do so in(25)b.On the late insertion account, the contrast in (25) is expected. If the effects onCondition C are due to late insertion, there are very specific predictions: a violation of thecondition should be obviated only if the problematic pronoun (himi in(25)a and hisi in 17 The sentence is slightly marginal, but this is unrelated to Condition C: for reasons that are not clear tome, extraposition from a DP that has a possessor is not perfect. In any event, the contrast between (a) and(b) is pretty sharp.

19(25)b) is not contained within the source DP. This is seen by the representations of thesentences in (25) that are derived by post QR insertion: (26) a.I [[VP t told himi about your new argument the other day] your new argumentthat supports John’si theory �[your new argument that supports John’si theory] lx. I told himi about [thenew argument x]b.I [[VP t told you about hisi new argument the other day] hisi new argumentthat supports John’si theory �[hisi new argument that supports John’si theory] lx. I told you about [the newargument x]Additional evidence in favor of Fox and Nissenbaum’s account comes from theobservation that late insertion is possible for complements but not for adjuncts (see pp.11-13). This observation leads to the prediction that complement extraposition will differfrom adjunct extraposition in failing to bleed Condition C. The contrast in (27) suggeststhat the prediction is correct. (27) a.I gave himi an argument yesterday that supports John’si theory.b.??/*I gave himi an argument yesterday that John’si theory is correct.(27)a is derived by post QR insertion of the relative clause (in bold face), an operationwhich is expected to obviate Condition C. (27)b, by contrast, cannot be derived by lateinsertion of the bold faced phrase since this constituent is a complement. Instead, it is

20derived by rightward movement of a complement, which (given the copy theory ofmovement) does not obviate Condition C.18Finally, the account in terms of late insertion predicts a correlation between theability of extraposition to circumvent Condition C and the scope of the source DP. Tounderstand this prediction, consider (28). (28) a.? I wanted himi not to talk to a (certain) girl yesterday that Johni has known foryears.19b.*I wanted himi not to talk to any girl yesterday that Johni has known for years.c. I wanted Johni not to talk to any girl yesterday that hei has known for years.In (28)a, extraposition to the matrix clause is expected to yield the following structure inwhich Condition C is not violated: 18 A derivation of adjunct extraposition via rightward movement needs to be blocked; otherwise theexplanation Williams’ generalization would be lost. This blocking is achieved in Fox and Nissenbaum(1999) with appeal to the observation that in general movement out of NPs is restricted to complements.See Fox and Nissenbaum (1999, in progress) for a variety of arguments that complement extraposition andadjunct extraposition have a very different analysis.19 (28)a is marginal for some speakers. However, it is definitely better than (28)b. The marginality of (28)awould follow if we assume that the parsing preference that disfavors string vacuous extraposition wouldextend in an appropriate way (see the discussion of (30) below). Specifically, we could assume that there isa preference for a structure in which the position of constituents is as low as possible (see Phillips 1996).Such a preference would favor a parse in which the relative clause is attached to the embedded VP (seenote 37). (28)b is worse than (28)a since the former requires an unacceptable parse (while in the latter, thisis only a preference).

21 (29) I [[VP t wanted him not to talk to a (certain) girl yesterday] a (certain) girl thatJohn has known for years �[A (certain) girl that John has known for years]lx. I wanted him not to talk to [the girl x] yesterday.However, an obviation of Condition C by extraposition has predicted consequences forthe scope of the source DP; it must be at least as high as the extraposition site. In the caseof (28)a, the indefinite a (certain) girl that John has known for years must outscope bothnegation and the intensional verb want. This predicted consequence seems to be correct(as far as speakers can access the judgments). More importantly, the unacceptability of(28)b, verifies the prediction: the source DP is an NPI, which is not allowed to outscopenegation, and thus brings about a conflict with the requirement imposed by Condition C.((28)c is acceptable since Condition C imposes no requirements and extraposition to theembedded VP is available.)Before we move on, it is important to comment on a question that arises from thecontrast in (23). Why can’t extraposition apply string vacuously in (23)b thuscircumventing Condition C? The answer to this question (which arises for both theaccount provided by Taraldsen and for the alternative advocated here) is related, I wouldlike to suggest, to the following three-way contrast: (30) a. I gave himi a new argument the other day that supports John’si theory.b. ??I gave himi a new argument that supports John’si theory.c.*I gave himi a new argument that John’si theory is correct.

22My bet is that string vacuous extraposition is possible but that it is disfavored given aparsing preference (perhaps a preference for low attachment of the sort argued for inPhillips, 1996). Specifically, I would like to suggest that the markedness of (23)b/(30)b isto be attributed to a parsing preference that chooses an analysis with no extrapositionwhenever possible. This preference is not very strong (perhaps even non-existent) forsome speakers. However, for other speakers the preference has some effects and accountsfor the contrast between (23)a/(30)a and (23)b/(30)b. (30)c is worse for all speakers. Int h i s c a s e t h e p a r s i n g p r e f e r e n c e i s i r r e l e v a n t ; t h e n a m e J o h n is embedded in acomplement to NP and counter-cyclic merger is impossible.So scope and Condition C argue that it is possible for a covertly movedconstituent to merge with an adjunct after movement has taken place. This possibility willexplain the fact that a violation of Parallelism can be obviated despite the copy theory ofmovement. But first I will spell out my assumptions regarding the structure of relativeclauses.3.2. Relative Clauses I will assume (following Sauerland 1998) that relative clauses are both head external andhead internal (see also Cresti 1999 and Kennedy 2000). More specifically, I will assumethat the derivation of relative clauses involves "movement to Comp" of a CP internal NP,which is deleted under identity with a CP external NP:20 20 I cannot assume that relative clauses are totally head internal as was suggested in Vergnaud 1974.Vergnaud’s suggestion is in conflict with the idea that relative clauses are adjuncts that can be generatedindependently of the head they modify and are thereby candidates for late insertion.

23 (31) Every boy [CP boy Mary likes boy].Furthermore, I will assume that the NP in [spec, CP] is not interpreted but that movementturns the relative clause into a predicate that combines with the CP external NP bypredicate modification. More specifically, given Trace Conversion, we get the followingstructure: (32) Every [boy lx. Mary likes the boy x]Meaning: lP"x((boy(x) & Mary likes the boy x) fi P(x))3.3. Explaining Antecedent Contained Deletion If (32) is the interpreted structure of a DP containing a relative clause, and if the relativeclause can be inserted into the structure after the DP has been shifted from its baseposition, then structures involving ACD can have the following derivation. (33) [VP John likes every boy]. —DP movement--->[[VP John likes] every boy] every boy. —adjunct insertion-->[[VP John likes every boy] every boy that Mary does <likes boy>].The first step of the derivation outlined in (33) is rightward movement of every boy. Thismovement is either overt (in which case the head of the chain is pronounced) or covert (inwhich case the tail is pronounced). In the former case the resolution of ACD involves

24Heavy NP Shift (HNPS) and in the latter case it involves extraposition.21 In both cases,Trace Conversion yields the structure in (34), which satisfies Parallelism. (34) [every boylx Mary does < likes the boy x>]lyJohn likes the boy y]Given the copy theory, ACD cannot be resolved by movement alone (whether it isovert or covert). However, movement allows for the late insertion of an adjunct thatcircumvents the effects that would otherwise result from the existence of the adjunct atthe tail of the chain. Late insertion circumvents a violation of Parallelism in the case ofACD, just as it circumvents Condition C in the cases discussed by Lebeaux.In the following sections, I will provide additional evidence in support of thisproposal. In sections 4-6, I will show that certain phenomena, which were quitemysterious under the standard approach to ACD, are automatic consequences of thisalternative proposal. In section 7, I will discuss Larson and May’s criticism of a proposalmade by Baltin (1987), which bears some similarity to the proposal made here. However,there are also important differences. It will turn out that due to the differences some of 21 The idea that extraposition is necessary for ACD has been proposed in Baltin (1987) and has resurfacedin various forms (See Lasnik 1995, Wilder 1995a, Abe and Hoshi 1998). I share with Baltin and with theother researchers (besides Wilder, whose claim is more intricate) the idea that the relative clause containingthe ellipsis site is outside the antecedent VP (and thus "antecedent contained deletion does not exist").However, my proposal is (as far as I can see) the only one that derives the link with extraposition fromindependently motivated principles (see note 22 and section 7.1). Furthermore, it is the only one thatprovides a resolution to Kennedy’s puzzle (section 5).

25the criticism does not apply to the current proposal, and in section 8 I will argue that theportion which does apply turns out, on further scrutiny, to provide additional support.4.Tiedeman’s PuzzleLarson and May (1990) claim that the unacceptability of the sentences in (35) is due to alocality condition on QR (Clause Boundedness). (35) a.*I expected that everyone you do will visit Mary.b.*I will say that everyone you will arrived.However, this claim is challenged by the acceptability of the ACD constructions in (36),which were noted by Tiedeman (1995) and discussed extensively by Wilder (1995). (36) a.I expect that everyone will visit Mary that you do.b.I will say that everyone arrived that you will.The contrast between (35) and (36) is quite puzzling under the standard approachto ACD.22 However, it is a direct consequence of the proposal made here (once ClauseBoundedness is abandoned).23 Under the current proposal, for ACD to be resolved 22 As far as I can see, all previous attempts to account for this contrast are based on the postulation of an adhoc constraint. Wilder (1995a), for example, claims that the contrast argues that the ellipsis site cannot bePF-contained (a notion that he defines) within the antecedent VP. However, he does not derive thisconstraint from independent principles.23 For various independent challenges to clause boundedness, see May 1988, Reinhart 1991, and Wilder1997.

26movement to the right of a DP (overt or covert) must be followed by late insertion of therelative clause that contains ellipsis (RCE). In (35), in contrast to (36), word orderindicates that the RCE has not been added after rightward movement.To understand this explanation in further detail consider the derivation of thesentences in (36), focusing on (36)a: (37) a. I expect that everyone will visit Mary. -- QR -->b. I [[expect that everyone will visit Mary] everyone]--adjunct insertion-->c. I [[expect that everyone will visit Mary] everyone that you do <expect onewill visit Mary>]24In the first step of the derivation, QR adjoins the quantifier everyone to the matrix VP.This movement is covert, which means that the copy at the tail of the chain ispronounced. After QR the RCE is inserted at the head of the chain. The resultingstructure is converted (by Trace Conversion and l abstraction) to the structure in (38),which satisfies Parallelism: (38) Every [one lx. you <expect the one x will visit Mary>] ly. I expect the one y will visit Mary. 24 Wilder claims that the RCE in (36) is dominated by the antecedent VP. His claim is motivated by theRight Roof Constraint (RRC) which should block extraposition out of a tensed clause. I take the facts in(36) as arguments against the RRC. Furthermore, I (and my informants) disagree with Wilder that thefollowing is unacceptable:(i) I said that everyone would visit Mary when we talked that you did.

27The sentences in (35), by contrast, cannot be derived in any way that wouldsatisfy Parallelism. As was shown in the previous section, Parallelism can be satisfiedonly if the RCE is added after movement of the relevant quantifier. Because movement isto the right, the RCE cannot be followed by material from the antecedent VP.The solution for Tiedeman�s puzzle is straightforward under the approach to ACDadvocated here. ACD is possible only if a DP is moved rightward out of the antecedentVP and only if the RCE is added after this movement. Whether the movement is overt orcovert, it is predicted that the RCE will not be followed by material that belongs to theantecedent VP.25 Hence the contrast between (35) and (36).265.Kennedy’s PuzzleKennedy (1994) noticed a problem for the standard account of ACD which is exemplifiedby the sentences in (39) (see also Williams 1995 and Heim 1997). (39) a.I saw a book about the manj you did <*saw tj >b.I like the car that belongs to the manj you do <*like tj > 25 As we will see in sections 7.2 and 8, this prediction needs to be qualified given the availability ofrightward movement that can extract various constituent from within the antecedent VP. The explanation ofTiedeman�s puzzle will not be affected by this qualification since a VP cannot be rightward shifted outsideof a finite VP that contains it. (see 8.1.)26 One might wonder why we don’t have a parallel derivation in which the embedded subject is overtlymoved (HNPS). This question, for which I don’t have an answer, arises independently of the proposal madehere; subjects of finite clauses cannot undergo HNPS also in the absence of ACD.

28In these sentences the elided VP cannot receive the interpretation indicated in the angularbrackets (<,>). Thus, (39)a, if it is at all interpretable, cannot express the proposition thatthe man you saw is such that I saw a book about him.27 Similarly, (39)b cannot beinterpreted as a proposition that the car belonging to the man you like is liked by me. Thisis surprising given the standard theory of ACD. The standard theory derives theunavailable interpretation by QR of the matrix object, as shown in (40). (40) a.[a book about the manj you <saw tj>]i I saw ti.b.[The car that belongs to the manj you <like tj>]i I like tiUnder the standard procedure for the interpretation of chains, these structures would obeyParallelism. (See Heim 1997 for a detailed illustration of this point.) 28 27 The sentence might have an alternative (and irrelevant) interpretation in which the content of the elidedVP is saw a book about. This interpretation (if it is available) results from a structure derived by QR of theman (followed by late insertion of an RCE).28Notice that the variable names are not identical. This was pointed out in Kennedy 1994 and in Heim 1997.The question is, are the variables bound from parallel positions (see note 2)? Once the relevant notion ofparallel binding is spelled out (Rooth’s theory of ellipsis) Heim can present two possible sets ofassumptions about the syntax semantics interface each of which yield different answers to this question: thestandard set of assumptions, "the predicate hypothesis," yields a positive answer, whereas an alternativethat Heim entertains, "the formula hypothesis," yields a negative answer. She presents Kennedy’sobservation as an argument in favor of the formula hypothesis, but, as Sauerland points out, the contrast in(42) might reverse the verdict (see note 29).

29The unavailability of the intended interpretation has received much attention inthe literature (Heim 1997, Jacobson 1998, Sauerland 1998). In this section I will presentSauerland�s (1998) suggestion that the explanation of the phenomenon relies on the copytheory of movement. Although I believe the basic idea to be correct, Sauerland�simplementation faces, as we will see, some difficulties that stem from his assumption thatACD resolution relies on QR of a DP that contains the RCE. This assumption, as pointedout in sections 1-2, is itself at odds with the copy theory of movement, a fact which leadsSauerland to a fairly complex set of assumptions about the interpretation of chains. Underthe proposal made here there is no conflict between ACD and the copy theory ofmovement, and Sauerland�s insight is captured with no ancillary complexities.5.1. Sauerland�s ProposalSauerland suggests that the unacceptability of (39) follows from the copy theory ofmovement and from the fact that this theory yields less impoverished traces than those in(40). More specifically, he assumes that the sentences in (39) have the followingrepresentation at the level where semantic interpretation applies: (41) a.*[a book about the manj you <saw manj>]i I saw booki.b.*[The car that belongs to the manj you <like manj>]i I like cariAssuming that these are the correct structures, the antecedent and the elided VP are notidentical, and the unavailability of the intended interpretation is derived from Parallelism.

30As further evidence that the copy theory is involved in the explanation, Sauerlandpresents the contrast in (42). (42) a.*I visited a city near the lakej John did <visited tj>.b.I visited a city near the cityj John did <visited tj>.29This contrast, which does not follow under alternative approaches to the facts in (39),follows from Sauerland�s approach, which assumes the structures in (43). 30 (43) a.*[a city near the lakej John <visited lakej>]iI visited cityi.b.[a city near the cityj John <visited cityj>]iI visited cityi. 29 Sauerland (1998) has identified various speakers who claim that although (42)a is worse than (42)b, thelatter is still worse than a standard ACD construction. If these judgments are correct, they can beaccommodated by a theory that combines Heim’s (1997) hypothesis about the way traces are interpreted(the "formula hypothesis") with the copy theory of movement and Trace Conversion. In the resultingtheory, (42)a would involve two violations of Parallelism while (42)b would involve only one. However,see Sauerland (1998) for a simpler alternative based on the observation that that (42)b improves for therelevant speakers when the second instance of city is replaced by the anaphor one.30 Sauerland mentions that sentences such as those in (i) have the status of (42)a rather than that of (42)b.He shows that this is expected given the approach to Parallelism argued for in Fox (1999b).(i)a.I visited a city near the place you did.b. I visited a town near the city you did.

315.2. The Relevance of Late InsertionThe contrast in (42) is very instructive. It suggests the source of the problem in (39): theNP that restricts the quantifier that raises for ACD resolution (book, car) is not identicalto the head that is modified by the RCE (man). Furthermore, the structures that Sauerlandpostulates explain why this identity is crucial. However, the principles of grammar thatdetermine these structures are not obvious.Sauerland suggests that the copy theory of movement is one of the principlesinvolved. However, as we have already seen, the copy theory of movement is in conflictwith the assumption that QR (alone) resolves ACD. In order to resolve this conflictSauerland adopts an economy principle proposed by Fox (1995, 1999) along with someancillary assumptions which together end up predicting the correct structures. 31For the purposes of this paper it is not necessary to go over Sauerland�s proposalin detail. It is sufficient to note that the structures that Sauerland needs (or rather onesthat are similar enough for the explanation to follow) are an automatic consequence of theapproach to ACD developed in this paper. In other words, Fox�s economy principle(which was itself designed to resolve the conflict between ACD and the copy theory ofmovement) as well as Sauerland�s additional assumptions are no longer needed (see note3). 31 In addition to Fox�s economy principle, Sauerland needs to assume that all DPs quantify over choicefunctions, thus ensuring that a copy will not be replaced by a simple variable in order to resolve ACD.

32As outlined in section 3.3, garden variety ACD is derived in the following way:32 (44) [VP John likes every boy]. -QR--->[[VP John likes every boy] every boy]. —adjunct insertion-->[[VP John likes every boy] every boy that Mary does <likes boy>].[every boylx Mary does < likes the boy x>]lyJohn likes the boy y]The final structure is acceptable since late insertion obviates a violation of Parallelism:the RCE has been added after movement, thereby allowing Trace Conversion to createidentical definite descriptions in both the elided and antecedent VPs.The explanation of Sauerland�s contrast (between (42)a and (42)b) will be basedon the observation that late insertion can obviate a violation of Parallelism in (42)b butnot in (42)a. Let us start with the acceptable (42)b, which is derived in the following way: (45) [VP I visited a city]. -QR--->[[VP I visited a city] a city]. —adjunct insertion-->[[VP I visited a city] a city near the city that John did <visited city>].[a city near the city lx John did <visited the city x>]lyI visited the city y] 32 For expository purposes I focus on the case in which DP movement is covert. The explanation is identicalif the movement is overt; what is important is that the restrictor of the raised quantifier must be identical tothe head internal to the RCE, modulo material in the late inserted adjunct.

33This case is similar to the standard case in (44) in that late insertion of an adjunct allowsfor an obviation of Parallelism. But there is an important difference: the second step ofthe derivation inserts a larger adjunct in (45) than in (44). In (45) the adjunct is the PPheaded by near, which contains the RCE, while in (44) the adjunct is smaller; it is theRCE alone. The general principle is that all material belonging to the restrictor of theQR-ed DP that is not identical to the head modified by the RCE must be added after QR.Otherwise Parallelism will not be satisfied.Now let�s move to the unacceptable (42)a. Let�s start with the observation that aderivation parallel to the one in (45) would result in a structure that violates Parallelism: (46) [VP I visited a city]. -QR--->[[VP I visited a city] a city]. —adjunct insertion-->[[VP I visited a city] a city near the lake that John did <visited lake>].[a city near the lake lx John did <visited the lake x>]lyI visited the city y]The final representation does not satisfy Parallelism because the definite article has adifferent restrictor in the antecedent than it does in the elided VP. More generally, insentence (42)a (as well as in Kennedy’s cases in (39)) there is no way for late insertion ofan adjunct to obviate a violation of Parallelism. The reason is that the head of the NP thatrestricts that quantifier that undergoes QR is not identical to the head modified by the

34RCE. Because the former is not an adjunct, it cannot be added after QR and a violation ofParallelism cannot be obviated.335.3. Further EvidenceWe started this paper with an observation of a conflict between the standard account ofACD and the copy theory of movement. I suggested that the conflict is resolved by lateinsertion of the RCE. Kennedy’s observation and in particular Sauerland’s minimal pair in(42) support this suggestion. Specifically, both seem to indicate that when late insertioncannot resolve the conflict, ACD is impossible. We will now see further indication thatthis is the case.5 . 3 . 1 C o m p l e m e n t s v s . A d j u n c t s : A s m e n t i o n e d i n 3 . 1 a d j u n c t s c a n b e m e r g e d countercyclically but complements cannot. (Late insertion of complements yieldsuninterpretable structures, as illustrated in (17).) This predicts the contrast between (47)and (48) also noted by Sauerland. 33 The explanation provided by Sauerland (1998) for Kennedy’s puzzle appears to conflict with theavailability of ellipsis in (i).(i)a.This is the man that John likes and this is the woman that Bill does.b.I know which man John likes and which woman Bill does.This (apparent) conflict carries over to the account provided here. However, Sauerland demonstrates thatthe conflict can be eliminated with more precise assumptions about the nature of Parallelism and the way itrelates to focus. See Sauerland (1998: chapter 3) and, in particular, his discussion of examples (71) and(72).

35 (47) a.I visited a city near the city John did <visited>.b.I made an argument that was very similar to the one/argument you did<made>.c.I read a book that discusses the book you did <read>. (48) a.*I made an argument that we should adopt the argument you did <made>.b.??I read a book about the book you did <read>.The sentences in (47) have derivations along the lines of (45) with the bold-faced adjunctadded after QR. Parallel derivations are impossible for (48) since the bold-faced phrase isa complement and cannot be merged countercyclically.Our approach to ACD predicts that exceptions to Kennedy’s observation of thetype noted by Sauerland will be restricted to cases in which the head of the NP modifiedby the RCE is contained within an adjunct, and the facts seem to conform to thisprediction.5.3.2. When late insertion is visible: The account of Sauerland�s paradigm was based onthe assumption that exceptions to Kennedy�s observation require late insertion of aparticular adjunct (the bold-faced phrase in (47)). This assumption can be tested in casesin which late insertion has visible effects. Consider from this perspective the contrastin(49). (49) a.I visited a city near the city that John did.b.I visited a city yesterday near the city that John did.

36c.??/* I visited a city near the city yesterday that John did.34This contrast suggests that late insertion is relevant for the account of Sauerland�sparadigm. In (49)a and (49)b the constituent appropriate for satisfying Parallelism hasbeen added countercyclically. In (49)c, by contrast, the late inserted adjunct is too smallfor Parallelism to be satisfied.To see this in greater detail, let�s consider the derivations. The derivation of (49)a,a repetition of (42)b, was provided in (45). (49)b has a parallel derivation but in this casethe effects of late insertion are visible given the presence of the adverb yesterday. As wecan see, the final representation satisfies Parallelism. (50) [[VP I visited a city] yesterday]. -QR--->[[[VP I visited a city] yesterday] a city]. —adjunct insertion-->[[[VP I visited a city] yesterday] a city near the city that John did <visited city>]. 34 (49)c seems to be unacceptable independently of the presence of ACD, and therefore seems irrelevant forour purposes. However, this objection does not hold for the following paradigm, the appreciation of whichrequires understanding Saueralnd�s explanation of the compatibility of (ia) with the discussion in 5.1. (seenote 30.(i)a.I visited a town near the city that John did.b.I visited a town yesterday near the city that John did.c.??/* I visited a town near the city yesterday that John did.d.? I visited a town near the city yesterday that was described in the newspaper.

37[a city near the city lx [John did <visited the city x>]]ly [I visited the city y ] yesterdayFinally, consider (49)c in which a smaller constituent has been added countercyclically: (51) [VP I visited a city near the city]. -QR--->[[VP I visited a city near the city] a city near the city]. —adjunct insertion-->[[VP I visited a city near the city] a city near the city that John did <visited city>].[a city near the city lx John did <visited the city near the city x>]lyI visited the city y]This derivation yields a representation that doesn�t satisfy Parallelism and therefore (49)cis unacceptable.356.Antecedent Contained Deletion and Condition CFiengo and May (1994) claim that instances of QR which are needed for ACD resolutionhave consequences for Condition C. This claim is based on the acceptability of sentencessuch as those in (52). (52) a.You sent himi the letter that Johni expected you would. 35 We also need to consider a derivation of (49)c in which there are two instances of QR, each followed bylate insertion: the matrix object undergoes string vacuous QR, then the PP is merged; this is followed byQR of the embedded definite phrase to the right of the adverb where the RCE is merged. Such a derivationshould be ruled out by the CED.

38b.You introduced himi to everyone Johni wanted you to.c.I reported himi to every cop Johni was afraid I would.In these sentences, ACD resolution requires that the DP (containing the deletion site) willundergo QR, and QR has consequences for Condition C. The obvious question that arisesis why instances of QR needed for ACD resolution differ from normal instances of QR,which, as we saw, are incapable of affecting Condition C. (See, section 1 and inparticular the discussion of (5)b.)Fiengo and May have provided one answer to this question, and I tried to arguefor an alternative (Fox 1995, 1999). However, both proposals are based on extraneousassumptions that can be eliminated once the approach to ACD advocated here isadopted.36 Under the proposal made here it is not QR that obviates Condition C but ratherlate insertion, which is needed to satisfy Parallelism. Specifically, for the construction in(52) to satisfy Parallelism the RCE must be merged with an NP only after rightwardmovement. This sequence of operations yields the following structures, which do notviolate Condition C: (53) a.[the letter lx Johni expectedyou would <send himi the letter x>]lyyousent himi the letter y.b. [every one lx Johni wanted you to <introduce himi to the one x>]lyyouintroduced himi to the one y. 36 Fiengo and May propose a fairly intricate principle that determines the ordering of Binding Theory andQR. Fox (1995) proposes an economy condition on the elimination of material from the tail of chains. Bothproposals are made to account for the correlation with Condition C, and are not supported independently.

39b. [every cop lx Johni was afraid I would <report himi to the cop x>]lyyoureported himi to the cop y.Fiengo and May also report a contrast between sentences such as those in (52) andsimilar sentences that lack ACD: (54) a.?? You sent himi the letter that Johni expected you would write.b.?? You introduced himi to everyone Johni wanted you to meet.c.?? I reported himi to every cop Johni was afraid of.Specifically, they argue that QR can obviate Condition C only if ACD is involved. Thisjudgment is a little subtle; all speakers seem to allow coreference in the sentences in (52)but they seem to differ on whether or not they allow coreference in (54).I would like to suggest that the difference among speakers has to do with theeffects of a general preference against vacuous extraposition. More specifically, I wouldlike to suggest that the contrast between (52) and (54) is identical to Taraldsen’s contrastin (23) repeated below: (55) a.I gave himj a book yesterday that Johnj liked.b.??I gave himj a book that Johnj liked yesterday.The parser prefers to parse relative clauses as sisters of the pronounced NPs that theymodify. The grammar allows an alternative parse (via QR and late merger of a relativeclause with an unpronounced NP) but the parser chooses this structure only when there isevidence that it is needed. In (55)a the relevant evidence comes from word order and in(52) it comes from ellipsis. In (55)b and (54) the parser has no evidence that extraposition

40is needed. Therefore, extraposition is not postulated and as a result Condition C isviolated.37Finally, the account of ACD in terms of late insertion captures the contrast in (56)noted independently by Sauerland (1998) and Merchant (in press): (56) a.I asked himi to teach the book about Mary that Johni wanted me to <ask himito teach>.b.*I asked himi to teach the book about Johni that Mary wanted me to <ask himito teach>.ACD resolution in (56) requires that the RCE be inserted after QR, yielding the structuresin (57): 37 This analysis is similar to Fox’s (1995); both postulate a preference principle that has (detectable)consequences for Condition C but not for Parallelism. See Phillips (1996) for other arguments thatCondition C (in contrast to word order and Parallelism) does not affect the (detectable) preferences of theparser.As an extension to Fiengo and May’s paradigm, Fox (1995) observes that in (i) Condition C iscircumvented only if the matrix VP is elided. This observation can be accommodated under the presentaccount if one assumes that the parsing preference is for the lowest possible attachment for the relativeclause (see note 19 as well as section 8.2).(i) I wanted him to read the books that John thought I did.a. <*read> b. <wanted him to read>.

41 (57) a.[the book about Mary lx Johni wanted me to <ask himi to teach the book about Mary x>]lyIasked himi to teach the book about Mary y.b. [the book about Johni lx Mary wanted me to <ask himi to teach the book about Johni x>]lyIasked himi to teach the book about Johni y.These structures explain why Condition C is not violated in (56)a. In (56)b, by contrast,late insertion of the RCE would not obviate Condition C, as we see in (57)b.Furthermore, the name John is contained within a complement and there is subsequentlyno option for late insertion that would obviate Condition C.387.Larson and May’s Counter ArgumentsIn the previous sections I have argued that constructions with ACD satisfy Parallelismdue to two operations: a DP moves out of the antecedent VP and the RCE is mergedcountercyclically. When the first operation is covert, the second operation yieldsextraposition. For this reason my proposal is somewhat similar to Baltin’s proposal(1987) that ACD resolution involves extraposition. 38 Merchant (in press) claims that the judgments remain the same when (56)b is changed so that the nameJohn is contained within an adjunct:(i) I reported heri to every cop in Abby�si neighborhood you did.I share this judgment but some of my informants do not. This variation might be related to the parsingpreference that disfavors string vacuous extraposition.

42Baltin’s proposal has been criticized quite extensively by Larson and May (1990,L&M). The goal of this section is to examine the relevance of L&M’s criticism for thecurrent proposal. It will turn out that the points of criticism can be divided into two parts.One part, although quite relevant under the standard analyses of extraposition, is notrelevant once the approach developed by Fox and Nissenbaum is adopted. The other part,which is still relevant, will force me to provide certain ACD constructions with a fairlybaroque analysis. However, I will show that this move makes some new and non-trivialpredictions. My attempt to corroborate the predictions, if successful, will provideadditional evidence in favor of the proposal defended in this paper.7.1. The No Longer Relevant CriticismBaltin (1987) argues that antecedent containment does not exist since the putative ACDconstructions involve (overt) extraposition. More specifically, he assumes that the RCE isshifted to the right thereby removing the elided VP from within the antecedent VP: (58) I [Antecedent-VP read every book ti] [that you did <read tj>]i L&M point out that it is not clear why extraposition should be required. It is truethat extraposition removes the elided VP from within the antecedent. However, it is nottrue that the challenge for the theory of ellipsis is eliminated along with this eliminationof antecedent containment. Despite the lack of antecedent containment, the antecedentand the elided VP in (58) are not identical and the construction does not satisfyParallelism. In other words, there is no independently motivated condition that forcesrightward movement of the RCE. If ACD constructions involve extraposition, it is not

43clear why; extraposition does not play a role in the resolution of the problem that theconstruction brings up.39This criticism is (of course) not relevant for the approach to ACD advocated here.Under the current approach extraposition does not involve movement of the RCE, butrather late insertion, and the necessity of late insertion follows from Parallelism given thecopy theory of movement.An additional point of criticism is that the alternative makes correct predictionsthat are not captured by Baltin. If ACD is resolved by QR, there are very clearconsequences for scope: the QR-ed DP must outscope all of the elements that take theirscope within the antecedent VP. This prediction has been pointed out and corroborated bySag (1976), and has subsequently been discussed in much literature. Thus, for example,the DP that contains ellipsis must outscope the intensional verb want in (59)a, and refusein (59)b.40 (59) a.I want a car that you do <want>.b.I refused to read every book that you did <refused to read>. 39 Of course one can assume QR along with an additional condition on ellipsis that would ban surfaceantecedent containment (cf. Wilder 1995a). The additional condition might motivate extraposition, but aslong as it has no independent motivation, it amounts to a stipulation of extraposition (or so it seems to me).40 (59)a is modeled on examples from Sag (1976), and (59)b was brought up by Irene Heim (during a classon ellipsis co-taught with David Pesetsky).

44Under Baltin’s approach to extraposition, it is not obvious that this prediction follows.There is no reason why rightward movement of the RCE will have consequences for thescope of the DP that contains the RCE. 41Once again, this criticism does not apply to the approach to ACD argued for here,since under this approach extraposition is not an alternative to QR. Extraposition isn e e d e d b e c a u s e ( a s s u m i n g t h e c o p y t h e o r y o f m o v e m e n t ) Q R i s n o t e n o u g h . Extraposition of a relative clause is itself an indication that QR has taken place, and theconsequences for scope are retained.L&M’s third point of criticism relates to a potential diagnostic of extraposition:the complementizer t h a t cannot be omitted in an extraposed relative clause. Thisdiagnostic, which is supported by the unacceptability of omission in (60)a, suggests, as(60)b shows, that extraposition is not obligatory in ACD constructions. (60) a.I read something yesterday *(that) John had recommended.b.I read something (that) John did <read>.Since we don’t understand the principles that govern that omission, this argumentis not as strong as the previous arguments. More specifically, there is a way to think of(60)a which will not be problematic for the assumption that there is extraposition in(60)b. It is not impossible that that omission is restricted by phonology rather than by 41 Baltin (p.c.) points out that the prediction is captured by his analysis if one adopted Geuron and May’s(1984) theory of extraposition in which QR is needed in order for extraposed constructions to receive aninterpretation. This, however, makes Larson and May’s first criticism more acute. If one assumes that QRtakes place in ACD constructions, why is extraposition needed? The copy theory of movement, whenaccompanied by the assumptions made here, provides an answer.

45syntax. More specifically, it is possible that the head of a relative clause cannot beomitted when the relative clause is not string adjacent to the NP that the relative clausemodifies. If this is the constraint that accounts for (60)a, there will be no ban on t h a t omission when extraposition is string-vacuous, hence no conflict between Baltin’sapproach to ACD and the availability of that omission in (60)b.42Furthermore, even if the ban on that omission were a diagnostic of extraposition,it would not rule out the analysis of ACD proposed here. Under the analysis proposedhere, late insertion of the RCE is obligatory for ACD resolution. But late insertion resultsin extraposition only when movement of the relevant DP is covert. When movement isovert (when ACD is resolved by HNPS), that omission will not be banned, thusaccounting for the optionality observed in (60)b.437.2. The Still Relevant CriticismIf ACD requires extraposition, it is predicted that the RCE will be outside the antecedentVP. However, as pointed out by L&M, the acceptability of the ACD constructions in (61)suggests that this is not always the case. In (61) the RCE (in bold face) is followed bymaterial that belongs to the antecedent VP, and is therefore plausibly contained within theantecedent VP. (61) a.I [gave a book on linguistics that you did <give t to Mary> to Mary]. 42 Of course the phonological constraint has no explanatory power. Still, for L&M’s argument to have muchforce one would want to show that the alternative (syntactic) constraint is better.43 Unfortunately, I can’t think of any properties that might distinguish HNPS from extraposition andsubsequently lead to interesting predictions.

46b.I [gave everyone you did <give a book on linguistics> a book on linguistics].c.I [wanted the man you did <want to come to the party> to come to theparty].If indeed the RCE is contained within the antecedent VP in (61), then extraposition is notinvolved in the derivation of these constructions. This criticism of Baltin’s proposalextends to the proposal defended here. Under this proposal the RCE is merged afterrightward movement of a DP. Whether the movement is overt or covert, the RCE must beoutside of the antecedent VP.However, there is a possible response to the criticism: the constituent that followsthe RCE in (61) might also be outside of the antecedent VP (due to the availability ofrightward movement). That this is possible is suggested by the acceptability of thes e n t e n c e s i n ( 6 2 ) . T h e s e s e n t e n c e s s e e m t o i n v o l v e r i g h t w a r d m o v e m e n t o f t h e constituent that follows the RCE in (61).44 44 A by now familiar analysis of (62)c involves leftward movement of the ECM subject ("raising toobject"). If this analysis is correct, (61)c doesn’t challenge the account of ACD. (ACD would be resolvedby object shift followed by late insertion of the RCE.) As pointed out to me by Chris Kennedy, (i) is a morechallenging example. Restructuring not withstanding, (i) would probably require an analysis of (62)c interms of rightward movement of the RCE. Similar consequences would follow if (ii) is acceptable (cf.Kennedy 1997):(i) I wanted to expect everyone you did <wanted to expect to come to the party> to come to theparty.(ii)?? I wanted a picture of everyone you did <wanted a picture of to be on sale> to be on sale.

47 (62) a.I gave a book yesterday to Mary.b.I gave everyone yesterday a book linguistics.c. I wanted this man with all my heart to come to the party.Given the availability of rightward movement, the sentences in (61) can bederived in the following way: (63) [VP I gave a book to Mary] —QR or HNPS--->[[VP I gave a book to Mary] a book] —adjunct insertion-->[[VP I gave a book to Mary] a book you did <give to Mary>]—additional rightward movement-->[[[VP I gave a book to Mary] a book you did <give to Mary>] to Mary]45This derivation is admittedly quite baroque. However, if we can find evidence in itsfavor, we will have additional support for the account of ACD.Put differently, the account of ACD advocated in this paper makes a preciseprediction about "sandwiched" ACD constructions in which material from the antecedentVP follows the RCE (SACD constructions): (64) In SACD constructions, the post RCE material belonging to the antecedent VP(henceforth, PRCE) is shifted rightward outside of the antecedent VP.(cf. Wilder 1995a) 45 As we see from the final representation, the same word order is derived whether or not the head or the tailof a book is pronounced (whether ACD resolution involves QR or HNPS). The analysis predicts both to bepossible.

48If this prediction can be corroborated, we will have further evidence in favor of theaccount.8.Further EvidenceIn this section I will try to identify three diagnostics of rightward movement and use themto corroborate the prediction in (64). The first diagnostic is a constraint limitingmovement of predicates needed for a full account of the facts discussed in section 4, thesecond diagnostic is Condition C, and the third diagnostic relates to the interpretation ofconstructions that involve movement of reason and manner adverbs (Stroik 1992).46 46 David Pesetsky (p.c.) and Lisa Travis (p.c.) mention the contrast between (i) and (ii) as potentialevidence against (64).(i) * Which boy did you give a book yesterday to t?(ii) ? Which boy did you give a book Mary did to t?(iii) Which boy did you give a book yesterday to a friend of t?The unacceptability of (i) suggests that there might be a constraint blocking movement out of rightwardshifted constituents (perhaps a consequence of the CED), and this constraints seems to indicate that in (ii)the PRCE need not be rightward shifted. However, the status of (iii) suggests that the situation is morecomplicated. All I can appeal to at the moment is a hope that the correct explanation of the paradigm willnot conflict with (64).

498.1. Rightward Movement of PredicatesAn embedded (finite) VP cannot shift rightward out of a VP that dominates it. This isexemplified by the fact that a matrix adverb cannot intervene between an embedded finiteVP and its subject: (65) a.*I hope that Bill with all my heart will come to the party.b.*I told you that Bill when we met will come to the party.It is, consequently, predicted that the matrix VP cannot be an antecedent VP in an SACDconstruction where the embedded VP serves as the PRCE. That this prediction is correctis exemplified by Tiedeman’s examples discussed in section 4 and repeated below: (66) a.*I expected that everyone you do will visit Mary.b.I expect that everyone will visit Mary that you do.(Tiedeman 1995, Wilder 1995a) (67) a.*John believed that everyone you did was a genius.b.John believed that everyone was a genius that you did.In the (a) examples the embedded VP serves as the PRCE. Because the PRCE cannot beshifted out of the antecedent VP, the examples are predicted to be unacceptable.Similar evidence that (64) is correct was pointed out by Baltin (p.c.). Embeddedinfinitivals headed by the complementizer for are similar to embedded finite clauses inthat the post subject phrase headed by to cannot be shifted out of the matrix VP:

50 (68) *I want for Bill with all my heart to come to the party.We thus predict the following contrast: 47 (69) a.*John wants for everyone you do to have fun.b.John wants for everyone to have fun that you do.(Baltin, p.c.)8.2. Condition CThere are also potential consequences of rightward movement for Condition C. To seethis consider the contrast between (70)a and (70)b. (70) a.??I asked him1 to give a book [to someone in John’s1 building] when I methim1.b.I asked him1 to give a book t2 when I met him1 [to someone in John’s1building]2.This contrast is expected given the fact that in (70)a the dative argument is rightwardshifted out of the c-command domain of the matrix pronoun him (and given the parsingpreference for low attachment (see notes 19 and 37)).48 Furthermore, the contrast suggestsa potential test for the prediction that the PRCE is rightward shifted. 47 For an additional contrast that might fall under (64) see Jacobson (1992:162, example (37))48 Rember that the contrast should parallel the contrast in (30) above, and should therefore not hold for allspeakers.

51Consider from this prespective the contrast in (71). In (71)a, there is no preasureto parse the dative argument as a rightward shifted constituent. Consequently, thesentence violates Condition C. (71)b, by contrast, is an SACD construction with thedative argument serving as the PRCE. Given (64), the dative argument must be rightwardshifted, and Condition C is subsequently obviated. (71) a.??I asked him1 to give the book that you read [to someone in John’s1 building].b.I asked him1 to give the book t2 that you did <ask him1 to give t2> [to someonein John’s1 building] 2.Finally, consider the contrast in (72). (72)a is an SACD construction just like(72)b (= (71)b). However, in (72)a ACD can be resolved with the PRCE adjoining to theembedded VP. Consequently, given the parsing preference for low attachment, ConditionC is not obviated. In (72)b, by contrast, the matrix VP is the antecedent for ellipsis, and(64) forces the PRCE to be shifted out of this VP thereby obviating Condition C. (72) a.?? I asked him1 to give the book t2 that you did <give t2> [to someone inJohn’s1 building] 2.b.I asked him1 to give the book t2 that you did <ask him1 to give t2> [to someonein John’s1 building] 2.8.3. Movement of Reason and Manner AdverbsConsider the contrast between the sentences in (73) and (74).

52 (73) a.I studied nothing in order to please the teacher that you did <study in order toplease the teacher>.b.Bill read every book with great care that I did <read with great care>. (74) a.I studied nothing that you did <*study in order to please the teacher> in orderto please the teacher.b.Bill read every book that I did <*read with great care> with great care.49There are a few differences between the sentences. One difference which is not relevantfor our purposes but which we should nevertheless be aware of is that in (74) thepronounced adverb can be parsed as part of the RCE. In (73) such a parse is impossiblefor obvious reasons.50 The contrast I would like to focus on is different. It has to do with 49 Jon Nissenbaum (p.c.) suggests that the contrast between (73)a and (74)a can be made clearer when welook at the following sentences in an appropriate context. In particular, he suggests that we consider acontext in which the speaker is a diver in the Olympics who was told by her coach to do certain fancy divesin order to prove to the judges that she could do them (see also note 51):(i) I did none of the dives in order to prove that I could that my coach told me to <do in order to prove thatI could>.(ii) I did none of the dives that my coach told me to <*do in order to prove that I could> in order to provethat I could.50 Another difference (which is also irrelevant in this context) has to do with the scope of the reason adverbin the (a) sentences. In (73)a the adverb must be interpreted within the scope of the negative quantifier. In(74)a the relative scope of the two elements is free. This contrast is an instance of Williams’ generalizationdiscussed in section 3.1.

53the content of the elided VP when the pronounced adverb modifies the antecedent VP (aparse which, again, is necessary for (73) but optional for (74)). Under such a parse theelided VP can contain a copy of the adverb in (73) but not in (74).To see this, let’s focus on the (a) sentences. (73)a, when uttered by a speaker s toan addressee a, can assert the proposition that there is nothing that a studied in order toplease the teacher such that s studied it in order to please the teacher; call this propositionP. (74)a cannot express P; when the pronounced adverb modifies the antecedent VP, theelided VP cannot contain a copy of the adverb (or a variable bound by that adverb).This seems fairly clear to the speakers I consulted.51 Verifying this based onjudgments of assent requires us to consider a situation in which P is true while thepropositions expressible by (74)a are all false.52 Assume that s and a have studied thesame four topics X-W, but for different reasons; a studied X and Y in order to please theteacher, and s studied these topics out of genuine interest; conversely s studied W and Zin order to please the teacher, and a studied these topics for other reasons: 51 The contrast can be sharpened if a bound pronoun is embedded within the adverb. The fact that sloppyidentity is possible when the adverb has a copy in the elided VP distinguishes the relevant readings in afairl clear way:(i)a. Johni discussed nothing in order to please hisi teachers that Billj did <discussed in order topleas hisj teachers>.b. Johni discussed nothing that Billj did <*discussed in order to pleas hisj teachers> in order toplease hisi teachers.52 (74)a has (potentially) four interpretations: the pronounced adverb can be parsed in the matrix or withinthe RCE, and the relative scope of the negative quantifier and the adverb is not fixed (note 50). All of theseinterpretations must be false in the situation that serves as a test case.

54Studied in order to upset the teacherStudied for other reasonsStudied by aX, YW, ZStudied by sW, ZX, YIn this situation, there isn’t any topic studied by a in order to please the teacher such thatit has been studied by s in order to please the teacher. In other words P is true. However,it is a fairly clear judgment that (74)a, in contrast to (73)a, cannot be true in the situation.We conclude that (73)a and (74)a differ in that only the former can express P.The difference between (73) and (74) follows from our proposal if there is aconstraint that disallowed rightward movement of the adverbs in these sentences. Theinterpretation of (74) in which the adverb modifies both the antecedent and the elided VPcould be derived only if rightward movement of the adverb (the PRCE) were possible(64). The putative constraint blocks rightward movement and explains the unavailabilityof the interpretation.This means that if the constraint existed, the unavailability of the relevantinterpretation would be a verifying instance of the prediction in (64). However, we wouldlike to have independent evidence for the constraint. I will not attempt to provide thise v i d e n c e . I n s t e a d , I w o u l d l i k e t o a r g u e t h a t t h e u n a v a i l a b i l i t y o f t h e r e l e v a n t interpretation can serve to verify (64) even if the evidence is unavailable. The argumentis based on Stroik’s (1992) observation that (leftward) movement of the relevant adverbsblocks the intended interpretation.

55Consider the sentences in (75). These sentences are similar to the sentences in(74), and different from the sentences in (73), in that the adverb cannot modify the elidedVP (when it also modifies the antecedent VP).53 (75) a.In order to please the teacher, I discussed nothing that you did.1. <discussed t> 2. <*discussed t for that reason/ in order to please the teacher>b.With great care, Bill read every book that I did.1. <read t>2. <*read t in that way>The account of Stroik’s observation is not very important in this context. (See Bissell1999 for a proposal.) What is important for our purposes is that the unavailability of theintended interpretation of (74) follows under our proposal whether or not reason andmanner adverbs can shift to the right. If there is a constraint that bans the adverbs fromshifting to the right, the facts follow given the constraint, and if there is no suchconstraint, they follow as an instance of Stroik’s generalization. In any event, theprediction in (64) is verified. 53 Again, there are irrelevant properties that distinguish among the sentences and could bring aboutconfusion. (75) is similar to (73) and different from (74) in that (for obvious reasons) it doesn’t have theirrelevant parse in which the adverb modifies only the elided VP. Also, (75) is different from both (74) and(73) in that the adverb must outscope the negative quantifier (probably due to the fact that the negativequantifier is a weak island, cf. Frampton 1991, Cresti 1995).

569. ConclusionsBaltin (1987) proposed that ACD is resolved by extraposition. At the time, there wereserious problems with the proposal. The conflict between ACD constructions and thetheory of ellipsis was not resolved by extraposition and there was therefore no reason toassume that extraposition was involved. Furthermore Sag’s correlation (between ACDand scope) was not accounted for.This paper can be read as a revival of Baltin’s proposal. With certain assumptionsabout the structure and interpretation of chains, extraposition, viewed as late insertion,resolves a conflict between the copy theory of movement and Parallelism. This is thetheoretical reason to assume extraposition (or HNPS when QR is overt). The correlationwith scope is, of course, no surprise.The resulting analysis has some non-trivial advantages. It accounts for Kennedy’spuzzle and Sauerland’s extension to this puzzle, for the correlation between ACD andCondition C, and for the fact that constituents from the antecedent VP that follow theelided VP behave like (rightward) shifted constituents.These advantages, in turn, provide evidence for the assumptions that underlie theanalysis. We thus have new evidence for the copy theory of movement (Chomsky 1993),for counter-cyclic merger of adjuncts (Lebeaux 1988), for the extension of Lebeaux’s ideato covert movement (Fox and Nissenbaum 1999, in progress), and for the idea that thecopies at the tail of the chain should be interpreted as definite descriptions that containvariables (Fox 1999a).

57ReferencesAbe, Jun and Hiroto Hoshi (1999) �A generalized rightward movement analysis of Antecedent Contained Deletion,� Journal of Linguistics 35, 451-487.Beaver (1995) Presupposition and Assertion in Dynamic Semantics, Ph.D Dissertation,University of Edinburgh.Bobaljik, Jonathan (1995) Morphosyntax: the Syntax of Verbal Inflection D o c t o r a l dissertation, MIT, MITWPL.Bobaljik, Jonathan (1999) �A-chains at the Interface: Copies, Agreement and �CovertMovemetn�,� unpublished ms. McGill University.Brody, Michael (1995) Lexico-Logical Form, MIT Press.Brody, Michael (1997) �Perfect Chains,� in Haegeman, Liliane (ed.) E l e m e n t s o f Grammar: Handbook in Generative Syntax (Kluwer International Handbooks ofLinguistics,Vol 1), Kluwer.Chierchia, Gennaro (1995) Talk given at Utrecht University.Chomsky, Noam (1993) �A Minimalist Program for Linguistic Theory,� in The ViewFrom Building 20, Cambridge, MA: MIT Press (re-printed as chapter 3 ofChomsky 1995)Chomsky, Noam (1995) The Minimalist Progrm, Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.Cresti, Diana (1995) �Extraction and Reconstruction,� Natural Language Semantics,Cresti, Diana (1999) �Ellipsis and Reconstruction in Relative Clauses,� in Proceedings ofNELS 30, GLSA Publications, Amherst.Cullicover and Rochemont (1990) English Focus Constructions and the Theory ofGrammar, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.Fiengo, Robert and Robert May (1994) Indices and Identitu, MIT Press.F o x , D a n n y ( 1 9 9 3 ) C h a i n a n d b i n d i n g� A m o d i f i c a t i o n o f R e i n h a r t a n d Reuland�s �Reflexivity�. Ms., MIT.Fox, Danny (1995) Condition C effects in ACD. In R. Pensalfini and H. Ura (eds.)Chapters on minimalist syntax, MITWPL 27. Cambridge, MA: MIT WorkingChapters in Linguistics, pp. 105—119.Fox, Danny (1999a) �Reconstruction, Binding Theory and the Interpretation of Chains,�Linguistic Inquiry.Fox, Danny (1999b) �Focus, Parallelism and Accommodation,� Proceedings of SALT 9.Fox, Danny (2000) Economy and Semantic Interpretation, MIT Press.Fox, Danny (in progress) �Extraposition and Intensional Adjectives,� Harvard University.

58Fox, Danny and Jon Nissenbaum (1999) �Extraposition and Scope: A case for overt QR,�WCCFL 18.Fox, Danny and Jon Nissenbaum (in progress) �Extraposition and the Nature of CovertMovement,� ms. Harvard University.Frampton, John (1991) �Relativized Minimality: A review,� The Linguistic Review, 8:1-46.Friedin, Robert (1986) �Fundamental Issues in the Theory of Binding,� in B. Lust, ed.Studies in the Acquistion of Anaphora, Dordrecht: Reidel.G� u r o n J a c q u e l i n e a n d R o b e r t M a y ( 1 9 8 4 ) . � E x t r a p o s i t i o n a n d L o g i c a l F o r m ,� Linguistics Inquiry, 7(3), 429-462.Groat, Erich, and John O�Neil (1996) �Spellout at the LF interface,� In WernerAbraham, Samuel David Epstein, H_skuldur Thr_insson & C. Jan-Wouter Zwart (eds.).Minimal Ideas: Syntactic Studies in the Minimalist Framework. John BenjaminsPublishing Company, Amsterdam/Philadelphia, 113-139.Heim, Irene (1997) �Predicates or Formulas? Evidence frem Ellipsis,� InProceedings of SALT 7, ed. By Aaron Lawon and Eund Cho, 197-221, Ithaca, New York:CLC Publications.Heim, Irene and Angelika Kratzer (1998), Semantics in Generative Grammar, Blackwell,Oxford.Jacobson, Pauline (1992) �Comment Flexible Categorial Grammar, Questions andProspects,� in Robert Levine (ed.), Formal Grammar, Theory and Interpretation,Oxford University Press.Kayne, Richard (1998). �Overt vs. Covert Movements,� Syntax 1:128-191.Kennedy, Christopher, (1994). �Argument contained Ellipsis,� Linguistics ResearchCenter Report LKC-94-03, University of California, Santa Cruz.Kennedy, Christopher, (1997). �Antecedent Contained Deletion and the Syntax ofQuantifiers,� linguistic Inquiry.Kennedy, Christopher, (2000). �Comparative Deletion and Optimality in Syntax,�Unpublished ms. Northwestern University.Kuno, Susumu (1997) �Binding Theory and the Minimalist Program,� Ms. HarvardUniversity.Lasnik, Howard (1995). �A Notve on Psuedogapping,� In Rob Pensalfini and HiroyukiUra, eds. Papers on Minimalist syntax, 143-164. (MIT Working Papers inLinguistics 27.) MITWPL, Department of Linguistics and Philosophy, MIT,Cambridge, MA.

59L a r s o n , R i c h a r d a n d R o b e r t M a y ( 1 9 9 0 ) . � A n t e c e d e n t C o n t a i n m e n t o r V a c u o u s Movement: Reply to Baltin,� Linguistic Inquiry, 21, 103-122.Lebeaux, David (1988). �Language Acquisition and the Form of the Grammar,� Doctoraldissertation, University of Massachusetts, Amherst.May, Robert (1988) �Ambiguities of Quantification,� LI, 19:118-135.Merchant, Jason (forthcoming) �On the Extent of Trace Deletion in ACD,� to appear inLinguistic Inquiry.Pesetsky, David, (1998) �Some Optimality Principles of Sentence Pronunciation,� in P.Barbosa, et.al, eds. Is the Best Good Enough? Optimality and Competition inSyntax, MIT Press and MITWPL.Pesetsky, David (in press) Phrasal Movement and its Kin, MIT Press.Phillips, Colin (1996) Order and Structure, Doctoral dissertation, MIT, Cambridge, MA:MITWPL.Reinhart, Tanya (1991) �Non-Quantificational LF,� In A. Kasher (ed.) The Chomskianturn,Riemsdijk, Henk van, and Edwin Williams (1981). �NP-Structure, The Linguistic Review1:171-217.Rooth, Mats (1992) �Ellipsis reduandancy and Reduction Redundancy,� In S. Bermanand A. Hestvik, eds., Proceedings of Stutgart Ellipsis Workshop. Arbeitspapieredes Sonderforschungsbereichs 340, Bericht Nr. 29. IBM Germany, Heidelberg.Rullman, Hotze and Sigrid Beck (1997). �Reconstruction and the Interpretation ofWhich-Phrases,� to appear in the proceedings of the T�ebingen ReconstructionWorkshop.Safir, Ken (1999) �Vehicle Change and Reconstruction of A-bar-Chains,� LinguisticInquiry, 30(4): 587-620.Sag, Ivan (1976) Deletion and Logical Form, Doctoral dissertation, MIT, Cambridge,MA: MITWPL.Sauerland, Uli (1998) The Making and Meaning of Chains, Doctoral dissertation, MIT,Cambridge, MA: MITWPL.Sauerland, Uli (in progress) �A Case of Focus Driven QR in English, � university ofTuebingen.Stroik, Thomas (1992). �Adverbs and Antecedent Contained Deletion,� Minimalism,Scope and VP Structure.T a r a l d s e n , T a r a l d , ( 1 9 8 1 ) � T h e T h e o r e t i c a l I n t e r p r e t a t i o n o f a C l a s s o f M a r k e d Extractions,� In A. Belletic, L. Brandi , and L. Rizzi (eds.), Theory of Markedness

60in Generative Grammar, Proceedings of the 1979 Glow Conference, 475-516.Scuola Normale Superiore, Pisa.Tiedeman, Robyne (1995). �Some Remarks on Antecedent Contained Deletion,� inShosuke Haraguchi and Michio Funaki, Minimalism and Linguistic Theory,Hituzi Linguistics Workshope Series No. 4, Japan: Hituz Syobo.Vergnaud (1974)Wilder, Chris (1995). �Antecedent Containment and Ellipsis,� FAS Papers in Linguistics4, 132-165.Wilder, Chris (1997) �Phrasal Movement in LF: de re readings, VP Ellipsis andBinding,� Proceeding of NELS 27, 425-440.Williams, Edwin (1974). Rule Ordering in Syntax, , Doctoral dissertation, MIT,Cambridge, MA: MITWPL.Williams, Edwin (1977) �Discourse and logical form,� Linguistic Inquiry 8.101-139.William Edwin (1995) �Ellipsis,� ms. Princeton Univeristy.Wyngaerd, Vanden G. and C.J.W. Zwart. 1991. Reconstruction and Vehicle Change. InLinguistics in the Netherlands 1991, F. Drijkoningen and A. van Kemenade, eds.John Benjamins, Amsterdam, 151-160.Danny FoxHarvard UniversitySociety of Fellows78 Mt. Auburn st.Cambridge, MA. 02138